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Executive Summary

A Liquid Waste Management Plan (LWMP) comprises a comprehensive strategy to protect public
health and the environment through the management, resource recovery and disposal of treated
waste. ltis along term plan for building, financing and managing liquid waste infrastructure.

In the past, the Village has received (and continues to receive) requests for sewer service from
property owners outside of Specified Sewer Area #1 (SSA-1). The existing sewer bylaws are not
conducive to expansion of the sewer area. However, the Village has allowed some sewer
connections from outside of the original sewer area where they were deemed to be in the public
interest (such as the RCMP building). The Village’s Official Community Plan also supports
development / redevelopment in areas where services are established or could be established
where appropriate. As a result, the LWMP process was initiated by Village council to review
wastewater management practices and support land use planning strategies within the Village.

The Village of Kaslo embarked on Stage One of its Liquid Waste Management Plan in 2012.
Historically, only a small part of Kaslo (less than 30%) has been provided with municipal sewer
service. The rest of Kaslo treats and disposes of wastewater using private on-site septic systems.
The Stage One work broadly considered the continued use of private septic systems and
operation of the municipal sewer system. The lack of community sewering was found to be a
hindrance to growth and redevelopment of the community core. In addition, partly as a result of
small lot sizes and soil conditions in certain areas of the community, the on-site systems were
thought to represent a potential risk to public health and the environment. Replacement of septic
fields on smaller properties or properties with unfavourable soil conditions is also difficult to
accomplish, leading to differing costs and levels of service available to community members. The
Stage One report recommended that the Village explore options to expand the municipal sewage
collection and treatment systems. During Stage One, feedback from residents was encouraged
online, through email, or at one of two public consultation sessions and an open house event.
The feedback was generally positive; however, there were concerns raised about the impact of
discharging treated effluent into Kootenay Lake and the cost of expanding the municipal sewer
system.

The Stage One report was completed in November 2013 and approved by the Ministry of
Environment (MoE) in March 2014.

The Village’s Stage Two report considers options for providing community sewer expansion and
increasing the capacity of the wastewater treatment system to incorporate more of Kaslo into the
municipal collection system. It was recommended that the Lower Kaslo area be prioritized for
future sewer expansion over other areas of the community. The existing treatment plant would
be maintained and upgraded at the current location. Consideration was given to environment
impacts through review of past literature, and future changes to operational permitting conditions
were discussed. An Archaeological Overview Assessment was completed for the municipal
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wastewater treatment location, and input was sought from First Nations organizations. Planning
input was gathered via a public open house and feedback from the Advisory Committee. The
Stage Two report recommended that during Stage Three the Village should:

= strive to enhance the public consultation program,

= prepare an Environmental Impact Study,

= incorporate applicable recommendations from a Sewer Servicing Cost Recovery
Structure which was completed simultaneous to the Stage Two work, and

= prepare an implementation plan with consideration for potential ‘triggers’ for phasing
expansion of the sewage collection system.

The Village's Stage Two report was initially submitted to the Ministry of Environment for approval
in March 2017. Subsequent to that submission, the Village requested and received approval from
MoE in June 2017 to withdraw the Stage Two report and combine Stage Two and Three
submissions. Although the Stage Two work was complete, the Village made this request to allow
continued progress on the LWMP initiative without unnecessary delay.

Around the same time, the Village submitted a grant application to take advantage of a sewer
expansion concept and the potential for a 100% funded project which could add properties to the
sewer system as affordably as possible. In March 2018, the Village learned that it was successful
with this grant application. Although beneficial, the scheduling overlap between the sewer
expansion project and the Stage Three LWMP has complicated completion of the LWMP process.

Stage Three of the LWMP was initiated in July 2017. Based on information gathered and
reviewed to date, the recommended direction for Kaslo is to extend sewer service through Lower
Kaslo and undertake improvements to the existing WWTP. In the future, sewer service could be
extended to Upper Kaslo. At that time the existing WWTP would be upgraded to double the
existing treatment capacity. Also, flows will increase beyond the level allowed for by the existing
permit. Concurrent with the design for treatment plant expansion, the Ministry of Environment
should be approached to consider changes to some aspects of the discharge permit to reflect the
increased flows, the addition of backup treatment systems at the plant and the excellent
performance of the ultraviolet disinfection system.

Allocation of cost to the community is one of the key elements of this Stage 3 report. It is expected
that future sewering costs will be born by benefitting properties, and paid through a combination
of user fees (for operating costs) and parcel taxes (for capital improvements and infrastructure
renewal reserve funding). In addition, a capital charge is proposed for all future sewer
connections outside of SSA-1 for wastewater treatment capacity that has been paid for by the
SSA-1 portion of the community. A Sewage Education and Monitoring tax is also proposed, to
fund public education initiatives and gather data on wastewater system performance (both the
municipal treatment plant, and the ‘global’ performance of private septic systems). That sewage
education and monitoring tax would include community-wide contributions from general taxation.
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A summary of estimated costs associated with the LWMP implementation is described in the
tables below.

The estimated cost for sewer connection to an ‘average’ residential property would be as follows:

TABLE 7-7 INITIAL SEWER CONNECTION COSTS (ONE-TIME COSTS)

SSA-1 SSA-2
Capital Charge (for wastewater treatment reserves) $0 $3,475"
Septic system decommissioning $2,5007 $2,5007
Building sewer pipe from home to property line (edge of $2,000° $2,0008
road/lane)
Initial Sewer Connection Costs (approximate) $4,500 $8,000
Notes:

1. Capital charge amount is expected to be dependant on land use and estimated impacts on wastewater
treatment capacity. This amount would be reviewed by the Village in creation an applicable bylaw.

2. Septic system decommissioning estimated costs include filing with Interior Health, septic tank pumping, and
septic tank decommissioning (install drain holes in tank base, fill with gravel, repair landscaping). Septic tank
pumping and decommissioning would be arranged by property owners.

3. Building sewer costs include Plumbing Permit fee (RDCK). Building sewer construction costs are expected
to vary widely, and will be depending on factors specific to each property (length of service, depth of service,
obstacles, surface restorations). Building sewer pipe installation would be arranged by property owners.

Also, the projected annual sewer cost for an ‘average’ residential property would be as follows:

TABLE 7-8 PROPOSED ANNUAL SEWER COSTS FOR A RESIDENTIAL PROPERTY

SSA-1 SSA-2 | Remainder of

Village

Sewage Education and Monitoring $25 $25 $25

User Fees (Operating Charges) $425" $425" $0
Renewal Reserve Funding

- Sewage Collection $90 $90 $0

- Sewage Treatment $60 $60 $0

Proposed Annual Sewer Costs $600/year | $600/year $25/year

Notes:

1. User fee categories are expected to be dependant on land use and whether a property is connected to Village
sewer or not. This amount would be reviewed by the Village in creation an applicable bylaw.

In addition to the initial connection costs annual sewer costs described in Tables 7-7 and 7-8
above, loan servicing associated with future sewer construction and future treatment upgrades
would be paid by sewered areas. The potential annual loan servicing costs would be as follows:
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TABLE 7-9 POTENTIAL FUTURE ANNUAL LOAN SERVICING COSTS FOR A RESIDENTIAL PROPERTY

SSA-1 SSA-2 | Remainder of

Village

Loan servicing — sewage collection system $0 $925° $0

Loan servicing — sewage treatment (Phase 1) $1402 $1402 $0

Loan servicing — sewage treatment (Phase 2) $1952 $1952 $0

Potential Future Annual Loan Servicing $335/year | $1,260/year $0/year
Costs

Notes:

1. Amount would be reduced depending on level of infrastructure grant funding received. The Village is currently
in receipt of 100% grant funding, which will reduce this amount to $0 for the proposed initial expansion area
(60 properties).

2. Amount would be reduced depending on level of infrastructure grant funding received. In addition, the amount
would be reduced depending on the total dollar amounts collected via capital charges (example $3,475 per
residential property, as noted in Table 7-7), and reduced to some extent by renewal reserve funding collected
(as noted in Table 7-8).

As noted in Table 7-9, future loan servicing costs are highly dependant on receipt of infrastructure
grant funding. Further, the Village has established ‘borrowing targets’ for any capital expansion
or renewal project within the scope of this LWMP:

= Village Council aspire to limit its borrowing to 33% of projects over $250,000, requiring
grant aid or reserves to fund the other costs.

= Given the limitations of Kaslo’s borrowing capacity across all needs and the scale of costs
involved in expanding wastewater for the entire municipality, it is recommended that the
maximum amount that can be borrowed by the Village for wastewater expansion or
renewal on an ongoing basis is limited to $1.5 million.

Community consultation is a requirement for any Liquid Waste Management Plan. It is this
consultation that would allow the Village to borrow funds, create service areas and impose parcel
taxes within those service areas for implementation of the plan - without further public consultation
or referendum, or the need for a petition, council initiative subject to a petition against, or assent
of the electors. The Village’'s Stage Three public consultation program was guided by personnel
with specific public consultation expertise. In addition to the Advisory Committee meetings, the
public consultation included an initial awareness and information dissemination period and a
public engagement component. The public engagement included an open house, followed by
information exchanges including focus meetings with owners from existing SSA-1 and an initial
proposed sewer expansion are (referred to as SSA-2). Feedback gathered from the committee
meetings, open house, focus group sessions, and general public input has been incorporated into
this Stage Three report.

Although expansion of the sewer system has been a major focus within the LWMP, it must be
noted that completion and approval of this LWMP by the Ministry of Environment would not
compel the Village to proceed with sewer system expansion. Community sewering expansion is
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anticipated to occur on an incremental basis over the next 10 — 20 years. Factors to be considered
in advance of sewering expansions include:

= Advancing long term community goals.

= Project cost and resulting ‘cost per property’.

= Documentation of private septic system issues and impacts.
= Public initiatives.

Since sewering expansion is anticipated to be a long term process, the following components of
the LWMP are the highest priorities going forward:

1. Public education and monitoring work to be completed, to support continued use of
hundreds of private septic systems throughout the Village.

2. Updates to existing sewer service area bylaws to improve the Village’s ability to manage
the community sewer area through: a restructure of sewer user fees, updates to sewage
regulation (and source control), and implementation of sewer reserve funding.

3. Administrative changes to manage costs associated with tax exempt properties within the
sewer area, through ‘payments in lieu of taxes’.
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1.0 Introduction

The Village of Kaslo engaged TRUE Consulting to commence Stage Three of a three stage
process in developing a communitywide Liquid Waste Management Plan (LWMP). This follows
on from Stages One and Two. When complete, this plan will evaluate the overall effectiveness
of current liquid waste disposal practices in Kaslo and create a new comprehensive long-term
plan for managing the community’s liquid waste, going well into the future.

Stages of the Liquid Waste Management Plan:

Stage 1: Broad List of Options
Stage 2: Detailed Evaluation of Options
Stage 3: Summary, Financing, and Implementation Schedule

A LWMP comprises a comprehensive strategy to ensure the protection of public health and the
environment through management, resource recovery and disposal of treated waste. Itis a long
term plan for building, financing and managing liquid waste infrastructure.

General objectives of Stage Three of the Liquid Waste Management Plan:

Continue public consultation process

Carry out site-specific studies (Environmental Impact Study)

Further develop the recommended option, costs, and financing in more detail

Draft proposed operational certificate requirements for facility operation and
environmental monitoring

PObN=

The LWMP is based on community objectives and involves public consultation as a primary
objective. Development of the plan is guided by members of the community and the objectives
of the Official Community Plan (OCP). The plan takes into consideration issues associated with
growth, development and the environment. It provides servicing strategy options and
opportunities for conservation.

As described in the Ministry of Environment (MoE) Interim Guidelines for Preparing Liquid Waste
Management Plans, the Environmental Management Act (EMA) allows local governments to
develop a LWMP for approval by the Minister of Environment. Once a Stage 3 LWMP is approved
by the Minister, the local government will be authorized to proceed with measures in the plan to
accommodate existing or future development with a strategy to ensure the management, resource
recovery and disposal of treated waste is sufficiently protective of public health and environment.
This means the Village will be able to borrow funds, create service areas and impose parcel taxes
within those service areas for implementation of the plan - without further public consultation or
referendum, or the need for a petition, council initiative subject to a petition against, or assent of
the electors. The provincial objectives for the LWMP are focused on protecting public health and
the environment while ensuring that the public has been properly consulted.
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Once the LWMP is approved by the Minister, the Village can adopt the borrowing bylaws, service
establishing bylaws, and local service taxation bylaws without the assent of the electors.

As described in the Stage Two report recommendations, Stage Three of the Liquid Waste
Management Plan should include the following scope of work:

Consider recruitment strategies for the Advisory Committee, to ensure broad public input
to the LWMP. This may include a public announcement of Stage 3 initiation and a request
for Advisory Committee volunteers.

Prepare a summary of Stage 1 and 2 reports.

Prepare an Environmental Impact Study, with a focus on characterizing potential impact
to the receiving environment resulting from the treated effluent and lake outfall.

Prepare a draft of operational certificate requirements - including relaxation of existing
suspended solids and turbidity requirements as noted in Section 13.2 of the Stage Two
report.

Further develop the recommended treatment option noted in Section 13.2 of the Stage
Two report.

Further develop tasks for septage management.

Consider and incorporate recommendations, as applicable, from the Sewer Servicing Cost
Recovery Structure that the Village has recently completed. That work provides guidance
to:

Address the 'fairness' issue associated with past costs paid to construct the existing
wastewater treatment plant by properties within SSA-1, and future allocation of
existing unused treatment plant capacity to properties outside of SSA-1.

Implement new fee, tax, and regulatory bylaws subsequent to completion of the LWMP
to replace the existing municipal regulations.

Prepare a draft LWMP Implementation Plan - including discussion of potential ‘triggers’ for
phasing expansion of the collection system.

Continue and further expand the public consultation program, to ensure the public is
adequately informed of:

the differences in levels of treatment achieved by and operational requirements
associated with private septic systems in comparison to centralized municipal
treatment;

the proposed implementation plan, including Village capacity for borrowing and
potential timing for sewering expansion; and,
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the anticipated annual cost per year (per household) for the phased sewering options
proposed, the potential for funding assistance from senior levels of government via
infrastructure grants and any impacts this may have on the implementation plan and
costs per household.

2.0 LWMP Stage Three Programme

A comprehensive public consultation and review process which started in Stage One of the
LWMP, has continued into Stage Two. The overall Stage Three program is outlined in Figure 2.1.

Project Initiation - Stage 3

Steering Committee | Advisory Committee
meeting meeting

Draft Stage 3 Report

Review by Steering Review by Advisory
Committee Committee

Consultation

Present findings and options to
members of the Public and First
Nations, and request feedback

Finalize Stage 3 Report

Incorporate Review by Steering
feedback Committee

FIGURE 2-1: STAGE 3 PROGRAMME
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2.1 Stage Three Project Committees

As endorsed by the MoE ‘Interim Guidelines for Preparing Liquid Waste Management Plans’, the
two liquid waste committees established in Stages One and Two to represent the local
government, senior government agencies and residents were reconvened.

A guiding Steering Committee for Stage Three consisting of senior political and technical
representatives of the local government was advised by an Advisory Committee that reflected
community and government interests. The Steering Committee members, as appointed by the
Village of Kaslo Council, were as follows:

= Neil Smith CAO (Village of Kaslo)

= Councillor Kellie Knoll (Village of Kaslo)
= Councillor Rob Lang (Village of Kaslo)
= Mike Lind (Village of Kaslo)

= Ed Grifone (CTQ Consultants)

= Rob Wall (TRUE Consulting)

The Advisory Committee is a joint committee (similar to Stage 1 and 2), consisting of members of
the public as well as technical members and regulatory agencies. The Advisory Committee
members, as appointed by the Village of Kaslo Council, were as follows:

= Neil Smith CAO (Village of Kaslo)

= Stephanie Little, replaced by Bryan Vroom in January 2018, replaced by Trevor Hamelin
in July 2018 (Ministry of Environment)

= Mike Adams (Interior Health Authority)

= Anita Ely (Interior Health Authority)

= Uli Wolf (Regional District of Central Kootenay)

= Stan Baker (Resident, Village of Kaslo)

= Anne Malik (Resident, Village of Kaslo)

= Lynn van Deursen (Resident, Village of Kaslo)

= David Russell (Resident, Village of Kaslo)

= Don Scarlett (Resident, Village of Kaslo)

= Scott Wallace (TRUE Consulting)

2.2 LWMP Monitoring Committee

In the event that the LWMP is adopted by the Village and approved by MOE, the Village will
invite the members of the Advisory Committee to join a LWMP Monitoring Committee. The role
of the Monitoring Committee will be to ensure that the commitments of the plan are carried out
in accordance with the implementation schedule. The committee would meet once per year.
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3.0 Plan Area

FIGURE 3-1: KASLO LWMP PLAN AREA

The plan area for the study is presented in Figure 3-1. Since the overall sewering needs have
not changed, the LWMP plan area is being maintained as it was during Stages One and Two.

The Village has also undertaken a process of consultation in relation to municipal lands in terms
of investment attraction and community development. The ability to provide sewer service has
an impact on any new development. It is currently not envisaged that there would be sewer
service to land on the south side of the river, which affects the development potential of these
sites.
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4.0 Planned Wastewater System Upgrades

Alternatives were explored in Stages One and Two of the LWMP. The outcomes of that past work
are described in this section. The outcome of Stage Two was that the collection system should
be expanded in phases with Lower Kaslo being the highest priority, followed by Upper Kaslo in
the future. The existing treatment system would be upgraded as needed to allow for this
expansion.

Existing Sewer Service

Area #1 (light green)
Upper Kaslo « -— )

“ LowerKaslo

Kootenay
Lake

9,

FIGURE 4-1: SERVICE AREA CONCEPT PLAN

4.1 Service Area Expansion

Since the mid 1990’s, less than 30% of properties within Kaslo have been provided with municipal
sewer service. The rest of Kaslo treats and disposes of wastewater with private on-site systems.
Replacement of septic fields on smaller properties or properties with unfavourable soil conditions
is difficult to accomplish. A large percentage of the properties in Lower Kaslo are less than optimal
sizing for onsite septic systems. The lack of community sewering in these areas is a hindrance
to growth and redevelopment of the community core. In addition, partly as a result of small lot
sizes and soil conditions, the on-site systems as a whole represent a risk to public health and the
environment. The Liquid Waste Management Plan considers options for providing sewers and
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increasing the capacity of the wastewater treatment system to accommodate more of Kaslo into
the municipal collection system.

Expansion of the Village’s community sewerage system is the recommended option for
wastewater management into the future. A community sewer system will provide essential
infrastructure supporting community development policies described in the Village’s OCP and
Integrated Community Sustainability Plan. It will also reduce environmental and public health
concerns with on-site systems in some areas of the community.

The Stage Two report concluded that the preferred staging strategy is an initial expansion of
municipal sewage collection through the remainder of Lower Kaslo followed by expansions in the
future into the Upper Kaslo neighborhood.

Figure 4-2 depicts a proposed service area boundary for the Lower Kaslo neighbourhood, and
potential sewer main routes to service properties in this area. The sewer mains of the proposed
collection system in Lower Kaslo would follow the roads and lanes. Because the treatment plant
was constructed at a relatively low point in Kaslo, the grades are favorable for a gravity collection
system. A single new lift station at the southern end of the new area and a force main to the
existing WWTP have been assumed.

The cost for this expansion of the collection system through the remainder of Lower Kaslo was
calculated as follows;

Lower Kaslo Sewer Construction Costs (Class ‘C’ Estimate)

Sewer Construction $2,830,000
Lift Stations $650,000
Watermain Relocation* $120,000
Roadworks and Restoration $1,050,000
TOTAL PROJECT (c/w rounding) $4,650,000

* Minor watermain relocations

The following cost estimates for the Upper Kaslo area were developed with less consideration for
site specific constraints, and are therefore expected to be less accurate than the cost estimate
associated with sewering Lower Kaslo.

Upper Kaslo Sewer Construction Costs (Class ‘D’ Estimate)

Sewer Construction $5,500,000
Lift Stations $420,000

Roadworks and Restoration $2,300,000
TOTAL PROJECT (c/w rounding) $8,220,000

There is thought to be less risk to public health and the environment from on-site systems in most
of Upper Kaslo due to larger lot sizes and separation distance from receiving environment.
Therefore, there is expected to be less benefit from extending sewer service to Upper Kaslo. In
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addition, the Upper Kaslo sewer main extension ‘cost per lot’ will be higher than for Lower Kaslo.
This is due to less dense development in Upper Kaslo and an anticipated need for more extensive
pavement restoration.
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4.2 Source Control

A source control bylaw serves to limit the disposal of wastes that are harmful to the sanitary sewer
system or the wastewater treatment process. It also serves to limit discharges that would have
an unfair impact on system operating costs, and recover those costs as appropriate.

The source control bylaw function is currently served in Kaslo by Village Bylaw 1211 “A Bylaw To
Regulate The Provision, Operation And Administration And To Provide For The Imposition And
Collection Of Rates For The Use Of The Village Of Kaslo Sewage System”. Schedule D of the
bylaw “Regulations Governing the Admission of Wastes Into Sewers” describes both prohibited
and restricted wastes.

At present the waste discharges per capita are generally in line with expectations and do not
indicate that prohibited or restricted wastes are being discharged in detectable quantities by most
users. Exceptions to this may include:

= Discharge of grease to the sewer system from restaurant kitchens.

Bylaw 1211 lists ‘water or waste which contains grease’ amongst the restricted wastes. In
the Stage 1 LWMP report, sections 4.4.2 and 11.2 described operational incidents involving
sewer blockages resulting from fats/oils/grease buildup, and difficulties with enforcement of
the Bylaw. When properly located and sized, well maintained grease traps can effectively
control grease entering the sewer from commercial premises. As described in the Stage 1
LWMP report, creation of an education program is suggested as an additional means to
improve the quality of wastewater received by the municipal collection system.

= Discharge of waste to the sewer system from porta-potties.

Schedule D of Bylaw 1211 describes prohibited sewer wastes including ‘any solid viscous
substance which, in the opinion of the PWS, is capable of obstructing sewage flow or
interfering with the operation of the sewage works or treatment facilities’. Schedule D
describes restricted sewer wastes including ‘any water or waste containing a toxic or
poisonous substance, in sufficient quantity to, in the opinion of the PWS, injure or interfere
with any sewage treatment process...". Porta-potty waste can cause issues at the headworks
of the municipal treatment plant. Further, some chemicals used in porta-potties can be
detrimental to operation of the biological process at the municipal treatment plant.

= The operation of micro-breweries in the service area.

A portion of the existing sewer service area is comprised of the commercial core ‘C2’ zoning.
The Village’s Land Use Bylaw permits Light Industrial in the C2 zone. A microbrewery
recently opened within the sewer service area, which is consistent with the activities permitted
in this zone. However, spent grain and hops are listed in Schedule D of Bylaw 1211 amongst

VILLAGE OF KASLO 10

LiQuiDb WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN — STAGE 3 — SEPTEMBER 2018

TRU=




the prohibited sewer wastes along with ‘any solid viscous substance which, in the opinion of
the PWS, is capable of obstructing sewage flow or interfering with the operation of the sewage
works or treatment facilities’. Further, the Bylaw includes guidance for pH, total suspended
solids, and biochemical oxygen demand characteristics associated with restricted sewer
wastes.

As such, during Stage Three, further investigation has been undertaken into the potential use
of Codes of Practice for industry sectors as part of a source control monitoring and
enforcement program.

The Capital Regional District Regional Source Control Program have an existing document:
“Environmental Regulations & Best Management Practices Fermentation Operations in the
Capital Regional District”. With the permission of the CRD, the Village proposes to adopt this
Best Management Practice.

Metro Vancouver have also recently adopted their Fermentation Operations Bylaw No. 294,
2015 which includes an annual treatment fee based on annual production. There is a strong
argument for dischargers of higher strength wastes to pay a fee based on the costs resulting
from their discharge.

The Codes of Practice and bylaws described above are included in Appendix H.
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4.3 \Wastewater Treatment

The existing Wastewater Treatment Plant has a design capacity of 340m?/day and is permitted
by the Ministry of Environment to discharge up to 370m3/day. In 1995, the plant designers stated
that 74% of the design capacity (250m?3/day) was for estimated flows from the service area at that
time including an infiltration allowance and 26% of the design capacity (88m3/day) available for
future development in the specified area. The allowance for future growth did not reference any
specific proposed development within the specified area.

As the collection system increases in size, the available treatment capacity must increase with it.

In order to treat the additional wastewater flow from the expanded service area, various treatment
alternatives were investigated. The general outcome of the work examining the existing WWTP
was that the plant can accommodate the expected future flows including 2% growth using the
current technology by expanding the footprint slightly and repurposing the existing tanks, or if
alternative treatment technology is used, the existing footprint would be sufficient.

4.3.1 Expansion of the Existing RBC Plant

An upgrade making use of the existing process has been considered and the details of this
scenario are described as follows. The expected footprint of the upgrade including an additional
rotating biological contactor is shown in Figure 4-3 and Figure 4-4.

Short Term Upgrade (Phase 1)

Expansion of the existing treatment system allows for the phasing of the improvements. The
‘Phase 1’ upgrade is suggested to occur prior to collection of flows totalling approximately 350m?3/d
of domestic strength wastewater (equivalent to sewering all of Lower Kaslo), including
construction of the above ground building to house a primary filter and the sludge dewatering belt
press.

TABLE 4-1: SHORT TERM UPGRADE (PHASE 1)

1.0 | Primary Treatment $360,000
2.0 | Sludge Dewatering Relocation $30,000
3.0 | Buildings $270,000
4.0 | Electrical $90,000

TOTAL PROJECT (c/w rounding) $750,000

Comparative Cost (Class ‘C’ Estimate)

Long Term Upgrade (Phase 2)

Costs for the long term upgrade of the wastewater treatment plant are presented below. This
upgrade will continue to match current effluent quality performance at the projected ultimate future
flow totalling approximately 500m3/d of domestic strength wastewater. This capacity upgrade
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would involve duplication of several components including the biological contactor, clarifier, and
effluent filtration units. Pumping capacity improvements are also expected.

TABLE 4-2: LONG TERM UPGRADE (PHASE 2)

1.0 | Rotating Biological Contactor $740,000
2.0 | Clarifier $180,000
3.0 | Effluent Filtration $400,000
4.0 | Influent / Effluent Pump Stations $130,000
5.0 | Electrical $300,000

TOTAL PROJECT (c/w rounding) $1,750,000

Comparative Cost (Class ‘C’ Estimate)

4.3.2 Impact of Industrial Discharges

Subsequent to writing the Stage Two report, a micro-brewery commenced operation within the
existing sewer service area. The brewing process is undertaken in batches, with the wastewater
flows being highly variable in volume and concentration. This means that the load from a brewery
could make up a significant part of the total load at the treatment plant. Village staff have
observed that the loading rate on the wastewater treatment plant has increased significantly due
to this light industrial operation.

Impacts to the wastewater treatment plant capacity are currently difficult to quantify and will vary
with the rate and methods of production. As a result, Stage Three has proceeded on the basis of
the Stage Two concepts, with the expectation that source control measures would be
implemented, if needed, to improve the brewery wastewater to acceptable levels.

The Village has been proactive in providing regulatory information and ‘best practices’ guidelines
to the brewery to curb potential impacts on the treatment plant. Impacts on the treatment plant
will continue to be monitored into the future, including sampling of brewery wastewater. Sewer
rates can also be adjusted to reflect the operational impacts of discharges from various
wastewaters throughout the community.

4.3.3 Impact of 3" Party Users

The existing municipal sewer system provides service primarily to residential, commercial and
institutional properties. The Village’s wastewater treatment plant was designed with consideration
given to typical sewage discharges from those land uses. The Village’s Sewer Regulation Bylaw
1121 was also created based on those anticipated sewage discharges.

In addition to the wastewater collected from the services within SSA-1, the Village has also
allowed some ‘3™ party’ access to the sewer system. These 3™ party users are described as
intermittent wastewater discharges to the sewer system, over which the Village has direct
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ownership or control — such as discharge of porta-potties from festival weekends or other
community events.

The main impacts of 3™ party users that the Village will have consideration for are:

» Operational impacts resulting from this wastewater collection
= Treatment capability to handle this wastewater on a daily basis
» Treatment plant capacity that is ‘used’ by these contributions

In the case of porta-potties, often these facilities end up as receiving basins for unsuitable wastes
and trash. In addition, porta-potties typically contain chemicals that reduce bacterial activity as a
means to control odour; those same chemicals can be detrimental to the operation of the
municipal treatment plant (which relies on bacterial growth to treat wastewater). Further, the rate
at which these porta-potties are discharged must be monitored, to avoid ‘shock loading’ the
treatment plant.

The Village has been pro-active in working with 3™ party users to manage impacts to the municipal
treatment plant. Going forward, the Village should continue to monitor volumes and quality of
wastewater received from 3 party users, determine whether such wastes are suitable to receive
(or set appropriate limits), and set rates for receiving this waste to fully cover the operational
impacts as well as the use of the treatment plant capacity.
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5.0 Environment and Archaeology

5.1 Environmental Impact Study

As noted in the provincial Interim Guidelines for Preparing Liquid Waste Management Plans,
consideration should be given to conducting an environmental impact study to further refine
options being considered.

The original application for a Waste Management Permit was submitted to the Ministry of
Environment for SSA#1 in May 1995 by Stanley Associates. This included an assessment of the
proposed wastewater treatment plant and marine outfall.

An engineering re-assessment was completed after the initial application. This included
alterations to the proposed treatment plant and outfall to the current location. In the technical
report prepared by the Ministry of Environment in February 1996, the Ministry concluded the
following with regard to the disposal of treated effluent to Kootenay Lake at the current outfall
location:

» Conclusions presented in the Stanley Associates engineering report are accepted as
conservative estimates of mixing and dispersion.

» The high quality of effluent and substantial mixing would render no measurable change in
water quality outside the initial dilution zone (100m around the outfall).

= |t is highly unlikely that any downstream users will ever be impacted by this discharge
given the high degree of treatment and disinfection being proposed and concurrent dilution
in the lake.

Based on long term estimates of treated effluent discharge volumes as well as past engineering
reviews of the treated effluent discharge to Kootenay Lake, the Village has completed an updated
Environmental Impact Study (July 11, 2017; Masse Environmental Consultants Ltd.) specific to
the planned public sewer expansion option. This update uses the original EIS and actual WWTP
performance data along with other monitoring information. This allows the original assumptions
to be validated and also considers slight increases to the discharge quantity. This is expected to
be acceptable to MoE for the required permit amendment. The EIS is included in Appendix F,
with the following conclusions:

= ‘The plant is operating well within its design capacity, and has room to accommodate
increased volumes of effluent.’

= ‘The potential effects of nutrient loading were also considered... and the potential for
significant increases in productivity in the vicinity of the outfall are therefore considered
unlikely.’
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= ‘The current effluent monitoring program meets the minimum requirements of the MWR
for a discharge of less than 500 m3/day.’
= ‘No receiving environment monitoring program is proposed.’

5.2 Archaeological Overview Assessment

The two primary options being considered for long term wastewater treatment and discharge are
located adjacent to Kootenay Lake and/or the mouth of Kootenay River. As such, an
Archaeological Overview Assessment (AOA) was completed in Stage Two to inform the LWMP
process. No further archaeological work is planned at this time.
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6.0 Consultation

During Stage Two of the LWMP, the Advisory Committee recommended that the Village enhance
the public consultation program. The Village hired CTQ Consultants to prepare and assist TRUE
Consulting to deliver the Stage Three public consultation program. Consultation during the Stage
Three process included input from the Steering and Advisory Committees, the general public
within the Village of Kaslo, and First Nations groups. This consultation is described further in the
following sections.

6.1 Committee Meetings

Stage Three meetings were held with both the Steering and Advisory Committees. Meeting
minutes are included in Appendix B of this report. The committee meetings are summarized as
follows:

= July 17, 2017 (Committee Meetings #1): Stage Three initiation and overview of program.
Meetings were held with both the Steering Committee followed by the Advisory
Committee. The purpose of the meetings was to introduce committee members and roles,
review work completed during Stage Two, discuss the proposed Stage Three scope of
work and public consultation, and review the intended Stage Three schedule.

Key themes and outcomes of the Steering Committee Meeting #1 included:

- General discussion of future policy areas to be reviewed;

- Committee preferences for public consultation timelines, and consideration for
engagement with specific interest groups; and,

- Committee goals for Stage Three schedule.

Key themes and outcomes of the Advisory Committee Meeting #1 included:

- Discussion of redevelopment potential within the Village;

- Discussion of operational knowledge of septic systems, and options/costs considered
in previous Stages One and Two for long term wastewater management;

- Discussion of future costs and Village borrowing limitations;

- Discussion of fairness issues associated with expansion of the sewered area; and,

- Discussion of a proposed public consultation concept; with a committee preference for
separate public meetings for SSA-1 as well as the community as a whole. Committee
preference was also noted for meeting formats which allow participants to ask
qguestions and stimulate discussion.

= February 1, 2018 (Committee Meetings #2): Stage 3 draft report review.
Meetings were held with both the Advisory Committee followed by the Steering
Committee. The purpose of the meetings was to provide an update of Stage Three draft
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report status, confirm scope of information to be included in the report, confirm cost
allocation methods and means of presenting costs, confirm public consultation format and
information, discuss Stage Three schedule.

Key themes and outcomes of the Advisory Committee Meeting #2 included:

- Justification for the LWMP must be made clear — why the Village chose to initiate the
process, and how the current plan was developed; and,

- Options for use of community-wide taxation were discussed; committee members
generally felt that such a tax would be supported by the community for items like
education and monitoring, if the amount was relatively low.

Key themes and outcomes of the Steering Committee Meeting #2 included:

- Confirmation that the LWMP was a council-initiated process, but justification for the
current plan involving sewer expansion must be described; and,

- Mixed opinions were given regarding use of community-wide sewer taxes, with some
preference to taxation only on those receiving direct benefit or service; and,

- Information needs to be presented in a simplified manner to make it easier to find key
information.

= April 5 and 6, 2018 (Committee Meetings #3): Public consultation program review, and
Stage 3 draft report review.
Meetings were held with both the Advisory Committee on April 5 followed by the Steering
Committee on April 6. The purpose of the meetings was to discuss the public consultation
program, gain feedback on a public Information Bulletin, and review options for sewering
capital cost recovery and associated ‘fairness’, and obtain approval to issue the draft
Stage Three report for general public input.

Key themes and outcomes of the Advisory Committee Meeting #3 included:

- Discussion of recent announcement for 100% grant funded sewer expansion project,
and potential for impact on Stage Three LWMP due to schedule overlap. Options for
engaging the proposed sewer expansion area were discussed, including possibility of
a focus group meeting with those property owners; and,

- Discussion of Village council decision to not support a community-wide tax for the
wastewater treatment plant, and impacts / revisions required to the Stage Three report.
Concerns were raised regarding how to create fairness in costs for the proposed
sewering expansion, with consideration for past wastewater treatment costs paid by
SSA-1. Options for capital charges on services outside of SSA-1 were discussed, as
were the role of reserve funding and past reserve underfunding; and,

- Discussion of whether sewer connections in future expansion areas should be
mandatory or not. The general consensus was to not require mandatory connections
unless there was justification (environment or public health); and,

- Discussion about timing and location for a proposed public Open House.
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Key themes and outcomes of the Steering Committee Meeting #3 included:

- Discussion regarding the recent announcement for 100% grant funded sewer
expansion, and the benefits created by sewering expansion; and,

- Discussion regarding light industrial sewage impacts on the treatment plant, as well
as seasonal loading from the sani-dump; and,

- Discussion regarding timing of future sewer connections (should they be mandatory),
and issues of fairness (options for capital charges outside of SSA-1 and levels to avoid
discouraging property owner connections).

= September 13, 2018 (Advisory Committee Meeting #4): Stage 3 report review.
A meeting was held with the Advisory Committee. The purpose of the meeting was to
summarize public consultation works completed, review revisions and updates to the
Stage Three report resulting from consultation work, and discuss any remaining issues as
viewed by the committee.

Key themes and outcomes of the Advisory Committee Meeting #4 included:
- Discussion of overlap between LWMP process and sewer expansion project, and
challenges that have resulted with the LWMP as a result of the sewer project timing;
- Discussion of review comments provide by Village legal counsel, including:
0 Additional documentation regarding consultation works completed and outcomes
0 Specific revisions/wording regarding creation of service areas
o0 Allow more flexibility in funding strategies
0 Sewage education and monitoring tax funding revision
0 Potential use of a Development Cost Charge structure instead of a fee for the
wastewater treatment capital charge
- Discussion of the public consultation completed, benefits of the SSA-1 engagement
that occurred, and potential shortcomings of consultation with future sewer areas.
- Committee member closing comments. Although the meeting was not attended by
the full committee, members who did attend were generally supportive of the Stage 3
report (July 27 draft version).

6.2 Public Consultation

The Stage Three LWMP public consultation involved creation and dissemination of public
awareness and information pieces. The consultation work also included a number of public
engagement components. Copies of the public consultation materials created, are included in
Appendix C of this report. Public feedback received by the Village is included in Appendix D.
Village responses and public engagement documentation are included in Appendix E. A
summary of the public consultation works completed is as follows.
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6.2.1

Public Awareness and Information

The following is a summary of public awareness and information pieces prepared as a part of the
Stage Three consultation process:

6.2.2

Social media. Once the project was initiated, the Village began adding posts to its
Facebook page to inform the public of the Stage Three progress. Links were also created
to a dedicated LWMP page on the Village’s website.

The Village hosted an initial Open House on July 18, 2017 to provide information on the
status of the LWMP in concert with a concurrent Municipal Lands Assessment project that
was underway. Information posters were displayed, and staff from TRUE Consulting, CTQ
Consulting, and the Village were present to answer questions and discuss the LWMP
project.

Press release — March 9, 2018. The Village was successful in receiving grant funding
(Gas Tax Strategic Priorities Fund) for an initial incremental phase of sewer system
expansion. This press release, posted to the Village’s Facebook page, included
information on the Village’s ongoing LWMP activities.

Soft announcement and messaging — April 18, 2018. The Village posted messaging on
its Facebook page regarding status of the Stage 3 LWMP, requesting the community to
‘stay informed’. This messaging reached over 600 Facebook users, and was read by over
90.

Public Information Bulletin and initial Q&A document — May 2018. These documents were
prepared for public information in advance of the May 23 Open House. The Information
Bulletin and Q&A document were posted to the Village website and Facebook, and were
available in hard copy for pick-up at the Open House and the Village office.

Open House advertisement — May 2018. Open house advertisements were posted on the
Village website and Facebook page, and ran for two weeks in the local Pennywise
newspaper.

Tax bill insert —May 17, 2018. The Village included a 2-page information newsletter along
with tax bills that were mailed to all Village taxpayers. The tax bill insert included
information about the LWMP public consultation with links to the Village’s LWMP web

page.

Public Engagement: Open House

The Village hosted on Open House on May 23, 2018 to provide information from the draft Stage
3 report to the public. Approximately 40 citizens attended this Open House. The Open House
included viewable information display boards (prepared by CTQ, with input from TRUE), and ‘take
home’ documentation including an Information Bulletin and Q&A document. Hard copies of the
Stage 1, 2, and 3 (draft) reports were also available for public viewing. Comment Sheets were
distributed for written public feedback. A short presentation was given by TRUE Consulting to
provide an overview of the LWMP process, past reports, and the Stage 3 draft report. Staff
members from TRUE Consulting, CTQ Consultants, and the Village of Kaslo were in attendance
to answer questions and discuss the LWMP with members of the public. An informal question
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and answer session occurred later in the Open House; this Q&A period (primarily between
members of the public and TRUE Consulting staff) was moderated by CTQ Consultants.

Comment Sheet submissions

The Village received 26 Comment Sheets - 18 of which were submitted at the Open House, and
the remainder submitted to the Village office in the weeks following the Open House. The
Comment Sheet included a ‘check box’ section which covered a number of questions, and a
general comments section. Responses for the ‘check box’ section are summarized as follows:

1. Attended the presentation at 6:30pm =19 (73% of respondents)
2. Attended the drop-in from 4-6pm =5 (19% of respondents)
3. My questions/concerns were addressed by the consultant = 8 (31% of respondents)
4. | still have questions/concerns =9 (35% of respondents)
5. and 6. | own property that benefits from the sewer system =12 (46% of respondents)
7. | am interested but do not own property in Kaslo = 2 (8% of respondents)

8. My property is serviced by a septic system = 14 (54% of respondents)

Question 9 asked the respondents to indicate the street where they lived; approximately 22 or 23
(around 85% of the respondents) appear to be located in the lower Kaslo area, 2 respondents
were from the upper Kaslo area, and 1 respondent lived south of Kaslo River.

Key information gathered from the Comment Sheets is summarized as follows:

= Most Open House attendees heard the presentation provided by TRUE.

= Almost all Open House attendees were from the lower Kaslo area; half were from within
SSA-1. These facts supported previous Advisory Committee discussions and direction to
set up focus group meetings with SSA-1 and the proposed initial sewer expansion area
residents.

» Five (9% of respondents) provided general comments directly in support of sewering
expansion.

= Of the 9 respondents who still had questions/concerns (check box #4), themes of their
general comments included:
- Fairness to SSA-1 property owners must be ensured
- Concerns with the public consultation process
- Sewer expansions should be paid for by property owners in the expansion areas
- Concerns over whether expansion of the sewer system is needed or justified

Post Open House Email/Letter Submissions

The Village also received letters or emails with questions about the LWMP from 9 residents
(multiple submissions from a few residents). The Village acknowledged all letters and emails.
TRUE reviewed all comments and questions received by the Village.
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Post Open House — Frequently Asked Questions document

In response to comments and questions received at and subsequent to the Open House, TRUE
prepared a Frequently Asked Questions document on June 21, 2018. This FAQ document
included discussion on 30 questions involving the following themes:

- Consultation

- Justification for the LWMP

- Housing and future development

- Environment

- Infrastructure and Treatment Capacity

- Connection to the Sewer System (expansion)
- Bylaws

- Billing

- SSA#1 Fairness

The FAQ document was posted to the Village website, linked to the Facebook page, and
disseminated via email to a group of SSA-1 property owners.

6.2.3 Public Engagement: SSA-1

Subsequent to the Open House, the Village received several letters from property owners within
SSA-1. Over the course of several weeks, approximately 20 SSA-1 owners formed a working
group, and selected Anne Malik (a LWMP Advisory Committee member) and Mike Jones to act
as spokepersons for the group. The Village received the following key pieces of correspondence
from this group of SSA-1 property owners:

= SSA-1 Response Package — June 8, 2018. The Village received this formalized letter on
June 8, which compiled issues and questions from several other letters previously
submitted by SSA-1 individuals.

=  SSA-1 letter to Village — July 2, 2018. This letter to the Village (Mayor and Council)
focusses on perceived past financial inequities within SSA-1. The letter was prepared by
the group of SSA-1 property owners and requests a remedy to redress a calculated
financial inequity from the past. This letter has been acknowledged by the Village, but the
‘redress’ portion of the submission is beyond the scope of the LWMP process.

SSA-1 Questions and Concerns document

Subsequent to the June 8™ submission, TRUE Consulting and Village staff prepared an SSA-1
Questions and Concerns document on July 13, 2018. This document was posted to the
Village’s LWMP web page and disseminated via email to the SSA-1 property owner group. It
includes discussion on the following themes, in direct response to the SSA-1 June 8 submission:

- Fairness given the fully allocated WWTP capacity
- Fairness given a Specified Area System
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- Fairness given 3 Party Users and Plant Capacity
- Reserve Funding
- Development within SSA-1

Steering Committee Meeting with SSA-1

Options were considered in trying to arrange a LWMP focus group meeting with the SSA-1
property owners. In the end, the group of SSA-1 property owners requested a meeting with the
Steering Committee. An invitation for this meeting was posted via Facebook and disseminated
via email to the SSA-1 property owner group. This meeting was hosted by the Village on July 19,
2018 to provide opportunity to discuss LWMP questions and concerns with property owners from
SSA-1. Several members of Village council were present in addition to the Steering Committee
members. Approximately 15 property owners from SSA-1 were in attendance. Mrs. Malik and
Mr. Jones (spokepersons) initiated the dialogue on behalf of the SSA-1 owners, with additional
comments and questions received during the meeting from other SSA-1 owners in attendance.
Key discussion points included the following, as documented by Mrs. Malik on behalf of the SSA-
1 owners (correspondence to Steering Committee dated July 20, 2018):

a) Implementation of a capital charge for use of the wastewater treatment plant

b) Paymentin lieu of taxes by the Village for any municipal, provincial, federal, and any other
property granted a ‘permissive tax exemption’ within the specified sewer area

c) Addition of information to the Stage 3 report regarding ‘3 Party Users’

d) Revised footnote to clarify recognition of functional and modern septic systems in the
example User Fee table

e) Preparation of a ‘synopsis of sewer affairs’ to be included with annual billing

f) Review of the sewer roll by either volunteers or members of the LWMP Implementation
Committee

g) Engagement with sewer owners during bylaw re-writes

h) The issue of grease from commercial sewer connections (previously discussed in Stage
One) to be included in the Stage Three report

With the exception of f) and g), all of the above points have been incorporated directly into the
Stage Three LWMP report. Since the LWMP already recommends that the Village change to a
simpler bylaw structure, the need for item f) will be left for Village staff and council to discuss in
the future. Item g) may also be accomplished as desired by the Village; some bylaws (such as
DCCs) require an inherent level of public consultation in order to receive approval from the
province.

6.2.4 Public Engagement: SSA-2

The Village has been approved for 100% grant funding (UBCM Gas Tax — Strategic Priorities
Fund) to construct a sewer expansion to approximately 60 properties adjacent to SSA-1. As a
part of the initial information gathering exercise for that sewering expansion project, letters were
mailed to all 60 property owners on July 23. The letter provided an overview of the proposed
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sewering expansion project, included a questionnaire to gather septic-related information for
sewering design. In addition, the letter included a meeting invitation to property owners.

Staff from TRUE Consulting and the Village of Kaslo met with SSA-2 property owners at the
Village office on August 7 to provide an overview of the proposed sewering project, give context
to the project as it relates to the LWMP, and answer questions from property owners. Attendance
at the meeting included approximately 5 residents from the proposed sewering area and another
5 from elsewhere in the Village. Generally, residents were interested in project specifics, such
as:

- Construction schedule and when sewer connections would be possible

- Initial cost to connect to sewer, and ongoing fees and taxes amounts

- User fee specifics (sewer charges for rental suites, multiple properties with one dwelling)
- Sewer connection process and responsibilities

The Village is planning to work through the project design this fall, and start construction next
spring. The grant funding program requires that construction be completed by end of 2019. lItis
recommended that the Village continue to engage the residents in the proposed sewer expansion
area as information regarding process and costs become more well defined in the coming months.

6.3 First Nations Consultation

During Stage Two of the LWMP, an information package was mailed and emailed to coordinators
at seven First Nations groups. The Stage Two information package included an overview of the
LWMP process, links to information on the Village website, Stage Two report summary pages,
and an Archaeological Overview Assessment. At that time, an option was provided for
participation in an online First Nations workshop, as well as requesting written feedback regarding
the Village’s LWMP.

During Stage Three, a letter providing an overview of the Stage Three process and draft report
was emailed and hard copies mailed to the same seven First Nations groups on July 18, including:

- Ktunaxa Nation Council; based in Cranbrook, BC

- Okanagan Nation Alliance; based in Westbank, BC

- Shuswap Band; based in Invermere, BC

- Neskonlith Indian Band; based in Chase, BC

- Upper Nicola Indian Band; based in Merritt, BC

- Okanagan Indian Band; based in Vernon, BC

- Lower Similkameen Indian Band; based in Keremeos, BC

Responses were requested by August 31, 2018.

The Upper Nicola Band replied:
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“we have no comment at this time as this is not in Upper Nicola Band’s core area of
responsibility will defer your information to the Okanagan Nation Alliance to review and reply
with support from UNB.”

In mid September, TRUE staff phoned the other First Nations organizations as a follow-up. The
Neskonlith Indian Band noted that they had received the referral letter, had not yet reviewed it,
but may defer comment to the Shuswap Band due to the nature and location of the referral. At
the time of writing, no other responses have been received from the First Nations groups.

Copies of the Stage Three letter sent to the First Nations organizations are included in Appendix
C of this report.
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7.0 LWMP Implementation Plan

7.1

Schedule

Stage Two considered broad phasing to sewer Lower and Upper Kaslo based on suitability for
long term use of private septic fields.

Implementation of the LWMP is generally anticipated to follow that Lower / Upper Kaslo phasing,
with priority given to the Lower Kaslo area due to high dwelling density, floodplain considerations,
free draining soil conditions and proximity to the receiving environment. However, costs
associated with widespread sewering as bulk projects are not expected to be attainable for the
Village. As such, sewer expansion will most likely occur on an incremental basis over the next
10 to 20 years. Additional factors should then be considered when planning for future incremental
sewering expansions. These factors would include:

Advancing long term community goals, such as priorities identified in the Village’'s
Integrated Community Sustainability Plan and policies in the Official Community Plan.

Project cost and resulting ‘cost per property’. Since sewering is primarily linear
infrastructure, costs are dependant on the length of sewer and number of properties to be
served by that sewer expansion. Cost will also be impacted by the proximity of the area
proposed for service (ie. location) relative to the existing sewer system.

Monitoring and documentation of private septic system performance. To some extent, this
information can be gathered via records of sewerage system construction and repair filings
at Interior Health — but those records will not describe issues experienced by owners. It
is proposed that future monitoring and documentation include:

- Village-wide public survey (questionnaire) to gather septic system performance
information on an area or block-by-block basis. The last time a similar survey was
completed in Kaslo was in 1992. Future similar surveys could be focussed on areas
of interest or areas of expected public/environmental health priority.

- Monitoring and sampling of the receiving environment; this could include lake water
quality monitoring along the foreshore, as well as installation of groundwater
monitoring wells if needed for areas of specific interest.

Public initiatives. It is possible that groups of property owners could assemble and petition
the Village for sewering their area of the community. In that scenario, the Village should
strive to:

- Develop projects of sufficient size to justify sewer expansion. Each sewered area will
result in an added level of financial planning and administration for the Village.
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- Ensure that the boundaries of sewer areas are uniform, and all properties within a
sewered area are included in the service (avoid ‘holes’ or ‘gaps’ in the service areas)

As an example, the initial incremental sewer expansion proposed by the Village would include
properties bounded by A Avenue, B Avenue, 2nd Street, and 5th Street. This area has been
selected for a number of reasons, including proximity to the existing sewered area, and land use
(commercial core). The sewermain would be constructed in the gravelled lane between A Avenue
and B Avenue. It would include 660m of sewermain and provide service to approximately 60
properties. If that sewer expansion occurs as a new service area (as opposed to expansion of an
existing service area), then the new service area would be created by bylaw, with local service
area parcel taxes and user fees imposed.

The community sewer system expansion would continue over a number of years. It is envisioned
that the Lower Kaslo area would generally be sewered within the next 10 years.

The Phase One wastewater treatment upgrade will be completed part way through this period of
system expansion based on the treatment requirements generated by actual system flows.

The Phase Two wastewater treatment upgrade would be required to extend service beyond flows
of 350 m¥day. Timing of that treatment upgrade will depend on the rate with which the
incremental sewering expansions occur.

7.2 Public Education

The LWMP does not propose to eliminate all private septic systems within the Village. Of the
approximately 450 septic fields within the Village, the lands to the south of Kaslo River (around
70 septic fields) are not proposed to be sewered by the Village as a part of this LWMP. In addition,
it could be a number of years before the 220 septic fields in the upper Kaslo area are replaced by
a public sewer system. The following information is taken from the Ministry of Environment
Environmental Protection Division website:

Poorly maintained septic systems are more likely to fail than systems which are inspected
regularly and pumped out as required. Sludge and scum can plug the tile field causing system
failure, which typically results in ponding of effluent above the field. Failing septic systems
are expensive to repair or replace and poor maintenance is a common cause of early system
failures. The cost of maintenance is very little in comparison to repair or replacement.

When septic systems fail, inadequately treated household wastewater is released into the
environment. Any contact with untreated human waste can pose significant health risks and
untreated wastewater from failing septic systems can contaminate nearby wells, ground
water and drinking water sources.

Chemicals disposed of in a septic system can also pollute local water sources and contribute
to system failures. It is important for homeowners to educate themselves on what should and
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should not be disposed of through a septic system. Septic tank additives or "starters" should
never be used; they are unnecessary, expensive and may cause pollution.

Improperly maintained septic systems can impact the economic health of the community.
Failed septic systems can reduce property values and contribute to the pollution of local
waterbodies used for commercial and recreational activities?.

The service life of septic fields are variable and depend on a number of factors including design,
construction, use, and maintenance. The porous free draining soil conditions in parts of Kaslo
lead to longer services lives, but it remains to be seen whether the community-wide use of septic
systems have any significant adverse effect on the receiving environment. Accordingly,
consideration should be given to the ongoing operations of septic fields within the Village, to
reduce risks associated with impacts to public health and the environment. It is recommended
that public education regarding septic field operation and maintenance is incorporated into the
Village’s Implementation Plan.

The Capital Regional District as well as Columbia Shuswap Regional District have advanced
public education programs to assist in long term operations of private septic systems. Examples
of those programs can be found at the links below:

e https://www.crd.bc.ca/education/stormwater-wastewater-septic/at-home/protecting-

septic-system
e http://www.csrd.bc.ca/septicsmart

Further to the education regarding operation of private septic systems - as described in Section
4.2 Source Control, additional public education is recommended as a means to improve the
wastewater quality received by the municipal collection system.

The Village’s public education program could include a number of forums to disseminate
information:

= Village website;

= Social media posts;

= Bulletins / flyers;

» Preparation of an annual ‘wastewater management’ synopsis which could be distributed
to all property owners concurrent with tax bills;

=  Community outreach through the local school;

» Guided tours of the municipal wastewater treatment plant, to further public knowledge on
how the community wastewater treatment plant functions.

" NSFC. 1995a. National Small Flows Clearinghouse. Pipeline, Fall 1995, Vol. 6, No. 4. Small Community
Wastewater Issues Explained to the Public.
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7.3 Funding Approach

The Village encourages a forward-looking LWMP that fulfills the Provincial objective to safeguard
public health and the environment while promoting the Village’s Official Community Plan objective
of increased residential infill and densification.

However, it is also the objective of the project planning team, the Committees, Village Staff and
Council to arrive at a realistic and affordable proposal for user fees, parcel taxes and Development
Cost Charges (where applicable) that offer cost-effective services today and responsible asset
management tomorrow.

It is recommended to adopt a user-pay funding approach whereby those entities that benefit from
the proposed works also pay their fair share for making the program a reality. This would include
the following:

Funding Approach
Local Service Area Taxes

Applicable to

Sewage collection and treatment infrastructure
expansion debt and interest; infrastructure
rehabilitation and renewal within Specified
Service Areas

Public education, monitoring, and
documentation of community wastewater
treatment performance (including ‘global’
performance of private septic systems and the
public wastewater treatment plant)

Community-wide Sewage Education and
Monitoring Tax

Development Cost Charges / Latecomer
/ Extended Service Agreements

Collection and treatment investments facilitating
development outside current service scope

Partnership agreements pursuant to
Section 21 of the Community Charter

Collection and treatment investments facilitating
development outside current service scope

that are deemed equitable and in the
interest of the Sewer Utility and its users.

User Fees Operation of all collection and treatment
infrastructure, applied equally across all
Serviced Areas
7.3.1 Governance structure priorities

Not all of the funding approaches described in the previous table would be advanced immediately.
The existing specified sewer area is challenged with bylaws which are difficult to administer.
Going forward, the Village should strive to balance the goals of providing equitable charges to
various users, with the need to simplify bylaw administration. To accomplish the initial bylaw
improvement and sewer expansion funding arrangements, the Village would:

VILLAGE OF KASLO
LiQuiDb WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN — STAGE 3 — SEPTEMBER 2018

31

TRU=




* Eliminate all remaining loan debt within SSA-1 in September 2018, through the following
actions (or at the same time):
- Transfer monies from the SSA-1 Operating Fund into the Reserve Fund
- Deposit SSA-1 Commuted Trust Fund monies into the Reserve Fund
- Use the SSA-1 Reserve Fund to pay out the SSA-1 MFA loan debt

= Establish a Local Service parcel tax bylaw to continue to contribute to the current SSA-1
‘Sewer Reserve’ fund, to collect monies for major repairs, upgrading and future
replacement of the SSA-1 sewage collection system.

= Establish a Local Service parcel tax bylaw which would apply to each sewer area as
expansions occur (ie. existing SSA-1, future examples SSA-2 and SSA-3, etc) to collect
monies for major repairs, upgrading, and future renewal of the sewage treatment plant.

= Establish additional new Local Service parcel tax bylaws when needed to borrow funds
for the capital construction of sewage collection system expansions (ie. future examples
SSA-2 and SSA-3 etc). These bylaws could also collect monies for major repairs,
upgrading and future replacement of each sewage collection system expansion.

= Enact a new bylaw to authorize User Fees based on the type of use, i.e. residential,
commercial, light industrial. This new User Fee bylaw would be applied to all sewer
service areas including existing SSA-1, future examples SSA-2 and SSA-3, etc. and would
be used to pay for operating and maintenance costs associated with the community sewer
system (sewage collection and treatment).

7.3.2 Community-wide property tax for wastewater treatment

The Sewer Servicing Cost Recovery Structure? describes a Village-wide Environmental Property
Tax for the purpose of funding community wastewater treatment plant improvements. That
funding strategy is currently not being advanced by the Village. Instead, as described further
throughout this document, the Village would:
= Create a Local Service parcel tax on all sewered areas to collect monies for major repairs,
upgrades, and renewal of the wastewater treatment plant.
= Create a Local Service parcel tax on all sewered areas, including a portion of funding
from general taxation, for Sewage Education and Monitoring to collect monies for public
education, monitoring, and documentation of wastewater treatment performance
(including ‘community-wide’ performance of private septic systems and the public
wastewater treatment plant)
= |nitiate a capital charge on all future sewer connections outside of SSA-1 to create parity
for use of and access and to the existing sewage treatment capacity, as described later
in this document (Section 7.5.3).

Future wastewater treatment plant expansions would most logically be completed in two major
phases. Unless significant infrastructure grant funding is received, these treatment expansions
are not likely to occur simultaneous with sewering expansion to the full capacity of the
corresponding treatment. There is also likely to be overlap in treatment improvements that are

VILLAGE OF KASLO 32

LiQuiDb WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN — STAGE 3 — SEPTEMBER 2018

TRU=




needed for operational or infrastructure renewal reasons, which also accomplish an increase in
treatment capacity. As such, the community-wide property tax as recommended by the Sewer
Servicing Cost Recovery Structure (or a reserve contribution from general revenue) could be
considered by the LWMP Implementation Monitoring Committee and the sitting Council at such
time as treatment plant expansion is required to further advance sewer collection expansion
elsewhere in Kaslo.

7.3.3 Tax-exempt properties

Based on the Fred Banham & Associates report ', it is proposed that the capital and operating
costs for the expansion of the sewer network should be funded by the property owners located in
each new service area. There may be a portion of these costs funded from general taxation as a
reflection of the public good derived from the work. For example, there a number of properties in
the existing and proposed sewer expansion areas which would be exempt from taxation,
summarized as follows:

= Properties which are granted permissive tax exemptions;
= Village owned properties;

= Provincial buildings, such as the school and hospital,

= Federal buildings, such as the RCMP and post office.

These properties represent a significant portion (approximately 23% of the ‘taxable frontage’) of
the existing sewer service area. Accordingly, ‘payments in lieu of taxes’ should be made to cover
the full costs of debt servicing, reserve funding and operations equal to any other property owner
within the sewered areas. In some cases (such as Village owned properties and some senior
government properties), this will be accomplished by a contribution from the Village’'s general
taxation. As described in the Sewer Servicing Cost Recovery Structure, this should be done so
that true costs of municipal facilities are shared by the entire community who benefits and so that
the community’s sewage collection and treatment costs are not born only by the specified sewer
area properties.

7.4 Funding Capital Projects

Large municipal projects are commonly funded through loans in order to manage short term
financial impact as well as to distribute cost through time meaning that the costs are recovered
as users receive the benefits of the project. The Village would borrow funds required to implement
the LWMP from the Municipal Finance Authority or from the private sector, to ensure the most
favorable rates and repayment schedule. If the Village wants to offer a commuted loan payment
opportunity to property owners within new sewered areas (ie. future examples SSA-2 and SSA-
3), that opportunity would only be available on new sewer collection expansion infrastructure debt

2 Fred Banham & Associates, Sewer Servicing Cost Recovery Structure. (2016)
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if the funds are paid in full by property owners and applied to the capital construction costs before
any long term capital debt is borrowed by the Village.

The affordability of sewage collection expansion (and the eventual need to expand the waste
water treatment capacity as the service areas grow) involves significant financial challenges. The
community expects some assurances that this LWMP is not a license to impose substantial new
Local Service Taxes for capital projects without regard to the taxpayer’s ability to pay. Kaslo is a
Village with a roughly static population and tax base, with the capital costs of sewer asset renewal
and expansion increasing over time with inflation and technological change.

Through discussion with Village staff, it is recommended that, in any capital expansion or renewal
project within the scope of this LWMP:

1. Village Council aspire to limit its borrowing to 33% of projects over $250,000, requiring
grant aid or reserves to fund the other costs. However, this cannot be a hard or
established policy, as the Province does not encourage Liquid Waste Management Plans
that are completely dependent or reliant upon grant aid for infrastructure expansion or
renewal.

2. Given the limitations of Kaslo’s borrowing capacity across all needs and the scale of costs
involved in expanding wastewater for the entire municipality, it is recommended that the
maximum amount that can be borrowed by the Village for wastewater expansion or
renewal on an ongoing basis is limited to $1.5 million.

The recommendations noted above might not apply to three distinct scenarios:

= Emergency repair or replacement where an unexpected existing capital failure or imminent
critical failure cannot safely await the outcome of speculative grant aid submissions;

= A petition for a feasible collection service expansion (within the Village’s ability to borrow
and treatment plant capacity) where the petitioners agree to Local Service Tax imposition
that fully covers all capital, debt servicing and future renewal costs;

= Development Cost Charges / Latecomer / Extended Service Agreement investments that
make a larger project within the scope of this LWMP (in the public interest) financially
viable in the view of Council. This might apply to credible developer-initiated proposals
concerning larger tracts of undeveloped or underdeveloped property beyond the reach of
existing collection infrastructure or plant capacity.

This area of policy would need to be revisited if demand for sewer collection expansion remained
high, but the availability of grant aid was unexpectedly low over a 10 year period following plan
adoption.

7.4.1 Local Sewer Service Area Taxes

The existing community Sewer Service Area (SSA-1) was built in 1998. It has been funded by
the property owners with sewer service connections to the sewer system. The funding
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arrangement was created under specified service area legislation and created a sewer utility
owned and operated by the municipality.

It is proposed that service levels for liquid waste management will increase within the community
as the service area(s) expand over time. Service area unification/consolidation is unlikely in the
near or medium term given the topics explored in depth by Fred Banham & Associates, in their
report, Village of Kaslo Sewer Servicing Cost Recovery Structure. In response to those
recommendations, it is proposed that the capital costs for the expansion of the sewage collection
system should be funded by the property owners in each new service area. As noted previously,
there may be a small proportion funded from general taxation as a reflection of the public good
derived from the work. In addition, local service area parcel taxes are currently proposed as a
means to fund treatment infrastructure renewal and expansion.

Local Service Area Taxes will not be eliminated for properties within collection service areas that
have fully extinguished capital debt (this includes existing SSA-1). Capital costs and depreciation
(future renewal of infrastructure) must still be addressed by means other than user fee operational
surpluses. It is recommended that properties within all collection areas pay an annual parcel tax,
remitted to that collection area’s sewer capital reserve fund. Going forward, it is important for the
Village and property owners to understand that local service (parcel) taxes cannot fund debt
servicing alone and ignore the requirements for small capital projects and infrastructure renewal.

During the local service area tax bylaw creation process, the Village will review the future parcel
tax options and have consideration for the benefits created by different taxation options as well
as the administrative implications.

It is suggested that the Village could enact sewer parcel tax bylaws to collect monies as follows:

1. Sewage collection infrastructure expansion and renewal costs could be based on length
of actual parcel frontage for the following reasons:
= Sewer expansion is a linear infrastructure; the cost to construct and renew this
infrastructure is proportional to the length of sewermain in front of the property.

= A parcel tax based on actual frontage would mimic the system used for the Village’s
water system, which would be familiar to Village property owners and reduce
administrative burden on Village staff.

2. Sewage treatment infrastructure expansion and renewal costs could be based on length
of taxable frontage. The capital costs for sewage treatment are related to the sewage
flows (volume and strength). If a community-wide tax were in place, a simple property
value tax could be used to account for relative impacts to treatment (bigger buildings
typically generate larger sewage flows). In the absence of a property value tax for sewage
treatment infrastructure, taxable frontage would provide some level of parity. The sewage
treatment parcel tax could mimic the existing SSA-1 tax roll, where the minimum taxable
frontage is set at 40ft to account for similar sewage flow contributions smaller residential
properties.
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7.4.2 Community-Wide Sewage Education and Monitoring Tax

The Village should enact a Local Service parcel tax on all sewered areas, which would include a
portion of funding from general taxation. This funding stream would be used to collect monies for
ongoing public education, monitoring, and documentation of wastewater treatment performance
(including ‘community-wide’ performance of private septic systems and the public wastewater
treatment plant). An initial annual budget for this education and monitoring program is as follows:

Description Annual Budget
Public education $3,000
- Community survey (questionnaire)
- Social media postings
- Mailout (information flyer)

Wastewater treatment monitoring $3,500
- Lake water quality sampling

Wastewater treatment monitoring $3,500
- Treatment plant sampling

Assessment of sampling data $5,000

Total Annual Program Costs $15,000

Additional work could be done to install groundwater monitoring wells and collect data from those
locations. The size and scope of a groundwater monitoring program would have much higher
costs than shown in the table above. In the absence of external funding or grant aid, a
groundwater monitoring program would be a future priority if additional information is required to
identify areas of concern.

In creation of this Local Service parcel tax, the Village would have consideration for the portions
of the annual budget which are directly applicable to the sewered areas, versus the portions of
the annual budget which benefit the community as a whole — those respective portions of the
budget would factor into the amount of funding from general taxation. With the above budget as
an example, it is estimated that the resulting tax would be $25/year per folio throughout the Village
($3,750 total collected from 150 SSA-1 folios, and $11,625 total collected from 465 folios outside
of SSA-1).

7.4.3 Development Cost Charges for Sewer Expansion on Bare Land

Local governments in BC can use Development Cost Charges (DCCs) levied on new projects to
help fund the cost of hard infrastructure: water, sewer, drainage, road and parkland needed to
accommodate growth. The Village of Kaslo does not have such a bylaw to facilitate new
development of scale and no corresponding reserve. The absence of such charges being levied
in the 1980s and 1990s are reflective of numerous large and small infrastructure investment
impasses today that confront both property owners and the taxpayer.

DCCs are intended to reflect the capital costs that are imposed by new development. This capital
burden can vary widely within a community based on factors such as the condition and capacity
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of existing infrastructure, the location of new development, the type of land use, and the
characteristics of development projects.

While the focus of the LWMP is on providing sewer infrastructure to existing residents and
businesses, the Village does not wish to exclude the prospect of sewer reaching new
development, particularly in areas south of the Kaslo River where the municipality and private
interests hold significant bare land within municipal boundaries.

For example, if a developer proceeds with a development that can be facilitated by septic solutions
in the immediate term, but eventual connection to sanitary sewer is aspired to, the charging of
DCCs at time of permitting or subdivision will begin the road toward making that infrastructure
expansion viable. It is important that developers understand that the payment of DCCs does not
mean that the expansion of said infrastructure will happen upon rendering the fee, but it does
mean that there are funds reserved and firewalled for the express purpose.

It is recommended that if significant and sustained development is expected, a Development Cost
Charge Bylaw and corresponding reserve is drafted and implemented for new development at
levels that do not discourage new development in Kaslo.

Further, a Development Cost Charge Bylaw could be a useful tool to collect monies from
properties that are redeveloped within SSA-1 and from new sewer services outside of existing
SSA-1. Monies collected from these charges would be put towards reserve funding for the
wastewater treatment plant.

7.4.4 Working with Developers

It is recommended that the door to the development of bare land or larger scale redevelopments
not be closed when it comes to sewer. However, larger scale new development must be in the
public interest as well. To achieve this, a template for what are known as “Gifting Agreements”
around sewer is required. Two key areas for gifting agreements would be:

= \Wastewater Treatment Plant expansion to accommodate new development without
encumbrancing existing capacity (general or specific);
=  Wastewater Collection expansion outside of existing service areas (general or specific).

A great example is, again, “South of the River”. Only grant aid or large-scale gift(s) would likely
facilitate sewer collection reaching across the Kaslo River and into areas of substantial
undeveloped, buildable land. Private developers would have to determine if such an investment
would see adequate return.

Extended service and latecomer agreements are recommended to be available to developers (as
well as partnership agreements), but it should be recognized that the taxpayers of Kaslo would
expect private development to pay for what it requires and not place a new operating burden,
capacity pressure or capital debt upon the existing tax base.
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7.5 Financial Impact of Expansion and Renewal

There is no single answer to how costs should or will be allocated across users as there are many
options and scenarios to consider. However, approximate annual tax burden can be obtained for
specific scenarios. The scenarios given below are intended to illustrate how costs could be
apportioned.

The Village has been fortunate to receive grant funding for capital projects in the past, which has
greatly eased the financial burden related to many projects including the existing wastewater
collection and treatment system. This source of funding from senior levels of government may or
may not be available for future projects.

Even in a scenario with no borrowing (such as full grant funding), a reasonable Local Service Tax
is required to ensure that reserve funds exist to repair, renew and enhance infrastructure in the
service areas throughout the service life of the infrastructure.

This section describes alternatives for taxation under various external funding scenarios. The
first scenario is where the Village taxpayers fund 100% of the project capital cost. The second
scenario shown is the opposite end of the spectrum, where 100% grant funding is received for
the project capital cost. It must be noted that 100% grant funding is not a common scenario, but
is used here for illustrative purposes.
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7.5.1 Sewage Collection System Costs

It is anticipated that the sewage collection system expansion will occur in incremental phases
over many years.

As described in Section 7.1, the first phase that has been identified for potential sewering
expansion is three blocks in Lower Kaslo. This area is a high priority due to the number of
commercial properties and location — it is immediately adjacent to the existing specified service
area. The sewage collection cost estimate described in Table 7-1 is for Village owned
infrastructure in road right-of-ways. A grant has recently been received from the UBCM Gas Tax
Strategic Funds for this three block collection expansion. Full funding was requested given
existing constraints in Village bylaws.

The approximate number of folios (per BC Assessment Authority) in the proposed service area is
59, the total frontage of these properties is 3845 ft, and the Class B estimate of the cost of the
works (sewer only) was calculated as a part of the grant application to be $910,000. The sewer
cost applicable to this potential initial service area has been calculated using these figures as
shown in Table 7-1.

TABLE 7-1: ANNUAL CAPITAL CHARGES FOR SEWERING WITHIN INITIAL SEWER EXPANSION AREA

Scenario 1 Scenario 2
Project Cost $910,000 $910,000
Grant Funding 0% $0 100% $910,000
Village Funding 100% $910,000 | 0% $0
Contributing Folios (Properties) 59 59
Sewer Construction Cost per Folio $15,425 (average) $0
Annual Sewer Construction Loan Servicing $54,625' $0
Annual Sewer Tax (inside expansion area) ?::535:;23:)0 30 per folio

Note 1: Interest Rate 3.26%pa, term of loan 25 years.

Further to the sewer collection loan servicing charges shown above, it is recommended that
contributions to reserves are made for future infrastructure renewal. Sewage collection systems
are generally installed with anticipated pipe service life of 100 years, but emerging literature
suggests that PVC sewer systems could have a much longer service life. Accordingly, reserve
funding is suggested to be in the range of 0.4% and 1.0% of the initial $910,000 capital cost, as
follows:

Sewage Collection Reserve Funding (0.4%)
» Annual contribution to reserves (allow 0.4% of capital cost) = $3,640
= Contributing Folios = 59 folios
* Annual parcel tax for sewage collection reserve = $3,640 / 59 = $62/year per folio
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Sewage Collection Reserve Funding (1%)
= Annual contribution to reserves (allow 1% of capital cost) =$9,100
= Contributing Folios = 59 folios
* Annual parcel tax for sewage collection reserve = $9,100 / 59 = $155/year per folio

Reserve funding amounts will change with time as the Village collects information on condition of
these assets. As a starting point, sewage collection reserve funding of approximately $90/year
per folio is suggested.

The capital costs shown in Table 7-1 above would be applied to the ‘new’ sewer area. Existing
SSA-1 would not share in the capital charges for new sewering. Regardless of whether the sewer
area is expanded or not, SSA-1 will need to contribute to an infrastructure renewal reserve fund
for the SSA-1 sewer pipes and liftstations that were constructed 20 years ago. The original cost
to construct that infrastructure in 1998 is estimated to be around $1,100,000 — but the condition
of that original infrastructure is not known. It is suggested that SSA-1 renewal reserve funding
would match the $90/year described above. The SSA-1 reserve funding amount would change
with time as further information is gathered regarding infrastructure condition and projected
remaining service life.

7.5.2 Future Sewage Treatment Costs

Future treatment upgrading costs must be considered. It is only practical to construct the
treatment upgrades in two phases. It is currently recommended that the Phase 1 treatment
upgrade occur before maximum daily flows reach 350 m3/day, and the Phase 2 treatment upgrade
occur before maximum daily flows reach 500 m%day. These figures are based on residential
strength waste. The Village will continue to monitor treatment plant performance, and changes
in sewage characteristics would warrant treatment upgrades sooner than the noted daily flow
targets.

Depending on the timing of the treatment upgrades and corresponding sewer system expansions,
it may be possible fund treatment improvements with local service area parcel tax. As described
in Section 7.3, there will likely be overlap in treatment improvements that are needed for
operational or infrastructure renewal reasons, which may also result in an increase in treatment
capacity. For these reasons, it is currently suggested that:

¢ The Phase 1 treatment upgrade would be completed primarily to modernize the treatment
plant and make operational improvements. These Phase 1 costs would be applied to all
sewered areas (anticipated to be required by the time all of Lower Kaslo is sewered), as
shown in Table 7-2 below.

o The Phase 2 treatment upgrade is intended to expand the treatment plant capacity.
However, by the time that upgrade is required, operational improvements may also be
warranted. In addition, the Phase 2 upgrades include duplication of equipment to allow
for equipment failure and repairs, which are a benefit to the entire system. These Phase
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2 costs would be also applied to all sewered areas (anticipated to be required to allow

sewering of Lower and Upper Kaslo areas), as shown in Table 7-3 below.

TABLE 7-2: POTENTIAL ANNUAL CAPITAL CHARGES FOR TREATMENT UPGRADES - PHASE 1

Scenario 1 Scenario 2
Project Cost $750,000 $750,000
Grant Funding 0% $0 100% $750,000
Village Funding 100% $750,000 | 0% $0
Contributing Folios (Lower Kaslo and SSA-1) | 330 330
Phase 1 Treatment Cost per Folio $2,275 $0
Treatment Construction Loan Servicing $45,020" $0
Phase 1 Sewage Treatment Tax (inside $140 per folio $0 per folio
expansion area) (on average) (on average)

NOTE 1: INTEREST RATE 3.26%PA, TERM OF LOAN 25 YEARS.

TABLE 7-3: POTENTIAL ANNUAL CAPITAL CHARGES FOR TREATMENT UPGRADES - PHASE 2

Scenario 1 Scenario 2
Project Cost $1,750,000 $1,750,000
Grant Funding 0% $0 100% | $1,750,000
Village Funding 100% | $1,750,000 0% $0
Contributing Folios (Upper Kaslo, Lower 550 550
Kaslo, and SSA-1)
Phase 2 Treatment Cost per Folio $3,185 $0
Treatment Construction Loan Servicing $105,050" $0
Phase 2 Sewage Treatment Tax (inside $195 per folio $0 per folio
expansion area) (on average)

Note 1: Interest Rate 3.26%pa, term of loan 25 years. Assuming the Phase 2 treatment plant upgrades occur prior to paying off the
Phase 1 treatment debt, then some properties would experience both the Phase 1 and Phase 2 Parcel Tax.

In addition to the sewage treatment loan servicing charges, infrastructure renewal reserve funding
would be paid by all properties within sewered areas. A suggested treatment plant annual renewal
reserve charge is considered as follows - based on estimates for future treatment plant expansion
costs and the number of future folios that expansion would provide capacity for:

Reserve amount based on Phase 1 treatment upgrade

= $750,000
=$18,750

= Estimated initial cost to improve the treatment plant
* Annual renewal reserve total (allow 1/40™ of capital cost)
» Combined service area
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(150 SSA-1 + 180 Lower Kaslo) = 330 folios
* Annual parcel tax for treatment reserve = $18,750 / 330 = $57/year per folio

Reserve amount based on Phase 1 and 2 treatment upgrade

= Estimated total cost to expand the treatment plant = $2,500,000
* Annual renewal reserve total (allow 1/40™ of capital cost) = $62,500
= Combined service area
(150 SSA-1 + 180 Lower Kaslo + 220 Upper Kaslo) = 550 folios
* Annual parcel tax for treatment reserve = $62,500 / 550 = $114/year per folio

The renewal reserve tax could be in the range of $57 to $114/year per folio. This may be an
aggressive initial target, but it is suggested that this tax would initially be set at around $60/year.
The sewage treatment reserve funding amount would change with time as further information is
gathered regarding infrastructure condition and projected remaining service life. This sewage
treatment renewal reserve tax would be applied to all sewered areas.

For SSA-1, this type of contribution to reserves should have been made for the past 20 years,
and it is recommended that this tax be applied in the future regardless of whether the sewer area
(and treatment plant) is expanded or not.

7.5.3 Existing Sewage Treatment Capacity Allocation

It is expected that some collection system expansion can be achieved before the initial treatment
plant upgrade is needed. Factors to consider in allocation of the treatment plant capacity include:

= Treatment plant design capacity is 340 m3/day. Typical max day use (2011 through 2016)
is 190 m3/day, meaning there is currently around 150 m3/day of unused treatment capacity.
It is estimated that this unused capacity may be sufficient for sewer expansion to 180
additional residential connections.

» The treatment plant capacity has been paid for by the existing SSA-1 property owners,
and there is potential that unused treatment capacity could be called for by unconnected
properties within SSA-1 in the future.

= |n the original treatment plan design, no allowance was made for additional flow
contribution outside of SSA-1.

= QOriginal costs to construct the treatment plant are not known, but are estimated to be in
the range of $700,000 (1998 dollars). Allowing for currency inflation (approximately 44%
since 1998), as well as infrastructure depreciation (allow 50% over 20 years) and cost of
major improvements made in recent years (approximately $440,000) — the current value
of the treatment plant is estimated to be around $945,000.

= By the end of 2018, it is proposed that the SSA-1 original construction debt will be paid
off. SSA-1 reserves will also be depleted. Accordingly, the total value of the wastewater
treatment function (ie. current treatment plant value + treatment reserves — remaining
treatment debt) is $945,000.
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To assist with an equitable transition to an expanded sewer area, payment into the SSA-1 reserve
fund is recommended for the currently unused treatment capacity. Options to consider include:

1. Creation of a community wide environmental property tax to fund renewal and upgrades
to the treatment plant. A community wide wastewater policy was recommended by the
Sewer Servicing Cost Recovery Structure report by Fred Banham & Associates. The
premise behind this option is that the entire community benefits either directly or indirectly
from the wastewater treatment plant, and with time, taxes collected from the entire
community will meet and surpass any ‘dollars owed’ for currently unused treatment
capacity that is allocated to services outside of SSA-1.

2. Creation of a capital charge. This capital charge could be defined to be payable by:

- New services at the time of connection, and

- Existing services at the time of issuance of building permit when a change in land use
occurs (ie. properties that are redeveloped in a way which results in larger impact to
the wastewater treatment system)

Potentially, a sewer capital charge bylaw could define exclusions to avoid ‘double

charging’ properties that are currently not connected to sewer within existing SSA-1 but

have already paid taxes to cover the debt servicing. Alternately, a ‘grace period’ could be

given to allow SSA-1 properties to connect at current rates, before implementing the new

connection charges (Note: the majority of unconnected SSA-1 properties are vacant, so a

‘grace period’ may not function very well).

Option 1 will be the simplest solution for the Village to administer over the long term, but would
require the greatest ‘community wide’ change in perspective regarding benefit created by the
treatment plant. For that reason, it may be difficult to gain support of the community for this option.

Option 2 may create a deterrent to connection to the sewer system, unless the connection charge
amount is viewed as reasonable. Assuming not all properties would immediately connect to
community sewer if given a chance, Option 2 may also take a longer time to build up additional
capital in the reserve fund in comparison to Option 1. However, Option 2 avoids the annual
administration of an additional specified service area.

In the absence of a community wide property tax to fund wastewater treatment infrastructure,
Option 2 is recommended to create parity in expansion of the treatment plant capacity. SSA-1
currently includes 148 folios, comprised of 13,300 ft of taxable frontage and 272 ‘usage units’ (per
Bylaw 1121). The corresponding value of the wastewater treatment function ($945,000) on a ‘per
property’ basis is then $6385 per folio (on average), or $71 per ft taxable frontage, or $3475 per
‘usage unit’.

Going forward, it is recommended that the capital charge be calculated with consideration given
to the factors described above.

The Village should explore options to charge based on factors that play a more direct role in
impact to treatment capacity: wastewater flow and wastewater quality/strength. For example, the
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Village could consider developing a capital charge schedule based on land use. In comparison
to the existing Bylaw 1121 Schedule C, the capital charge structure could be as follows:

» Residential (1 usage unit) = $3,475
= Restaurants — 25 or less seats (2 usage units) = $6,950
= Commercial office (0.25 usage unit) = $870 per business / tenant

The allocation of ‘usage units’ shown above are examples which would be reviewed during
development of the bylaw for the capital charge. In addition, the charge amounts should be
indexed to inflation.

Further, as noted on the previous page, the use of a charge for wastewater treatment based on
land use also creates the opportunity to charge existing services (at the time of building permit
issuance) when there is a change in land use which would result in additional ‘load’ on the
treatment plant. These charges associated with change in land use would be applicable to all
sewered areas, including SSA-1.

Alternate to the capital charge scenario presented above, the Village could consider use of
Development Cost Charges (DCCs, as described previously in Section 7.4.3) as a means to
collect monies from redeveloped properties within SSA-1 and from new sewer services outside
of existing SSA-1. Typically, DCCs are structured based on land use, and can have a graduated
scale associated with estimated impacts to infrastructure capacity. In the case of potential sewer
DCCs associated with wastewater treatment, consideration would typically be given to estimated
costs of future wastewater treatment upgrades required, and the portion of those future upgrading
costs that should be attributed to the new services. For example, when considering the $750,000
Phase 1 treatment upgrades described in the previous section, a typical residential sewer DCC
may be in the range of $2,300 to $4,200 depending on the allocation of future costs.
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7.6 User Fees to Cover System Operating Costs

7.6.1 General User Fees (Operating Costs)

The current user fee levy attributable to operating costs applied to SSA-1 participants in 2017 was
nearly $110,000 across approximately 150 folios (properties). On a flat fee basis (not currently
applied), this would result in annual User Fees of close to $750 per folio.

User fees typically increase in line with inflation and emergent maintenance or operational needs.
A major jump in system operating costs would not be anticipated until the wastewater treatment
plant is expanded or renewed (additional operation and maintenance consequences of some
scale). By the time that is needed, the costs will be divided over more participants.

The progressive expansion of sewage collection infrastructure would not increase user fees as
collection operational costs are not expected to rise directly in proportion to the number of
participants. Some operational economies of scale will be gained in as the sewer system is
expanded.

This progression of operating costs and user fees is depicted in Table 7-4.

TABLE 7-4: ESTIMATED AVERAGE SEWER USER FEES FOR OPERATING COSTS

Contributing Properties System Operating Cost Annual User Fee
Existing SSA-1 $110,000 $750 per folio
(148 folios) (on average)
SSA-1 and SSA-2 $125,000 $610 per folio
(207 folios total) (on average)
SSA-1 and SSA-2, plus Phase 1 $130,000 $630 per folio
Treatment Upgrades (on average)
(207 folios total)

SSA-1 and all of Lower Kaslo, plus $185,000 $560 per folio
Phase 1 and 2 Treatment Upgrades (on average)
(330 folios total)
SSA-1 and all of Lower and Upper Kaslo, $240,000 $440 per folio
plus Phase 1 and 2 Treatment Upgrades (on average)
(550 folios total)

Table 7-4 is not suggesting that a flat user fee structure should be employed by the Village. Itis
shown to convey the idea that user fees will generally decrease as the sewage collection system
expands. An incremental expansion to include the SSA-2 area previously described should, on
average, result in nearly 20% reduction in SSA-1 user fees. It is recommended that all properties
/ folios with service available (including vacant lots) would be charged a user fee.
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7.6.2 User Fee Rate Structure

Again, Fred Banham & Associates Sewer Servicing Cost Recovery Structure addressed the need
to reform the existing user fee system at completion of the LWMP. It is recommended to adopt a
more equitable distribution of user fees going forward, which is also less onerous for the Village
to administer. Many communities that have introduced metering for water use link user fees levied
to water useage, but that is not an option at present for Kaslo. A rational approach for sewer user
fees in Kaslo would be to reasonably mirror existing water user categories for administrative ease
and fairness.

As described previously, user fees would be applied to all properties (folios) within sewage
collection areas. An example of a potential user fee rate structure has been developed by Village
staff, and is presented in Table 7-5.

TABLE 7-5: EXAMPLE USER FEE STRUCTURE FOR OPERATING COSTS

Type of Use Annual User Fee
Residential

Single family $425.00

Multi-family (per unit) $425.00

Townhouse $425.00

Mobile Home $425.00

Hairdressing , barber shops, beauty parlours and pet grooming $425.00
Coffee Shop /Restaurant /Dining $900.00
Food / beverage production facilities, take-out establishments

No seating $800.00

With seating $900.00

Brewery (with or without seating) $1,500.00
Service stations $700.00
Car Wash (per bay) $400.00
Laundries

For the first machine $250.00

For each additional machine $150.00
Motel units and/or tourist cabins

For the first unit $350.00

For each additional unit $180.00
Hotels

For each unit $180.00

Café, pub lounge or dining room $900.00
Short Term Rental Accommodations?

2 The renting out of a furnished apartment, house, or professionally managed resort-condominium complex
on a temporary basis to tourists as an alternative to a hotel. Number of rooms determined by current listing
or advertising. These rates are charged instead of Residential Rates, not in addition to.
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Up to 4 bedrooms $720.00

For each additional bedroom thereafter $180.00

Strata unit $425.00
Retail stores, public halls $400.00
Offices, with use of washroom facility $400.00
School (all uses) $10,000.00
Hospital (all uses) $5,000.00
Commercial work/ maintenance yards $300.00
Large Grocer $1,100.00
Industrial sites $1,500.00
Commercial Swimming Pools $1,500.00
For any use not identified in this table (per washroom) $180.00
Vacant lot with service available? $600.00
Existing improvements on property choosing not to connect* $50.00

The user fee structure shown above is provided as an example only. There are many factors for
the Village to consider when creating a new user fee schedule.

It is recommended that every effort is made to keep commercial user fees as close to existing
SSA-1 levels as possible while acknowledging that a more consistent approach to categorization
will result in some initial decreases for some users and increases for others.

It is further recommended that dialogue with the commercial and institutional sector continue with
respect to water metering and tying sewer user fees to metered water consumption by way of
formula (as is progressively being adopted in other jurisdictions).

It is also recommended that existing properties which are not within SSA-1 but are immediately
adjacent to existing sewermains (e.g. some properties between JV Humphries School and the
hospital, as well as properties on the 300 block of ‘A’ Avenue) are made part of the existing
collection area going forward and charged the same User Fees and Local Service Taxes as the
rest of SSA-1, until such time as they choose to connect to the community system.

7.6.3 User Fee Rate Comparison

User fees vary between municipalities and are affected by the size, age, and complexity of the
sewage collection and treatment systems. User fees for single residential properties are shown

3 This is a fee that is charged to serviceable (connection installed) vacant lots in standalone folios and
applied in this way to encourage densification.

4 This is a fee that is charged to serviceable (sewer connection installed) lots with improvements in
standalone folios and applied in this way to recognize that some properties have functioning septic systems
which comply with current standards.
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in Table 7-6 for a number of BC municipalities — primarily communities in the West Kootenays
plus a few others of similar population to Kaslo.

TABLE 7-6 MUNICIPAL SEWER USER FEES (SINGLE RESIDENTIAL PROPERTY)

Municipality Population Sewer User Fees
City of Nelson 11,220 $521.00
City of Castlegar 7,947 $511.41
City of Trail 7,165 $241.50
Town of Creston 4,591 $261.00
City of Grand Forks 3,958 $510.00
City of Rossland 3,582 $357.00
Village of Fruitvale 2,054 $330.75
Village of Nakusp 1,698 $430.00
Village of Warfield 1,643 $438.00
Village of Ashcroft 1,531 $378.00
Village of Keremeos 1,345 $250.00
Village of Salmo 1,152 $446.00
Village of Montrose 997 $390.00
Village of Cache Creek 943 $235.11
City of Greenwood 677 $282.31
Village of Clinton 622 $240.00
Village of Kaslo (future, example) 986 $425.00

Future residential sewer user fees being considered for the Village of Kaslo are comparable to
many other local communities.

7.6.4 User Fees for Excess Wastewater Strength

While the restrictions associated with prohibited and restricted wastes will still apply, special user
fees are proposed for the discharge of pollutants to the sewer system that fall within the levels
specified for Restricted Wastes in Village of Kaslo Bylaw 1121, Schedule D. The objective would
be to recover the costs associated with damage and blockages in the sewers as well as additional
wastewater treatment costs relating to process upsets and additional wastewater sludge disposal
costs.

In many jurisdictions, a municipal officer collects random wastewater samples which form a basis
for applying waste charges to the discharger. The concentration in excess of typical domestic or
commercial wastewater and the measured flows is used to calculate a mass of solids, biochemical
oxygen demand and grease for which charges apply. This system has limited practicality in Kaslo.

It is proposed that a bylaw modelled on the Greater Vancouver Sewerage and Drainage District
Fermentation Operations Bylaw No. 294 be adopted by the Village. This bylaw sets an annual
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treatment fee based on annual production volume. It is suggested that the true impact of
individual discharges on the costs to the Village need to be assessed in the formulation of these
charges and they may be greater than those listed for the GVSDD.

Given that there is presently only one business discharging excess strength wastes, there is also
an option to directly bill the business for costs that are identified to result from their wastes.
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7.7 Summary of Financial Impact

Participants in the future Village of Kaslo sewer expansions will be affected differently, depending
on their location.

Participants located inside the original SSA-1 have paid their contribution to the capital costs to
construct the existing collection system and the existing treatment system. The Local Service
Taxes in that area will relate to reserve funding for future renewal of sewage collection and
treatment infrastructure. User fees in SSA-1 will cover their share of the costs to operate and
maintain the collection and treatment system. This will be the case, whether or not the system is
expanded.

Participants located in the sewer expansion areas will need to pay the cost for new sewers as
part of each phase of expansion. Sewers are the largest component of the cost of an expansion
project. The connection cost from property line to home would be an additional cost born by each
homeowner. User fees in the sewer expansion areas will cover their share of the costs to operate
and maintain the collection and treatment system. Similar to SSA-1, Local Service Taxes in the
expansion areas cover their share of the reserve funding for future renewal of sewage collection
and treatment infrastructure. In addition, a capital charge is proposed when new services are
connected outside of SSA-1 or properties redeveloped within SSA-1 as a means of contributing
for sewage treatment plant capacity (which has been paid for solely by SSA-1).

The estimated cost for sewer connection to an ‘average’ residential property would be as follows:

TABLE 7-7 INITIAL SEWER CONNECTION COSTS (ONE-TIME COSTS)
SSA-1 SSA-2
Capital Charge (for wastewater treatment reserves) $0 $3,475"
Septic system decommissioning $2,5002 $2,5002
Building sewer pipe from home to property line (edge of $2,0003 $2,000°
road/lane)
Initial Sewer Connection Costs (approximate) $4,500 $8,000
Notes:

1. Capital charge amount is expected to be dependant on land use and estimated impacts on wastewater
treatment capacity. This amount would be reviewed by the Village in creation an applicable bylaw.

2. Septic system decommissioning estimated costs include filing with Interior Health, septic tank pumping, and
septic tank decommissioning (install drain holes in tank base, fill with gravel, repair landscaping). Septic tank
pumping and decommissioning would be arranged by property owners.

3. Building sewer costs include Plumbing Permit fee (RDCK). Building sewer construction costs are expected
to vary widely, and will be depending on factors specific to each property (length of service, depth of service,
obstacles, surface restorations). Building sewer pipe installation would be arranged by property owners.

Based on the assumptions made previously in this document, the projected annual sewer cost for
an ‘average’ residential property would be as follows:
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TABLE 7-8 PROPOSED ANNUAL SEWER COSTS FOR A RESIDENTIAL PROPERTY

SSA-1 SSA-2 | Remainder of

Village

Sewage Education and Monitoring $25 $25 $25

User Fees (Operating Charges) $425" $425" $0
Renewal Reserve Funding

- Sewage Collection $90 $90 $0

- Sewage Treatment $60 $60 $0

Proposed Annual Sewer Costs $600/year | $600/year $25/year

Notes:

1. User fee categories are expected to be dependant on land use and whether a property is connected to Village
sewer or not. This amount would be reviewed by the Village in creation an applicable bylaw.

In addition to the initial connection costs and annual sewer costs described in Tables 7-7 and 7-
8 above, loan servicing associated with future sewer construction and future treatment upgrades
would be paid by sewered areas. The potential annual loan servicing costs would be as follows:

TABLE 7-9 POTENTIAL FUTURE ANNUAL LOAN SERVICING COSTS FOR A RESIDENTIAL PROPERTY

SSA-1 SSA-2 | Remainder of

Village

Loan servicing — sewage collection system $0 $9251 $0

Loan servicing — sewage treatment (Phase 1) $1402 $1402 $0

Loan servicing — sewage treatment (Phase 2) $1952 $1952 $0

Potential Future Annual Loan Servicing $335/year | $1,260/year $0/year
Costs

Notes:

1. Amount would be reduced depending on level of infrastructure grant funding received. The Village is currently
in receipt of 100% grant funding, which will reduce this amount to $0 for the proposed initial expansion area
(60 properties).

2. Amount would be reduced depending on level of infrastructure grant funding received. In addition, the amount
would be reduced depending on the total dollar amounts collected via capital charges (example $3,475 per
residential property, as noted in Table 7-7), and reduced to some extent by renewal reserve funding collected
(as noted in Table 7-8).

As noted above, future Sewage Treatment upgrading costs would be applied to all sewered areas
when those treatment upgrades are needed in the future. Those treatment upgrading costs ‘per
folio’ will be highly dependant on the timing of the upgrades in relation to the size of the sewered
area, and would be reduced by the amount of reserves collected via the Capital Charges (Table
7-7) and Renewal Reserve Funding (Table 7-8).

The costs summarized above would also change with time, as described in previous sections:
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= Sewage Treatment and Collection Construction Costs would be eliminated when loans
are paid off.

= Renewal reserve taxes will remain in place even after construction loans are paid off, and
will change with time as addition information is gathered regarding infrastructure condition.

= User Fees would generally be reduced as the sewer service area expands.
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LiQuiD WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN — STAGE 3 — SEPTEMBER 2018

52




8.0 Draft Operational Certificate Criteria

An operational certificate would be issued in response to the authorization of a waste
management plan to specify terms and conditions additional to the requirements of the MWR.
Operational Certificates are ongoing and may be amended, suspended or cancelled.

A new Operating Certificate revising the existing discharge permit will be sought from the Ministry
of Environment. The draft Certificate is provided as Appendix G.

The Operational Certificate is substantially similar to the existing discharge permit with the
following changes;

1. The existing permit limits on effluent turbidity and suspended solids were intended to
ensure disinfection compliance but are stricter than necessary for this purpose. The
bacteria compliance target should be separate from the suspended solids compliance
target. Thus, the limit on effluent suspended solids should be increased to the default
limit of 45 mg/L (maximum) set by the MWR.

2. The CBOD target is currently shown at 30 mg/L maximum (per existing permit), which is
less than the default limit of 45 mg/L (maximum) set by the MWR.

3. Acute lethality testing will be implemented as required under the WSER.

4. Once treatment system redundancy is added to the plant design in accordance with the
component and reliability criteria specified by the MWR, then the requirement for 24 hour
storage can be deleted. The requirement for storage of a spare RBC shaft could also be
deleted.

When the treatment plant is upgraded the the existing permit will no longer apply to existing works
and plant operations. The BC Ministry of Environment will require that either the existing permit
be amended to include the Operational Certificate, or that the Village apply for registration under
the Municipal Wastewater Regulation.
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9.0 LWMP Summary of Outcomes

The Village of Kaslo started this LWMP process in 2012. Community input has been incorporated
into the Stage 1, 2, and 3 reports. The general outcomes of the LWMP are summarized as
follows:

1. The Liquid Waste Management Plan considers options for providing community sewers
and increasing the capacity of the wastewater treatment system to accommodate more of
Kaslo into the municipal collection system.

2. Sewer expansion is envisioned to prioritize the Lower Kaslo area, with sewering projects
occurring incrementally with time. Sewering projects would be triggered by factors
including:

Long term community goals per the Integrated Community Sustainability Plan and the

Official Community Plan.

Project cost and resulting cost per property.

Monitoring and documentation of septic system performance.

- Public initiatives.

3. Without grants, capital construction costs of the Village-owned infrastructure (not including
service pipes on private property) are anticipated to be around $15,500 per property for
sewering plus approximately $5,500 per property for future treatment upgrades. To
maintain a reasonable cost to the community, the Village will aspire to limit borrowing to
33% of projects over $250,000, and $1.5M on an ongoing basis.

4. Funding sources for the LWMP implementation are proposed to include:

- Parcel tax including a community-wide contribution for sewage education and
monitoring

- Parcel tax on individual sewered areas for each sewage collection expansion

- Parcel tax on all sewered areas for future sewage treatment upgrades

- Parcel tax on all sewered areas for reserve funding

- Implementation of a capital charge as a contribution to sewage treatment reserves by
future services and future redeveloped properties for wastewater treatment capacity

- User fees on all sewered areas for annual operating costs

5. Funding structure for sewer expansions are proposed to include:

- Common reserve funding structure across all sewered areas

- Common user fee structure across all sewered areas

6. Additional administrative and governance changes associated with LWMP implementation
include:

- Payments in lieu of taxes are to be made for ‘tax exempt’ properties within all sewered
areas

- Restructure of the sewer user fees

- Restructure of the sewage regulation bylaw, and enhance the source control for
higher strength industrial discharges as well as commercial kitchens

VILLAGE OF KASLO
LiQuiDb WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN — STAGE 3 — SEPTEMBER 2018

54

TRU=




APPENDIX A
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Village of Kaslo

Liquid Waste Management Plan
Glossary of Terms

This document outlines the glossary of terms of the LWMP. The terms were derived from
standard definitions included in the 2012 BC Municipal Wastewater Regulation and 2010
BC Sewerage System Regulation.

= “Advanced treatment’ means any form of treatment, other than dilution, that produces
effluent quality with BODs and TSS being 10 mg/L or less each;

= “Biosolids” refers to treated sewage sludge that meets pollutant and pathogen
requirements for land application and surface disposal;

= “BODs” means the carbonaceous 5-day biochemical oxygen demand;

=  “Contributory population” means the number of persons connected to the
municipal wastewater collection system and the equivalent commercial and
industrial contributions of municipal wastewater to that municipal wastewater
collection system;

= “Discharge” means, when used as a noun, the total amount of municipal wastewater,
including reclaimed water, released into the receiving environment from works and,
when used as a verb, to release a discharge;

= “Discharger’ means a person authorized by the latest Province of British Columbia
Municipal Wastewater Regulations to discharge;

= “Disinfection” means the destruction, inactivation or removal by any means of
pathogenic microorganisms;

= “‘Domestic sewage”’ and “domestic wastewater’ have the same meaning which
includes human excreta and waterborne waste from the preparation and consumption
of food and drink, dishwashing, bathing, showering and general household cleaning and
laundry, except waterborne waste from a self-service Laundromat;

=  “Effluent” means domestic sewage that has been treated by a treatment method and
discharged into a discharge area;

=  “Groundwater” means subsurface water at or below a water table in fully saturated
geologic materials and formations;

= “Holding tank” means a watertight container for holding domestic sewage until the
domestic sewage is removed for treatment;

* “Inflow and infiltration” or “I&I” means water that enters a municipal wastewater
collection system directly from a stormwater connection (inflow) or indirectly through the
land (infiltration);

= “Irrigation” means the application of reclaimed water at agronomic rates when
irrigating vegetation;
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=  “MPN’” means most probable number;

=  “Municipal effluent’” means the liquid results from the treatment of municipal waste;

=  “Municipal wastewater’ means domestic wastewater or municipal liquid waste,
including contributions from holding tanks in recreational vehicles, boats and
houseboats; commercial, institutional and industrial sources; inflow and infiltration;
septic tank pumpage; holding tank solids; and sludge from wastewater facilities;

=  “Municipal wastewater collection system” means a conveyance system operated
and maintained for the purpose of transporting municipal wastewater to a
wastewater treatment facility including of gravity sewer and pressurized forcemain
piping and liftstations but not including wastewater treatment and discharge
facilities;

=  “NTU” means nephelometric turbidity unit;

=  “Owner’, in respect of land on which a sewerage system or holding tank is, or is required
to be, constructed under this regulation, includes a person registered in the land tit le
records as the owner of the land, a lessee or person holding a license to occupy the
land and a strata corporation or other corporate entity that developed the parcels, strata
lot or shared interest;

=  “Primary treatment” means any form of treatment, other than dilution, that produces a
municipal effluent quality with BODs and TSS being not more than 130 mg/Leach;

= “Qualified professional” means an applied scientist or technologist specializing in a
particular applied science or technology, including agrology, biology, chemistry,
engineering, geology or hydrogeology who is registered in British Columbia with the
professional organization responsible for his or her area of expertise, acting under that
professional association’s code of ethics and subject to disciplinary action by that
association, and who, through suitable education, experience, accreditation and
knowledge, may be reasonably relied on to provide advise within his or her area of
expertise as it relates to the latest Province of British Columbia Municipal Wastewater
Regulations;

= “Reclaimed water’ means municipal wastewater that is treated by a wastewater facility
and suitable for reuse in accordance with the latest Province of British Columbia Municipal
Wastewater Regulations;

= “Residential development” means a dwelling or collection of dwellings that serve as the
primary residence of the majority of their inhabitants, all of whom rely on a discharger to
provide a municipal wastewater system;

= “Secondary treatment” means any form of treatment, other than dilution, that
produces a municipal effluent quality with, in the case of a lagoon system, BODs being
not more than 45 mg/L and TSS being not more than 60 mg/L and, in any other case,
BODs and TSS being not more than 45 mg/L each;
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= “Septic tank” means a watertight vessel into which municipal wastewater is continually
conveyed such that solids within the municipal wastewater settle, anaerobic digestion of
organic materials occurs and municipal effluent is discharged;

=  “Sludge” refers to solids separated during the treatment of municipal wastewater and
includes domestic septage;

= “Standard practice” means a method of constructing and maintain a sewerage system
that will ensure that the sewerage system does not cause, or contribute to, a health
hazard;

= “Surface water’” means a natural water course or source of fresh water, whether
containing water or not, and includes: a lake, river, creek, spring, ravine, stream, swamp,
gulch and brook; and a ditch into which a natural watercourse or source of fresh water
has been diverted; but does not include groundwater or water in a culvert that is
constructed to prevent the contamination of a watercourse by domestic sewage or
effluent;

= “Stormwater’ means runoff from rainfall, snow or snowmelt;
“Treatment method” means a treatment method for domestic sewage classified as Type

1, Type 2 or Type 3 where:

Type 1 is treatment by septic tank only,
Type 2 is treatment that produces an effluent consistently containing less than 45

mg/L of total suspended solids and having a 5 day biochemical oxygen demand
of less than 45 mg/L, and
Type 3 is treatment that produces an effluent consistently containing less than 10
mg/L of total suspended solids and having
= A5 day biochemical oxygen demand of less than 10 mg/L, and
* A median fecal coliform density of less than 400 Colony Forming Units
per 100 mL.
= “TSS” means the total suspended solids or non-filterable residue;
=  “Wastewater treatment plant” or “WWTP” means a system for treating domestic or
municipal wastewater that uses one or more treatment methods and a discharge
area;
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Advisory and Steering Committees Meetings #1



Village of Kaslo
Liquid Waste Management Plan
Stage 3 — Advisory Committee Meeting #1

- Introductions
- Discussion of Stage 2 findings
- Planning for Stage 3

2017-07-17



LWMP — Stage 3 Overview

Undertake Environmental Review of preferred
option
Prepare draft LWMP Implementation Plan

Prepare a draft of operational certificate
requirements

Prepare Stage 3 LWMP Draft Report
Public consultation
Prepare Stage 3 LWMP Final Report

Public Consultation

Part 1: Preliminary meetings with Steering Committee
(SC) and Advisory Committee (AC) to define scope of
work; agree on and develop communications plan and
public engagement materials; further investigate
issues;

Part 2: Conduct public engagement; currently
proposed to include public Open Houses and focus
group meetings

Part 3: Complete all follow-up work, review surveys
and analyze results, and issue Public Consultation
report, for incorporation into the Stage 3 LWMP.

2017-07-17
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Private Septic Systems: Known Issues

Parcel Sizes with Septic Systems Comparison to Local
Bylaws and Typical Municipal Standards:

Lower Kaslo

5%

42%

B Substandard @ Compliant O Optimal

Private Septic Systems: Known Issues

Parcel Sizes with Septic Systems Comparison to Local

Bylaws and Typical Municipal Standards:
Upper Kaslo

17% 21%

62%

B Substandard @ Compliant O Optimal




Private Septic Systems: Known Issues

Parcel Sizes with Septic Systems Comparison to Local

Bylaws and Typical Municipal Standards:
South Kaslo

16%

82%

W Substandard @ Compliant O Optimal

Municipal Sewage Collection System:
Current Layout
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Municipal Wastewater Treatment
Plant: Overview (Part 1)

Designed to treat 340 m3/day of liquid waste
Permitted to discharge 370 m3/day of effluent
Sludge dewatered and sent to landfill

Treated effluent outfall to Kootenay Lake
Currently operates at 50% of capacity

All flows are currently from domestic and
commercial properties (low strength wastes)

Municipal Wastewater Treatment

Plant: Overview (Part 2)
Design capacity is reserved for properties
within SSA No. 1

Effluent quality meets permit requirements
(except for suspended solids)

There are no known issues related to treated
effluent discharge into Kootenay Lake
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Specified Sewer Area No. 1
(Municipal Sewage System):
Existing Wastewater Flows

Effluent Quality Standards

Quality
Parameters

BOD (mg/L)

BC Municipal

Wastewater
Regulation

45 (max)

Maximum Allowable Concentrations
MOoE - Permitted
Federal Wastewater

Systems Effluent
Regulations

25 (ave)

Effluent
Characteristics
from Kaslo
WWTP
30 (max)

Village of Kaslo -

Actual Effluent
Properties from
Kaslo WWTP

TSS (mg/L)

45 (max)

25 (ave)

10 (max)

<40

Ammonia

Nitrogen (mg/L)

10

<1

Unionized

Ammonia (mg/L)

1.25 (max)

Fecal Coliform
(MPN/100 ml)

200

<50

Turbidity (NTU)

Total
Phosphorus

| (mg/L)

Phosphate

| (mg/L)

0.5

pH

6.9-85
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Wastewater Flow Projections

= With some minor treatment system improvements,
the existing WWTP capacity would be adequate for

the sewering of all Lower Kaslo / m

Wastewater Flow Projections

= Population has been stable apart from a step
change from 1991 to 1996

Step
change

KAsLo MuNiciPAL CENSUS POPULATION (1981 — 2016)
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Wastewater Flow Projections

= With some minor treatment system improvements,
the existing WWTP capacity would be adequate for
sewering of all Lower Kaslo, even with 2% growth

Wastewater Flow Projections

= At 0% growth the plant would still need to be
upgraded for Upper Kaslo flows
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Future Alternatives

= QOptions considered are based on domestic
strength wastes complying with Kaslo Sewer
Bylaw 1121 (None of the following:
Suspended solids > 600 mg/L; pH <5.5 or
>9.5; Unusual BOD; Any water or wastes that
create any other condition deleterious to
structures or treatment process)

Alternative 1: Status Quo




Alternative 1: Status Quo

= Advantages

Minimal capital costs to Village

= Disadvantages

No expansion of services
Impact on growth potential
Development challenges

Continued private septic system failures (costly
to those property owners)

Most negative impact on environment

Alternative 2: Expand SSA No. 1

$1,500,000—Expansion of wastewater treatment plant
$3,500,000—Expansion of collection system
$5,000,000—Total cost of Alternative 2

2017-07-17
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Future Service Areas — Sewering Costs

$7.55M (Class D)
$4.15M (Class C)

Lower Kaslo Sewering Concept

11
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S coso o

Alternative 1A — Upgrade Existing System and
Outfall to Kootenay Lake

Sassuieso o

Alternative 1A — Activated Sludge Treatment
Technologies

12
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Ssrsuiso o

Alternative 1B — Membrane Bio-Reactor

13



2017-07-17

S o

Alternative 2a: Disposal to Lake Outfall, New Site
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Ssssuiso o

Alternative 2c: Low Rate Treatment, New Site

Comparison of Alternatives

Alt. | Alt.  1b:  Add | Alt. 2a: 3 : | Alt. 2c: Move to
Upgrade Treatment for | Move to New Site.
Existing System | Reuse New Site and | Treatment | Treatment for

and Outfall to Outfall to | for Reuse Disposal to
Kootenay Lake Kootenay Ground
Lake

s25m

$11.7M $11.7M $11.7M $11.7M $11.7M
Total Cost $14.2M $16.9M 17.1M $19.0M $15.5M
Growth of Village
* * X * %k * %k * X
Suitable
Surrounding Land * * * % * * % * * ok x
Use
Treatment
* kK * *x * * Kk
* x * ko * ok * ok *
* kK * * * *x
* Kk * * * **
* x * * x * * X
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LWMP Stage 2 — Findings

Effluent quality produced by the Kaslo WWTP generally complies
with the requirements of the permit issued by MoE. Permit is
onerous for TSS and turbidity

Existing plant can treat flow from Lower Kaslo.
Existing treatment technology remains suitable.
Existing treatment system could be expanded to sewer Upper Kaslo.

Benefits of expansion of the sewer network to Upper Kaslo are less
than in Lower Kaslo. Cost per property for expansion to Upper Kaslo
is expected to be significantly greater.

2% growth rate has been used in population projections. Actual
growth around 0%.

Relatively high cost for constructing a treatment plant at a new site.
No strong driver for effluent reuse in Kaslo.

Stage 2 Recommendations

Expansion of the Village’s community sewerage system is recommended.

The priority for municipal sewage expansion should be the Lower Kaslo
area due to high dwelling density, floodplain considerations, and free
draining soil conditions.

A revised permit should be sought from the Ministry of Environment.

If treatment system redundancy is added to the plant design, then the
requirement for 24 hour storage should be deleted.

It is proposed that no specific limit be included in the permit for turbidity.
The limit on effluent suspended solids should be increased to the default
limit set by the regulations.

The recommended option is Option 1a (existing process technology /
existing site). Part of the treatment upgrade would be undertaken in Phase
1, with the remainder completed in Phase 2.

Stage 3 of the LWMP to include a cost recovery structure to address
‘fairness’ issue associated with past cost paid to construct existing
wastewater treatment plant, and future allocation of existing unused
treatment plant capacity.

2017-07-17
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Estimated Costs (Option 1a)

Treatment Upgrades $750,000
I sewer Pipelines $4,150,000
- Total Phase 1 (rounded) $4,900,000
- Approx cost per house $27,000
Phase 2 — Extend Sewer Service to Upper Kaslo
- Treatment Upgrades $1,750,000
I sewer Pipelines $7,550,000
- Total Phase 2 (rounded) $9,300,000
- Approx cost per house $43,000

Changes Since Stage 2

= MoE not resourced to quickly approve Stage
2. As aresult, Stage 3 is being completed
ahead of the approval of Stage 2.

= Angry Hen Brewing approved to open a
brewing facility in SSA1. Untreated brewery
effluent is commonly 10 — 20x more
concentrated than domestic waste. Flows
depend on production.

2017-07-17
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Next Steps — Stage 3

= Reconsider Stage 2 preferred option to allow for
more concentrated wastes and / or higher flows?

= Prepare draft LWMP Implementation Plan

= Prepare a draft of operational certificate
requirements

= Prepare Stage 3 LWMP Draft Report
= Public consultation
= Prepare Stage 3 LWMP Final Report

Discussion

Thank you!

2017-07-17
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July 17, 2017

Kaslo LWMP Stage 3 1:30pm - 3:30pm

Kaslo Municipal Hall

Meeting called by: TRUE Consulting Type of meeting: Steering Committee meeting #1
Facilitator: Village of Kaslo Note taker: Rob Wall

Timekeeper: N/A

Attendees:

Neil Smith (CAQ, Village of Kaslo), Mike Lind (Public Works Foreman, Village of Kaslo), Councillor Kellie Knoll
(Village of Kaslo), Councillor Rob Lang (Village of Kaslo), Scott Wallace (TRUE), Rob Wall (TRUE)

Minutes

Agenda item: Project initiation presentation Presenter: Scott Wallace
General discussion:

Policy areas and general questions:

o Consideration of treating sewage as a general community function, with contribution to reserves from
general taxation

¢ How to deal with expansion of sewer with potential disparities when some areas may receive grant funding
e Light industrial capacities: potential for future additions?
e Bylaw additions to provide more information “up front” to assist in development approvals

e Expansion / extended service area: Is there potential for alteration / amendment of LWMP subsequent to
Stage 3 approval?

Consultation:
e Preference for public dialogue in fall instead of summer.

e Is there opportunity to engage specific interest groups who may be directly impacted by proposed
changes?

e Create opportunity for FNs to provide input similar to Stage 2.
Schedule:

¢  Council direction: completion of Stage 3 preferred in 2017

e Stage 3 report outline for middle August

e Draft report for middle September to include where, when, how much?

o Engagement package draft in early fall

¢ Next meeting intended to be 3™ or 4" week of August

Other Information

None to report.



July 17, 2017

Kaslo LWMP Stage 3 3:30pm - 5:30pm

Kaslo Municipal Hall

Meeting called by: TRUE Consulting Type of meeting: Advisory Committee meeting #1
Facilitator: Village of Kaslo Note taker: Scott Wallace

Timekeeper: N/A

Attendees:

Neil Smith CAO (Village of Kaslo), Lynn VanDeursen (resident), David Russell (resident), Anita Ely (Interior Health,
Salmon Arm via Webex), Anne Malik (resident), Don Scarlett (resident, Kaslo and District Chamber of Commerce),
Scott Wallace (TRUE Consulting), Rob Wall (TRUE Consulting).

Minutes

Agenda item: Project initiation presentation Presenter: Scott Wallace
General discussion:

Background information:
e Current Stage 2 Report to be circulated to current (including several new) Advisory Committee members.

Comments regarding treatment and collection expansions:
¢ Redevelopment potential not addressed through existing bylaws
e Advisory committee: potential to provide input to bylaw development
o Consideration of a mandatory connection bylaw within sewered area

e Future expansions beyond what is envisioned in this plan: may be viable, with associated costs covered by
contributions from developers.

e Is there potential for use of a STEP system (maintain private septic tanks, effluent pumped or gravity fed to
community collection system)? Some discussion of unknown condition of private septic tanks, risks
associated with continued reliance on partial treatment by private systems.

e Local septic designer aware of 11 septic failures in past 12 years:
- All caused by poor design or installation
- 5inlower Kaslo, 6 in Upper Kaslo
- Are there options to quantify the magnitude of perceived issue?

Comments regarding plan implementation costs:

e Feedback Village has received from province: potential limits on funding from province = ~$3.7M project
size.

¢ Village tax base determines borrowing capacity of maximum ~$6.0M total.
e Grant funding may result in fairness issues.

e Is there ability / justification for a financial contribution for parcels outside of SSA#1 to be used towards
existing treatment plant capacity?

Comments regarding public consultation:

e Public consultation to date seems unclear, need to present information and frame it as a question to the
public.



e (Good to recognize what information we don’t have, as well as what we do know.

e Consider scheduling the town hall meetings for two groups, each to be able to ask questions and stimulate
discussion. The following individuals/parties to be included in discussion:

- SSA#1 ‘owner members’ (via meeting or mail out).

- The rest of the community.

Other Information

Observers: Ed Grifone (CTQ Consultants, Steering Committee observer)
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Agenda / Goals

Provide update of Stage 3 status
Identify missing information in Stage 3 report

Identify preferred capital cost allocation
methods

Identify preferred public consultation format
and key information

Review Stage 3 timeline

2018-02-01



Stage 3 Status

= Stage 2 and 3 of LWMP are ‘combined’
- Reports maintained as separate documents

= Stage 3 work extended into 2018
- Village ‘Lands’ project considerations
- SSA1 light industrial development implications
- Environmental impact study

Stage 3 Report: sections 1-4

= Summary of Stage 1 and 2 work

= Community sewer expansion prioritized for
Lower Kaslo ($4.65M) before Upper Kaslo
(58.22M)

= Community sewage treatment upgrades
phased based on contributing flows reaching
350 m3/day ($750,000) and 500 m3/day
($1,750,000)

2018-02-01



Stage 3 Report: sections 1-4

= Village ‘Lands’ project:
- Initial lands inventory and review complete

- Most favourable Village-owned lands for future
development are south of Kaslo River

- OCP and LWMP to discuss realistic approaches
for servicing bareland strata development south
of Kaslo River in the absence of municipal
sewage collection

Stage 3 Report: sections 1-4

= Light industrial development (local brewery):

- Production has started, but full impacts on
community treatment plant not yet known

- Stage 3 includes educational information on how
other jurisdictions are dealing with fermentation
operations, and recommendations for bylaws to
improve source control, monitoring, and
equitable charges

2018-02-01



Stage 3 Report: section 5

Environment

General educational information provided on
private septic systems, and references to other
Kootenay Lake water quality monitoring work
completed by MoE in 2008

Receiving environment data (such as lake water
guality) does not exist for the Kaslo area

MoE Study (2008): not in section 5

MoE conducted preliminary investigation of
potential effects of failing septic fields on water
guality of West Arm of Kootenay Lake

140+ samples from 40 locations in fall 2008

Findings:

Localized impacts to lake water quality in West Arm
of Kootenay Lake

Failure of septic systems is most likely the significant
cause of the bacteriological contamination

Recreational use of water has not been impaired
There may be impacts to drinking water quality

2018-02-01



2018-02-01

MoE Study (2008): not in section 5

Stage 3 Report: section 5

= Environmental Impact Study complete
- Purpose was to review impact of community
sewer system on receiving environment

- No implications expected to result from
expansion of existing community sewage
collection and treatment

- Additional monitoring required once flows
exceed 500 m3/day




Stage 3 Report: section 7.1

Schedule not fixed. Incremental sewer
expansions anticipated, timing based on:

Community goals

Cost

Documentation of issues
Public initiatives

Envision Lower Kaslo sewering over next 10
years

Stage 3 Report: section 7.2

Funding approach for the sewer utility:

Local service area taxes

Community wide Environmental Tax
DCCs / Latecomers agreements
Partnership agreements

User fees

2018-02-01



Stage 3 Report: section 7.3

Funding capital projects:

- Expectations of affordability, grant funding, and borrowing
limitations

Sewage collection expansion (pipes) paid for by property

owners in each expansion area:

- Parcel taxes based on ‘folio’ frontage

Sewage treatment upgrades and renewal paid for by the

entire community

- Environmental tax based on property value

Expansions beyond Lower and Upper Kaslo would be

‘developer driven’ and could not place additional

operating burden, capacity pressure, or capital debt on

existing taxpayers

Stage 3 Report: section 7.4 to 7.6

Financial impact scenarios developed for an
initial incremental sewer expansion in part of
Lower Kaslo, as well as phased treatment
upgrades

User fees:

- Future trend provided to show how sewer
expansions are anticipated to impact user fees

- Example rate structure provided by Village staff
to convey general idea of user fee allocation

2018-02-01



Stage 3 Report: section 7.4to 7.6

= Financial Summary (Scenarios)
Cost for residential property (no grant)

I ) A e
Village
Sewage Collection Construction Loan Servicing $100 $1080 o)

Environmental Tax (All of Kaslo) $105 $105 $105

User Fees (Operating Charges) $450 $450 $0
Total Annual Cost per folio (on average) $655 $1,635 $105

Cost for residential property (67% grant)

SSA-1 Remainder of
[ = ===
. ’
and Renewal Reserve

Environmental Tax (All of Kaslo) $55 $55 $55

User Fees (Operating Charges) $450 $450 S0
Total Annual Cost per folio (on average) $605 $970 $55

Next Steps — Stage 3

= Gather any remaining information required

= Complete draft Stage 3 report

= Determine format and timing of public

consultations
= Revise and finalize Stage 3 report

= Submit completed Stage 2 and 3 reports to
Ministry of Environment for review and

approval

2018-02-01
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TRUE File No: 983-063

Advisory Committee Meeting #2
Minutes

Liquid Waste Management Plan — Stage 3
Village of Kaslo

3:00 — 5:00 PM. February 1, 2018 at Village of Kaslo Council Chambers

Meeting Attendees:
Observers:
Neil Smith— Chief Administrative Officer
Rob Wall — TRUE Consulting
Ed Grifone — CTQ Consulting
Mike Lind — Public Works foreman, VoK (Steering Committee member)
Advisory Committee:
Anita Ely — Interior Health Authority
Uli Wolf — Regional District of Central Kootenay
Don Scarlett - Kaslo and District Chamber of Commerce
Glen Walker — Resident, Village of Kaslo
David Russell — Resident, Village of Kaslo
Lynn van Deursen — Resident, Village of Kaslo
Scott Wallace - TRUE Consulting

Absent:
Stan Baker - Resident, Village of Kaslo
Anne Malik - Resident, Village of Kaslo
Mike Adams — Interior Health Authority
Bryan Vroom — Ministry of Environment

Topic Action

Ed Grifone on the concurrent Lands Project: There are no greenfield
opportunities available without sewer. There are options for independently
servicing a bare land strata on the other side of the river.

Dave Russell: We need a lot more information in order to justify the LWMP
proposed expansion. There are rock pits over 100 years old and to his
knowledge there have been no issues. If the reason for centralized sewer is
higher housing density then show where it might happen. If the reason is
environmental, then give evidence.

Lynn van Deursen asked which First Nations groups we are approaching.

Ed Grifone described consultation. CTQ to serve as consultation facilitator | Ed Grifone
for the Village. Consultation will be tied to Lands Project if timelines coincide.
Needs to be clear that centralized wastewater is not being forced on the
community and that there is a genuine opportunity to provide comment. Intent
is to host an Open House, communication material, focus groups. Members
within SSA1 would likely be one focus group. Opinion of developers should
be sought. A public consultation plan is to be presented to the group.
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Lynn van Deursen proposed community meetings every three weeks with
updates on how the project is coming along. A tour of the wastewater
treatment plant could be included as part of the consultation.

Lynn van Deursen pointed out that members of the community were blaming
wastewater plant for material washing up on the shore last year. However, it
isn’t possible for the treatment plant filtered effluent to be responsible for this.

Neil Smith pointed out that sewering expansion would likely only proceed with
community support if there is a grant contribution - but this cannot be a basis
for large project planning under the LWMP or Municipal Affairs. Differences
in grant aid will affect how much property owners pay.

Dave Russell asked to see a copy of a typical septic system survey
questionnaire. Scott will find one from past projects and forward to the group.

Septage currently goes to Salmo Landfill. This is not likely to be sustainable
long term. The Nelson WWTP used to take septage, but doesn’t now.

Anita Ely asked if some of the environmental tax money could be used to
support issues created by septic systems, as a large part of the community
will remain on septic for the foreseeable future. Anita Ely asked what the
effect of having community sewer is on property value. What is the price of
sewer vs the cost of operating a septic system? Septic systems are designed
for a service life of 35 years.

The environmental tax could be introduced at a lower rate first then increased.

Lynn van Deursen: Initial sewer expansion participants would include
Langham Building, City Hall. Are these larger buildings going to pay more
than a residential property?

Neil Smith pointed out that one of the recommendations is that we can’t have
irregular / illogical sewer areas because people opt out. Everyone would pay
for the cost of the pipe going by. And potentially pay a user fee whether
hooked up or not as an incentive to join. Business want reassurance that
their user fees are not going up substantially. Having the completed LWMP
means that the Village can take advantage of funding programs. Without it
the planning and consultation cannot be completed fast enough to apply for
grants. Grants have tight timelines.

Dave Russell said that the LWMP means the Village is ready for a surge in
growth in the future. It is good to have the plan in place. It should be
completed and shelved for when it is needed in the future.

End of Minutes
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TRUE File No: 983-063

Steering Committee Meeting #2
Minutes

Liquid Waste Management Plan — Stage 3
Village of Kaslo

5:00 — 7:00 PM. February 1, 2018 at Village of Kaslo Council Chambers

Meeting Attendees:
Observers:

Scott Wallace — TRUE Consulting

Henry Van Mill - Councillor, VoK
Steering Committee:

Kellie Knoll — Councillor, VoK

Neil Smith — CAO, VoK

Rob Wall - TRUE Consulting

Ed Grifone — CTQ Consultants
Absent:

Rob Lang — Councillor, VoK

Mike Lind — Public Works foreman, VoK (participated in Advisory Committee meeting)

Topic Action

The LWMP was originally a Council initiative in 2012.

Henry Van Mill. Can we show why we need the sewer? Needs to be boiled
down to be easy to understand.

Ed Grifone: Experience of consultation is that you need the following;
1. Someone speaking about history and the need to move ahead with
the project.
2. Technical expert to discuss those details.
3. Facilitator to give sequence to the conversation.
4. Level headed community member.

Scott Wallace pointed out that the Stage Two LWMP was written before the
construction of the brewery was approved. The costs and designs included
in Stage Three do not account for the impact of the brewery as not enough is
known yet.

Henry Van Mill: Having Upper Kaslo contributing to the treatment costs seems
unfair. There is no environmental driver for the project.

Neil Smith: The LWMP enables the Village to proceed with the project without
further consultation. This means that the Village can be in a position to apply
for grant funding. Otherwise sewer extension would have to be fully funded
by the community.

Some limited sewer expansion can be completed without significant funding
(areas with sewermain adjacent to property). The Village has applied for a
grant to add one street. The Village also wants to hook up the Old City Hall
to the sewer by the end of the year so the building can be put to use.
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SSA1 member have not been paying the full cost of their system as a result
of how the loan and payments were set up initially. There is 5 years left on
the SSA1 loan but there is an opportunity to pay it off this year.

End of Minutes
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TRUE File No: 983-063

Advisory Committee Meeting #3
Minutes

Liquid Waste Management Plan — Stage 3
Village of Kaslo

3:00 — 6:00 PM. April 5", 2018 at Village of Kaslo Council Chambers

Meeting Attendees:
Observers:

Neil Smith— CAO, Village of Kaslo

Rob Wall — TRUE Consulting

Ed Grifone — CTQ Consulting

Suzan Hewat — Mayor, Village of Kaslo

Advisory Committee:
Anita Ely — Interior Health Authority
Don Scarlett - Kaslo and District Chamber of Commerce
Uli Wolf — Regional District of Central Kootenay
Anne Malik - Resident, Village of Kaslo
David Russell — Resident, Village of Kaslo
Stan Baker - Resident, Village of Kaslo
Scott Wallace - TRUE Consulting

Absent:
Mike Adams — Interior Health Authority
Bryan Vroom — Ministry of Environment
Glen Walker — Resident, Village of Kaslo
Lynn van Deursen — Resident, Village of Kaslo

Topic

Action

Neil Smith: A grant has been announced for the provision of sewer to ‘Service
Area 2’. This is 100% funded which means there are no borrowing implications.
It makes the LWMP more urgent as no-one can connect to the sewer until the
plan is complete and the required bylaws are adopted. Council has made a
decision against the adoption of a Village-wide environmental levy for
wastewater treatment funding.

Ed Grifone described the public consultation program timeline. The draft Stage
Three LWMP has not been released. Aim to have the plan submitted to Ministry
of Environment for the fall of 2018. Open house in May.

Anne Malik: The LWMP should be submitted before October 1st so that it is not
an election issue.

Neil Smith: Yes and the same goes for the bylaws.
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Anne Malik: It will be critical to talk directly to the people who are about to see
pipes laid on their street.

Ed: It will be important to gauge what the rumors are so that they can be
answered.

Anne Malik: The committee needs to see the final draft before it goes public.

Ed Grifone: We will record (notes or audio) the Open House Q&A. Format of the
meeting needs to be made clear ahead of time. TRUE to make technical
presentation. Could issue a question and answer sheet as consultation material.

Neil: Construction of the new sewer unlikely to start prior to the first Open House.
Stan Baker: When in this process will Council contemplate the costs?
Scott Wallace: That information will be in the completed draft Stage 3 report.

Neil Smith: Hard to provide the level of detail and certainty that people are
looking for as can’t tie down Council to those numbers.

Anne Malik: Village owned property needs to contribute to debt and operating
costs. This should be a paragraph in the LWMP.

Neil Smith: Agreed. This should always have been the case. The Province
requires this if all of the community is not in the system.

Neil Smith: Stage Two was withdrawn in order to be resubmitted with Stage
Three because of feedback from the Province on the time it was going to take to
review it (middle of forest fire season). This way we don’t need to wait for the
Stage Two plan to be reviewed.

David Russell: Map in consultation material should split Lower Kaslo to show
Service Area 2.

Ann Malik: Could say ‘Grant secured to lay pipe in this area’. Representation of
Service Area 1 isn’t totally accurate.

Stan Baker: The ability of the plant to cope with the flow from Service Area 2
should be described. Isn’'t SS2 agglomerated into SS1 to make equitable?

Neil Smith: The SS1 debt will be paid out this year so some SS1 residents will
be unhappy that the SS2 residents will be paying the same parcel tax as SS1
residents. There will be a connection fee for new users but no construction debt.
The SS2 residents are not paying towards the cost of the sewer or the existing
treatment plant.

Anne Malik: You could initiate a connection fee/capital charge through a bylaw.
This is not addressing the fairness issues and there will be a protest from SS1
residents. The residents have contributed $600,000 to the treatment and
pipework.

Scott Wallace: The Village could have a Service area with a capital charge and
another area without one.

David Russell: The SSA1 residents have had fair use of the existing system.

Anne Malik: | have calculated the contribution that an SS1 resident would have
made. | have calculated a connection fee for a 40 foot lot of $4,700. A 100 foot
lot is $8,000. Suggested that connection is not mandatory apart from new
construction, septic fails or it is an environmental or health hazard. If you can
tell them that they are being required to pay an equivalent amount that the
existing members have already paid it's a win-win.
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Scott Wallace: There should be some means to find that equity, but it shouldn’t
include the cost of the pipes.

Neil: It's important that the fee isn’t linked to historical conditions. The Province
has been firm on that.

Mayor Suzan Hewat: Future sewer services are now going into a depreciated
system.

Anne Malik: The SS1 residents need to understand that they are going to have
to pay a parcel tax to the reserve fund.

Ed Grifone: Plan Open House May 23 4 — 8pm at Legion or at the School.

Scott Wallace: Provided overview of the current draft of the LWMP report.
Observation wells or monitoring could be a part of the implementation schedule.
The driver for the LWMP wasn’t the environmental impacts. It was the OCP /
development objectives. An environmental impact may drive timing or
prioritization. The plan is not to eliminate all the septic systems from the Village.
Therefore, the LWMP discusses public education in relation to septic systems.

David Russell: All recent septic systems have monitoring wells. The more
important questing is whether the septic systems are having an impact on the
wider environment.

Anne Malik: We can pick up and use public education material from other
places. Since the environmental levy is off the table, the fairness question is
now at the forefront.

Scott Wallace: SSA1 has paid for the sewers and the plant but there hasn’t been
enough set aside for the renewal of the system. There is wider benefit from the
sewer system given that it services the community commercial area.

David Russell: The underfunded reserve amount should be included in the
fairness calculations.

Anne Malik: Any newcomer will be contributing to a reserve fund.

Scott Wallace: If a user in SSA2 opts out they will still pay for the renewal of the
pipe in the ground. Now the basis of the plan is for treatment to be distributed
across the future users.

Neil Smith: Residents can’t opt out of parcel tax but can opt out of user fees.

Anne Malik: Connection to SSA1 was mandatory within a year of construction
but was never enforced. SSA2 connection should not be mandatory. It needs
to made clear to residents that they must pay into a reserve fund.

Scott Wallace: Is it possible to collect a Treatment Capital Charge for a pot of
money to undertake a treatment upgrade? Can we avoid the charge to
unconnected SSA1 lots? There is a fairness issue if the plant is never upgraded
or fully funded by a grant, etc. There may also not be enough money collected
for an upgrade. ).

Neil Smith: We can’t make the LWMP contingent on grant funding. And the
Province can’'t mandate that we go ahead with the LWMP if it isn’t affordable.

David Russell: | don’t think there is a financial justification for this LWMP.

Anne Malik: The entire driver for this next incremental phase of sewering
appears to be connection of City Hall. What if you put the pipe in the ground and
an individual petitions to connect to it?

R:\Clients\900-999\983\983-063\09 Minutes\983-063 Stage 3 - Advisory Committee Meeting #3 Minutes - 2018-04-05.docx

CTQ/TRUE/
Village



David Russell: Did we consider knocking on the doors of the 60 houses?

Scott Wallace: The Village will be talking to those property owners about where
their septic systems are when they get to the design phase and there will be
opportunity for dialogue with those owners at that time.

End of Minutes
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TRUE File No: 983-063

Steering Committee Meeting #3
Minutes

Liquid Waste Management Plan — Stage 3
Village of Kaslo

9:00 — 11:00 AM. April 6, 2018 at Village of Kaslo Council Chambers

Meeting Attendees:
Observers:

Scott Wallace — TRUE Consulting
Steering Committee:

Kellie Knoll — Councillor, VoK

Rob Lang — Councillor, VoK

Neil Smith — CAO, VoK

Mike Lind — Public Works foreman, VoK
Rob Wall - TRUE Consulting

Ed Grifone — CTQ Consultants

Topic Action
Neil Smith: Those who have sewer available will have an increase in their
assessment whether they connect or not.
Rob Lang: There no housing available in Lower Kaslo. Sewer can only help | Village / TRUE
that situation. There was a trailer park on E avenue that couldn’t be developed
into condos because there was no sewer. The LWMP process needs to be all
wrapped up before the election.
Neil Smith: People want the opportunity for tiny houses in Lower Kaslo and the
only way that can work is with sewer.
Ed Grifone: As part of the consultation we need to ask; What do you want to | CTQ

achieve in Kaslo. Do you want densification, etc?

Neil Smith: The new SS2 area will inform Council on the benefits, or otherwise,
of the sewer expansion and that will inform the process going forward. Unless
we have the sewer in we can’t really test the market.

Rob Lang: The next alley over has the best potential for revitalization.

Ed Grifone: A study in Alberta shows that if a community does not continue to
grow then it will regress.

Rob Lang: If you do nothing, the only way you can go is down. The Village
missed an opportunity in the past to annex the Allen Subdivision.

Ed Grifone: Ed discussed public consultation timeline and what we heard from
the advisory committee at the recent meeting last night.

Neil Smith: We don’t want to create the mindset that after LWMP adoption the
expansion is going to occur immediately afterward through all of the
community. It would happen in stages over many years.

Ed Grifone: The relative lack of reaction to the SS2 sewer announcement can
be taken as a positive. There hasn’t been a negative reaction.
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We haven’'t made a decision whether a second open house is required. Having
a second open house in summer will be a bad idea.

Mike Lind: It would get really negative really quickly if there is an issue with the
brewery at the plant (meaning there isn’t capacity available for residential use).
There is already a lot of biological growth on the RBC indicating a heavy load.

Ed Grifone: The sewer has a relationship to the development of affordable
housing.

Neil Smith: The Village could choose to invest in expansion as a developer and
recovering the cost as people hook up. It's a lot of money to spend if you don’t
see the income. Can we say in the bulletin that there is an ability for a group of
residents in a neighborhood to petition to be the next to go on sewer?
Someone close to the Hospital was asking about sewer recently. Requests to
join could help future Councils substantially. The trailer park may want to
petition for sewer.

Ed Grifone: Bulletin is to be made available at different locations and online.
There will not be a mail out. We want to provide all the information to avoid
giving the impression that we’re holding back information. Information needs
to be ready to go. Messaging will be going out with the tax invoices but that
will be after the open house.

Can you send me corrections on the bulletin? Eg references to the
environmental tax, map changes.

At the Open House, we should hold a drop-in session with technical people
available to talk to the public before the formal presentation.

Rob Lang: | don’t think it's fair to charge user fees to properties that aren’t
hooked up, butit also isn’t acceptable to allow people to hook up at their leisure.
They could be given, say, 24 months. The connection fee can’t be zero. The
cost can be added to a mortgage. Alternatively, the Village can spread
payments out over ten years. Property value goes up a minimum $20,000 if
your house is on the sewer system.

Mike Lind: The sani-dump could be a big problem for the plant capacity this
year. A portable pump could be used to pump into the emergency storage, but
there would be a problem if you have an issue that meant you needed the
emergency storage.

Scott Wallace: From what I've been hearing, | want to re-jig the idea of a $6000
capital charge. It can create problems in the future if events transpire at a
different pace than assumed.

Rob Lang: 100% grants aren’t common. It will most likely be two thirds funding.
The $6000 sets you up with a reserve for grant funding to do the next street.
Once you adopt this connection fee you’re pretty much stuck with it for the next
phase. It’s still relatively low cost.

Neil Smith: The nearest jurisdiction with these fees is Nakusp who's connection
fees are under $2000.
In the years ahead, council may also need a reserve to draw from for things
like stat right of ways.

End of Minutes
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Advisory Committee Meeting #4



2018-09-13

Village of Kaslo
Liquid Waste Management Plan
Stage 3 — Advisory Committee Meeting #4

Location: Village of Kaslo, council chambers
Date: September 13, 2018
Time: 4-6pm

Agenda / Goals

= Summarize activities completed since April

Provide overview of revisions to Stage 3
report

Discuss report and any remaining issues as
viewed by the committee

Goal: complete Stage 3 report, and forward
to Steering Committee and Village council




Stage 3 — Public Consultation Initiation

= Committee Meeting April 6, followed by:
- Soft announcement/messaging on Facebook
- Bulletin and Q&A on website

- Open House advertisement online and in local
newspaper (Pennywise)
- Tax bill insert

Stage 3 — Open House

= Open House May 23
- Info display boards, comment sheets

- Village, TRUE, CTQ staff available to answer
guestions

- Short presentation by TRUE
- Informal Q&A period near end of open house
- Approx 40 residents attended

2018-09-13



2018-09-13

Stage 3 — ‘post’ Open House

= Village received emails/letters from 9
residents, and comment sheets from 25
residents
- Comment sheets compiled
- Village acknowledged all letters

- ‘Frequently Asked Questions’ document
prepared, and available online

Stage 3 — SSA-1 Consultation

= Group of SSA-1 property owners (around 20)
compiled and submitted a list of issues

- Village/TRUE response package delivered via
email and online

- Steering Committee meeting with SSA-1 property
owners (approx. 15)




Stage 3 — SSA-2 Consultation

Letters sent to all 60 homeowners in
proposed initial sewer expansion area
(information regarding sewer project, and
invitation to meeting)

- Village and TRUE staff meeting with SSA-2
property owners (approx. 5)

Stage 3 — FN Consultation

Letter providing an overview of the Stage 3
process and summary of the draft report was
emailed and hard copies mailed to seven First
Nations groups in mid July

- Upper Nicola Band replied: “we have no comment at
this time as this is not in Upper Nicola Band'’s core
area of responsibility will defer your information to
the Okanagan Nation Alliance to review and reply
with support from UNB.”

- No other responses were received

2018-09-13



Stage 3 — Legal Review

Additional documentation should be
provided w.r.t. First Nations and Public
Consultation — what occurred and what were
outcomes

Specific revisions/wording regarding creation
of service areas

Allow more flexibility in funding strategies

- Ensure ‘user fee schedule’ is clearly an Example
- Leave parcel taxation open to options

Stage 3 — Legal Review

Sewage education/monitoring tax funding
should be revised

- Local service tax bylaw to define portion of
funding from general taxation

Capital charge (wastewater access fee) should
be revised

- Potential to use DCC structure instead of a fee

2018-09-13



Stage 3 Report: revisions

Executive Summary updates

Source control section expanded to include
information on commercial wastewater (grease
traps) —as was previously identified in Stage 1

Wastewater treatment section expanded to
include information on impacts of 3™ party users

Enviro Impact Study — final conclusions being
carried into body of main report

Stage 3 Report: revisions

Public Consultation section continues to
expand, and will include more documentation
of occurrences and outcomes

Public education section includes some
additional suggestions brought forward by
the public

Section added to describe ‘tax exempt
properties’ and impact on local service area

2018-09-13



2018-09-13

Stage 3 Report: revisions

= Sewage education / monitoring tax funding
description will change

= Sewage treatment capacity allocation was
revised to describe estimated value of
treatment and land-use based ‘access fee’.
The description for funding the capacity
allocation will change.

= L[WMP Summary of Priorities section added

Stage 3 Report: Discussion

= Advisory Committee - questions or
comments??

= Round table — closing comments




2018-09-13

Next Steps — Conclusion

= Final report revisions based on this meeting
and legal feedback

= Submit final report to Village council for
consideration

= Village to submit completed Stage 2 and 3
reports to Ministry of Environment for review
and approval

Discussion

Thank you!




TRUE File No: 983-063

Advisory Committee Meeting #4
Minutes

Liquid Waste Management Plan — Stage 3
Village of Kaslo

4:00 — 6:00 PM. September 13", 2018 at Village of Kaslo Council Chambers

Meeting Attendees:

Observers:
Neil Smith— CAO, Village of Kaslo
Rob Wall — TRUE Consulting

Advisory Committee:
Trevor Hamelin — Ministry of Environment
Anita Ely — Interior Health Authority
Anne Malik - Resident, Village of Kaslo
David Russell — Resident, Village of Kaslo
Scott Wallace - TRUE Consulting

Absent:
Mike Adams — Interior Health Authority
Uli Wolf — Regional District of Central Kootenay
Don Scarlett - Kaslo and District Chamber of Commerce
Glen Walker — Resident, Village of Kaslo
Stan Baker - Resident, Village of Kaslo
Lynn van Deursen — Resident, Village of Kaslo

Topic Action

Scott Wallace: Gave an overview presentation of public consultation work
completed and feedback received.

Anne Malik: (to Trevor Hamelin) In addition to being on the advisory committee,
I am a spokesperson for SSA1 member owners. Do you have the
correspondence from the member owners from Brian Vroom?

Trevor Hamelin: Yes, | have the correspondence.

Scott Wallace: We have sent information to seven First Nations groups but
haven’t heard back from any of them. Nor have we heard back from First Nations
when we asked for input in Stage 2.

Trevor: Wildfires may have had an impact on the ability of some First Nations to
respond this summer. You should consider calling them to check. As part of the
Ministry’s LWMP review we will also follow up with First Nations.

Scott Wallace: The Village commissioned a legal review of the draft Stage 3
report. One comment was that the plan should provide additional documentation
of the public consultation process. It should also provide some specific wording
on taxation and policies. Itis appropriate to leave options open in relation to how
taxation is collected. The sewage education and monitoring tax may also need
a specific setup to allow a portion coming from general taxation. The proposed
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capital charge (wastewater access fee) for new connections could be tricky and
the Village would need to be cautious because they can only charge fees for a
specific service. It may be better to use a development cost charge structure.
Those sections of the LWMP report will need to be cleaned up to some extent.

Neil Smith: A DCC bylaw may be a more appropriate way to deal with the capital
charge. A benefit of a DCC bylaw is that the Village could implement this
regardless of the status of the LWMP.

Anne Malik: Is the July 27 draft report inclusive of the legal comments?
Scott Wallace: Not yet. We just received them a few days ago.

David Russell: The purpose of the wastewater access fee was to make
compensation to SSA1 members.

Anne Malik: I’'m not prepared to sign off on this draft as its not the version going
to Council. 1 don’t have a problem with a development cost charge if it achieves
the same thing as a wastewater access fee. But it is one of the biggest issues
for SSA1.

David Russell: If there are core concepts that change, in order to say we have
completed consultation with the group, they need to see the final version.

Neil Smith: We could draft the LWMP with both options for capital cost recovery
(wastewater access fee and development cost charge) and comment on what is
preferred, but that the legality needs review.

Scott Wallace: The big picture dollars won’t change, or where the dollars are
collected from - but the means of collecting funding may change. LWMPs are
commonly quite vague in that respect.

Anne Malik: | don’t understand pages 33-34 of the July 27 draft report. There
needs to be an example given and need to specify that this just applies to the
expanded area. The tax exempt section is bang on. When will Council be
adopting the Revised Village of Kaslo Permissive Tax Exemption Bylaw? Is the
Village on schedule to pay off the debt next week? Can | share the content of
the July 27 draft report with the member owner group? | would like to read the
revised version of the LWMP after Council has considered the legal advice.

Neil Smith: Revised Village of Kaslo Permissive Tax Exemption Bylaw 3™
reading on September 18" with 4" reading taking place at an October Council
meeting. The debt on SSA1 should be paid off next week. The LWMP is a public
document and is on the website. | see the proposed changes to the LWMP as
just saying that alternatives to charging may have to be considered to achieve
the same outcome.

David Russell: Maybe we should have a little less detail.

Anne Malik: The July 27 draft report covers all the expectations of the SSA1
member owners following the July 20" meeting with the steering committee but
not all the concerns expressed in the letter on July 2". The report fixes the
problems going forward.

David Russell: The Village has received a grant for the extension of sewer to the
next street. The pot of money is difficult to turn away from. The biggest concern
of community members is what is it going to cost each individual.

David Russell: | would hate to see us overplay the looming disaster over septic
systems as indicated in the executive summary. There is no sign of adverse
environmental or health effects.
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Neil Smith: The LWMP isn’t to address a specific environmental crisis or
problem.

David Russell: A reader has to go to page 42/43 to find out what it will cost them.
| would like cost tables moved to the executive summary. Also, nothing is
included for the cost of decommissioning septic systems or constructing the
owner’s connection from the house to the property line. | have provided costs for
these items. It's a significant chunk of money. There is a procedure in the
Sewerage System Standard Practice Manual that must be followed for
decommissioning a septic system. | believe we need to be up front with all the
costs.

Anne Malik: Perhaps the information on decommissioning options should be in
the appendix.

Neil Smith: Until an owner remediates the site they can’t build on it. It would be
a requirement of a building permit.

Scott Wallace: The tricky part with the owner’s connection costs is that they
could be quite variable. But we could include some footnotes to that effect.

Anne Malik: We also need to recognize that an owner with a new septic system
may not want to connect. Should we also be presenting the costs to maintain
septic fields?

David Russell: Another issue | have is with the prioritization of the upcoming
sewer expansion project over others in the Village. There are significantly more
important projects that could undertaken, including diverting the grant for sewer
extension to the more urgent watermain replacement project.

Scott Wallace: The grant is earmarked by the Province for the sewer main. The
watermain project likely wouldn’t have scored high for grant funding, even though
it's a high priority for the Village.

David Russell: A final issue | have is that | don’t believe public consultation was
conducted according to best practice. I'm pleased to hear that we have satisfied
concerns of SS1. There needs to be more work to get a deal with SS2. Until
there is a deal with SS2 it's not appropriate to go to the Village as a whole.
Consultation needs to be measured on what you’ve achieved and not just a list
of tasks and events. The use of social media isn’t appropriate in a Village where
a lot of people don’'t have computers. | will be sending a letter to Council with
feedback on my concerns.

Scott Wallace: We've tried various methods of consulting and gathering
feedback. We haven’t used social media with every phase of the consultation.

David Russell: Will the consultation be finished once the LWMP is submitted to
the Province?

Neil Smith: | suspect there will be significant consultation on draft bylaws.

Anne Malik: I'm assuming we’ll be invited to be on the LWMP monitoring
committee. | door knocked in SS2. | have not heard any SS2 owners disputing
the sewer project, or making an attempt at organizing. | hear more of people
wanting to know when they can connect to sewer.

David Russell: | think when you put the total cost picture in front of them you'’ll
get quite a different response.

Neil Smith: The grant funding of the sewer expansion stimulated a lot of
feedback. The timing overlap with the LWMP has created challenges with the
LWMP public engagement.
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Trevor: It's a good liquid waste management plan. Consultation never ends,
even with an approved plan. We don’t necessarily expect a community to have
responses or support from everyone. MOE have put aside LWMPs to look at
other issues in recent years. We now have a backlog that we are working
through. Right now, we're committing to a one-year review of plans. Our
involvement can’t be on advisory committees like in the past. However, we can
potentially parachute in to particular meetings like this.

Anne Malik: The July 27 draft report meets two of the issues raised in the SSA1
letter of July 2", | will be advising the Ombudsperson on that.

Anne Malik: | note that the Village has recently removed the bylaw requirement
for an approved LWMP prior to expanding the sewer system. | would hope that
there will be a reserve fund bylaw in place next year.

Neil Smith: We can’t connect anyone in SS2 until Council has decided on the
terms under which people will connect.

End of Minutes
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VILLAGE OF KASLO - LWMP PUBLIC CONSULTATION
PROGRAM FRAMEWORK/TIMELINE

Late Feb
early March

Immediate
Feb 7/18

SEND
FRAMEWORK
TO
TRUE AND CAO

Early to
Mid May

OPEN HOUSE #1
INCL. SURVEY
/COMMENT SHEET
POWER POINT
PRESENTATION BOARDS
PRESENTATION BY TRUE
OPENING STATEMENT BY
MAYOR AND CHAIR
ADVISORY COMMITTEE
Q AND A FACILITATED BY
CTQ (4-8PM, ONE
PRESENTATION AT 6)°

RELEASE BRIEF
OF HIGHLIGHTS

Feb 23/18

REVIEW/RECEIVE
CONFIRMATION
TO PROCEED-
STEERING
COMMITTEE

Late May/Early June
Back to back dates

FOCUS GROUP #1
(S.S#1)
Special invitation

FOCUS GROUP #2
(S.S#2)
* Special invitation

(OPTIONAL)

FOCUS GROUP #3
* Specialty Groups
* Technical input

FOCUS GROUP #4
Development/Real
Estate/Chamber of
Commerce and
other business

PRELIMINARY
ANNOUNCEMENT THAT
PUBLIC CONSULTATION

WILL OCCUR

APRIL, MAY, JUNE
(INCL. PRESS RELEASE)
Mayor could be
interviewed about import
of Consultation Program
Note: Schools closed
Mar.15-Apr.3
Ed Grifone away Feb25-
Mar15. So, release should
be prepared before | leave
on Vacation

July

As required only

OPEN

HOUSE #2
(OPTIONAL)

Mid March
Early April

SOFT ANNOUNCEMENT
MESSAGING:
Stay tuned
Minor Explanation re:
San.Sewer/LWMP
Type of meetings and
opportunity for input
Note: Gives community
insight to LWMP
Use: Newspaper, Website,
Postings, Council
Announcement (Formal)

Late July
Early Aug

NEWS
REPORTING ON RELEASE/

OUTCOMES BRIEF
Input from Public « Council
Consultation
Recommendations
to amend LWMP advance
CTQ/TRUE LWMP or
Contributes hold

announces
decision to

Early to
Mid April

HARD COPY OF BULLETIN
IS MADE AVAILABLE FOR
VIEWING AT VILLAGE
HALL

Slightly more
information on bulletin
CTQ prepares-reviewed
by TRUE

Mid Sept Or Dependent on
extent of revisions

FINAL
REVISIONS TO
LWMmP

Third week of
April

FORMAL
ANNOUNCEMENT/
INVITATIONS
(BEGIN 2-3 WEEKS IN
ADVANCE OF FIRST
MEETING/OPEN HOUSE)
MESSAGING:
Who should attend

Format

More discussions
about LWMP are
released
Date/time/location

Fall 2018

DECISIONS TO
PROGRESS/
INITIATE
PHASING OF
SANITARY
SEWER
UPGRADE/
EXTENSION

SUBMISSION
OF LWMP TO
PROVINCE




LWMP Awareness — participation at Municipal Lands and
Investment Attraction open house (July 2017)



Village Facebook post — initial Open House — July 13, 2017



. To identify local issues.

. To document existing conditions
and develop growth projections.

. To identify opportunities and con-
straints.

. To recommend Stage 2 options for
further evaluation.

n Components

. Presentation of community
objectives.

. Review of existing land use plans
and system infrastructure.

. Analysis of growth options and
environmental conditions.

. Presentation of servicing strategy
options including opportunities for
conservation.

Village of Kaslo
Liqguid Waste Management Plan



Stage 1, Existing Municipal Wastewater Treatment Plant -

Tre System Overview

. There are no major deficiencies that could affect effluent quality or
service capacity.

. The flow is less than 50% of the design capacity and permitted
amount.

. Effluent quality exceeds permitted requirements and environmental
standards.

. There are no known issues related to effluent discharge to Kootenay
Lake.

Existing On-Site Septic Systems - Overview

. Between 4% and 22% of the septic systems in Kaslo do not have a permit
from the Interior Health Authority.

. Atleast 27% of properties with septic systems have a substandard parcel
size.

Lower Kaslo

Kaslo Parcel Sizes
with Septic Systems

Upper Kaslo

. 21%

South Kaslo

. 20%

13%
e

30%

43%
M Substandard CompTiant Optimal

Village of Kaslo
Liquid Waste Management Plan



Overview:

Existing Sewer Service Area
(SSA No. 1) boundary and
service objectives are
retained.

Existing SSA No. 1

Advantages:

. Minimal capital costs to the Village.
. Recognizes existing regulatory framework.

Disadvantages / Challenges:

. No new properties beyond the existing boundary are serviced.

. Future development beyond the existing service area will be
challenged to address servicing needs.

. There will be continued overloading and failure of existing on-site
septic systems with an associated impact on the environment.

. Significant costs will continue for individual property owners having
to repair private on-site systems.

Village of Kaslo
Liquid Waste Management Plan



Stage 1, Alternative 2: Existing System Expansion

Overview:

The existing wastewater
treatment plant would be
upgraded and the sewer
service area would be
expanded throughout
Lower Kaslo.

Existing SSA No. 1 SSA No. 1 Future Expansion

Advantages:

. New areas are serviced to accommodate higher development density and
future growth.

. Uses existing (and upgraded) treatment capacity of the existing
wastewater treatment plant.

. Eliminates some problematic septic systems and associated impacts to
environment.

. Existing framework for Specified Sewer Area No. 1 can be applied to the
expanded area.

Disadvantages / Challenges:

. Local regulatory framework will need to be altered.

. There are capital cost associated with expansion of existing wastewater
treatment plant and collection system.

Cost Estimate

||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||

$1,500,000 - Expansion of wastewater treatment plant
$3,500,000 - Expansion of collection system in Lower Kaslo
$5,000,000 - Total cost of Alternative 2

Village of Kaslo

Liquid Waste Management Plan




Overview:

The service area would be
expanded throughout Lower
Kaslo. A second wastewater
treatment plant would be
constructed for the expanded
sewered area, and treated
effluent may be used to irrigate
the golf course.

Existing SSA No. 1 Future SSA No. 2

Advantages:

. An expanded area supports greater development opportunities.

. Problematic septic systems are eliminated and associated impacts on the
environment are addressed.

. There is opportunity to use treated effluent on the golf course.

Disadvantages / Challenges:

. There are high capital costs resulting from need to construct a new
wastewater treatment plant.

. There are higher operating and maintenance costs for maintaining two
treatment plants.

. The local regulatory framework will need to be altered.

Cost Estimate

$5,000,000 - Construction of new wastewater treatment plant

$5,000,000 - Expansion of collection system in Lower Kaslo
$10,000,000 - Total cost of Alternative 3

Village of Kaslo
Liquid Waste Management Plan



Stage 2 - Objectives

. Continue public consultation process.

. Examine options shortlisted in Stage 1,
and associated costs in more detail.

. Consider conducting an environmental
impact study.

Stage 2 - Plan Components

. Review of existing systems and
performance achieved.

. Analysis of treatment and disposal
options, including assessment of
effluent re-use potential.

. Archaeological overview assessment.
. First Nations consultation.

Village of Kaslo
Liqguid Waste Management Plan



Stage 2, Sewer Service Area Expansion

Sewage Collection System Summary:

« The Allen / MacDonald subdivision and South Kaslo have not been
included in the proposed service areas. The Allen / MacDonald
subdivision is outside the municipal boundary. The South Kaslo area
generally has adeguate lot sizes and soil conditions for onsite / private
wastewater treatment and disposal systems.

. Lot sizes are smallest and the population density is highest in Lower
Kaslo. Small lots leave little room for a safe and effective wastewater
effluent disposal field. Lower Kaslo is the current priority for expansion
of the municipal sewage collection system.

« Lower Kaslo has approximately 182 buildings to be serviced. Upper
Kaslo has approximately 218 buildings to be serviced.

« The cost per lot to construct a new sewer service is estimated to be less
for Lower Kaslo than for Upper Kaslo.

Sewage Collection System Cost Estimate:

$4,650,000 - Lower Kaslo Sewer Expansion
$8,250,000 - Upper Kaslo Sewer Expansion

Village of Kaslo
Liquid Waste Management Plan



Stage 2, Treatment Option 1: Upgrade Existing WWTP

. Overview: I

f e Treatment process would remain at current location

e Upgrades to include duplication of existing technology,
f:;’;iiiiﬁ;‘;:”"—\ /5:5;;:;&:::3”“ addition of headworks (initial screening) components,
replacement of effluent filters, and structural alterations

e Footprint of existing treatment plant would increase,
\ including an addition to the street level building

EEEEEEEEE e Flow capacity would double to allow treatment of
wastewater from Lower and Upper Kaslo

WWTP Cost Estimate: $2,500,000

Advantages:

« Unused and reserve treatment capacity sufficient for the expected
Lower Kaslo flow is available at the existing WWTP. This could be used
without treatment capacity expansion until sewers extended to Upper
Kaslo.

- There is no need to develop a new site. New neighbours will not be
affected by the plant.

« The existing plant would not need to be decommissioned.

Disadvantages / Challenges:

. The local regulatory framework will need to be altered to ensure equity
and fairness to existing parcels and ratepayers within SSA No. 1.

. Treatment plant is located in a park, near housing and a campground
which detracts from the area. The existing location is not ideal due to

surrounding land use.

« Expansion of WWTP would need to be accomplished while it is still in
service. This is feasible.

« Further capacity to accommodate a highly densified Village core may be
limited.

« Current treatment process is not suitable for higher strength industrial
waste.

Village of Kaslo
Liquid Waste Management Plan




Stage 2, Treatment Option 2: Move to New Site

Overview:

e Treatment process would move to new
location. The preferred location would be on
Village owned land (as shown in the image).

e Treatment capacity would be sized for
wastewater from Lower and Upper Kaslo.

e The footprint of the new plant would be
slightly larger than the existing plant to allow
for the planned increase in flow capacity.

WWTP Cost Estimate:l $5,400,000

« Location would be more consistent with current land use plans.

« Addresses public concerns related to the proximity of the existing WWTP
to the park.

« Provides opportunity for treatment process capable of handling a variety
of wastes.

» Reduces additional pipeline required for effluent re-use at the golf
course, should that option be pursued in the future.

Disadvantages / Challenges:

« Highest capital cost resulting from need to construct the infrastructure
associated with the new treatment plant and disposal system.

« Land purchase may be required (depending on the selected alternative)
which has uncertainties for availability and cost.

« Pipeline(s) must cross under the Kaslo River which has technical and
environmental protection challenges.

« Construction impacts of a new site have not been determined. Potential
environmental and archeological values would need to be assessed.

» Existing plant is relatively new and would be largely unused. Demolition
or conversion of the existing plant would be required.

Village of Kaslo
Liquid Waste Management Plan




Stage 2, Treatment Option: New Site, Discharge to Ground
l

. \\\\@% Overview: l
AR L J /j £ \\\\\ o Treatment process would move to new location.
') R\ \\ The site has yet to be confirmed.
thr ¥y // \\\\\ >> ; |« Treatment capacity would be sized for collection
<\< | \\\\\ Yy A\ of wastewater from Lower and Upper Kaslo.
\\\ O \\v//\\\/ e The footprint of the new plant would be much
\\\ ey S\ & larger than the existing plant due to the nature of
oreurons Y/ 45 \/}///\%E”QLZ’;';” the treatment process (aerated lagoons).
' </\\\§/ .| e Effluent quality would not meet the existing permit
3 Vj) = A ~ | and would have to be disposed of in an infiltration
L basin (discharge to ground).
WWTP Cost Estimate:] $3,850,000
Advantages:

« New wastewater treatment location would be more consistent with
current land use plans.

« Opportunities exist for staging capacity increases with the construction
of additional treatment cells as they are needed.

. It may be possible to dispose of treated effluent through subsurface
infiltration instead of using an outfall to the lake.

« Addresses public concerns related to the proximity of the existing WWTP
to the park.

Disadvantages / Challenges:

« Land purchase would be required which has uncertainties for availability
and cost.

« Pipeline(s) must cross under the Kaslo River which has technical and
environmental protection challenges.

« Ability to discharge treated effluent to ground is currently unconfirmed.

« Construction impacts of a new site have not been determined. Potential
environmental and archeological values would need to be assessed.

« Treatment process is not contained within a building resulting in potential
for odour and attractant to unwanted vectors.

Village of Kaslo
Liquid Waste Management Plan



Il Liquid Waste Management Plan

Lower Kaslo:
Yellow = 5% of properties optimal size for septic

Upper Kaslo:
Yellow = 17% of properties optimal size for septic

South Kaslo:
Yellow = 82% of properties optimal size for septic

The Village of Kaslo initiated a Liquid Waste
Management Plan (LWMP) process in 2011 as a means
to assist the community with four key sewering
objectives:

. Growth Management

o Public Health Improvements
. Open Public Consultation

o Financing Strategy

The LWMP is a three stage process. Public consultation
is a key component of the LWMP, because when a Stage
3 plan is approved by the BC Minister of Environment, it
allows a municipality to implement the plan including
financing / borrowing without further public consultation
or referendum.

Stage 1 was completed in 2013 and included a review of
existing liquid waste management practices within the
Village, as well as identification of feasible long term
solutions to existing challenges.

Stage 1 noted that the municipal wastewater treatment
plant (WWTP) is functioning as designed, with
wastewater treated to a higher standard than the majority
of septic systems. Also, privately operated septic
systems provide service to 70% of the properties within
the Village, and as shown on the images to the left, many
of the properties within the Village are inadequate size for
typical septic systems. Soil conditions and proximity to
groundwater in some areas of the community also result
in challenges with adequate septic treatment.

Accordingly, 'status quo’ was not suggested. Expansion
of the municipal sewage collection and treatment system
was recommended as a means to accomplish the long
term planning objectives, with the expansion to be
generally phased through Lower Kaslo followed by Upper
Kaslo. South Kaslo was not proposed to be included in
the municipal sewage system due to adequate property
sizes for septic system and relatively high cost
associated with municipal sewer servicing to lands south
of the Kaslo River.




Il Liquid Waste Management Plan

$8,220,000 sewer expansion

-~

$4,650,000 sewer

/ expansion

$2,500,000 treatment upgrades

Stage 2 of the LWMP was completed during 2016.
Municipal wastewater collection and treatment options
were assessed in more detail, an archaeological
overview assessment was completed, and First Nations
consultation was initiated. The Stage 2 work concluded
that treated effluent reuse (for potential irrigation use on
property such as the golf course) was not financially
viable. In addition, the existing treatment plant was
expected to have capacity for handling typical domestic
and commercial wastewater from all of the Lower Kaslo
area.

The existing municipal wastewater treatment process is
a relatively efficient, low energy use process; expansion
of the wastewater treatment plant including duplication
of the process with some other minor modifications was
anticipated to be fully capable of treating wastewater in
the future from both Lower and Upper Kaslo areas.
Images to the left depict proposed treatment plant
expansions of the existing plant, as well as general
areas to be serviced by the municipal sewage system in
the long term.

The Village is now working into Stage 3 of the LWMP,
with intent of completing the plan in 2017. Stage 3 will
include preparation of an ‘implementation plan’ with
financing strategies. Continued public input to this
process is key, so please let us know you thoughts !

Comments:

Please submit your comments to the Kaslo Village Office or
send to admin@kaslo.ca by July 31, 2017.




LWMP Awareness — Press Release (March 2018)



NEWS RELEASE

For Immediate Release Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing
2018MAHO0019-000355
March 9, 2018

B.C. communities benefit from gas tax funding

VICTORIA — British Columbians will benefit from modern, up-to-date community infrastructure
that will make communities throughout B.C. even better places to live through new
investments from the federal Gas Tax Fund.

The Government of Canada, along with the Government of British Columbia and Union of B.C.
Municipalities (UBCM), announced that 108 projects have been approved and four have been
conditionally approved, for nearly $193 million from the federal Gas Tax Fund.

“I am pleased to see the important work that will be done across British Columbia thanks to the
federal Gas Tax Fund,” said Amarjeet Sohi, federal Minister of Infrastructure and Communities.
“Whether a community needs to expand its recreational centre, repair roads, or make energy-
saving upgrades, the Government of Canada will continue to invest in the local infrastructure
Canadians want and need.”

The funding supports a wide range of capital and capacity-building projects in communities
throughout B.C., including upgrades to drinking- and waste-water facilities; recreational, sport
and cultural infrastructure; local roads and bridges; solid waste management; community
energy systems; and disaster mitigation measures.

“I'm thrilled to know that all of these projects are going forward, because | know they will make
a positive impact for people in B.C.,” said Minister of Municipal Affairs and Housing Selina
Robinson. “Our government is committed to working with local governments throughout the
province to make life better for all British Columbians. This is a great example of strong
partnerships working together for the benefit of people in the community.”

One of the capital projects being funded this year will improve the drinking-water supply in the
Village of Granisle.

Funding is also going towards raising the dikes along the Kicking Horse River in Golden, to
provide flood protection for the historic downtown area.

The Town of Lake Country will build a new multi-generational activity centre, upgrade the local
arena and renovate the seniors centre, significantly boosting recreational and fitness
opportunities in the community.

“Today’s announcement demonstrates how all levels of government are working to improve
core infrastructure in B.C. communities,” said UBCM president Wendy Booth. “The federal Gas
Tax Fund is providing long-term support to renew facilities and strengthen asset-management
practices throughout the province. Local governments appreciate this support and welcome
this investment.”



The 54 capacity-building projects will focus on improving communities’ asset management, a
process that integrates information about a community’s physical assets and finances to
support efficient local decision making and sustainable service delivery.

Quick Facts:
« The total federal Gas Tax Fund contribution towards the 112 projects in B.C. is
$192,980,158.
> This includes 58 capital projects (5184,539,746) and 54 capacity-building projects
(58,440,412).

« The Government of Canada provides more than $278 million in indexed, annual funding
for local government infrastructure in B.C. through the federal Gas Tax Fund.

+ UBCM administers the Gas Tax Fund in B.C., in partnership with the governments of
Canada and B.C. The funding flows through UBCM to all local governments on a per
capita basis.

« The funding for these projects comes through the application-based Strategic Priorities
Fund of the federal Gas Tax Fund in B.C.

Learn More:

For more information about the federal Gas Tax Fund: www.infrastructure.gc.ca/plan/gtf-fte-
eng.html

For a list of projects funded through the current intake of the federal Gas Tax Fund:
news.gov.bc.ca/files/2017 Project Approvals.pdf

Contacts:

Brook Simpson Paul Taylor

Press Secretary Director of Communications

Office of the Minister of Infrastructure and UBCM

Communities ptaylor@ubcm.ca
Brook.Simpson@Canada.ca 250 356-2938

613 219-0149

Infrastructure Canada Lindsay Byers

media@infc.gc.ca Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing
Twitter: @INFC_eng 250952-0617

1 877 250-7154 (toll-free)
613 960-9251

Connect with the Province of B.C. at: news.gov.bc.ca/connect



http://news.gov.bc.ca/connect
http://www.infrastructure.gc.ca/plan/gtf-fte-eng.html
http://www.infrastructure.gc.ca/plan/gtf-fte-eng.html
https://news.gov.bc.ca/files/2017_Project_Approvals.pdf

Celebrating 125 Years

KASLO TO RECEIVE STRATEGIC PRIORITIES FUNDS

On March 9, 2018, the Village of Kaslo received confirmation that the Village was successful with its
funding application to the Federal Gas Tax Program. The grant will provide up to $910,000 toward the
expansion of the community sewage collection system in and around the commercial core. Specifically,
the sewer expansion will service properties between A Avenue, B Avenue, 2™ Street, and 5% Street
along the lane which runs from the Royal Canadian Legion to the Village of Kaslo Campground.

Mayor Suzan Hewat has indicated that this financial aid to our municipality is extremely timely and
welcomed. Such infrastructure upgrade will also complement the renovated City Hall National Historic
Site in our downtown core, a project supported by the Columbia Basin Trust. The capital improvements
are in keeping with the Village’s intent to provide better infrastructure to the heart of our community,
thereby enhancing commercial, institutional and residential land uses that will contribute to Kaslo’s
livability and services.

"Well done to the Village of Kaslo for securing this funding through a partnership with the
provincial and federal government to support community needs," said Michelle Mungall, MLA
for Nelson-Creston and B.C. Minister of Energy, Mines and Petroleum Resources. "Although we
don't often like to talk about it, maintaining and improving sewage systems is imperative to our
quality of life, and Kaslo is ensuring that residents have this necessary service."

The Mayor was excited to point out that the approved funding responds to the outcomes of the
municipality’s work on our Liquid Waste Management Plan (LWMP) that has been underway over the
last four years. Although a long-range plan, this strategic undertaking will be used to position Kaslo for
future upgrades of the sanitary sewer system. “As Kaslo moves forward, we must provide levels of
service in keeping with our Official Community Plan (2011) and Sustainability Strategy (2014),” she
stated. The LWMP has investigated wastewater management options and priority upgrades and
established a means to strategically phase in the improvements as finances permit over the coming
years.

“Communities across BC are looking for funding to replace, upgrade and expand local infrastructure,”

said UBCM president Wendy Booth. “The federal Gas Tax Fund is accelerating the pace of infrastructure
renewal through the transfer of close $3 billion since 2005 for projects in our province. | appreciate the
Government of Canada’s long-term commitment to fund priorities identified by BC local governments.”



Led by a community Steering Committee and with the assistance of a dedicated Advisory Committee,
the LWMP has now reached its 3™ Stage, and is being readied for public review and comment during the
Spring. TRUE Consulting has been the engineering firm providing the professional input but closely
integrated with the two Committees. Since Stage 1 was kicked-off in 2013, a significant amount of
technical work has been completed. Stage 2 described a list of options for the provision of sewer service
within the study area and was submitted to MOE for approval in March 2017. The recent work of the
engineers (Stage 3) has not only respected various options, but addressed land areas that may be
serviced, the ability to achieve technical objectives of sewage collection and treatment, and the financial
implications to the community.

Public Consultation

Mayor Hewat encourages all resident and business members of the community to participate in the
public consultation opportunities coming soon. CTQ Consultants has also been retained to facilitate a
public consultation and engagement program, starting late March and running through to June or July.
Every effort will be made to create awareness for public involvement, explain the contents of the plan
and receive the public’s input. The schedule calls for submission of the LWMP to the Province of BC by
September 2018. Completion of the LWMP will not commit the municipality to any works or financial
investment. Gaining any future financial assistance from Senior Government, however, would be more
likely with an approved LWMP. Involvement by the residents and support to move forward will be
integral to a successful future Liquid Waste Management program in Kaslo.

The Mayor is keenly aware of the environmental and public health risk that is potentially posed by
Kaslo’s on-site septic systems, and the challenges associated with repairing or replacing private systems
in some areas of the community. “As a lakeside community, we must take the most responsible action
towards wastewater treatment. Having access to external funds will help us do it right and as soon as
the time is right,” she said.

To see all of the projects funded through the current intake of the Federal Gas Tax Fund visit
https://news.gov.bc.ca/16553 .

For further information contact:

Neil Smith, MCIP, RPP
Chief Administrative Officer
Village of Kaslo
Telephone: 250-353-2311
E-mail: admin@kaslo.ca

Website: www.kaslo.ca


https://news.gov.bc.ca/16553

LWMP Awareness — Social Media (April-May 2018)



Village Facebook post - LWMP Stay Informed — April 18, 2018



Village Facebook post — LWMP Stay informed (full posting) — April 18, 2018



Village Website and Facebook post — LWMP Open House ad — May 11, 2018



Village website — LWMP page (top)



Village website — LWMP page (bottom)



Open House Advertisement: Village website, local newspaper (Pennywise) - May 2018
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Text Box
Open House Advertisement: Village website, local newspaper (Pennywise) - May 2018


LWMP Awareness — Public Information pieces



INFORMATION ABOUT

YOUR TAXES

www.kaslo.ca

Each year, the Village of Kaslo Council reviews its achievements from the past year and looks forward to setting goals for the coming
year. These goals and objectives form the foundation for the Village of Kaslo’s annual budget from which the property tax rates are
determined. Again in 2018, Council hopes to achieve many of our Corporate Strategy goals while continuing to maintain service levels
that the community can afford.

IMPACT OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT TAXES IN RELATION TO ASSESSMENT: SAMPLE SCENARIOS

Class 1 - Residential Property Tax Collected by the Village of Kaslo

Local Service Taxes Assessment Rates
Value 2014 2015 2016 | 2017 2018
General Municipal 250,000|VOK 3.06534918 3.3950852| 3.511261788| 3.510890134 3.576303382
RDCK RDCK 2.09910987| 2.207866757| 2.358201846| 2.352882175 2.181362726
RD Hospital RHD 0.29121406| 0.302993938( 0.298613306| 0.289265018 0.276263095
LOCAL GOVERNMENT TAXES COLLECTED

Taxes %change
2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

VOK 766.34 848.77 877.82 877.72 894.08 1.9

RDCK 524.78 551.97 589.55 588.22 545.34 -7.3

RHD 72.80| 75.75 74.65 72.32 69.07 -4.5

$1,363.92 $1,476.49 $1,542.02 1538.26 1508.48 -1.9

Class 6 - Business Property Tax Collected by the Village of Kaslo
Local Service Taxes Assessment Rates
Value 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
General Municipal 250,000|VOK 7.51010549 7.91 8.18123996| 8.18037401! 8.332786879
RDCK RDCK 5.14281919 5.41 5.77759452| 5.76456133 5.344338678
RD Hospital RHD 0.71347444, 0.74 0.73160260; 0.70869929 0.676844583
LOCAL GOVERNMENT TAXES COLLECTED

Taxes %change
2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

VOK 1877.53 1977.64 2045.31 2045.09 2083.20 1.9

RDCK 1285.70 1352.32 1444.40 1441.14 1336.08 -7.3

RHD 178.37 185.58 182.90 177.17, 169.21 -4.5

$3,341.60| $3,515.54 3672.61 3663.41 3588.49 -2.0

How much of your property tax bill is retained by the Village for municipal services?

41% of your tax bill is collected for Village services. Other agencies and governments utilize the municipal collection services to
collect their property tax levies. The illustrative tables above demonstrate the impact of 2018 local government tax rates on sample
Class 1 (Residential) and Class 6 (Business) properties. The chart overleaf shows the overall breakdown of your tax bill by government
and agency.
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2018 Budget Bulletin

in the Village’s Corporate Strategy, grants form a significant
source of funding for the Village in the 2018-2022 Financial
Plan.

How does BCAA property assessment change
my taxes?

If the BCAA assessment of your land and improvements has
changed since 2017, there will be an additional impact on your
overall tax burden. In 2018, residential assessment (Class 1)
increased overall by nearly 4.5 per cent or $5.9 million,
where business (Class 6) saw an 8.6% increase or $0.98
million. The larger the increase or decrease in assessment, the
larger the increase or decrease in taxes due.

Budget Process

Tax rates are set in order to maintain tax stability and ensure
that municipal revenues keep pace with the cost of business
and responsible fiscal management. In 2015, the Class 6 ratio

The Community Charter requires Council to prepare an Annual
Report regarding financial and operational information related
to the municipality. The Annual Report will be made available

in late June. The Annual Report will incorporate the progress
on Council’s Strategic Plan and the audited 2017 financial
statements. The annual budget deliberation cycle runs from
September to March each year and is advertised with at least

was adjusted downward (from 2.45 to 2.33) to reflect the
fragility of the Village’s comparatively small business
assessment base.

PROPERTY CLASS RATIO|% TOTAL PROPERTY TAX [DOLLAR VALUE one public finance meeting held each month. It is important
1 Residential 1 81.2 487400.4 that any input or feedback you have with respect to the
2 Utilities . 4.66 12 7362.9 municipal budget is received for consideration over these
3 Supportive Housing 1 0.0 0.0

4 Major Industry 2.33 0.0 0.0 months.

5 Light Industrial 2.33 0.1 847.4

6 Business 2.33 17.2 103057.0

7 Managed Forest 3 0.0 0.0

8 Recreational /NP 1.04 0.2 1332.3

9 Farm 1 0.0 0.0

TOTAL 100] $ 600,000.00

LIQUID WASTE MANAGEMENT
PLAN: STAGES 2-3

The Village endeavours to minimize reliance on
property tax revenues each year

Village continues Public Consultation.

mlm2m3mam>memy g9 The Village of Kaslo embarked on the preparation of a

0% LWMP five years ago, starting with Stage 1 in 2013. An
‘ Open House was held last July (2017) to update the

community. Significant progress by Committees, Council
and consulting engineers has been made, with the third and
final stage now nearing completion. The outcomes of the
Stage 3 Report will be presented to the public and key
stakeholders in the coming months (May to July 2018), with
the intent of submission to the Provincial authorities by
September 2018. The LWMP is a critical strategy to help
82% the Village address specific solutions for liquid waste
management (sanitary sewer) especially with the following
objectives in mind: Growth Management; Protection of

17%

0%

N3

Grant funding is an integral funding source for major capital
and operating projects due to the Village’s limited tax base and
borrowing authority. Due to the extensive use of Community
Works Funds (New Deal/Gas Tax) for many projects identified

Public Health; Protection of the Environment; and to meet
or exceed Regulatory Requirements. Respecting community
objectives and public consultation is integral to a credible
LWMP.

For more details regarding upcoming meetings:

http://www.kaslo.ca/content/liquid-waste-management


http://www.kaslo.ca/content/liquid-waste-management
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VILLAGE OF KASLO
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LIQUID WASTE

MANAGEMENT PLAN
STAGE 3

Public Information Bulletin and summary of
the Liquid Waste Management Plan - Stage 3,
prepared by TRUE Consulting for the Village of
Kaslo, BC.
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INTRODUCTION CONSULTATION

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

LWMP AREA MAP FINANCING

PLANNED UPGRADES 12 MORE INFORMATION

This Bulletin is provided for the residents of Kaslo to
gain an overview of the Liquid Waste Management Plan
(LWMP) that is being undertaken by the Village. It is
intended to provide the basis of the LWMP and help you
formulate questions or comments about how the plan
may affect your community in coming years

For details, please attend upcoming Open Houses and
view Stage 3 Draft Report. Opportunities to seek more
information or provide input to the Village and their
technical advisors will be afforded during the Spring and
into the early summer, 2018.
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION

SCOPE

THE SCOPE OF THE PROJECT IS TO DEVELOP A LIQUID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN

(LWMP). A LWMP IS A STRATEGY TO DEVELOP SPECIFIC SOLUTIONS FOR LIQUID WASTE

(SANITARY SEWER FLOWS) MANAGEMENT WITH THE FOLLOWING OBJECTIVES:

THE LWMP IS BASED ON COMMUNITY OBJECTIVES AND INVOLVES PUBLIC CONSULTATION.

THE PLAN DEVELOPMENT IS GUIDED BY MEMBERS OF THE COMMUNITY AND OFFICIAL

COMMUNITY PLAN (OCP) OBJECTIVES. TECHNICAL EXPERTISE HAS BEEN PROVIDED BY

TRUE CONSULTING (ENGINEERS).
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The Village of Kaslo is currently working on the third and final stage of the LWMP development.

A summary of each stage is as follows:

The process was initiated in Stage 2 was comprised of Stage 3 of the Plan will
2013 with Stage 1. A broad a detailed evaluation of continue with public
list of servicing options was the identified options. The consultation, set an
identified under this Stage results of Option 2 were Implementation Schedule
submitted to Ministry of and development of
Environment (MOE) for their guiding principles for
approval in March 2017. financing of the proposed
works.

STAGES




MUNICIPAL SANITARY SEWER SYSTEM BENEFITS

The majority of properties in Kaslo treat wastewater using private on-site (septic) systems. Only a small
portion of the Village (approximately 30% of the properties) is serviced by a municipal sewer that brings

the sewage to the Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP). The design capacity of the WWTP is 340 m3/
day.

Upgrading to a municipal sewage system will help prepare Kaslo for future growth and development,

as well as, help to alleviate possible risks associated with the extended use of septic systems on smaller
properties in Kaslo.

LIQUID WASTE 5



LWMP STUDY AREA
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PLANNED UPGRADES

LWMP

STAGES 1 AND 2 OF THE LWMP IDENTIFIED ALTERNATIVE UPGRADES TO THE

SEWER SYSTEM. THE OUTCOME OF STAGE 2 WAS THAT THE COLLECTION

SYSTEM SHOULD BE EXPANDED IN PHASES WITH LOWER KASLO BEING THE

HIGHEST PRIORITY. UPPER KASLO WOULD BE SERVICED IN FUTURE PHASES OF

THE LWMP.

LIQUID WASTE 7



THE IDENTIFIED ALTERNATIVES AS PART OF THE LWMP ARE AS FOLLOWS:
SERVICE AREA EXPANSION

It is recommended that the service area is expanded by installing a sewage collection
system in the Lower Kaslo and Upper Kaslo areas. The expanded sanitary sewer will
provide required infrastructure to support planning policies included in the Village’s OCP
and Integrated Community Sustainability Plan. This will also reduce the concerns with
on-site systems as well as respect the regulatory implications regarding size of lot, ground
conditions, and infill potential in Lower Kaslo.

Stage 2 of the LWMP concluded that the preferred strategy is to initially expand the sewer
system in Lower Kaslo followed by future expansion into the Upper Kaslo area.

WASTE WATER TREATMENT

The expansion of the sewer collection system will trigger required
upgrades to the WWTP. It is anticipated that upgrades will occur as
follows:

Short Term Upgrade — Phase 1

This WWTP upgrade is anticipated to be required before the collection flows total
approximately 350 m3/d of domestic strength wastewater. This sewage flow will be
reached when all Lower Kaslo is serviced by the sanitary sewer.

Long Term Upgrade — Phase 2
Additional upgrades will be required for the projected ultimate flow of approximately
500 m3/d of domestic strength wastewater.

SOURCE CONTROL

The Village presently has a bylaw that limits the disposal of wastes that are harmful to the
sanitary system and treatment process. Future updates to this bylaw will also address
discharges that would have an unfair impact on the operating cost of the system and pro-
vide the means to recover those costs appropriately. This is typically attributed to some
commercial or industrial uses such as a brewery.

8 LIQUID WASTE



Current estimates for the overall projected upgrades to the system are noted
below, as per type and level of works, including the future upgrades to the
WWTP:

THEJESTIMATE DICOSTAWILLYBEJREEINEDIATATHEFAPPROPRIATEATIMESIDURING
IMPLEMENTATIONYONCEIDETAILEDIENGINEERINGIDESIGNFAREICOMPLETEDSTHE;
EUTURE{URGRADESIAREJAN[TICIPATEDATOIBE{PHASEDSEORIEXAMPLESTHEINITIAL
UPGRADEJRECENTLYJAPPROVEDIBYATHEAVILIAGEIAN DATHEIPROVINCEIOEIBCXCALL'S
FORISEWERING[60IPROPERTIESIINILOWERIKASLOJATYACOSTIOFIS910;000!



FINANCING

It is recommended that a user pay financing

approach is implemented, where the

beneficiaries of the installed works pay
for the installation cost. The overall
financing approach is summarized

as follows:

It is recommended that owners located in new service areas fund the capital and operating
costs of the sewage collection and treatment expansions required by the area.

In order to accomplish the above funding structure, the Village would require completing the

following actions:

10 LIQUID WASTE

Eliminate remaining loan debt within SSA-1 by September 2018.
Establish a Local Service parcel tax bylaw for contributions to the current SSA-1 “Sewer Reserve” fund.
Establish additional Local Service parcel tax bylaws when needed to borrow funds for the capital con-
struction and renewal of sewage collection system expansions (i.e.. SSA-2, SSA-3).

Enact a new bylaw to authorize User Fees based on type of use. The new bylaw would apply to all
sewer serviced areas and would be used to pay for operating and maintenance costs associated with

the community sewer system (collection and treatment)




CONSULTATION

e  Neil Smith CAO (Village of Kaslo)

e Councilor Kellie Knoll (Village of Kaslo)

e  Councilor Rob Lang (Village of Kaslo)

e  Mike Lind Public Works Foreman (Village of Kaslo)
e Rob Wall (TRUE Consulting)

e  Ed Grifone (CTQ Consultants)

Neil Smith CAO (Vill Kasl:
* et smi (Village of Kaslo) e Anne Malik (Resident, Village of Kaslo)

e Bryan Vroom (Ministry of Environment,
% ( v of ) e  Lynn van Deursen (Resident, Village of Kaslo)

*  Mike Adams (Interior Health Authority) e David Russell (Resident, Village of Kaslo)

e Anita Ely (Interior Health Authorit
vl v) e Don Scarlett (Kaslo and District Chamber of Commerce)

e  Uli Wolf (Regional District of Central Kootney) Glen Walker (Resident, Village of Kaslo)

e Stan Baker (Resident, Village of Kaslo)

In addition to the described committees, there has been additional public consultation
initiatives reaching out to Village of Kaslo residents and First Nations groups. They
included:

e Stage 3 — Project Initiation Press Releases published in two local newspapers

e Social Media publications - The Village posted project information in their Facebook
page and links to a dedicated LWMP page on the Village’s website were created.

e An Open House - held on July 18, 2017 to provide preliminary information on the
status of the LWMP.

Future Public Consultation opportunities in the form of Open Houses and focus groups
will be advertised for additional public input and review of information about the pro-
posed plan.
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MORE INFORMATION

RELATED TO THIS PROJECT

STAY INFORMED

Stage 1, 2, and 3 (Draft) Reports (Kaslo LWMP)
Official Community Plan (2011)

Integrated Community Sustainability Plan (2014)

Bylaw #1121 “A Bylaw to Regulate the Provision, Operation, Administra-
tion, and Provide for the Imposition and Collection of Rates — Village of
Kaslo Sewage System

12 LIQUID WASTE
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Q&A Document - May 2018

The Village of Kaslo
Liquid Waste Management Plan Goes Public

In anticipation of continuing the consultation with the residents of Kaslo starting in May, 2018, the
following are offered as highlights about the Stage 3 LWMP Report. These and other items will be
discussed at a Public Open House on May 23. The intend of the public dialogue is to explain the technical
details of the sanitary sewer/liquid waste management plan and how it will affect our community from a
servicing, development/growth management, public health and financial perspectives. Comments to help
ready the Plan for submission to the Ministry of Environment will also be welcomed.

Ql.

Q2.

Q3.

Why is the Village conducting the Liquid Waste Management Plan?

The Village initiated the Plan voluntarily. Some communities are directed by the Minister of
Environment to prepare such a plan especially when issues of public health and environmental
degradation occur. Although these types of issues have not occurred in Kaslo, the Village believes
that there is value in readiness with appropriate community infrastructure planning. A LWMP that is
endorsed by the Province is a critical means of showing the authorities that a strategy is in place to
ensure management, resource recovery and disposal of treated waste in a manner that protects the
public health and the environment.

How is sewage disposed of in Kaslo today?

Only 30% of properties within the community are on the municipal sanitary sewer system. The
majority (70%) of properties are using on-site septic systems. Extended use of septic systems poses
a risk for the general public and the environment. Many of the properties are not large enough to
meet current regulations for onsite septic systems.

How did we reach the conclusion that the current sanitary sewer system should be expanded?

Stages 1 and 2 that date back to public dialogue in October, 2012 suggested that the Collection
System should be expanded in phases, with all of Lower Kaslo being the highest priority. Important
issues that supported this direction was the fact that 42% of the parcels with septic systems were
considered substandard when compared to local bylaws and typical municipal standards.
Continuing with the status quo was not supported as it had significant disadvantages, including
impact on growth potential, continued private septic system failures (costly to those property
owners) and potential risk to the environment by releasing untreated sewage.
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Q4.

Q5.

Q6.

Will the LWMP benefit existing residential properties only?

No, the LWMP is intended to facilitate sewer collection to existing residential properties AND
increase the prospects for redevelopment and densification on some of the small lots that may be
currently developed or bare. This direction also respects the policies of the Village’s Official
Community Plan.

Does the adoption of the LWMP mean sewer system improvements will begin immediately?

No, absolutely not. The LWMP is a long term plan for building, financing and managing liquid waste
infrastructure. Approval of the LWMP does not compel the Village to implement immediately.

What are the identified alternatives for the LWMP?

There are three key areas of sewer service in Kaslo. There is an existing service area that runs along
Front and Water Streets, generally over to A Avenue and along Kaslo Bay, picking up the Rainbow
Drive homes. This area known as Sewer Service Area #1 comprises of approximately 30% of the
properties in Kaslo. Two other areas that were identified in Stage 2 are the remainder of Lower
Kaslo towards the River (south of SSA #1), and Upper Kaslo. The lands South of the Kaslo River were
temporarily discounted due to cost and policies from the Official Community Plan that call for infill
and making more efficient use of land in Lower and Upper Kaslo. Lower Kaslo was made a priority
due to less cost per lot and once again, following sound community planning principles.
Furthermore, there is thought to be less risk to public health and the environment from on-site
systems in most of Upper Kaslo due to larger lot sizes and suitable soil conditions. Expansion into
Upper Kaslo would ultimately follow Lower Kaslo as future phases.




Q7.

Qs.

Q9.

How will expansion of the collection system affect the Waste Water Treatment Plant?

The WWTP upgrade is anticipated to be required before collection flows total approximately
350m3/d of domestic waste water or generally when Lower Kaslo is serviced by sanitary sewer.
Additional upgrades will be required for the projected ultimate flow of approximately 500 m3/d of
domestic wastewater.

What are the costs of expansion of the sewer system attributed to?

For Lower Kaslo, preliminary costing has been attributed to main items such

as (i) the sewer construction; (ii) lift stations; (iii) water main relocations
(considered minor); and (iv) roadworks and restoration. Class ‘C’ estimates

were used to determine a total project cost of approximately $4.65 million.

For Upper Kaslo, costing applied to (i) sewer construction; (ii) lift stations; and

(iii) roadworks and restoration. Using Class ‘D’ (less accurate) estimates, total
project cost was determined to be approximately $8.22 million. The expansion will
also ultimately require upgrades to the Sewer Treatment Plant, with an expected cost
of $750,000 for Phase 1 (sewering Lower Kaslo) and approximately $1.75 million for
Phase 2 (Class ‘C’ estimates).

How does the expansion of the sewer system get funded?

Village Council is promoting a realistic and affordable approach that is equitable to the users. The
expansion will be funded by a combination of user fees, parcel taxes and Development Cost Charges
(where applicable) that offer cost effective services today and responsible asset management
tomorrow. Grant aid or municipal reserves may also assist from time to time. It must be made clear
that the Province does not support LWMPs to be completely dependent on grants. Furthermore, the
Village has a limited borrowing capacity for either one time or on an on-going basis. The Village has
been fortunate to receive grant funding for capital projects in the past. This has greatly eased
financial burdens to home owners, but funding from senior levels of government may or may not be
available for future projects. As such, it is expected that any sewer area expansions will occur
incrementally with time.




Q.10 What is the potential financial impact assuming an average residential property?

The cost to the home owner will depend on the location and type of the property that they own.
For existing SSA#1 the participants are expected pay approximately $600 annually for each folio
(5450 user fees, and $150 renewal reserve funding). These costs would be applicable to SSA#1
regardless of whether the sewer system is expanded.

Participants from the next incremental sewer expansion area (SSA#2) would pay $1,525 annually
(user fees, renewal reserve funding, and $925 construction loan servicing). The construction loan
servicing would be for sewering project costs of approximately $15,000 per folio. However, 100%
grant funding has been received for the next sewer expansion, so annual costs for sewer expansion
to SSA#2 would be reduced to $600 annually, on par with SSA#1.

The future treatment plant improvement costs (capital charge for construction loan servicing) per
property would depend on the timing and necessity of the improvements, but are estimated to be in
the range of $2,300 to $5,500 per folio, if no grant funding were received.

INVITATION TO OPEN HOUSE

The Village of Kaslo and its Consultants will be hosting an Open House to present and discuss the Stage 3
Report. Homeowners and community stakeholders are encouraged to attend. Significant work
spanning several years has been involved in the preparation of the Liquid Waste Management Plan. As
we move towards submission of the Plan to the Ministry of Environment this Fall, public consultation
will continue with feedback to be considered for incorporation into the final document.

Village of Kaslo LWMP Open House

DATE: May 23, 2018

TIME: 4 to 8 PM (Drop-in 4-6 PM)
6:30 PM (Brief Presentation)

Follow-up Q and A Period

LOCATION: Royal Canadian Legion Hall

Updates and Further Information

http://www.kaslo.ca/

https://www.facebook.com/KasloBC
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PURPOSE

THE VILLAGE OF IKKASLO has maintained community consultation as an
important element of the LWMP process. Since 2012, when the LWMP

program was launched during STAGE 1, the Village has made the
concerted effort to engage the residents and stakeholders of Kaslo in the

ongoing dialogue about LIQUID WASTE MANAGEMENT.

A STAGE 2, a Public ADVISORY COMMITTEE was established to further

garner PUBLIC INPUT. Now at STAGE 3, with a Draft Plan in hand, we
want to ensure that the residents understand the contents and
direction of such a Plan, in order to help ready it for submission to the
Provincial Authorities.

This OPEN HOUSE is another OPPORTUNITY to LEARN, DISCUSS and
QUESTION the contents of the Plan.

PUBLIC SENTIMENT will be ACCUMULATED with which the plan will
be fine tuned and then form part of the submission to the Provincial

Government (MOE) in early FALL, 2018.

Once STAGE 3 of a LWMP is approved by the province, it enables a
municipality to implement the plan WITHOUT assent of the electors (ie.

No referendum required). Nevertheless, approval DOES NOT compel the
Village to act.... Kaslo’s LWMP is planning for incremental sewering
expansions with time. Sewer expansion timing would be informed by
future environmental monitoring results, community desires /
petitions for service, and AFFORDABILITY.

PLEASE TALK TO THE VILLAGE STAFF AND CONSULTANTS,
INFORM YOURSELF AND LEAVE US YOUR COMMENTS!




TIMELINE/BACKGROUND
KasLo LWMP

2012 2019

0000

A three-stage planning process was started by the Village of Kaslo.

October, 2012 - Stage 1 Open House was held

Stage 1 was completed with an adopted report

Steering and Advisory Committees were put in place during
the earliest stages of study

Engineers generated background information

Stage 1 described the existing LWM system and various
options for LWM into the future /

Guiding principles were developed for the scope of studies
that would be required moving forward into Stage 2 and 3

2016/ 2017

The background work provided an understanding of the
spatial distribution of the Municipal and private (septic)
systems in Kalso

Release of Report “Sewer Servicing Cost Recovery
Structure” by Fred Banham Associates; commissioned

Study of the Treatment Plant was undertaken by the Village of Kaslo

(Capacity, standards and issues were noted)

Assessed three (3) alternatives for the Future of the System February, 2017 - Stage 2 Outcomes were released

e Collection system would be expanded in phases
e Lower Kaslo to be a priority

e Upper Kaslo would be a follow up

e Existing Treatment Plant to be upgraded as
needed for expansion

2018/2019 |

, 2017 - Stage 3 approved to begin

Stage 3 investigates various realistic approaches to

April, 2018 - Public Consultation starts and projected into early summer _ _
finance proposed works in the LWMP

May, 2018 - Stage 3 Open House and formal release of Stage 3 Report _
Stage 3 recognizes means to recover costs for each new

service area (general taxation, property owners, etc)

Accumulating and documenting of public input continues into June/July _ -
and implications to upgrade the Treatment Plant

Legal Review of Stage 3 Report by Municipal Solicitor _ _ Yoo _ _
Stage 3 recognizes financial impact with and without

September, 2018 - Targeted Date for Submission to Province Provincial Grants in Aid

Winter, 2018/2019 - Initiate Bylaws as may be required, to enact the LWMP Commun.ication. with Committees, technical advisory
and public continues




JUSTIFICATION FOR PLAN

Growth Management and Development

A principal reason for the LWMP has been the recognition of the need to prepare
Kaslo for future growth and development of land uses and amenities to support
the entire community, its residents, economic base and environmental integrity.
Liquid Waste Management is integral to the community’s core needs and hence
an operational priority of local government. Senior government also recognizes
that growth management and development is critical to the economic health of
BC communities such as Kaslo. Their interest to often assist in funding of such
capital works is based on this principal as well as protection of public health
and the environment.

Legislative Direction and Support

The Villageis both mandated and directed by senior governmentlegislation to
manage liquid waste. Key authority rests in the Environmental Management
Act (EMA) and with attendant regulations such as the Municipal Sewage Reg-
ulation (MSR) that sets out requirements that should be met by wastewater
discharges for the protection of public health and the environment. In most
cases municipalities are encouraged to develop plans voluntarily, although
the EMA can direct local government (through the Minister) to prepare and
revise a LWM Plan. Guidelines are provided to help local government deter-
mine what should be addressed in a LWMP.

Only 30% of Community Lots Serviced by Sanitary Sewer

The fact that approximately 70% of the community is treating its liquid waste

(sewage) with on-site treatment (septic systems) has been a cause for concern. The
LWMP is a means to address the risk and help determine potential allocation of new

service areas as need or opportunity arise.
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Official Community Plan (OCP)

The OCP is the main policy directive of the Village when it comes to
land use, development priorities, roads and associated infrastructure.
Kaslo’s land use planning goals and objectives that are enshrined in
the OCP and many of its related bylaws, point to a continued desire
to infill the established part of Kaslo, increase density of residential
development and inspire life in the community. This policy direction
has been further enhanced by the Integrated Community Sustainabil-
ity Plan (2014) which serves as a primary guide to strategic decision
making. Once again, LWM planning is a critical element to achieving
these planning goals.

Preparedness

One of the main reasons LWMP is advocated by the Province is to prepare
the municipality for implementation. This may include the ability to react
when funding/grants are made available; when there are environmental
(impact) concerns raised; or as an alternative to expensive septic system
repairs. Having an approved LWMP shows the Provincial authorities/MOE
that the municipality has gone through a rigorous process of consideration
to comprehensively plan for managing the community’s liquid waste.

Concern for Small Lot Sizes

The current sizes of lots (both developed and
undeveloped) has shown that a significant
portion of the lots are substandard and/or
can not meet the regulatory requirements
for on-site (septic) disposal , or would re-
“quire more sophisticated private treatment
' systems to accommodate redevelopment.
__ Feasibility for such small private systems is
y ' vy often cost prohibitive for a small residential
development.
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Although the potential of Environmental Impact of current septic systems on the aquatic/
lake system has not been studied, it is a strong recommendation of the LWMP that
monitoring and education forms an integral part of implementation in the future.




Basic History of SSA #1

THE MUNICIPAL SEWER
SYSTEM/SERVICE EXPANSION AREA

During the 1990s it was deter-
mined that the commercial core
was having significant issues with
wastewater management and
the inability to re-construct fail-
ing septic fields. Interior Health
was the approving authority at
the time, and they allowed septic
fields which did not meet regula-
tions. An Infrastructure Fund-
ing Grant (75%) was received by
the Village to create a larger com-

munity sewer system, but the ref-

erendum to pay for the Village’s

25% failed. Subsequently, plans

were scaled back and Sewer Ser-
vice Area #1(SSA #1) was created
by petition from property owners

in the commercial core area.

The recent approval by the
Province to extend sanitary
sewer connection is the first
major expansion to the ini-

tial service since 1998.




WASTE WATER TREATMENT PLANT

The existing Wastewater Treatment Plant has a design capacity of 340m3/day and is permitted by the Ministry of
Environment to discharge up to 370m3/day. In 1995, the plant designers stated that 749 of the design capacity
(250m3/day) was for estimated flows from the service area at that time including an infiltration allowance and 26%
of the design capacity (88m3/day) available for future development in the specified area.

The allowance for future growth did not reference any specific proposed development within the specified area. As the
collection system increases in size, the available treatment capacity must increase with it. In order to treat the additional
wastewater flow from the expanded service area, various treatment alternatives were investigated. The general outcome
of the work examining the existing WWTP was that the plant can accommodate the expected future flows including 2%
growth using the current technology by expanding the treatment plant footprint slightly and repurposing part of the energy

storage tanks.




The Village encourages a forward-looking
FUNDING

APPLICABLE TO

LWMP that fulfills the Provincial objective APPROACH

Local Service Sewage collection and treatment infrastructure

Area Taxes expansion debt and interest; infrastructure
rehabilitation and renal within Specified
Service Areas

to safeguard public health and the environ-

ment while promoting the Village’s Official

Community Plan objective of increased res-

idential infill and densification. However, it . FUNDING

APPROACH APPLICABLE TO

is also the objective of the Project Team, the o
Community-wide

Sewer Education
and Monitoring
- Tax

Public education, monitoring, and documentation
of community wastewater treatment performance
(including ‘global’ performance of private septic
systems and the public wastewater treatment plant)

Committees, Village Staff and Council to ar-
rive at a realistic and affordable proposal
for user fees, parcel taxes and Development

Cost Charges (where applicable) that offer FUNDING
APPROACH APPLICABLE TO

cost-effective services today and responsi- |[pE 60 (00

Ol f B iceoniay  Collection and treatment investments facilitating
ble asset management tomorrow. It is rec- [/ IS¢ CEiERERee  development outside current service scope
Agreements

ommended to adopt a user-pay financing

approach whereby those entities that ben-

: : FUNDING
efit from the proposed works also pay their APPROACH APPLICABLE TO
Partnership agreement
fair share for making the program a reality. pursuant to Sec 21 of the

Community Charter Collection and treatment investments facilitating

e Camel development outside current service scope
equitable and in the

interest of the Sewer
utility and its users

Based on expertopinion, itis proposed that the
capital and operating costs for the expansion
of the sewer network should be funded by the
property owners located in each new service
area. There may be a small proportion of these
costs funded from general taxation as a reflec-

FUNDING
APPROACH

APPLICABLE TO

User Fees Operation of all treatment infrastructure, applied

tion of the public good derived from the work.
equally across all Service Areas

For example, there a number of properties in
the existing and proposed sewer expansion ar-
eas which are either Village owned or exempt
from taxation

“Every property will be charged $25 for the Education and Monitoring Tax to create an annual
fund of approximately $15,000 for education and monitoring (lake sampling, data assessment)”




Participants in the future Village of Kaslo sewer
expansions will be affected differently, depend-
ing on their location.

Participants located inside the original Spec-
ified Service Area #1 (SSA-1) have paid their
contribution to the capital costs to construct
the existing collection system and the existing
treatment system. The Local Service Taxes in
thatareawill relate toreserve funding for future
renewal of sewage collection and treatment in-
frastructure. User fees in SSA-1 will cover their
share of the costs to operate and maintain the
collection and treatment system. This will be
the case, whether or not the system is expand-
ed.

Participants located in the sewer expansion ar-
eas will need to pay the cost for new sewers as
part of each phase of expansion. Sewers are the
largest component of the cost of an expansion
project. The connection cost from property line
to home would be an additional cost born by
each homeowner. User fees in the sewer expan-
sion areas will cover their share of the costs to
operate and maintain the collection and treat-
ment system. Similar to SSA-1, Local Service
Taxes in the expansion areas cover their share
of thereserve funding for future renewal of sew-
age collection and treatment infrastructure. In
addition, a sewer capital charge of $1,000 is
proposed at the time of service connection as
a means of creating parity for existing unused
sewage treatment plant capacity.

Based on the assumptions made previously in
this document, the projected cost for an ‘aver-
age’'residential propertyifthe Village completes
the initial incremental phase of sewer expan-
sion with no external grant funding would be as

follows:

SUMMARY OF FINANCIAL IMPACT

In addition to the initial costs shown above, future Sewage Treatment
upgrading costs would be applied to all sewered areas (SSA-1, SSA-2,
etc) when those treatment upgrades are needed. Those treatment
upgrading costs ‘per folio’ will be highly dependant on the timing of

the upgrades in relation to the size of the sewered area, but could be:

FUTURE SEWAGE TREATMENT UPGRADING CONSTRUCTION COSTS

e Phase 1 = $140/year or $2,300 per folio (on average)
e Phase 1/2 combined = $335/year or $5,500 per folio (on average)

The costs summarized above would also change with time, as
described in previous sections:

e Sewage Treatment and Collection Construction Costs would be
eliminated when loans are paid off.

e Renewal reserve taxes will remain in place even after construction
loans are paid off, and will change with time as addition information is
gathered regarding infrastructure condition.

e User Fees would generally be reduced as the sewer service area expands.







BEFORE YOU LEAVE TONIGHT PLEASE LEAVE US

YOUR COMMENT SHEET IN THE BOX PROVIDED!

We prefer NO late returns PLEASE, but if you need some time
to think about what you saw and heard this evening, WE ASK
that you have your comment sheets into the Village Office by

no later than May 28" at 4 PM

REMEMBER THIS IS NOT A REFERENDUM; WE ARE SIMPLY ASKING YOU
TO PROVIDE YOUR OPINIONS WITH REGARD TO THE ADVANCEMENT OF

L1IQUID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLANNING IN KASLO

Your identification is not necessary, however the street you live
on or where your business interests are located in Kaslo, will
assist us in determining level of participation from various
parts of the community.




FINANCIAL IMPACT

There is no single answer to how costs should or will be
allocated across users as there many options and scenarios
to consider. However, approximate annual tax burden can be
obtained for specific scenarios. The scenarios given below
are intended to illustrate how costs could be apportioned.

The Village has been fortunate to receive grant funding for
capital projects in the past, which has greatly eased the
financial burden related to many projects including the
existing wastewater collection and treatment system. This
source of funding from senior levels of government may or
may not be available for future projects.

Even in a scenario with no borrowing (such as full grant
funding), a reasonable Local Service Tax is required to
ensure that reserve funds exist to repair, renew and
enhance infrastructure in the service areas throughout
the service life of the infrastructure.

This section describes alternatives for taxation under
various external funding scenarios. The first scenario is
where the Village taxpayers fund 100% of the project
capital cost. The second scenario shown is the opposite
end of the spectrum, where 100% grant funding is
received for the project capital cost. It must be noted
that 100% grant funding is not a common scenario, but
is used here for illustrative purposes




LWMP Open House Comment Sheet

Your input regarding the Village of Kaslo Liquid Waste Management Plan is sincerely appreciated. Please
complete the Section One Questions and then the Comment Section if applicable. Ensure your writing is
clear as all input will be reviewed for consideration towards submission of the Plan to the Province by
September 2018.

Section One

Please check || applicable box ONLY

| attended the presentation at 6:30 PM.
| only had time to attend the Drop-in at 4-6 PM.

My questions/concerns were addressed by the Consultant/staff during the evening.

| am a property owner that currently benefits from the Municipal Sanitary Sewer System OR
| own multiple properties, at least one of which does benefit from the Municipal Sewer System.

| am an interested resident/business but do not own property in Kaslo.

© N O U bk WwN PR

Il
il
il
[] 1still have questions/concerns; IF SO, please use the Comment Section.
Il
il
il
Il

My property is serviced by a Septic System/On-site disposal.

9. PLEASE INDICATE the Road/Street where your property (ies) is/are located

(Your identification is not required; provide only the road or street name)
Section Two
COMMENTS

Please provide your comments according to topic and number them (1, 2, 3, etc.) if more than one. If
your concern can not be articulated in these two pages, please submit by separate letter or email
correspondence direct to the Village of Kaslo.

More space to write/print on next page (OVER)







LWMP — First Nations Letters













































APPENDIX D

Public Comments Received



Open House — Comment Sheets received
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Your input regarding the Village of Kaslo Liquid Waste Management Plan is sincerely appreciated. Please
complete the Section One Questions and then the Comment Section if applicable. Ensure your writing is
clear as all input will be reviewed for consideration towards submission of the Plan to the Province by

September 2018,

Section One

Please checkE] applicable box ONLY

1. E]/I attended the presentation at 6:30 PM.
2. [l lonly had time to attend the Drop-in at 4-6 PM.
4 My questions/concerns were addressed by the Consultant/staff during the evening.

[ 1still have questions/concerns; IF SO, please use the Comment Section.

0 town multiple properties, at least one of which does benefit from the Municipal Sewer System.

3
4
5. [0 tam a property owner that currently benefits from the Municipal Sanitary Sewer System OR
6
7. U 1am an interested resident/business but do not own property in Kaslo.

8

. ‘E( My property is serviced by a Septic System/On-site disposal.

9. PLEASE INDICATE the Road/Street where your property {ies) is/are located

280 B Rue

(Your identification is not required; provide only the road or street name)

Section Two

COMMENTS

Please provide your comments according to topic and number them (1, 2, 3, etc.) if more than one. If
your concern can not be articulated in these two pages, please submit by separate letter or email

correspondence direct to the Village of Kaslo.

@‘&9% pmm‘{mﬂtm ~Aln 3)M (s /O)a?/vu &mi‘b J%ML()‘C.
withaut aveterond . 635&?‘124%&' Z Votel <o o gheenieconl

7

More space to write/print on next page (OVER) ode 00 =3 Tw Ytiece. ﬁy\ev; @ﬁ(
‘ A

AL T e b e
-/"é;f feao bogsr }G’L"f[”:‘e‘( /t)u fhe -Clvgl Erc i . Tha prropaee
Ercpendts Ao Tdo Okl T @pprececle [Re (00 1o fraf .

V”/CW?;Z ey f’\% VLS VV7 CESIT .J,ﬂffw&fggﬁ/mé/&, Cproadbston

Rt



Your input regarding the Village of Kaslo Liquid Waste Management Plan is sincerely appreciated. Please
complete the Section One Questions and then the Comment Section if applicable. Ensure your writing is
clear as all input will be reviewed for consideration towards submission of the Plan to the Province by
September 2018.

Section One

Please check applicable box ONLY

1 lﬁ?/l attended the presentation at 6:30 PM.

2. [ tonly had time to attend the Drop-in at 4-6 PM.

3. O My questions/concerns were addressed by the Consuitant/staff during the evening.

4, a’Z/I still have questions/concerns; IF SO, please use the Comment Section.

5. U 1am a property owner that currently benefits from the Municipal Sanitary Sewer System OR
6. LI 1own multiple properties, at least one of which does benefit from the Municipal Sewer System.
7. [1 1am aninterested resident/business but do not own property in Kaslo.
8

. @/ My property is serviced by a Septic System/On-site disposal.

b

PLEASE INDICATE the Road/Street where your property (ies) is/are located

33¢ B AVENUE
({ ool A04 FRONT STREET GOTIL 2013

{Your identification is not required; provide only the road or street name)

Section Two
COMMENTS

Please provide your comments according to topic and number them (1, 2, 3, etc.) if more than one. If
your concern can not be articulated in these two pages, please submit by separate letter or email
correspondence direct to the Village of Kaslo.

TEE ATTACHED

More space to write/print on next page (OVER}




Following the short and lackluster 6:30PM “presentation” at the May 23 LWMJP meeting at the
Legion I was dismayed to see Ed Grifone shut down well-behaved citizens of Kaslo who wanted to ask
questions, on grounds that “a few people might dominate,” He had no reason to say that and later told me
that he had been asked to make that call—presumably by the Steering Committee. If so, the Steering
Committee was wrong and seriously abused the public consultation process by predetermining the
conduct of a meeting that many (including myself) attended precisely because they believed it would
allow them to ask questions openly. Before a group of attendees was finally allowed to ask some
questions in a corner of the Legion [all, quite a few people had left the building.

I have repeatedly expressed concern during LWMP Advisory Committee meetings that the so-
called LWMP public consultation process is inadequate in that it has provided only open house events to
date. Open house events are no substitute for public consultation because concerns and questions raised
by attendees are rarely heard by others. Moreover, we were told that numerous letters and e-mails
expressing concerns and questions had been received by the Village—but no one but the Steering
Committee knows what those concerns and questions are (and from my understanding, there have been
few replies to them, if indeed any at all). It would not be an overstatement to call this a “divide and
conquet” process, because it prevents cooperation between individuals with common interests to make
more effective representations to the Steering Committee or the Village. It also detracts from any sense of
cohesiveness in the community; no one hears the concerns of his neighbours.

The LWMP process itself appears to be a strategy to exclude the public from sewerage policy
debate and decision-making. This, despite the fact that the public is strongly interested in impacts on
public health, community planning, taxation and housing affordability. The LWMP process excludes
referenda, denies appeals after adoption, has very loose requirements for public consultation and it takes
several years to run its course—with no firm indication of its conclusions until the end. Think of the frog
in the kettle who doesn’t notice the water is going to boil until it’s too late. Moreover, the LWMP process
is not required to address the need for sewerage due to public health or take into account financial
hardship, public preference for community character or fairness in cost allocation.

In order to salvage some benefit from the LWMP program and consultation process that have so
far been prejudicial to the public interest, the Village must begin to seek cooperation from the community,
rather than assume and circumvent opposition. T recommend a public meeting—with Couneil and True
Consulting present to answer questions—open to all interested Village residents and taxpayers. To
manage the flow of questions, I suggest that representatives of Specified Sewer Area #1 and the “initial
sewer expansion area” be invited to prepare written questions to kick off and focus the meeting, after
which time-limited questions can be asked at a microphone, one to a person.

Meetings like this have often been successfully held in Kaslo and at this time one would be

necessary to clear the air.

Don Scarlett



Your input regarding the Village of Kaslo Liquid Waste Management Plan is sincerely appreciated. Please
complete the Section One Questions and then the Comment Section if applicable. Ensure your writing is
clear as all input will be reviewed for consideration towards submission of the Plan to the Province by
September 2018.

Section One

Please check applicable box ONLY

N[ attended the presentation at 6:30 PM.

LI I only had time to attend the Drop-in at 4-6 PM,

L My questions/concerns were addressed by the Consultant/staff during the evening.

ﬂ/ I still have questions/concerns; IF SO, please use the Comment Section.

D/ t am a property owner that currently benefits from the Municipal Sanitary Sewer System OR
L 1own multiple properties, at least one of which does benefit from the Municipal Sewer System.

LI 1am an interested resident/business but do not own property in Kaslo.

o I I O N

(] My property is serviced by a Septic System/On-site disposal.

9. PLEASE INDICATE the Road/Street where your property (ies) is/are located

4 e

(Your identification is not required; provide only the road or street name)
Section Two
COMMENTS

Please provide your comments according to topic and number them ({1, 2, 3, etc.} if more than one. If
your concern can not be articulated in these two pages, please submit by separate letter or email
correspondence direct to the Village of Kaslo.
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Your input regarding the Village of Kaslo Liquid Waste Management Plan is sincerely appreciated. Please
complete the Section One Questions and then the Comment Section if applicable. Ensure your writing is
clear as all input will be reviewed for consideration towards submission of the Plan to the Province by

September 2018.

Section One

Please check@ applicable box ONLY

(] Iattended the presentation at 6:30 PM.
Fonly had time to attend the Drop-in at 4-6 PM.
My questions/concerns were addressed by the Consultant/staff during the evening.

1 still have questions/concerns; IF SO, please use the Comment Section,

0 0 o R

I am a property owner that currently benefits from the Municipal Sanitary Sewer System OR
Q/l own mutltiple properties, at least one of which does benefit from the Municipal Sewer System,

[l Tam an interested resident/business but do not own property in Kaslo,

® N DO AW e

[J My property is serviced by a Septic System/On-site disposal.

9. PLEASE INDICATE the Road/Street where your property (ies) is/are located

et 27, 4TS B puve

{Your identification is not required; provide only the road or street name)

Section Two
COMMENTS

Please provide your comments according to topic and number them (1, 2, 3, etc.) if more than one. If
your concern can not be articulated in these two pages, please submit by separate letter or email
correspondence direct to the Village of Kaslo.

R . . ﬂéﬂ’
o e cz.lgwa#ﬂcz,ﬁ,\ s o %{,@aﬁfwm
print on next page (OVER) v

More space to write/




@ [ @ —

CONSULTING




AN e
gl
MAY 33 2010 { '

Your input regarding the Village of Kaslo Liquid Waste Management Plan is sincerely appreciated. Please
complete the Section One Questions and then the Comment Section if applicable. Ensure your writing is
clear as all input wili be reviewed for consideration towards submission of the Pian to the Province by
September 2018.

Section One

Please check |¥'| applicable box ONLY

E‘n/iattended the presentation at 6:30 PM,

1.
2. LI Yonly had time to attend the Drop-in at 4-6 PM.

. Op'\@ 3. U My questions/concerns were addressed by the Consuttant/staff during the evening.

7 4. [1still have questions/concerns; IF SO, please use the Comment Section.
5. l'am a property owner that currently benefits from the Municipal Sanitary Sewer System OR
6. U fownmultiple properties, at least one of which does benefit from the Municipal Sewer System.
7. U 1amaninterested resident/business but do not own property in Kaslo.
8. L1 My property is serviced by a Septic System/On-site disposal.

9. PLEASE INDICATE the Road/Street where your property {ies) is/are located

F‘\ZOH"( ST

(Your identification is not required; provide only the road or street name)
Section Two

COMMENTS

Please provide your comments according to topic and number them (1, 2, 3, etc.) if more than one, If
your concern can not be articulated in these two pages, please submit by separate letter or email
correspondence direct to the Village of Kaslo.

More space to write/print on next page (OVER)
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Village of Kaslo o

Your input regarding the Village of Kaslo Liquid Waste Management Plan is sincerely appreciated. Please
complete the Section One Questions and then the Comment Section if applicable, Ensure your writing is
clear as all input will be reviewed for consideration towards submission of the Plan to the Province by

September 2018,

Section One

Please check |Z[app|icable hox ONLY

B/Iattended the presentation at 6:30 PM.
[l 1only had time to attend the Drop-in at 4-6 PM.
[ My questions/concerns were addressed by the Consultant/staff during the evening.
rjnstill have questions/concerns; iF SO, please use the Comment Section.
Yam a property owner that currently benefits from the Municipal Sanitary Sewer System OR

[J 1own muitiple properties, at least one of which does benefit from the Municipal Sewer System.

NV AW e

U 1am an interested resident/business but do not own property in Kaslo.

8. L) My property is serviced by a Septic System/On-site disposal.

PLEASE INDICATE the Road/Street where your property (ies) is/are located

Flan T ST,

o

{Your identification is not required; provide only the road or street name)

Section Two

COMMENTS

Please provide your comments according to topic and number them (1, 2, 3, etc.} if more than one. If
your concern can not be articulated in these two pages, please submit by separate letter or email
correspondence direct to the Village of Kaslo.,

More space to write/print on next page (OVER}
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Your input regarding the Village of Kaslo Liguid Waste Management Plan is sincerely appreciated, Please
complete the Section One Questions and then the Comment Section if applicable. Ensure your writing is

clear as all input will be reviewed for consideration towards submission of the Plan to the Province by
September 2018.

Section One

Please check |Z] applicable box ONLY

1. &l attended the presentation at 6:30 PM. R o 71’2&”’@? ’

2. U lonly had time to attend the Drop-in at 4-6 PM.

3. U My questions/concerns were addressed by the Consultant/staff during the evening.

4, \Z/I still have questions/concerns; IF SO, please use the Comment Section.

5. ) I1am a property owner that currently benefits from the Municipal Sanitary Sewer System OR
6. \LI Town multiple properties, at least one of which does benefit from the Municipal Sewer System.
7. O lam an interested resident/business but do not own property in Kaslo.

8. (] My property is serviced by a Septic System/On-site disposal.

w

PLEASE INDICATE the Road/Street where your property (ies) is/are located

PRony 7. SST B e

(Your identification is not required; provide only the road or street name)
Section Two
COMMENTS

Please provide your comments according to topic and number them {1, 2, 3, etc.) if more than one. If
your concern c¢an not be articulated in these two pages, please submit by separate letter or email
correspondence direct to the Village of Kaslo.
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Letters and Emails Received



Box 484, Kaslo §\P Phone: (250)353-7350
British Columbia, VOG 1M0 & E-Mail: ashadra@telus.net

July 26, 2017

Mayor Susan Hewat and Kaslo Village Council
Kaslo, BC
VOG 1M0

Dear Mayor and Council:

Following the recent open house on development in Kaslo, Gail Bauman and | have the
following questions that we would like to see answered as we move forward into the twenty-

first century.

1) Can the Village Council and/or the contractor who organized the recent open house please
tell us what the current faecal coliform count is at the public beach, in the bay area and along
the foreshore between lighthouse point and the mouth of the river?

2) Has there been any differentiation testing done of the storm drain outfall area versus the
current sewage outfall area and seepage from the foreshore in the non-specified sewer area

of lower Kaslo?

3) What is the current rate of per capita waterborne illness that can be attributed to the non-
specified area of lower Kaslo not having sewage treatment?

4) Are there clearly different health outcomes between those living in the specified sewage
area and those who are living in the non-specified sewage area of lower Kaslo, and if so what
illnesses are more prevaient and can they be attributed to the fact that there is no sewer in

that part of lower Kaslo?

5) What are the current rents, especially middle and low income accommodation, in the
specified versus the non-specified area of lower Kaslo?

6) How are these rents likely to change if sewage treatment is brought to all of lower Kaslo
and over what period of time?

7) What is the range of total current local government fees and taxes in the specified sewer
area versus the non-specified sewer area, and how are those fees and taxes likely to change

if sewage treatment is extended to ali of lower Kaslo?

8) What is the density level of housing in the specifiéd versus the non-specified area of lower
Kaslo and how is that likely to change if sewage treatmentis extended to ali of lower Kaslo?

9) What is the ratio of heritage properties and architecture in the specified versus the non-
specified area of lower Kasio?

{...2)



Page 2

10) What bylaws and zoning requirements does the Village of Kaslo have in place to protect
and maintain existing heritage properties and architecture, and how would that change if
sewage treatment was extended to all of lower Kaslo?

We came to this community some thirty years ago with our then five year old daughter and
were able to take out a mortgage as a low-income couple and young family. Now we are
concerned that as house prices, fees and taxes have risen in Kaslo, the ability of younger
families like ourselves to move here and make a start in life is diminishing. '

We therefore ask the Mayor and Council to consider what can be done to improve the ability
of low and middie incorne individuals and families to live here, noting that the City of
Vancouver, like Uclulet, is moving to specify that all new developments must include no less
than 20% low and middle income units.

Short of local governments joining with provincial and federal levels of government, we agree
with this policy and would therefore like to see the Mayor and Village of Kaslo make a similar
commitment to enable low and middle income Canadians to live here too.

What bylaws and zoning requirements are the Mayor and Village Council prepared to enact to
ensure a specified percentage of low and middle income individuals and families can find

accommodation and housing in Kasio?

All of which is respectively submitted,

b 204 4,

Andy Shadrack and Gail Bauman "'V\




From: Rick Galbraith [mailto:hikerdude48@gmail.com]
Sent: July-31-17 4:47 PM

To: Admin <admin@kaslo.ca>

Subject: Sewer infrastructure expansion

I'm a homeowner on A Avenue adjacent to the existing sewer line. The historical rationale for excluding
mine and four other properties from attaching to that line may have seemed proper in its day, but |
don't understand why that rationale is still used, particularly when there have been several preceding
exceptions to the so-called moratorium.

If expansion is imminent, my argument might be moot but, in the interim, it seems that to prohibit
expansion of the collection of liquid waste and the corresponding collection of utility fees (and possibly
even a share of the depreciation), when no capital expenditures whatsoever would be required, is
passive fiscal management. Any chance to increase municipal revenues without an investment, it seems
to me, should have high priority.

Respecting the Phase Two and Three study, | did attend the open house and learned a lot. However, a
lot more | didn't learn, especially regarding the cost.

One poster suggested Lower Kaslo construction would be $4,650,000. It further suggested there were
182 "units" that would be served. Regrettably, I've forgotten the exact language and I've asked for
clarification of the 182 figure, ie. whether it represents residents, residences, lots, bathrooms, etc., but
no-one | have talked to at City Hall or on the steering committee remembered the number at all, never
mind what it refers to. |, however, remember it well because | did a calculation in my head which came
to roughly $25,000 per connection.

While at the meeting, after making that crude calculation, | asked CAO Neil whether a special tax would
be applied to serviced taxpayers and whether they would be given time to pay it. Of course, the first
part was affirmative but, to the second part, Neil didn't say yes - he said depreciation has to be paid. To
be fair, | might not have understood him, or vice-versa, or | might not have asked the question right, but
I have a point to making these observations in the last two paragraphs: nobody is saying how much it
will cost in layman's terms. Taxpayers, residents, whether serviced in the expansion or not, need to
know numbers.

To complicate the numbers game, you don't know yet how much of a grant you might receive.
Nevertheless, t's easy to give a starting point and a financing plan, such as this scenario: $25,000 per
connection, with an assumed grant of 50%, leaving $12,500 per connection, payable over 25 year
lifetime of the system, netting to $500 a month. | didn't bother to do exact math, or factor in interest,
etc. - you can do that. Point made, the numbers need to be clear (don't hold back or shield them) and
developing them is simple enough.

I'm not sure how or when | heard about the open house, but it came as a surprise. It didn't feel like
there was adequate notice to ensure the entire community got a chance to attend. Certainly, the
taxpayers'attention to the issues is necessary, so | entreat you to broadcast the opportunities for
discussion better. This must be good meat for the newspapers, so why not make them a sandwich?

Those are my three observations/objections. Additionally, | wonder about the need for it all. I've heard
of some serious septic field failures in Kaslo's past, but didn't the existing system correct all of them?



Have there been more? | may have missed some arguments in the preamble, but it's worth repeating, to
answer the question: Are there events that make this significant capital project necessary, or is it just a
pipe dream?

Sincerely, with thanks,
Rick Galbraith



From: mackaslo@telus.net

To: "Stephanie Little" <Stephanie.Little@gov.bc.ca>
Sent: Tuesday, September 12, 2017 9:31:25 AM
Subject: Village of Kaslo LWMP

Stephanie Little: A/Section Head, Authorizations South, Penticton, B.C.;

Ministry of Environment: The Village of Kaslo council wants to combine Stage 2 and Stage 3 of the Liquid
Waste Management Plan (LWMP) and proceed with an expansion of the Specified Sewer Area (SS Area)
to include all of the properties of lower Kaslo and | don't believe there has been adequate public
consultation.

Sanitary sewer systems are an expensive proposition and any property owners who will be required to
pay for any expansion of the sewer area should be provided with cost estimates on a per property basis.
Despite repeated requests to the Village of Kaslo they have not provided any cost estimates on this basis
so | published an opinion piece in the June 29, 2016 Valley Voice stating it would cost approximately
S600 per year per property using information provided in the February 2016 LWMP by True Consulting
for the Village of Kaslo. To date the Village of Kaslo has neither confirmed nor denied my opinion.

In the early 1990's when the sewer system was built in Kaslo the property owners in the S.S. Area were
provided with detailed cost estimates and voluntarily signed a petition to pay for the system which will
be paid off in 2023.

Now the Village of Kaslo's wishes to combine the LWMP consultation process and expand the area with
the intent to defray the costs for these property owners in the SS Area and place a burden on the rest of
taxpayers in Kaslo.

This is outlined in a submission to the upcoming Union of British Columbia Municipalities (UBCM)
meeting with the Minister: Environment and Climate Change Strategy for meeting ID 281. In it they state
in bullet three: "....the circumstances around the service area's initial creation and the ongoing financial
costs (of paying for a waste water treatment plant and collection system) among a small number of
businesses and commercial entities "going it alone" has been problematic for many years."

After reading this | am concerned that the public is receiving mixed messages concerning council's
intentions as they appear to have a predetermined outcome. In a council meeting of April 11 2017, the
Village of Kaslo passed a motion stating: "The Village of Kaslo seek funding from UBCM Gas Tax Strategy
Funding to cover 100% of the cost of....a preliminary sewer collection system that includes City Hall...."
Yet in the February 2016 True Consulting recommendation on page 53 section 11.2 states: "Expansion of
the Village's community sewerage system is the recommended option for wastewater management into
the future."

The public has been mislead by previous councils about costs concerning the SS Area and this was
evidenced when the newly built JV Humphries School in Kaslo was forced to hook up to the SS Area
despite having just installed a brand new septic system to service the school.

Additionally, in the Village of Kaslo submission to the UBCM, bullet four states: "The Village's rationale
to expand sewer collection is to: reduce environmental impacts on Kootenay Lake from aging existing
septic fields (some 100 years or more old); facilitate affordable residential infill on the many bare or
undevelopable small lots (25-50x100') in Kaslo; encourage community economic development generally
through incremental service area expansion."

It should be noted here that there are very few undeveloped lots in lower Kaslo, (the area targeted for
expansion) yet there are two unfinished townhouses with six units that are currently serviced by the SS
Area with adequate room for expansion as they are surrounded by a couple of acres of undeveloped
land.



Also, there has never been any documented cases of Kootenay Lake being contaminated by septic
outflows as lower Kaslo sits on a gravelly peninsula and according to one engineer | consulted with he
states that it is the best soil conditions for septic systems. So there is no apparent health risks from
septic fields but | would like to point out that there may be risks associated with the sewer outfall from
the sewer treatment plant that discharges directly into the Kootenay Lake.

It should be also noted that growth in Kaslo is not a driving force as the Conclusions and
Recommendations of the True Consulting February 2016 report, Section 11.1 (5) states: "While a 2%
population growth rate has been used in past population projections, based on the last 20 years of
Census data, population growth may not drive a need for additional treatment capacity at the existing
WWTP."

My concerns are that the motivations of the Village of Kaslo council are purely political and none of
them will be directly affected by expansion of the SS Area to lower Kaslo as they don't own property or
live within the affected area.

Also, once an LWMP is approved it can no longer be publicly appealed and | don't think the public had
been fully informed.

Patrick Mackle,

Kaslo, B.C.

c.c. Village of Kaslo,
c.c. Valley Voice, New Denver.



From: Michael & Sandra Jones <kaslocottage@telus.net>

Sent: May-22-18 9:09 AM

To: Admin <admin@kaslo.ca>

Cc: Mayor <mayor@kaslo.ca>; Lang <lang@kaslo.ca>; Holland <holland@kaslo.ca>; Knoll
<knoll@kaslo.ca>; Councillor VanMill <vanmill@kaslo.ca>; 'henryvanmill' <henryvanmill@gmail.com>;
CAO <cao@kaslo.ca>; DM.ENV@gov.bc.ca; 'Mungall.MLA, Michelle'

<Michelle.Mungall. MLA@|eg.bc.ca>; valleyvoice@valleyvoice.ca

Subject: LWMP Feedback - Letter from SSA #1 Member Owners

On Wednesday May 16, 2018 twenty three member owners of Kaslo’s Specified Sewer Area #1
(SSA #1) met to discuss how the issue of “fairness” could/should be achieved in Kaslo’s LWMP.
Not all SSA #1 member owners were able to attend the May 16, 2018 meeting, nor will all
member owners be able to attend the LWMP Open House scheduled for May 23, 2018. The
SSA #1 member owners listed below wish to advise however that they cannot support an
LWMP which does not adequately address the issue of “fairness”. To that end the SSA #1
member owners listed below wish to advise that “Public engagement to date has not
adequately informed and engaged the residents of Kaslo. The “Open House” format does not
adequately address the exchange of pertinent information, nor does it identify all the issues
of importance to property owners.” They wish to advise further that they feel that

the “Consultation” component, a prerequisite to the approval of any LWMP has been
insufficient and un-satisfactory.

The SSA #1 member owners listed below request a meeting with the Village of Kaslo LWMP
team in order to consult with them on how best to build fairness and equity into the LWMP. We
urge that this consultation take place as soon as practically possible so that the Village can stay
on course with its proposed September submission timeline. The SSA #1 member owners listed
below further request that the following questions be incorporated into the notes of the May
23,2018 LWMP Open House and that answers be provided to SSA #1 member owners at the
meeting we have requested.

Question 1: How will the Stage 3 LWMP Report address the challenge of “fairness” to
existing properties in the specified area who have contributed to the system
capacity for the past 20 years?

e Will SSA#1 Member-Owners be expected to pay for capacity upgrades to
the Sewer Treatment Plant in the future?

e Will SSA #2 Member-Owners and/or Member-Owners in an expanded
SSA #1 pay a Treatment Plant Capacity Fee upon connection?

“Apportionment of costs to existing users and to future development should be equitable.”
(Interim Guidelines for Preparing Liquid Waste Management Plans, Page 11)
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Question 2: What information will the Stage 3 LWMP Report include concerning “User Pay”
in a Specified Area system and the payment of Annual Operating and Local Service Area
Taxes for:

e Municipal properties within the specified area

e Provincial & Federal property-tax exempt properties within the
specified area

e Properties within the specified area granted Permissive Tax Exemptions

What information will the Stage 3 LWMP Report include regarding?
e Contractor/third party bulk disposal of septic waste

e In-house bulk disposal of septic waste
e Disposal of RV Tanks & Kaslo Municipal Campground users septic waste

The vast majority of SSA #1 member owners believe that all properties within the Specified
Sewer Area should pay Annual Sewer Utility Operating and Local Service Area Taxes. All 3™
party Users should pay a fee for the sewer service rendered.

SSA #1 member owners look forward to working with the village of Kaslo to effect a fair and
equitable resolution to this issue.

Regards,

SSA#1 Member Owners

Shauna and Dan Quigley

Andy LeCouffe and Manon Gagnon
Carlton Temple (rep for Abbey Manor)
Bryan Marks and Cheryl Benson
Teresa and Dave May

Larry Moore and Cathie Douglas
Dennis Jensen and Bonnie Schwark
Anne and Laddie Malik

Linda Van Mill

Jason and Elissa Ellis

Russell and Heather Semenoff

Kul Nijjar and Dennis Mclintyre

John and Susan Eckland

Jeremy Behn and Claire McKinney
Doug and Maureen Broadfoot

Mark and Barb Dobroski

Mandy Bath and Christopher Klassen
Len Roper



Michael and Sandra Jones

CC:

Mayor Hewat mayor@kaslo.ca

Councillor Lang lang@kaslo.ca

Councillor Holland Holland@kaslo.ca

Councillor Knoll Knoll@kaslo.ca

Councillor Van Mill VanMill@kaslo.ca

Neil Smith CAO@kaslo.ca

Mark Zacharias DM.ENV@gov.bc.ca

Michelle Mungal Michelle.Mungal.MLA@Ieg.bc.ca
Valleyvoice@Valleyvoice.ca
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From: Pat Wilson <4pwilson@telus.net>

Sent: May-23-18 9:14 PM

To: Admin <admin@kaslo.ca>

Subject: Liquid Waste Management Plan concerns

Good afternoon
Please accept my concerns into the LWM plan feedback input submission stage 3.

The current facility emits a strong sewer odour and with increased usage the smell will intensify. This
odour affects the enjoyment of our property and other properties. | believe technology exist to help
minimize odour in this regard. As the current plant sits in one of the most picturesque and visited areas
of Kaslo, | believe the plan should ensure odour reduction is a capital priority. This also may be is
achievable thru increased maintenance, as in changing filters more frequently. When | approached the
subject with Scott of True Consulting | had the feeling he does not believe there is an odour as he can’t
smell one. To whomever is reading my letter | invite you to walk by the plant with me and smell for
yourself.

My second concern is to ensure properties in area of SSA #1 and who have been paying their portions
since the inception be ensured they are always guaranteed hook up subject to the hook up fees
associated. Capacity should be held for these properties.

Lastly | feel communication from the get go has been very unclear. People are confused as to what is
happening with this project and the precise steps of the entire process. | attended the open house last
year and found it to be a poor venue for finding out any information other than that on the posters. It
was difficult to find some one to answer my questions as consultant and Village staff were busy with
other individuals. | went to the open house tonight thinking it would be the same format as last year.
When | arrived late to an “open house”. | discovered there actually was an agenda so | missed half of it.
Upon my return to home | reread all the documents provided and still could see no mention of an
agenda.

My point is communication needs to be EASILY accessible, clear and consistent in every format.
Kind regards

Pat Wilson
Sent from my iPad



From: Oliver Viitamaki <ov@telus.net>

Sent: Thursday, May 24, 2018 7:20 AM

To: CAO <cao@kaslo.ca>; Councillor VanMill <vanmill@kaslo.ca>; Scott Wallace <swallace@true.bc.ca>;
Ed,Grifone <egrifone@ctgconsultants.ca>; Rob Wall <rwall@true.bc.ca>; Uli, Wolf <UWolf@rdck.bc.ca>;
Don Scarlett <dscarlett@kaslo.org>; David,Russell <dtererl @kaslo.org>; Lynn van Deursen,
<lynnvandeursen@gmail.com>; Mike Adams <mike.adams@interiorhealth.ca>; Stan Baker
<nancybaker@telus.net>; Glen Walker <Glen Walker@telus.net>; Mayor <mayor@kaslo.ca>; Lang
<lang@kaslo.ca>; Holland <holland@kaslo.ca>; Knoll <knoll@kaslo.ca>; The Maliks
<lamalik303@gmail.com>

Subject: Fwd: LWMP Feedback

Hi,

| was discussing my input (attached below) with Henry Vanmill and Neil Smith, one of the engineers,
and several other attendees. Henry indicated that he had not seen my email, and asked that | would
send it to him. | have chosen to find the email addresses of the LWMP Committee, send it to all, in the
hope that it successfully arrives, in at least one email box .

The following email was sent on May 11th. To date, | have received no response.

Further to my question 11 below, | have spent a total of $21,269.94 in April of 2012 in replacing my
failed septic system, with a fully compliant, tertiary treatment system (Ecoflo). What cost/expense relief
will the Village be providing, if | am required to connect to the Village Septic system, before my septic
system either fails, or reaches its end of design life?

A further question 12. If I'm required to connect to the Village Septic system before my current
system fails or reaches the end of its design life, will the Village be providing expense relief, for removal
of, and on site remediation, when the system is removed.

In regards to the Open House last evening, it went fairly well, until the Q&A session, when it
deteriorated, rapidly, all focus was lost, and it eventually resumed in smaller groups.

From discussion, and the presentation, at the Open House, it became obvious to me, that The Village
is proceeding with the LWMP because that has to be completed in order to be able to rewrite, the
current Waste Management Bylaws, and start to draw down the government funding, before it is lost. In
the presentation, it was clear that the primary motivation for proceeding with the LWMP was not due to
multiple failures of the currently installed septic systems, or measured pollution of the current
environment.

Oliver Viitamaki

-------- Forwarded Message --------
Subject:LWMP Feedback
Date:Fri, 11 May 2018 08:42:26 -0700
From:Oliver Viitamaki <ov@telus.net>
To:admin@kaslo.ca
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Hi,

| noticed on the Village of Kaslo web site that villagers could submit questions regarding the LWMP
previous to the scheduled meeting on the 23rd of May. | have the following questions.

1) When was the last sampling of Kootenay Lake at a) Kaslo Bay, b) at the sewage outfall, and c) at the
Kaslo River Delta, completed, measuring coliform count? (Total Coliforms, Fecal Coliforms, and E. Coli)
Could | be directed to the report? When was the previous report to this report completed? Are there
any other older/annual coliform count reports available from the immediate Kaslo area?

2)The LWMP as proposed, in aggregate will be a large, long term commitment of tax payers money,
whether it comes from a grant or local taxes is really immaterial. What is the documented justification
to support this use of tax payers hard earned money, and where can it be accessed?

2a) If it is to address a specific identified problem(s), what other alternative solutions have been
considered, and costed out?

2b) If it not to address specific problem(s), where can the business case for the proposed investment
be accessed?

2c) If it has been mandated by Provincial or Federal Government, where may that order be accessed?

3) Assuming that the project proceeds with the installation of the additional sewage infrastructure,
when is this build out (shovels in the ground) forecast to start?

4) Are there any upgrades to the current sewage plant required to manage the additional waste? If
yes, what are they, and what will the cost be, is it costed out/included in the current plan?

5) Are all buildings, in the expanded sewage management area required to be connected to the new
system? If yes, what about the buildings in the existing area which have not been connected, to the
existing system?

6) What is the connection fee (excluding plumbing modifications, which the building
owner/homeowner is responsible for)?

7) Will the building owner/homeowner be allowed to have a capped stub installed at their structure,
at the time of sewer line installation, to which they may choose to connect to at some future date? If
that is allowed will the cost of the stub be the same as the connection fee? If it is some other fee what
will that be?

8) What will the annual Liquid Waste Management fee be? What is the forecast annual fee increase
over the life of the system?

9) Will the Liquid Waste Management fee be applied to a) existing and expansion Liquid Waste
Management area, b) lower Kaslo area, c) the whole of the Village of Kaslo?



10) Does/will the Provincial Government Building, RCMP Building, and Village Hall when/as connected
to the sewage system pay their correctly scaled cost of Liquid Waste Management?

11) If a resident presents a case of having an existing equivalent, or higher quality waste management
facility in place, than the one the village has currently installed, will the resident be allowed to not
connect, and not have to pay the Kaslo Village waste management fees?

Could | please have answers to the above questions by the close of business on 22nd May 20187

Regards

Oliver Viitamaki

319A Ave Kaslo



On 24 May 2018, at 12:05, Eldon Beix <albeix@gmail.com> wrote:
Sirs/Madams

My name is Al Beix and | live within the proposed expansion area at 413 3rd Street in Kaslo.

| have a number of observations and questions arising out of last nights meeting, as follows.

First of all Observations about last nights meeting.

On the plus side, | thought the process to date and going forward was clearly outlined and well done.

The meeting went very well until | tried to get clarification on a simple question at which point the
moderator(s) announced that they were only going to take questions after the official presentation
"over by the Story Boards" At hearing this a number of people that had come with the expectation of
being able to ask their own and hear other peoples questions and the answers to them got up and left in
disgust.

Personally | was left feeling that the meeting was less about hearing peoples questions and concerns
and addressing them that it was about meeting an MOE requirement and being able to say "We held a
pubic consultation on the stage three planning".

Had the moderator allowed questions at the end of the formal portion of the presentation My question
was as follows.

After the current expansion serviced properties will be looking at estimated costs along the lines of
S144/yr for service fees. It was projected that for later expansions the fees would be $377/Yr. My
question was simply does the $144 become $377 over time, or is the $377 added on top of the

$144? Simple question with a simple answer that many in the crowd would have liked to hear. but
because of the format | was unable to ask the question and | and the rest of the room remain unclear as
to the answer.

As for my other Questions see below.

1 - Once we are hooked up to the Sewer System, what are we required to do to deal with the, then
unused, Septic Tank and related field?

Is there a set of prescribed procedures for dealing with this from the MOE or is the municipality in
charge of looking after this?

Regardless of the administrating authority | should very much like to know in advance what is required
as | am certain whatever it is there will be associated costs and we would like to know in advance what
to expect on that front.

2 - | am aware of several properties within the specified expansion area which have either had new
houses built on them or experienced septic system failures withing the last 5-10 years and due to the lot
size have been required to install what amounts to a personal septic treatment plant at a cost of some
15-20 thousand dollars. Given that the projected life of these systems is in the 15 to 20 year time frame,
please provide me with an understanding of how these people are going to be treated with respect to
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e being required to hook up to the sewer
e being required to pay their share of installation costs
e being required to pay annual service/user fees.

3 - Property Exemptions

There is a concern within the community, that | share, that there are far too many properties exempt
from some or all charges related to the sewer system. Given this reality please explain how these
exempted properties are going to have their share covered without unduly burdening those of us that
are paying with having to cover the exempted properties share.

4 - Along the same lines and in the interest of fairness, please provide an understanding of how the
original specified sewer area property owners will be affected, positively or negatively by this and
subsequent sewer service expansions.

5 - Looking into the future, can anyone tell me if a single folio has a primary residence and a rental suite
in the basement what is the affect on the sewer service charges, given that there remains only one
hookup from the building?

| would respectfully request that these questions be answered by return Email within the next two
weeks in order that | can continue in confidence to support the sewer expansion based on the
understanding that current and future serviced properties will be fairly and equitably treated as the
system grows over time.

Thank you in advance for your time spent in reviewing and responding to this Email.
Regards

AL Beix

413 3rd Street

Kaslo, BC
Cell 250 777-3031






LWMP Open House Feedback
#1. Consultation process sorely inadequate.

In preparation for this process, over the last year, | have requested information from the VOK

about municipal hookups and sewage flow charts, in writing and in person at council meetings
to no avail. Twenty years of data collection on flow patterns is important information to have

when considering a plan that would be fair and equitable.

It is unreasonable to distribute a 169 page report on Friday afternoon of the May Days long
weekend, one of Kaslo’s biggest and busiest weekends, and expect the citizens of Kaslo to be
informed and ready to pose informed questions and express their concerns by the following
Wednesday and submit written comments by the following Monday.

The Open House of May 23" 2018 was not set up as an “open” or transparent process. Many
of the citizens attending were very disappointed when they were told this was not a democratic
process and there was no voting on the LWMP and further upset when Ed Grifone asserted we
would not be able to ask questions and express concerns in a manner that everyone could hear
and that could be shared with the wider community via video.

This was not an acceptable community consultation process and not anywhere near adequate
especially given once the LWMP is approved by the Minister, there are no avenues for appeal
and the VOK can implement the plan without electoral assent.

| sincerely hope that the VOK has a special meeting with the SSA-1 group, at a time that works
for the group, and that our questions and comments be heard and answered, and that our
concerns be addressed to our satisfaction.

#2 The issue of “fairness”.

| live in sewer area 1 and have been a member/owner since the beginning. | participated in the
1994 discussions that created the cost sharing formula and the original petition to become a
“designated area”. | am a signatory to the agreement between the SSA-1 and the Village of
Kaslo for the members to pay for infrastructure debt and operating fees and the Village to
administer the system “fairly”. | feel a strong obligation to my neighbours to ensure we are
being treated fairly going forward, as records clearly show that we have not been treated fairly
thus far.

The cost sharing formula was negotiated through round table discussions by the stakeholders
and agreed to by a petition of more than two thirds of the residents in the specified area. That
petition became grounds for the contractual arrangements that gave borrowing power and
ability for the VOK to charge the designated area property owners sewer operating fees and
debt recovery through taxes. The formula was based on anticipated usage and there were no
Village properties within the boundary. The Village expanded the designated area to include



several municipal properties, with uses never contemplated, and without notice or discussion
with the affected parties.

In Banham'’s report, he says "In the Kaslo situation, with a unique specified service area, the
municipality should budget and pay both debt and operating payments equal to any other
property owner for two reasons, first so that true costs of municipal facilities are shared by the
entire community and second so that the municipality’s sewer usage costs are not born by only
SSA-1 properties." (Village of Kaslo ‘Sewer Servicing Cost Recovery Structure’ Report, page 18
dated August 1, 2016).

| agree that the municipality should budget and pay both debt and operating costs, but the
amounts municipal parcels should pay, must be analyzed, negotiated and charged based on the
increased volume of sewage needing to be processed and the plant capacity allocated for that
increased flow.

Section 218 (3) of the Community Charter states that:

“If a local service area has been enlarged or reduced under this section, the liabilities incurred
on behalf of the area as it was before enlargement or reduction must be borne by all the
owners of parcels of land in the area as enlarged or reduced.”

For 13 years, the Village of Kaslo did not pay Annual Sewer Operating for village properties they
added to the Sewer Specified Area. Sewer Member-Owners paid the bill for these village
properties. Since 2011 the Village has contributed towards Annual Operating for their
properties at a self-imposed rate that was not based on best estimate of volume nor with any
sort of consent of the designated area property owners, nor have they contributed towards
Sewer Debt for the capacity required for the increased demand.

Also never included in the original sewer plans, a sani-dump was installed by the Village at the
sewer treatment plant to process liquid waste from portable toilets and RV campers. The
Village of Kaslo Audited Financial Statements report Sani-Dump fees as Revenue beginning in
2010. So, prior to 2010 the cost to process this waste was paid by Sewer Member-Owners.
Since 2010, reported revenue has fluctuated from year to year and ranges from $837 in 2014 to
$2,320in 2016. At times some portable toilet discharges were not assessed a fee at all and the
cost to process the discharge was once again borne by Sewer Member-Owners.

Both the Sewer Servicing Cost Recovery Structure Report and the LWMP Stage 3 draft report
recommend a community-wide environmental property tax so the true costs of the
municipalities’ sewage usage costs are not born only by the specified sewer area properties,
but, that funding strategy is not being advanced by the Village. This tax should be reconsidered
by the LWMP Committee and Council so that the entire community, who enjoy the benefit of
Village services and facilities, tourism, investment attraction, tax exempt properties,
(re)development, and the protection of public health and our environment, pay their “fair”
share to fund it.



#3 Capacity and Property Values

The Wastewater Treatment Plant has a maximum capacity of 340m3/day. For the last twenty
years SSA-1 property owners have invested in that capacity for their use and future
development in the specified area. The costs of any future developments needed to increase
the capacity to accommodate the expansions must not be borne by the SSA-1, nor limit their
ability to fully develop their properties in the future.

#4 Legalities around Financing Formula

While it’s important to move forward, it’s also important to learn from the past or we will make
the same mistakes again. On April 1, 1997, the VOK received Legal Advice from Lorna Staples of
Staples McDannold Stewart Barristers and Solicitors around the financing formula, changing the
financing formula and legal ramifications “An ounce of legal prevention can forestall costly
errors as well as political dissent.” Please read and digest attached legal advice from Staples
McDannold Stewart.

| am available anytime for a meeting with the Village and consultants for the LWMP focus group
SSA-1. | would strongly encourage you to make sure that the meeting is called at a time when
Anne Malik can attend as she is by far the most informed of our group with current in depth
understanding of the issues and has the most to contribute to this dialogue. Please let me know
when the meeting is.

Larry Moore
250-353-7779


















Admin

From: Heart Speak <heartspeakproductions@gmail.com>
Sent: June-01-18 11:11 AM

To: Admin

Subject: LWMP Stage 2/3 feedback

Due to the extension for LWMP feedback to noon Friday June 1%, below are my further comments to my earlier
submission of noon Monday May 28™, 2018. Please ensure that it is received and added to my earlier submission and
confirm.

Issue #1 — Consultation process sorely inadequate

The Ministry clearly and adamantly insisted that Council inform the public that the LWMP process takes away the right
to areferendum. When | mentioned that fact to one of the Councillors, he disagreed and told me that wasn’t the case,
as he didn’t think that would be right or fair. | suggested he go check it out. When | approached this same councillor a
couple of days later and asked if he had clarified, he said he had not and it didn’t matter. If that fact is not even clear to
the councillors, | can’t imagine how it could be clearly communicated to the constituents.

At the open house when this fact was revealed by the moderator, many of the attendees walked out of the meeting,
including myself. (see youtube video at approx. 32 minutes
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=z5fnzv1Vw00&t=4246s) | was blocked from leaving the hall by a councillor who
made disparaging remarks about my character and challenged me on my assertion that “It is unreasonable to distribute
a 169 page report on Friday afternoon of the May Days long weekend, one of Kaslo’s biggest and busiest weekends, and
expect the citizens of Kaslo to be informed and ready to pose informed questions and express their concerns by the
following Wednesday and submit written comments by the following Monday.” He didn’t believe my statement that
the LWMP stage 3 report was only released on May 18 to be true. The inference being this councilor believed that
would be unreasonable, and therefore | must be wrong. The evidence shows | was not wrong.

For over a year now, | have asked repeatedly for sewer flow data, information on Village property hook ups, and
correspondence to and from lawyers and accountants about the sewer cost allocation formula, to no avail, and to be
told “Staff and consultants have neither the time nor resources to undertake engagement in this manner.”

With time running out for the noon deadline today, I've made two last attempts to request the information with the
email below:

To: Stephanie Patience
Cc: Acting Mayor Jim Holland (May 31, 2018) Acting Mayor Henry VanMill (June 1, 2018)

Further to our conversation yesterday Sephanie when | stopped in to request information on the public record on the subject of the LWMP —
Stage 2/3 currently in the final stages of public consultation, you told me that you would release the information as per the VOK
Communications Policy. | have reviewed the policy and it doesn’t have a section with regards to public accessto information. So, | refer to the
Community Charter.

Division 4 — Public Notice and Access to Records

96 If an agreement is proposed or made in relation to a matter that requires approval of the electors, all records relating to the agreement that
arein the custody or under the control of the municipality must be available for public inspection at the municipal hall during the time when the
approval process is underway.

Could you please provide me with the following:



The spreadsheet with the sewage flow levels per day since the beginning to date maintained by the sewer plant operator.
Mr. Gairn’s report of November 29, 1996

My letter to Council of January 281, 1997 re; Sanitary Sewer Soecified Area

Mr. Gairn’s letter to VOK dated January 31, 1997

Mr. Naqvi if Berg & Naqvi Chartered Accountants response to my letter dated April 7, 2000 re: Proper Interpretation & Calculation of the
Kaslo Sewer Cost Allocation Formula

Letter requesting to combine Stage 2 and 3 of the LWMP from CAO Neil Smith received by the Minister May 18, 2017

Regarding the Friday noon deadline change, | have made attempts to share this change in deadline, but have not been able to find any notice of
this extension in the newspapers, radio, at the Village’s bulletin board, website or facebook page. The Community Charter stateswith regards
to public access that the applicable notice must be

(a) posted in the public notice posting places, and

(b) published in accordance with this section.

(2) Subject to subsection (4), publication under subsection (1) (b)

(a) must bein a newspaper that isdistributed at least weekly

(i) in the area affected by the subject matter of the notice, and

(i) if the area affected is not in the municipality, also in the municipality, and
(b) unless otherwise provided, must be once each week for 2 consecutive weeks.

This information and the public notice are important for me and others to make reasoned and informed comments regarding the LWMP Stage
2/3 consultation process.

Thank you for your prompt attention to this request as you know, the deadline for submissionsistomorrow, Friday at noon.
Regards, Larry Moore

A Avenue, Kaslo, BC

As of Friday morning, at 11:10 am, | have had no response.

Due to Mayor, Council and administration’s lack of respect for the Minister’s directives, the consultant’s advice, their constituent’s voices and most
fundamentally the Community Charter, the VOK has not satisfied the requirements for public consultation for the LWMP Stage 2/3 process.

Thank you for considering my feedback.

Regards,
Larry Moore
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Due to the extension for LWMP feedback to noon Friday June 1%, below are my further
comments to my earlier submission of noon Monday May 28", 2018.

Issue #1 — Open informed public consultation process

The Ministry clearly and adamantly insisted that Council inform the public that the LWMP
process takes away the right to a referendum. When | mentioned that fact to one of the
Councillors, he disagreed and told me that wasn’t the case, as he didn’¢ think that would be
right or fair. | suggested he go check it out. When t approached this same councillor a couple
of days later and asked if he had clarified, he said he had riot and It didn’t matter. If that fact is
not even clear to the councillors, | can’t imagine how it could be clearly communicated to the
constituents,

At the open house when this fact was revealed by the moderator, many of the attendees
walked out of the meetitig, Including myseif. (see youtube video at approx, 32 mifiutes
https:y//www youtube.com/watch?v=25fnzvIVwi0&t=4246s) | was blocked from leaving the
hall by a councillor who made disparaging remarks about my character and challenged me on
my assertion that “It is unreasonable to distribute a 169 page report on Friday afternoon of the
May Days long weekend, one of Kaslo's biggest and busiest weekends, and expect the citizens
of Kaslo to be informed and ready to pose informed questions and express their concerns by
the following Wednesday and submit written comments by the following Monday.” He didn’t
believe my statement that the LWMP stage 3 report was only released on May 18 to be true.
The inference being this councilor believed that would be unreasonable, and therefore | must
be wrong. The evidence shows | was not wrong.

For over a year now, | have asked repeatedly for sewer flow data, information on Village
property hook ups, and correspondence to and from lawyers and accountants about the sewer
cost allocation formula, to no avail, and to be told “Staff and consultants have neither the time
nor resources to undertake engagement in this manner.”

With time running out for the noon deadline today, 've made two last attempts to request the
information with the email below:

To: Stephanie Patience
Ce: Acting Mayor Jim Holland (May 31, 2018) Acting Mayor Henry VanMiil (June 1, 2018)

Further to our conversation yesterday Stephanie when I stopped in to request information on the public record on the subfect
of the LIWMP —Stage 2/3 currently in the final stages of public consultation, you told me that you would refease the
information as per the VOK Communications Policy. Thave reviewed the policy and it doesn’'t have a section with regads to
public access to information. So, I refer to the Community Charter.

Division 4 — Public Notice and Access to Records
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96 If an agreement is proposed or made in relation to a matter that requires approval of the electors, atL+ee0) ¥ ,, o
the agreement that are in the custody or under the control of the municipality must be available for public inspection at the

municipal hall during the time when the approval process is underway.
Could you please provide me with the following:

The spreadsheet with the sewage flow levels per day since the beginning fo. date maintained by the sewer plant

operator,

Mr. Gairn's report of November 29, 1996

My letter to Council of January 28", [997 re: Sanitary Sewer Specified Area

Mr. Gairn’s letter to VOK dated January 31, 1997

Mr. Naqvi if Berg & Naqvi Chartered Accountants response to my letter dated Aprif 7, 2000 re: Proper Interpretation &
Caleulation of the Kaslo Sewer Cost Allocation Formula I .

Letter requesting to combine Stage 2 and 3 of the LWMP fron1 CAQ Neil Smith received by the Minister May 18, 2017

Regarding the Fyiday noon deadline change, I have made attempts to share this change in deadline, but have not been able to
find any notice of this extension in the newspapers, radio, af the Village's bulletin board, websife or Jacebook page. The
Community Charter states with regards to public access that the applicable notice must be

(@) posted itt the public notice posting places, and

{b) published in accordance with this section.

(2) Subject to subsection (4}, publication under subsection (1} (b)

(a) must be in a newspaper that is distributed at least weekly

(1) in the areq affected by ihe subject matter of the notice, and

(it} if the area affected is not in the mumnicipality, also in the municipality, and
(b} unless otherwise provided, must be orice each week for 2 consecutive weeks.

This information and the public notice are impaortant for me and others to make reasoned and informed comments regarding
the LWMP Stage 2/3 consultation process.

Thank you for your prompt attention fo this request as you know, the deadline Jor submissions is tomorrow, Friday at noon.

Regards, Larry Moore
A Avenue, Kaslo, BC

As of Friday moming, at 11:55, 1 have had no response.

Due to Mayor, Council and administration’s lack of respect for the Minister's directives, the consultant’s advice, their
constituent's voices and most fundamentaliy the Community Charter, the VOK has not satisfied the requirements for
public consultation for the LWMP Stage 2/3 process.

Regards, Larry Moore
A Avenue, Kaslo, BC



Admin

From: Pat Cattermole <pandacatl3@telus.net>
Sent: May-31-18 6:33 AM

To: Admin

Subject: Kaslo Sewer expansion

Kaslo Mayor & Council,

| am sending this letter regretfully later than | should have. | believe that there are enough questions in our community
about the proposed sewer expansion that the finalization should wait until the after the next election. | think it fair that
council and the mayor answer the questions from the community during the all candidates meetings and let the
community have their input. | understand that there does not have to be a referendum on this decision as there was in
the 90s so this would seem like fair process.

| am not sure that a sewer expansion is necessary particularly in upper Kaslo and I’'m not sure that it should be
mandatory. We have a healthy septic system on a lot that is 1.25 acres.

My preference would be for the expansion to be on hold until after the next municipal election. Let the people hear
from the council and let us cast our vote.

Kind regards,

Pot Cottermole

"Don't let yesterday use up too much of today." Cherokee proverb



Friday June 8, 2018

Village of Kaslo
Attention: LWMP Steering Committee
Mayor Hewat, Councillors Holland, Knoll, Lang and Van Mill

Re: Stage 3 Liquid Waste Management Plan Draft Report
SSA #1 Member-Owners Response Package

Please find enclosed our response package for your review, discussion and action. Should
clarification or other information be required please do not hesitate to contact our
spokespersons Mike Jones and Anne Malik. We must emphasize that we do not represent all
SSA #1 Member-Owners and that our response package in no way negates the feedback from
other SSA #1 Member-Owners.

We ask that a group session focused on SSA #1 Issues and Concerns be conducted as soon as
answers to our questions are available and certainly prior to the release of a Final Draft Report
to the public. Although the issues and concerns are specific to SSA #1, we would want members
of the general public to be welcome as observers.

Within the LWMP confines, we also ask that a Public Meeting be held to review the Final Draft
Report. Said Public Meeting should engage the audience and provide for questions and
answers.

To chart a new course we urge you to reach out to SSA #1 Member-Owners as the Sewer
Bylaws are being re-written. We also suggest that a Synopsis of Sewer Affairs be prepared
annually and distributed to Member-Owners along with their Annual Utility Operating Bill.

Council has the opportunity to not only address errors of the past, but to leave a Legacy of
Fairness in the Future. Please don’t squander this opportunity.

Respectfully,

SSA #1 Member-Owners spokespersons
Mike Jones
Anne Malik



Village of Kaslo LWMP Stage 3 Draft Report Feedback
SSA #1 Response Package

Issue 1:  Fairness given fully allocated WWTP capacity

“Apportionment of costs to existing users and to future development should be equitable.”
(Interim Guidelines for Preparing Liquid Waste Management Plans, pg. 11)

Addressing “fairness” to existing properties in the specified area has been recommended in
both Stage 1 and 2 reports.

“SSA-1 have paid their contribution to the capital costs to construct the existing collection
system and the existing treatment system. The Local Service Taxes in that area will relate to
reserve funding for future renewal of sewage collection and treatment infrastructure.”

(Stage 3 Draft Report pg. 40)

“These Phase 1 costs would be applied to all sewered areas (Lower Kaslo and SSA-1)”
(Stage 3 Draft Report pg. 32)

“$1000 capital charge is proposed for all future sewer connections to create parity in sewage
treatment capacity.” (Stage 3 Draft Report page iv)

“Future treatment plant upgrading costs are currently proposed to be allocated to all sewered
areas via local service area taxes. $2,300 to $5,500 per property.”
(Stage 3 Draft Report pgiv)

“Original costs to construct the treatment plant are not known, but are estimated to be in the
range of $700,000 (1998 dollars). Allowing for currency inflation (approximately 44% since
1998), as well as infrastructure depreciation (allow 50% over 20 years) and cost of major
improvements made in recent years (approximately $440,000) — the current value of the
treatment plant is estimated to be around $945,000. The resulting current value of the 150
m3/day unused capacity is est