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The Environmental Assessment for the
New Water Treatment Plant Determined:

* The new plant should continue to rely on Trout Lake
as a water source and water conservation should
be used to free up capacity to meet future demand

» The new plant should be located beside the existing
plant

» The existing maximum capacity of 79,500 m3/day

should be used to design the new facility




Existing Plant

Future Plant Site

What wasn't Determined in the EA:

* Type of filtration system to use

Both Conventional and Membrane
Filtration received EA approval for use

* What additional supplemental treatment/

support faciliies may ke desyablelpiudent..




: NorthBay
- City sought a highly qmlﬂ'iﬂl VE Consultant (Leader) that had
Water Treatment Plant knowledgelexperience
* Don Stilford of Robinson, Stafford and Rude Inc., of Tampa
Florida was selected based on references from ﬁev:.*r'il'
consultants - £:
* Don offered hcr_lh considerable experience as a Qivil Engineer
* in Water Plant construction and design a.s.wﬂl as having IEEl.

numerous Value Engmeeering exercises of a similar nature’
-
a

Approxiniately 10 participants®

Review Team was primarily made up'of

stakeholders with 2 outside experts added

The process was broken into 6. separate




Vv ngigeeting qProcess Piases > '_

#information Phase - = =

. Funciion Analysis Phase
. Creative Phase

. Evaluation Phase

. Development Phase

. Presentation Phase

essential components and undérstanding desired ©

outcomes b =

+ Bringing all of the Evaluation Team members uptoa
more common level of understanding of the project

« Team bullding exercise to develop a level of comfort,
synergy and cohesiveness among participants

= Start the "thinking process” leading to creativity and

Idea formulation desired in the next steps




New Plant Site

ch filtrati




detail as potential ideas to be incorporated into each
f the designs

weightedimatrix

was used to compare detailed
rmine their overall attractiven

alue to the City

Presentation'Phase

* VE leader presehted a summatlon of the analysis and.

*evaluatlon completed by the team and matde his

recﬁmmendatlons to. both the teamand a brO’ader
audlence of owners/stakeholders




-' pact:
e Permltted 10
wderstandlﬁg'bf!he pfO ect’s.
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same six workshop steps were Sifon

The work was again conducted over a-3
period in an off site Iocatlon

The Evaluation Team was supplemented with
S experts" in key dlsmpllnes mcludmg

B J_-EED _Ce-rt'lfled Archltect R e,

. Cost Estlmétor TR
e The Mem he Supplier

« The Team totaled-19-participants — a few opted to

only participate on one day
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Eight praject confpements accounted for 70 % of
the construction‘costsz
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$2% of,the coét)
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+~UV'system (5.8%)
- HVAC/PlumbinglFire Protection (5.3%)
» Electrical (4.3%)

» Exterior building finishes/walls and windows
(4.3%)




re separated into

A shopping list of ideas were generated during tlje
creative phase and then ranked by the team throlig
avoting process. " = e y

The selw?y then subje.-::ct to three :

« The inherent valgelié_ nefit and apf);o‘pﬁ:at.@ﬁ
of the idea, . - s

* Expected magnitude ofthe potential life cycleg€g :‘1
savings; e

« The potential for the ownefto acCept the.itea ' (BE™=
the City had veto power).
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T —defeyy ofthe ideas that dld hot meet the potentlal for
m,life cyclescost savings-were aceepted by the team for
: elopment anyway or were otherwise incorporated
the final recommendation as design suggestions

how many of the ideas were ultimately incorporated:

Numb_@r of Ideas- . Number of
Accepted - Ideas Implemented

Proeess.. .- 16 T it

Building 11 T4 T
Site 4 1




ile) ~tofmaodify the UV system - which
has been mc&'porated into the final design has
lowered the capital cost by $1'5'million. It also has
significantly lowered expected operating costs.
Withoutithis adjustment, the UV system would likely
have been eliminated, as it was included
backup.

The Clty of Nofth?Bay did not re%jI _

costs by undértaklng the VE evaluation ﬂ:\W&S an
expectation of City Council when we sou
permission to undertake the VE.

Rather, the process identified holes in the design and
design philosophies, and while gptimization was
achieved, the cost of adding the mis$ig comp’bnents

exceeded the optimization beneffts e

Having proceeded to constructidn without adding the
missing parts would have lead to major difficulties
during.construction including costly extras fof trying
D"Sol gﬁﬂégblems in .mldst of construction
o




The City opted, at:theValue®Engineering Leaders
suggestion, to not involve the origina[,iesign team
members during the creative an velopment
stages (the VE leader didn® iginal
designer defending the desi ing creativity
during the VE process). -

As aresult - the designer did Aot “BUY-in” to many
of the design ideas and he resisted making as many
changes to his design as he could and many good
ideas did not get implemented. The designer was
able to dissuade the use of some of the value added
design changes by pricing the changes so high that
it wasn’t worth pursuing.

.

Qverall Benefits of the VE 'ér-)i'ercise:
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The second VE fixed a datein timéffor the d e§igﬁ_er -tg'?-.- :

complete the-Prelimjnary Design, as the process had

been subjeéfte’ ndimerous delaﬁOnce_ga_-_date WES

~_selected the.designertred to generate the-information

- for the VE team in advaffe and to-makeithediitials s

presentation. Otherwise, the Prélimiary design would. -
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Disadvantages:

¢a -. the overall
cost and this raised some political eyebr_é_g

l‘Hfle water
stabilization chemical was changed toj& [
firocess ’ i
The VE ex€rcise cigated a si
defendedthe orlglﬁ-?des,lg
-.of the-geed ‘v7E‘Td;gas and=tHi:

~hot belng |m|‘olemented

0 ratlng costs are not and thué!!*pensn)e GapTt
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The project began in April 2006 and it is now 6 &

into a 2 year construction period \

There has been very limited opportumty;’for the Géngapﬁﬂ"

Contractor to make claims for exI{a as the design;

solid and the owner is confident in the decisions g}ade

during design e A
r ¥ llll

A large part of this is due to the VE assessmiént tHa{‘tr. as
carried out to find and solve problems. ar.;H'é desigmniy,

1
stage rather than during COﬂSfFUC'[IOI’l#

Overall; both VE sessions wekg w. h domg and t
benefits-are far- more-reachi
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Thank you

Questions?




