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Figure 2: Location of SSTP and NSTP  
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 SYSTEM HYDRAULIC PERFORMANCE 
This section presents summary results of the hydraulic analyses for an existing conditions 
scenario and the future conditions scenario.  

3.1 Hydraulic Modelling Summary  

The latest edition of the MMCD design guidelines provides the basis for the design criteria utilized 
in the hydraulic model analysis.  

The model was developed and calibrated for accuracy and completeness using flow records from 
the City. The model development exercise included naming the pipe and manhole items to match 
the asset identifiers currently assigned by the City in GIS. 

The inverts and depths were created to match record drawing information (where available), and 
to follow a fixed depth below existing grade where no records were available. 

For calibration purposes, the City provided flow monitoring records from January 1 to December 
31, 2016, for the North and South Castlegar Waste Water Treatment Plants. Calibration was 
conducted under dry-weather and wet-weather conditions. Dry-weather flow records were used 
to calibrate dry weather flow rates (base sanitary flow + groundwater infiltration) by adjusting per 
capita sanitary loading rates to match the average dry-weather flow observed at the treatment 
plants. Wet-weather flow records were used to calibrate I&I rates to match the peak wet-weather 
flow observed at the treatment plants. 

The magnitude of existing sewer loading in the model was adjusted to match the data provided 
in the city-supplied SCADA data. 

All future sewer loads were applied using the design criteria as set out in Sanitary Sewer System 
Technical Memorandum #1. For each parcel, the projected unit count (or square meters of ICI) 
was converted to an equivalent flow in litres per second (L/s) and that flow was assigned to the 
upstream manhole of the pipe servicing the property.  

The analysis of the existing system under wet weather conditions estimates surcharging (but not 
flooding). The model assumes that I&I is evenly distributed throughout the City.  The analysis 
identified 32 pipe segments where surcharging was present. Specific locations and details are 
provided in Technical Memorandum #2.  

The analysis of future growth impacts to the existing system reveals the system is very robust 
which includes no lift station deficiencies being identified. The model does predict that the 6th 
Street Lift Station is near capacity; however, since the predicted 2037 PWWF is within 1 L/s of 
the operating point, no upgrades were recommended as it is within model accuracy.  

3.0 

EXISTING CONDITIONS MODEL 

FUTURE CONDITIONS MODEL 

MODELLING RES UL TS 
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Step 2:  Level of Service 2: Determine which assets had a combined score of 4 or greater 
for either condition or capacity (still based on both likelihood and consequence of 
failure).  Although this step does still incorporate the triple-bottom-line analyses of 
the previous step, it triggers projects that demonstrate sufficient risk for either 
condition or capacity. These projects are considered Priority 2 (moderate 
priority).  It is possible that a Priority 2 project could be prioritized above a Priority 
1 project if it is deemed to have sufficient impact on the system due to capacity or 
condition issues.  For example, a pipe with plenty of remaining life may have 
capacity issues due to recent development.  Alternatively, a pipe may have excess 
capacity, but be experiencing frequent breaks.   

Step 3:  Level of Service 3: Determine which assets scored a 4 or greater under likelihood 
of failure for either condition or capacity. Therefore, projects arising from Step 3 
are triggered by their probability of failure, but not by the impact of that failure.  
These projects are considered Priority 3 (low priority). 

This methodology results in a three-tiered prioritization of projects, which was used to create a 
list of capital priorities.   

The results of the capital prioritization process are categorized by priority rank (1,2, or 3) and by 
priority trigger (condition or capacity). A list of capital upgrades under each category was compiled 
from the outputs of the risk assessment.  The scope of upgrade depends on the primary trigger: 
for example, if a pipe was triggered for an upgrade due to capacity, the pipe will be replaced with 
one of greater diameter. Alternatively, if a pipe was triggered for an upgrade due to condition (with 
a capacity score of less than 3) the pipe will be replaced by one of equivalent diameter.  

It should be noted that Priority 3 projects only relate to the likelihood of failure for capacity projects, 
whereas Priority 2 projects include those triggered by both likelihood of failure and consequence 
of failure. 

The results of the prioritization of pipe assets are summarized in Table 4.4.  

CAPITAL PRIORITIZATION: RESULTS -ASSET MANAGEMENT SCENARIO 
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Using the methodology outlined in Table 4.3 (where service lives of the existing pipes were 
reduced to incorporate climate change) climate change was integrated into the linear asset risk 
assessment and the model re-run. The baseline service life scenario was used as the input into 
he climate change scenario (no extension of service lives). 

The results of the prioritization of pipe assets are summarized in Table 4.7.  

Table 4.7 - Climate Change Prioritization Results of Pipe Assets 

Capital Scheduling - Climate Change Scenario 

Asset 
Category 

# of 
Pipes 

Length 
of Pipe 
(km) 

0-5 
Year 

0-5 Year 
Replacement 
Cost 

5-10 
Year 

5-10 Year 
Replacement 
Cost 

10-20 
Year 

10-20 Year 
Replacement 
Cost 

Total 
Replacement 
Cost 

Priority 1 143 9.4 22 $      831,066 112 $   2,874,468 9 $     130,506 $    3,836,040 

Priority 2          

Condition 59 3.8 2 $        43,354 57 $   1,320,039 0 $                 - $     1,363,394 

Capacity 2 0.2 0 $              - 2 $      210,831 0 $                 - $       201,831 

Priority 3          

Condition 34 2.6 0 $              - 0 $                  - 34 $         986,354 $        986,354 

Capacity 0 0.0 0 $              - 0 $                  - 0 $                   - $                 - 

New 
Pipes         $                 - 

Facilities         $    7,038 ,000 

Total 238 16.1 24 $       874,420 171 $   4,405,339 43 $      1,116,860 $   13,434,619 

 

Based on the modelled adjustments for climate change, total replacement cost has marginally 
increased and the average annual cost of replacement for critical assets has increased from the 
status quo scenario by $15,000 to $672,000.  

4.9 Levels of Service, Risk and Cost: Results 

The benefit of the risk assessment is the connection between levels of service, risk, and priorities.  
This section advances the methodology described above to define which types of projects will be 
funded based on the priority level and affordability limits using the asset management scenario 
results. If the City intends to fund the integration of climate change into the service levels, the 
numbers would increase to match Table 4.7.  The baseline service life scenario is used in this 
section. 

CAPITAL PRIORITIZATION: RESULTS- CLIMATE CHANGE SCENARIO 
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TECHNICAL  MEMORANDUM

550 - 1090 Homer Street, Vancouver, BC V6B 2W9  |  T: 604.235.1701

Date: June 01, 2016

To: Chris Barlow, City of Castlegar

cc:

From: Scott Shepherd

File: 0841.0099.01

Subject: TECHNICAL MEMO–SEWER CAPACITY RISK ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY

This memo outlines the proposed methodology on how capacity risks of pipe are identified, and how the
risks will be applied in assessing pipes in the City of Castlegar. The methodology is broken down into
three parts: an assessment of the likelihood of failure; an assessment of the consequence of failure; and,
a risk score. These capacity risk scores will be used in conjunction with condition risk scores
(methodology outlined under separate cover) to help guide the prioritized infrastructure capital
replacement process.

PART 1 – LIKELIHOOD OF FAILURE

The likelihood of failure was assessed by the hydraulic capacity, hydraulic grade line (HGL) and flow
velocity of the pipe, under normal operating conditions. Table 1 defines how the criteria listed above are
correlated to the likelihood of failure.

Table 1 - Normal Operating Conditions Likelihood of Failure

LIKELIHOOD
OF FAILURE CRITERIA

HYDRAULIC
CAPACITY HGL VELOCITY

5 d/D=1 Sewer Level <0.3m below ground surface

4 d/D=1
Sewer Level >0.3m above the pipe crown

&
Sewer Level >0.3m below ground surface

3 d/D=1.0 Sewer Level<0.3m above pipe crown

2
0.7<d/D<1

d/D<0.7
<Crown <=0.75 m/s

1 d/D<0.7 < Crown >= 0.75 m/s

* MBE information is not available therefore a proxy for surcharge relating to depth below surface was selected at 2 metres.

PART 2 – CONSEQUENCE OF FAILURE

The consequence of failure is a function of the land use type and their associated populations.  With
single family residential dwellings, the consequence is lower than with multi-story apartment complexes or

systems 
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TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM
Date: June 01, 2016
File: 0841.0099.01
Subject: Technical Memo–Sewer Capacity Risk Assessment Methodology
Page: 2 of3

commercial, industrial or institutional buildings. Table 2and Table 3 correlate the consequence of failure
to the population and land use respectively.  The populations in Table 2 refer to total equivalent
population, irrespective of land use.

Table 2 - Consequence of Failure Definitions

CONSEQUENCE

1 2 3 4 5

INSIGNIFICANT MINOR MODERATE MAJOR SEVERE

n/a
< 10 people

impacted or property
loss < $0.5MM

10-50 people
impacted or property
loss 0.5MM-1.0MM

50-100 people
impacted or property
loss 1.0MM-5.0MM

>100 people
impacted or property

loss >5.0MM

Table 3 - Consequence of Failure by Land Use Designation

UPSTREAM LAND
USE DESIGNATION

CONSEQUENCE OF
FAILURE

Open Space 1

Single Family Residential 3

Multi-Family Residential 4

Highway Commercial 4

Institutional 5

Industrial 5

Core Commercial 5

Modified Consequence Score

Due to their larger size or nearby surroundings, some sewer mains present an increased level of
consequence should they fail. For the analysis, pipe size, stream crossings, and pipes in special
community areas are treated differently so as to elevate their priority sequencing in capital projects. Three
areas of modified consequence are:

¶ Gravity mains of 250mm and larger and forecemains of 200mm and larger present greater
failure consequences and a modified score is added to the normal risk rating (Table 4below).

¶ Sewer mains located within environmentally sensitive areas (as mapped in the OCP and
steep slope areas) or mains that cross or are adjacent to watercourses present greater failure
consequences and a modified score is added to the normal risk rating (Table 4 below).

systems 
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Date: June 01, 2016
File: 0841.0099.01
Subject: Technical Memo–Sewer Capacity Risk Assessment Methodology
Page: 3 of3

¶ Sewer mains in ICI areas (Industrial, Commercial, and Institutional) demonstrate a greater
consequence on community well-being. Therefore, sewer assets within these areas will be
assigned a modified consequence score based on Table 4.

Table 4 – Modified Consequence Score

ORIGINAL
SCORE 1 2 3 4 5

MODIFIED
SCORE

>=250mm (gravity) or >=200mm
(force) ,or adjacent to/cross
sensitive watercourses, or
located within environmental, or
ICI areas

1 3 4 5 5

PART 3 – RISK SCORE

The risk score combines the likelihood of asset failure and the consequence of asset failure into a single
1 to 5 rating. A risk score of 5 represents the highest risk and a score of 1 the least risk. Table 5
correlates the consequence and the likelihood of failure to the risk score.  In cases where a sewer main is
known to have failed, based on video inspection or manual investigation, the risk score is automatically
set to 5, no matter what the consequence and likelihood scores may be.

Table 5 – Risk Score

Co
ns

eq
ue

nc
e

5 3 3 4 5 5

4 2 3 4 5 5

3 2 2 3 4 4

2 1 2 2 3 3

1 1 1 2 2 3

1 2 3 4 5

Likelihood of Failure

Likelihood of Failure

It is important to recognize that an asset that has a moderate or low risk attached to it may transition to
having a higher risk over time due to changes in demand from growth or increased flows.  Further, as
more detailed data becomes available, the risk assessment could change.  With this in mind, there must
be emphasis on keeping the risk assessment a dynamic and living process.

systems 
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TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM
Date: June 01, 2016
File: 0841.0099.01
Subject: Technical Memo – Sewer Condition Risk Assessment Methodology
Page: 1 of  4

Date: June 01, 2016

To: Chris Barlow, City of Castlegar

cc:

From: Scott Shepherd

File: 0841.0099.01

Subject: TECHNICAL MEMO – SEWER CONDITION RISK ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY

This memo outlines the proposed methodology on how condition risks of sewer pipes are identified, and
how the risks will be applied in assessing pipes in the City of Castlegar. The methodology is broken down
into three parts: an assessment of the likelihood of failure; an assessment of the consequence of failure;
and, a risk score. These condition risk scores will be used in conjunction with capacity risk scores
(methodology outlined under separate cover) to help guide the prioritized infrastructure capital
replacement process.

PART 1 – LIKELIHOOD OF FAILURE

The likelihood (probability) of asset failure for pipes is based on the Structural Condition Grade (SCGs) of
the asset. The SCGs will be supplied by the City of Castlegar (where available) and will be developed
with a methodology consistent with the WRc Sewer Rehabilitation Manual. Where SCG’s are not
available or deemed unreliable, we will utilize asset age (approximate year of installation) as a proxy for
likelihood of failure, based on Table 1.

Table 1 - Condition Ranking (where SCG not available)

LIKELIHOOD
OF FAILURE CRITERIA

5 Asset age exceeds its SL* by 50%

4 Asset age exceeds its SL* by 25% - 50%

3 Asset age exceeds its SL* by 0% - 25%

2 75% of its SL* < Asset Age < 100% of its SL*

1 Asset age < 75% of its SL*
* SL = Service Life:  Service life is the number of years that an asset is estimated to be able to
fulfill its intended function to the community before it needs to be replaced.

For non-pipe assets (similarly if condition ratings are not available), a simple 1 to 5 scale is applied; a
condition score of 5 indicates that the likelihood of failure is very high and a score of 1 indicates that the
likelihood of failure is very low.

URBAN 
systems 
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TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM
Date: June 01, 2016
File: 0841.0099.01
Subject: Technical Memo – Sewer Condition Risk Assessment Methodology
Page: 2 of  4

Estimated Service Lives

The following table summarizes the estimated service lives used in the analysis. The table is based on
discussions with staff on their experience in the Castlegar area, materials testing,  and on the Province of
BC’s 2008 Guide to the Amortization of Tangible Capital Assets.

Table 3 – Estimated Service Lives

Material Estimated
Service Life

AC 70

VCT 60

CON 60

Steel 60

PVC 80

PART 2 – CONSEQUENCE OF FAILURE

The consequence of failure is based on the actual location of the infrastructure and the financial
consequence that might occur, if the infrastructure failed. A simple 1 to 5 scale is used to classify the
consequence of failure. Table 3 details how each category is defined.

Table 3 - Consequence of Failure Definitions

CONSEQUENCE

1 2 3 4 5

INSIGNIFICANT MINOR MODERATE MAJOR SEVERE

Total cost to restore
service and 3rd party

liability (< $500)

Total cost to restore
service and 3rd party

liability ($500 - $5,000)

Total cost to restore
service and 3rd party

liability ($5,000 -
$15,000)

Total cost to restore
service and 3rd party

liability ($15,000 -
$50,000)

Total cost to restore
service and 3rd party
liability    (> $50,000)

For this project, we will consider the primary driver of failure consequence to be whether the pipe is
located within a road, and if so what the associated road classification is. The cost to repair a sewer main
break is closely linked to the type of road (and associated volume) that might be damaged; for example, a
failure within an arterial road presents greater traffic control and road reconstruction requirements than a
failure within a local road. The City’s GIS data set is used to analyze if a pipe is physically located in a
road and if it is, what the road classification (and associated volume) is. Table 3 summarizes the
consequence of failure ranking by road classification and daily 2-way volume.

URBAN 
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Date: June 01, 2016
File: 0841.0099.01
Subject: Technical Memo – Sewer Condition Risk Assessment Methodology
Page: 3 of  4

Table 2 - Consequence of Failure by Road Classification

ROAD
CLASSIFICATION

CONSEQUENCE
OF FAILURE

Arterial 5

Collector 5

Highway 5

Local 3

Strata 3

Lane 2

*SROW/Trail 1

*SROW - For pipe corridors in rights-of-way that are not overlaid by road networks.

Modified Consequence Score

Due to their larger size or nearby surroundings, some sewer mains present an increased level of
consequence should they fail. For the analysis, pipe size, stream crossings, and pipes in special
community areas are treated differently so as to elevate their priority sequencing in capital projects. Three
areas of modified consequence are:

¶ Gravity mains of 250 mm and larger and forcemains of 200mm and larger present greater
failure consequences and a modified score is added to the normal risk rating (Table 4 below).

¶ Sewer mains located within environmentally sensitive areas (as mapped in the OCP and
steep slope areas) or mains that are adjacent to or cross watercourses present greater failure
consequences and a modified score is added to the normal risk rating (Table 4 below).

¶ Sewer mains in ICI areas (Industrial, Commercial, Institutional) demonstrate a greater
consequence on community wellbeing. Therefore, sewer assets within these areas will be
assigned a modified consequence score based on Table 4.

Table 4 – Modified Consequence Score

ORIGINAL
SCORE 1 2 3 4 5

MODIFIED
SCORE

>=250mm (gravity) or >= 200
(force) or adjacent to/cross a
sensitive watercourse, or
located within either ICI or
environmental  areas

1 3 4 5 5

URBAN 
systems 
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TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM
Date: June 01, 2016
File: 0841.0099.01
Subject: Technical Memo – Sewer Condition Risk Assessment Methodology
Page: 4 of  4

Construction Cost Notes

There are scenarios in which a main will present a greater cost of construction due to any proximity to
structures and railways. Table 5 presents modifications that are to be incorporated into the estimated cost
of construction for use in funding strategies.

Table 5 – Modified Construction Cost

POTENTIAL OBSTRUCTION CONSTRUCTION COST MODIFICATION

Pipe crosses railway Increase by 25%

PART 3 – RISK SCORE

The risk score combines the likelihood of asset failure and the consequence of failure into a single 1 to 5
rating. A risk score of 5 represents the highest risk and a score of 1 the least risk. Table 6 correlates the
consequence and the likelihood of failure to the risk score.  In cases where a sewer main is known to
have failed, based on video inspection or manual investigation, the risk score is automatically set to 5, no
matter what the consequence and likelihood scores may be.

Table 6 – Risk Score

Co
ns

eq
ue

nc
e

5 3 3 4 5 5

4 2 3 4 5 5

3 2 2 3 4 4

2 1 2 2 3 3

1 1 1 2 2 3

1 2 3 4 5

Likelihood of Failure

Likelihood of Failure

It is important to recognize that an asset that has a moderate or low risk attached to it may transition to
having a higher risk over time due to the simple aging of the asset.  Further, as more detailed data
becomes available, the risk assessment could change.  For example, if new condition assessment data
suggests that an asset is in better condition than its age would indicate, the risk assessment would be
altered.  With this in mind, there must be emphasis on keeping the risk assessment a dynamic and living
process.
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Major Equipment Install
Year

Remaining 
Life

Replace

Year Cost

Upgrade

Year Cost

Minor Equipment

Structures

Electrical/Mechanical

Comments:

Cond
-ition

Project Title:

System Type:

Facility Name:

Asset ID:

3r
d 

A
ve

35th St

2 Flygt 30 HP Pumps 1998 Good 12 2029 $0

Simpower Standby 1998 Good 30 2047 $30000 $0

Valves / Fittings 1998 Good 12 2029 $36000

1998 Good 30 $400002047 2020 $6000

1998 Good 12 2029 $0

LS 01 (35th St)

Sanitary System

AMIP - Facilities Assessment

Missing intermediate platform; No
provision for emergency pump-out;
Reported odour issues; No corrosion
evidence; Uses separate valve
chamber; Safety issues have been
addressed

1

$72000

$150000

$

SLS0001

$

2020 $8000

8 w 
CASTLEG AR__ 
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Major Equipment Install
Year

Remaining 
Life

Replace

Year Cost

Upgrade

Year Cost

Minor Equipment

Structures

Electrical/Mechanical

Comments:

Cond
-ition

Project Title:

System Type:

Facility Name:

Asset ID:

Private

2-23 hp Flygt 1986 Poor 3 2020 $

Standby Power $ 2020 $46000

Valves / Fittings 1986 Poor 3 2020 $36000

SCADA 2012 Fair 15 2032

1986 Fair 15 $400002032 $

1986 Fair 15 2032 $

LS 02

Sanitary System

AMIP - Facilities Assessment

Fencing required; No standby power-
old tank used for standby storage
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Major Equipment Install
Year

Remaining 
Life

Replace

Year Cost

Upgrade

Year Cost

Minor Equipment

Structures

Electrical/Mechanical

Comments:

Cond
-ition

Project Title:

System Type:

Facility Name:

Asset ID:

1s
tA

ve

Flygt 30 HP 2008 Good 21 2038 $

Standby Power $ 2020 $60000

Valves / Fittings 2008 Good 21 2038 $40000

Ventilation 2020

2008 Good 41 $400002058 $

2008 Good 21 2038 $

1st Ave LS #3

Sanitary System

AMIP - Facilities Assessment

No ventilation; No standby power -
storage tank used for standby; No
flowmeter
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$150000
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Major Equipment Install
Year

Remaining 
Life

Replace

Year Cost

Upgrade

Year Cost

Minor Equipment

Structures

Electrical/Mechanical

Comments:

Cond
-ition

Project Title:

System Type:

Facility Name:

Asset ID:

5th A
ve

E-1 2hp Grinder Pump 2006 Fair 5 2022 $

Standby Power $ 2022 $2000

SCADA 2015 Good 10 2027 $4000

2006 Good 20 $100002037 $

2015 Good 10 2027 $

5th Ave LS #4

Sanitary System

AMIP - Facilities Assessment

Limited acess; No flowmeter; No
standby power; Pumps replaced in
2015; Serves 5 houses
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Major Equipment Install
Year

Remaining 
Life

Replace

Year Cost

Upgrade

Year Cost

Minor Equipment

Structures

Electrical/Mechanical

Comments:

Cond
-ition

Project Title:

System Type:

Facility Name:

Asset ID:

7t
h 

A
ve

8t
h 

A
ve

9t
h 

A
ve

SHPFlygt Pumps (2) 1995 Fair 9 2026 $

Standby Power $ 2022 $10000

Valves / Fittings 1995 Fair 9 2026 $10000

Ventilation 2022

1980 Fair 13 $400002030 $

1995 Fair 9 2026 $

8th/8th LS #5

Sanitary System

AMIP - Facilities Assessment

No standby power generator; No
ventilation
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$25000

$
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$8000

$
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Major Equipment Install
Year

Remaining 
Life

Replace

Year Cost

Upgrade

Year Cost

Minor Equipment

Structures

Electrical/Mechanical

Comments:

Cond
-ition

Project Title:

System Type:

Facility Name:

Asset ID:

21st St
8th Ave

2 HP Grinder Pumps 1992 Poor 2 2019 $

Standby Power $ 2019 $4000

Valves / Fittings 1992 Poor 2 2019 $4000

Ventilation 2019

1992 Fair 10 $100002027 $

1992 Poor 2 2019 $

21st ST.LS #6

Sanitary System

AMIP - Facilities Assessment

Serves 4 houses; Requires control
system upgrade; No standby power;
Requires electrical upgrade
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Major Equipment Install
Year

Remaining 
Life

Replace

Year Cost

Upgrade

Year Cost

Minor Equipment

Structures

Electrical/Mechanical

Comments:

Cond
-ition

Project Title:

System Type:

Facility Name:

Asset ID:

4th St

2n
d 

A
ve

3r
d 

A
ve

Flygt Pumps 1996 Good 9 2026 $

Standby Power $ 2020 $40000

Valves / Fittings 1996 Good 9 2026 $10000

Ventilation 2020

1996 Good 29 $400002046 $

1996 Good 9 2026 $

4th ST.LS #7

Sanitary System

AMIP - Facilities Assessment

No standby power - overflow to soccer
fields; Require electrical & plc upgrade;
No ventilation
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$80000
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$10000

$
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Major Equipment
Install
Year

Remaining 
Life

Replace

Year Cost

Upgrade

Year Cost

Minor Equipment

Structures

Electrical/Mechanical

Comments:

Cond
-ition

Project Title:

System Type:

Facility Name:

Asset ID:

6th St

9t
h 

A
ve

10
th

A
v e

2-HP Flygt 1999 Fair 12 2029 $

Standby Generator 1999 Good 32 2049 $30000 $

Valves / Fittings 1999 Good 12 2029 $12000

Ventilation 2020

1976 Fair 12 $400002029 $

1999 Fair 12 2029 $

6th ST LS #8

Sanitary System

AMIP - Facilities Assessment

Original station is over 40 yrs old;
Upgrade in 1999; No ventilation
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Major Equipment
Install
Year

Remaining 
Life

Replace

Year Cost

Upgrade

Year Cost

Minor Equipment

Structures

Electrical/Mechanical

Comments:

Cond
-ition

Project Title:

System Type:

Facility Name:

Asset ID:

C
olum

bia A
ve

C
olum

bia A
ve

20-HP Flygt 1994 Good 7 2024 $

Standby Generator 2015 Good 48 2065 $40000 $

Valves / Fittings 1994 Good 7 2024 $12000

Ventilation 2020

1994 Good 27 $400002044 $

1994 Good 7 2024 $

10th ST LS #10

Sanitary System

AMIP - Facilities Assessment

Most comments in good condition;
Standby power added in 2015; Requires
ventilation
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Major Equipment
Install
Year

Remaining 
Life

Replace

Year Cost

Upgrade

Year Cost

Minor Equipment

Structures

Electrical/Mechanical

Comments:

Cond
-ition

Project Title:

System Type:

Facility Name:

Asset ID:

K
in

g 
Av

e

Columbia Ave

Columbia Ave

E-1 Grinder Pumps 1998 Fair 11 2028 $

$ $

Valves / Fittings 1998 Fair 11 2028 $3000

$ $

1998 Fair 11 2028 $

King Ave LS

Sanitary System

AMIP - Facilities Assessment

Small grinder pump; Service one house;
No standby power
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Major Equipment
Install
Year

Remaining 
Life

Replace

Year Cost

Upgrade

Year Cost

Minor Equipment

Structures

Electrical/Mechanical

Comments:

Cond
-ition

Project Title:

System Type:

Facility Name:

Asset ID:

Wil l iston Road

2-Flygt 23 HP 2008 Good 21 2038 $

Standby Generator 2008 Good 41 2058 $46000 $

Valves / Fittings 2008 Good 21 2038 $28000

Flowmeter 2008 Good 21 2038

2008 Good 41 $400002058 $

2008 Good 21 2038 $

Twin Rivers LS

Sanitary System

AMIP - Facilities Assessment

Components in good condition;
Intermediate platform required
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Major Equipment
Install
Year

Remaining 
Life

Replace

Year Cost

Upgrade

Year Cost

Minor Equipment

Structures

Electrical/Mechanical

Comments:

Cond
-ition

Project Title:

System Type:

Facility Name:

Asset ID:

Blowers 1975 Fair 0 2018 $

Diffusers 1975 Poor 0 2018 $ $

Chlorination 1975 Poor 0 $

1975 Fair 8 $2025 $

1975 Poor 0 2018 $

North WWTP

Sanitary System

AMIP - Facilities Assessment

All aeration equipment very old; Many
diffusers not operating; Island of sludge
evident - Lagoons needed de-sludging;
High ammonia present; Dechlorination
required; Sani-dump creates sludge
build-up; Outfall may need to be
relocated
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