EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE
Wednesday, November 13, 2013
11:45 AM

Henry Baker Hall, Main Floor, City Hall

Office of the City Clerk

Public Agenda
Executive Committee
Wednesday, November 13, 2013

Approval of Public Agenda
Minutes of the meeting held on October 23, 2013.

Communications
EX13-50

Bernadette McIntyre: Wascana Centre Authority
Recommendation
That this communication be received and filed.

EX13-51

John Lee: Regina Regional Opportunities Commission
Recommendation
That this communication be received and filed.

\
Administration Reports
EX13-52

The Regina Exhibition Association Limited Continuance as a Non-Profit
Corporation of the City of Regina
Recommendation
1. That City Council authorize the City Manager to finalize and
approve the unanimous membership agreement setting forth the
governance principles for REAL (the “Unanimous Member’s
Agreement”) pending the issuance of the Articles of Continuance
by the Saskatchewan Corporate Registry to continue The Regina
Exhibition Association Limited (“REAL”) as a non-profit
corporation under The Non-Profit Corporations Act, 1995
(Saskatchewan) (the “Non-Profit Act”).
2. That the City Clerk be authorized to execute the Unanimous
Member’s Agreement after review and approval by the
City Solicitor.
3. That this report be forwarded to the November 25, 2013 meeting of
City Council for approval.

Office of the City Clerk

Other Reports
EX13-53

Public Works Committee: State of the Roadways Infrastructure 2013
Recommendation
That this report be received and filed.

City Clerk's Reports
EX13-54

2014 Meeting Dates for Executive Committee and City Council
Recommendation
That the following City Council meeting dates for the year 2014 be
approved:
January 27
February 24
March 24
April 14
May 5 and 26
June 23
2.

That the following Executive Committee meeting dates for the year
2014 be approved:
January 15
February 12
March 12
April 2 and 23
May 14
June 11

EX13-55

July 21
August 18
September 22
October 14 (Tuesday)
November 3 and 24
December 15

July 9
August 6
September 10
October 1 and 22
November 12
December 3

2014 Elected Official Committee Appointments
Recommendation
1. That City Council approve the elected member appointments to the
committees summarized in Appendix A.
2. That all appointments be made effective January 1, 2014 with terms
of office to December 31, 2014 unless otherwise noted.
3. That members appointed continue to hold office for the term
indicated or until their successors are appointed.
4. That this report be forwarded to the November 25, 2013 City
Council meeting.

Adjournment

AT REGINA, SASKATCHEWAN, WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 23, 2013
AT A MEETING OF THE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE
HELD IN PUBLIC SESSION
AT 11:45 AM
These are considered a draft rendering of the official minutes. Official minutes can be
obtained through the Office of the City Clerk once approved.
Present:

Councillor Bryon Burnett, in the chair
Mayor Michael Fougere
Councillor Sharron Bryce
Councillor John Findura
Councillor Jerry Flegel
Councillor Shawn Fraser
Councillor Bob Hawkins
Councillor Wade Murray
Councillor Mike O’Donnell
Councillor Barbara Young

Regrets:

Councillor Terry Hincks

Acting City Clerk, Amber Smale
Also in
Attendance: City Manager, Glen B. Davies
Acting City Solicitor, Mark Yemen
Deputy City Manager, Community Planning & Development, Jason Carlston
Deputy City Manager, Corporate Services, Brent Sjoberg
Executive Director, Governance & Strategy, Jim Nicol
Director, Community Development, Recreation and Parks, Chris Holden
Director Construction & Compliance, Kelly Scherr
Approval of Public Agenda
Councillor Sharron Bryce moved, AND IT WAS RESOLVED, that the agenda for
this meeting be approved, as submitted.
Adoption of Minutes
Councillor Wade Murray moved, AND IT WAS RESOLVED, that the minutes for the
meeting held on September 4, 2013 be adopted, as circulated.
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Administration Reports
EX13-47

2014 North American Indigenous Games
Recommendation
1. That the Deputy City Manager of Community Planning and
Development be delegated the authority to negotiate and approve the
terms of the Contribution Agreement between the City of Regina and
the Regina 2014 North American Indigenous Games Inc. as outlined in
this report.
2. That the Deputy City Manager of Community Planning and
Development be delegated the authority to negotiate and approve the
terms of the Venue Agreement between the City of Regina and the
Regina 2014 North American Indigenous Games Inc. as outlined in
this report.
3. That the City Clerk be authorized to execute the Contribution
Agreement and the Venue Agreement on behalf of the City of Regina.

Councillor Sharron Bryce declared a conflict of interest on EX13-47 and left the
meeting prior to the delegation.
Mr. Glen Pratt, representing the 2014 North American Indigenous Games provided a power
point presentation to the Committee. The delegation answered a number of questions. The
presentation is on file with the City Clerk's Office.
Councillor Wade Murray moved, AND IT WAS RESOLVED, that the
recommendations contained in the report be concurred in.
EX13-48

Redevelopment of Former Service Station Brownfield Sites
Recommendation
That item # MN13-3 be removed from the list of outstanding items for the
Executive Committee.

Councillor Sharron Bryce returned to the meeting.
Councillor Mike O'Donnell moved that the recommendations contained in the report
be concurred.
Councillor O'Donnell moved, in amendment, AND IT WAS RESOLVED, that
recommendation #2 be added as follows:
"That the Administration provide a report within a year on how the brownfield sites
can be included in the Intensification Strategy under the OCP including best practice
research".
The main motion, as amended, was put and declared CARRIED.
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External Financing - RRI Stadium Project
Recommendation
1. That the Deputy City Manager & CFO be authorized to negotiate
external financing, including signing any necessary documents, to a
maximum of $100 million to address the provincial loan financing
requirements of the RRI Stadium Project; and
2. A report summarizing the financing arrangements to be negotiated
be forwarded to City Council with the bylaw once the external
financing has been arranged.

Mr. Chad Novak, representing the Saskatchewan Taxpayers' Advocacy Group addressed
the Committee. There were no questions of the delegation.
Mayor Michael Fougere moved, AND IT WAS RESOLVED, that the
recommendations contained in the report be concurred in.
Adjournment
Councillor Sharron Bryce moved, AND IT WAS RESOLVED, that the meeting
adjourn.
Meeting adjourned at 12:50 pm.

Chairperson

Secretary

EX13-50

October 23, 2013

Mr. Jeff May
Manager, Financial Planning
Finance Department, Corporate Services Division
City of Regina
P.O. Box 1790
Regina SK S4L 5B1
Mr. May:
Re: Wascana Centre Authority 2014 Community Investment Request
Please consider this our request to make a presentation to Executive Committee at their
November 13, 2013 meeting regarding Wascana Centre Authority’s (WCA’s) 2014 Community
Investment Request.
Per the directives provided in your May 23 2013 letter, the following is an overview of WCA’s
2014-15 Business Plan, including information about overall planned funding sources and how
WCA’s plans support the City of Regina’s strategic objectives.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
•

Strategic and operational plans remain relatively unchanged for 2014-15 from previous years,
pending the announcement and implementation of the results of the Comprehensive Review.

•

To keep the status quo by maintaining operations and services to the funding partners at their
current level an inflationary increase of 2% is requested. In addition, the partners are also
being asked to provide urgent capital funding of $3.1 million over the next two years. WCA is
facing failures of critical infrastructure which will result in service withdrawal. The majority of
the capital funds are for WCA service facilities that no longer meet basic functional capacity
such as air conditioning in Wascana Place and phone / data services in depots.

•

Without additional funding, service reductions will occur. Any reductions would need to meet
three basic criteria: no long-term negative impacts, no additional implementation costs, and
the ability to effect adjustments quickly.

•

It is imperative that for 2014-15 a $126,000 operating increase ($38,000 for the City) be
approved to ensure Wascana Centre is safe and functioning with base services until the
results of the Comprehensive Review are determined and approved.

•

An infusion of $3.1 million of capital funding ($600,000 for the City in 2014-15 and $330,000
in 2015-16) is required to ensure public safety and accessibility for the citizens of Regina and
the thousands of tourists and residents who marvel at the uniqueness of Saskatchewan’s
capital city.

October 23, 2013
Jeff May, Finance Department
RE: Wascana Centre Authority 2014 Community Investment Request
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ORGANIZATIONAL DESCRIPTION
•

WCA encompasses 2,300 acres within the City of Regina. It has a very diverse group of
tenants and landowners. WCA was created via legislation that established a Board of
Directors to represent the three main partners – the Government of Saskatchewan, the City of
Regina, and the University of Regina. These three partners also provide the majority of
funding for WCA operations in the form of grants.
Vision:

To be a place of recreation and beauty for all to enjoy throughout the seasons - the
pride of Saskatchewan.

Mission: To enhance Wascana Centre by creating and fostering community/corporate
partnerships, promoting and facilitating opportunities, and providing stewardship of
the land.
Mandate: To be devoted to the development of the seat of Government, the enlargement of
educational, research and development opportunities, the advancement of cultural
arts, the improvement of recreational facilities and the conservation of the
environment.
Values:

Caring

Integrity

Teamwork

Innovation

WCA Strategic Framework:
• The Strategic Framework was developed in 2006 through a comprehensive consultative
process and is the basis from which WCA operates. The Board of Directors reviewed the
2006 Strategic Framework in late 2010 and determined it was more operational than strategic
in nature. Thus, the process commenced to obtain the funding to complete an independent
review – WCA’s Comprehensive Review Project – the Vision for the Next 50 Years and
Beyond. The review has a dual purpose to determine the strategic direction for WCA and to
provide an Infrastructure Asset review and valuation. A critical aspect of embarking on the
review is that the annual funding for WCA be maintained and increased as required to ensure
the Centre is operational, safe and does not deteriorate further.
•

WCA’s Comprehensive Review results are expected to be released in December 2013. Full
implementation is expected to be approximately spring 2015, resulting in one more fiscal year
under the current funding model.

Strategic Alignment with the City of Regina:
• It is the vision of the City to be Canada's most vibrant, inclusive, attractive, sustainable
community, where people live in harmony and thrive in opportunity.
•

The key elements of the City’s vision are contrasted with key elements of WCA’s strategies as
follows:
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WCA STRATEGIES

Place of
recreation and
beauty for all
Create & foster
partnerships
Land Stewardship
Educational,
research and
development
opportunities
Advancement of
cultural arts
Improvement of
recreation facilities
Conservation of
the environment

CITY STRATEGIES
Attractive Sustainable

Vibrant

Inclusive

dynamic,
exciting,
first rate
facilities

welcomes
people,
respect,
trust and
diversity

clean, green,
lively,
friendly,
affordable
and fun

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

serving as
stewards
of the
resources

Harmony

Opportunity

empathy and
understanding,
safe, strong
social
networks

research,
innovation and
excellence

X
X

X
X
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The following are detailed examples of these congruent strategies in action:
o
o

o

o

o

WCA is the host facility for over 700 events, including some of the City’s flagship
events like the Queen City Marathon, Canada Day, Bazaart, etc.+
There are over 5 million visits to WCA annually, the Centre is recognized as one of the
top tourist attractions in the City and many other attractions are within WCA boundaries
like Candy Cane park, the Royal Saskatchewan Museum, the Science Centre, etc.
Top educational and research facilities are also hosted by WCA at the University of
Regina, SIAST (Regina Campus), First Nations University, and Innovation Place
(Regina).
As one of the largest urban parks in North America at 2,300 acres the Authority
supports Regina in being a municipal leader in green space and environmental
stewardship and conservation.
With the large number of visitors, events, and facilities many partnerships and
community linkages are formed with WCA as the hub.

CORE BUSINESS OVERVIEW
WCA provides many functions to the partners that are funded by the annual operating grants.
These functions are categorized into the WCA departments:
•

•

Maintenance
o Grounds keeping, snow removal, seasonal washrooms, irrigation, play areas,
equipment.
Horticulture and Forestry
o Greenhouse, flowerbeds, urban forest, pest control.

October 23, 2013
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•

•

•
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Infrastructure
o Picnic areas, benches, trails, bridges, overlooks, islands, major repairs to service
buildings, construction, engineering and architectural advisory, lake monitoring / flood
control.
Community Relations
o Event coordination, Wascana Place rentals, media, bylaw enforcement, security,
fundraising, conservation, education, environmental management, naturalists / wildlife.
Administration
o Executive management, human resources, safety, risk management, finance, board
support (including architectural advisory services).

PROGRAM REVIEW
•

For the 2013-14 fiscal year WCA anticipated a funding shortfall for status quo services.
Therefore, functions and services were strategically reviewed in order to prepare for possible
service reductions to balance revenues and expenditures.

•

This review was done within the following principles.
o In absence of new strategic vision and directives from the Comprehensive Review, the
current mandates for WCA were used (as outlined previously).
o Per the preliminary Comprehensive Review findings, to maintain the status quo, WCA
should expend more in maintenance. This includes investments that support
landscape maintenance like care of the urban forest; keeping the age of equipment
within expected useful lives; rejuvenation of buildings and facilities; and adhering to
current Occupational Health and Safety legislation.
o Functions that benefit the public at large are a greater priority than those that benefit
restricted populations.
o Recoveries from the partners for various additional contracted services / goods must
fully recover WCA’s cost of these services / goods.
o Recommendations should have minimal cost to implement and must be able to be
enacted within the fiscal year.
o Recommendations should not result in increased liability / risk; long-term costs, or
further asset deterioration.

•

By using a principled based approach, resource allocation decisions will be equitable and
explainable.

•

Each of the main WCA functions were reviewed within the previously described principles.
One function was identified as not meeting the principles: snow removal in non-public /
restricted areas. These are areas that are not available to the general public for their use.
This includes snow removal expenditures for parking areas of SIAST, employee parking at
various buildings, and officials parking. It also includes snow removal around buildings that
are not for the use of the general public, such as office buildings.

•

Snow removal that was deemed to be within the principles are pathways, sidewalks /
walkways that are more than 3 meters from a restricted use or non WCA building, public
roadways, and free visitor parking.

October 23, 2013
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•

Snow removal costs would become the responsibility of the owner. The current program
alignment causes some conflict as funding and service levels are not aligned. Therefore,
there is not an overall savings to partners but program alignment would improve.

•

Savings from the realignment should be reinvested into critical functions that are core to
WCA, such as forestry and construction / repair services that are not completed in the winter
months as these staff dedicate their time to snow removal. These staff would be redeployed
to address some of the shortfalls identified in the Comprehensive Review.

ENVIRONMENTAL SCAN
•

2014-15 overall inflation rates for Saskatchewan are predicted to be about 2.5% to 3.0%

•

Unemployment is expected to remain low. The youth (under 25) unemployment rate is
particularly low in Saskatchewan. During the 2013 summer season, WCA was able to recruit
employees but various market pressures including upward pressure on wages, resulted in
high turnover.

•

The Province and the City (including the census metropolitan area) are experiencing rapid
growth in turn leading to increases in visits and events. One of the most visible signs of this is
pathway congestion, leading to pedestrians using roadways in turn causing hazards.

•

The Province, the City of Regina and the University and some of the other tenants are also
engaging in various construction projects ranging from parking lot paving, building demolition,
recreational facility upgrades, major and minor building renovations.

•

Concepts regarding urban park management are evolving, particularly in the areas of
environmental stewardship and environmental friendly practices (e.g. pesticide usage).
These practices often result in additional labour or other costs, such as hand weeding or
additional tillage.

•

Like many other entities, WCA is struggling with aged and obsolete infrastructure.
Maintaining this infrastructure strains operations as resources are diverted to continuous
repairs and inefficiencies. An example of this is irrigation systems that are failing and are
labour intensive (not automated).

FUNDING
•

The City provides annual grant funding to WCA for grounds maintenance; horticulture and
forestry; infrastructure; community relations; and administration. In addition to this the City
also provides contracts or grants for specific improvements on City land or other special
initiatives.

•

It should be noted that the City also provides support to WCA by allowing WCA access to City
goods and service on a cost recovery basis, such as road recapping and pesticides. Staff
also coordinate purchasing arrangements with external suppliers, capturing greater
economies of scale efficiencies.
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•

Annual grant funding is also provided by the Province and University in accordance with the
formula in the Wascana Centre Act. They also provide additional revenue for specific
improvements on their lands and special initiatives. Their annual funding traditionally follows
the Provincial, matching any increases or decreases.

•

WCA services are provided to the partners at a very reasonable cost. A survey of five major
western Canadian cities for 2011 showed average per acre operating (excluding capital)
expenditures on parks, urban forestry, and pest control of $4,004 per acre1.

•

In addition, these cities spent an average of $3,550 per kilometre on summer road
maintenance and another $2,850 for winter road maintenance. Using these amounts, in
2011-12, WCA funding should have been at least $8.1 million.2 Actual funding received that
year was $5.9 million.

•

Also within that funding WCA provided executive administration, public relations,
communications, finance, human resources, engineering, design, planning and special
constable services. These items are funded separately in the cities survey. Actual 2011-12
expenditures on grounds maintenance (including snow removal), horticulture, forestry and
pest control was only $3.0 million3, or an average cost to the funding partners of $1,485 per
acre. This is far lower than the lowest individual amount in cities survey of $1,939 per acre.

•

The majority of WCA’s operating expenditures are salaries. Exact increases in salaries and
benefits are unknown as collective bargaining has not yet been finalized, but the increase
aligns with the current public sector mandates and actual settlements.

•

Higher than average inflation increases in equipment and contractual services are also
expected to continue.

•

Assumed expense growth of 2% based on status quo operations in 2014-15 is expected.
This aligns with various predictions of excepted change in the Consumer Price Index
(inflation) by major institutions and the current bargaining mandate under negotiation with the
union.

2014-15 Funds required / requested (thousands)
2013-14 funding received
2% Inflation in expense

1

$6,305
$126
Total 2014 - 15 Base Funding Required

$6,431

City of Saskatoon May 2012.
Land belonging to non-partner tenants that is billed under separate service agreements is removed from this
equation.
3
Expenses related to landscape construction and services, along with the corresponding overhead related to those,
are also removed.
2
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2014-15 Funding Request (thousands)
2013-14
Received
Province
City
University
Total

$ 3,478
$ 2,007
$ 820
$ 6,305

2014-15
Increase
$ 69
$ 38
$ 19
$ 126

2014-15
Total

Increase*

$ 3,547
$ 2,045
$ 839
$ 6,431

2.0%
1.9%
2.3%
2.0%

*The percentage increase per funding partner varies due to the variances in the base amounts.

The increases are allocated
based on the agreed to formula of 55% to the Province, 30% to the City, and 15% to the University.

•

It should be noted that the 2014 funding request assumes the 2013 increase is included in the
base funding.

•

Savings gained from any efficiencies are being actively reinvested in infrastructure. WCA has
been working with data from the Comprehensive Review.

•

Data from the independent consultants engaged for the Comprehensive Review have
identified significant required capital investments, estimates are about $50 million to $70
million over the next ten years. This is for roadways, trails, irrigation, public facilities,
monuments, urban forest, other landscape improvements (overlooks, fountains, etc.) and
WCA buildings and equipment to provide services.

•

Investments in infrastructure are also required for legal compliance and liability management.
For example, WCA’s current fuel management / distribution system does not meet regulations
to prevent leaks and spills.

•

When portions of WCA’s infrastructure fail, these are highly evident to the public – road
hazard signs at major intersections; non-functioning water fountains, washrooms and lights;
turf quality; etc.

•

From the lengthy list of identified infrastructure shortfalls, management has identified the
following top priorities that cannot be managed within existing resources:
o Wascana Place heating, cooling, and ventilation (HVAC);
o Work depots / storage; and
o Road resurfacing.

2014-15 and 2015-16 Capital Requirements (thousands)
Wascana Place heating,
cooling, and ventilation
Work Depots / Storage
Road Resurfacing
Totals

2014-15
$ 900
$ 850
$ 250
$ 2,000

2015-16

Totals
$ ---

$ 900

$ 850
$ 250
$ 1,100

$ 1,700
$ 500
$ 3,100

2013-14 and 2014-15 Capital Funding Request (thousands)
Province
City
University
Total

2014-15 Total
$ 1,100
600
300
$ 2,000

2015-16 Total
$ 605
330
165
$ 1,100

October 23, 2013
Jeff May, Finance Department
RE: Wascana Centre Authority 2014 Community Investment Request

Page 8

•

Functionality of Wascana Place is critical for WCA as this building contains the administrative
offices. It is also an important source of annual revenue through rentals and is one of the few
year round public rest stops within WCA. The system has been experiencing higher
maintenance as it ages, and has had periods of down time impacting workers and renters.
These refurbishments should also result in energy savings; these will be quantified during
detailed planning. WCA is able to make minor improvements within its existing funding, and
recent projects completed for Wascana Place include repair the leaking roof, mitigating
flooring trip hazards, improving drainage, and the detailed HVAC design work.

•

The planned work depot / storage building would combine the Legislative Depot, Forestry
Depot, Construction Depot, and material storage into a single large facility close to the current
nursery. This would replace three separate structures that are reaching the critical failure
stage. Funds have been expended on maintenance for emergency repairs, but these are not
able to extend the service life of these buildings. Examples of failures include the foundation
of the Legislative Depot, which has experienced considerable movement and heaving, the
chemical safety shower not in accordance with Occupational Health and Safety, crumbling
asbestos floor tile in the depots, and failed phone/data lines that are cost prohibitive to
replace due to distances.

•

Event (rental) revenue bookings have been steadily increasing. Event fees were increased
effective April 2013 and will be reviewed for appropriate increases, but as the revenue stream
is relatively small (around $100,000 per year) it will not offset other cost pressures.

•

Sponsorship funds have been successfully secured for certain programs and services,
particularly those for conservation / education; and for certain capital infrastructure.
Infrastructure contributions are typically concentrated towards additional facilities, not
refurbishment of existing. Although WCA has been able to source some sponsorship, there
are hesitations from possible donors as WCA is perceived as a government entity which
should be funded directly by the partners. It is very difficult to source sponsors for turf
maintenance, tree pruning, snow removal, road repairing, irrigation, or staff facilities on
partner land.

OPTIONS AND RISKS
•

Without additional funding, service reductions will occur. Any reductions would need to meet
three basic criteria as previously outlined: no long-term negative impacts, no additional
implementation costs, and the ability to effect adjustments quickly.

•

Given WCA’s cost structure of mostly salaries and benefits, the only option is reduction of
seasonal staff. Other costs are directly related to staff operations and are for smaller
equipment, supplies, and provision of special contractual services (audit, legal, electricians,
plumbers, etc.). Remaining costs, such as amortization and utilities, are fixed.

•

Based on preliminary Comprehensive Review results, without investments in capital, the
funding partners risk service disruptions, safety liabilities, and other losses. WCA also does
not have sufficient resources to implement back-up plans for failures. For example, to
implement an emergency plan if the heating system fails at Wascana Place.
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•

The capital request is being advanced slightly ahead of the finalized Review results. Given
the longer delivery time required for capital, work would need to begin immediately to begin to
address these issues.

•

An alternative is to provide capital funding over time for debt servicing versus as a lump sum.
However, City approval is still required and the City may be required to guarantee the debt.

OUTCOMES
•

WCA primarily expends funds on services to the partners, including for City facilities
(example: maintenance of Candy Cane playground, Skate Plaza, Douglas Park recreation
area, public washrooms) and stewardship of City land. Inflationary increases and critical
capital funding ensure these services continue without reduction.

•

Proper maintenance of City land and facilities also prevents deterioration of these assets and
reduces future rehabilitation expenses. It also reduces overall risks and liabilities to those
who work in and visit the Centre.

•

Direct programming for citizens is limited to a few events and naturalist programs, but WCA
plays a critical role in indirect programming by providing facilities for sport, culture, recreation,
and education.

CONCLUSION:
Wascana Centre Authority very much appreciates the City of Regina’s various levels for support
both financially and in-kind, it continues to be mutually beneficial.
Due to the pending results of the Comprehensive Review, Wascana Centre Authority is budgeting
for a status quo year again, with only urgent capital needs identified. The City’s portion of the
operating increase is only $38,000 and is critical to ongoing operations. The capital portion is
$600,000 which is urgently needed to ensure critical infrastructure does not deteriorate further.
Yours truly,

M. Bernadette McIntyre Chief
Executive Officer
bernadette.mcintyre@wascana.ca
(Tel) 306-347-1846, (Fax) 306-565-2742

Cc

Jim Nicol, Executive Director, City of Regina
Michael Fougere, Mayor
Mike O’Donnell, Councillor
Barbara Young, Councillor
Rachel Ratch, CFO, Wascana Centre Authority
Mike Mamona, COO, Wascana Centre Authority

EX13-51

November 1, 2013
Mr. Jeff May
Manager, Financial Planning
Finance Department – Corporate Services
City of Regina
Box 1790
Regina, SK S4P 3C8
Dear Mr. May:
Re: RROC 2014 Community Investment Request
On behalf of the Board of Directors, I am pleased to submit RROC’s 2014 funding request of $1,314,000. To
support this request you will find attached the following:
•
•

Detailed 2014 Budget and summary analysis
2014 Strategic Plan

RROC has a strong foundation from which it can grow and prosper. As well, the residents and stakeholder
groups believe the future is bright and will continue to be strong, or stronger in the next four years. In 2014,
RROC’s objective is to maximize the opportunities for economic development and tourism for Regina with
the following goals:
• To create value that builds an even stronger base of support for the future impact RROC can have in
our community.
• To seek out gaps that RROC can fill to support the growth of our City and region, create compelling
value-proposition and garner support to proceed.
• To engage the Tourism sector to activate and re-energize support for value-adding collaborative
action.
• To position RROC as a leader in advancing collaborative regional economic development that
creates outcomes of benefit to all stakeholders.
• To nurture strong, effective working relationships with the City of Regina which support the
successful implementation of the Official Community Plan.

1925 Rose Street | Regina, Saskatchewan
Canada | S4P 3P1 | reginaroc.com

This is a once-in-a generation opportunity and RROC is up to the challenge.
Thank you for your ongoing support and the strong partnership with the City of Regina.
If you have any questions or require further information please do not hesitate to contact me directly at
306.791.4694.

Yours truly,

John Lee
President & CEO

Attachments:

2014-2017 Strategic Plan
2014 RROC Budget

1925 Rose Street | Regina, Saskatchewan
Canada | S4P 3P1 | reginaroc.com

2014-2017

C
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PLAN

Building Momentum
Growing Success

2014-2017 Strategic Plan

Introduction
Regina’s economy continues to perform strongly.
As the global economy continues to oscillate between a weak recovery
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strong. Provincial debt is at a very manageable level and Saskatchewan
posted the only surplus budget in the Country.
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but rising construction costs are starting to slow investment in key areas.
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2014-2017 Strategic Plan
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Things are good here indeed:


Between 2010 - 2013 Regina posted the highest
cumulative GDP growth rate of any major city in
Canada.



Between 2010 - 20 12 Regina had the highest
percentage increase in employment growth in
Canada.



In Regina, the cost of living for a household earning
$75,000 annually is the lowest of any major city in
Canada.



Housing prices in Regina continue to increase slowly;
yet are still below the Canadian average.



Household income in Regina is the third highest in
Canada.
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About RROC
About RROC

Misson

3 3 5   * 6335*8   
      &       
   3  

  &         
    &  3  

9 ?  (           
economic strategies to grow and sustain prosperity in the
3  9       &
  &          
   #        #  
and help start up new businesses.

Vision

9 9  9 3    = 
   I    3 
       3  /   
    9 3   
 3    &     
     J  #   
9               3 
         @  &
 
      #   &
    &   J && 
    &   

335*  I        
   &  3  

Values
N

We believe in entrepreneurship and innovation as the
  &G     

N

We approach economic development by building trust
and taking into account the impacts on all stakeholders
    &    @ 
stakeholders.

N

We seek community engagement and collaboration with
     &       
 F           
 &      


N

5       &&  
         
than short term activities.

N

Q      G    
    

Mandate
9 &  
# 2009-20:
N

    3 * +

Create and implement an economic development
         3 
region.

N

?            
 &        &
       3  

N

O    3  &  
tourism.
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2014-2017 RROC Strategy Map
Tourism
We assist Regina businesses to
prosper by attracting leisure visitors,
events, media, trade, and business
travel to Regina and to encourage
visitors to extend their stays and
build return visits.
We act as a uniting force to the
tourism industry in Regina, providing
leadership to the community.

We promote unique experiences to
our visitors, the travel media and
trade.
We are the main source of travel
information on Regina to inquiries at
home and abroad.
We assist local organizations in
developing and securing events to
Regina.

We are focused on becoming a sales
and marketing organization.
We are focused on building strong,
collaborative relationships with our
stakeholders.





Economic Development

RROC

We will build and execute growth
strategies for:





Talent
Entrepreneurship
Investment
Regional Infrastructure
Collaboration

What we do for
Stakeholders

We will:
 promote job and career opportunities
 support the development of the Regina
District Industry Education Council
(RDIEC)
 support newcomer settlement
 deliver a business planning competition
 support immigrant entrepreneurs with
business settlement services
 provide general business start-up and
expansion support through the RROC
Business Resource Centre
 provide site selection and support
 provide leadership and support to the
Moose Jaw - Regina Industrial Corridor.

What we do for
Customers


   
collaboration model, building a site
      
     
communications with stakeholders.

Internal
Processes

Improve IT infrastructure
Establish performance culture
Create distinct Tourism and Economic Development divisions
Attract and retain top talent

Secure core funding that enables the organization to thrive

Capacity

Financial Model
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Tourism Strategy
Overview
!" 
 &  3        &    &      
 &        RTU5/   ' *Q    &        
  #     & &   
?!"335*     &    V9 3 9         
           @    >!E &       
      &    3                 
   ,     F            3  &        &
     3    
                           

   #     3      &J  #   9 3  
visible in the marketplace.

Building Momentum
>335*         !"      &  9 3 9  
     #         J    
       
        
 #   
Q             &                
&                     F       >
) *Q
,            &     !E 
build on this momentum through the strategies outlined below.

Growing Success
' 
&9 3       3    Q   F  9 
          F
 G    F        Q   
   3 X ,      J                  3 
Q                      && 9      
           &    3        &
years to come.
      &:"Y      *        
     9     #       Q      
          Q        #   
      Z         &        F       
 &  3   &       &         
3        &        &  #    #          
                    #        

page 5

2014-2017 Strategic Plan

reginaroc.com

Tourism Strategy
Tourism Strategic Priorities
1. To increase tourism visitation to Regina.
2. Encourage visitors to extend their stay in Regina.
3. Increase tourism dollars spent in Regina.
4. Build stakeholder engagement in order to lead the growth of tourism in Regina.

Tourism Strategic Priority 1: To increase tourism visitation in Regina.
5T9*5O?

93,9?'[

U9,9\?

O?,T3?

      #  
Events Advisory Committee
6?,*8      
   3    
community; in order to increase
      &  
      

9 
&  
^ @     
2014.

        &
a viable new event based on our
   #   &
that would attract new visitors to
3 

3  
recognized tourism
destination.

         &    
   &      
awareness through advertising in target markets
    &      
 &       
travel trade.

(      
pipeline opportunities to develop
 @ &   &
3 

>       
J      
highlighting our tourism product
     35

Working with local tourism
    #   
    &&  
      F 
3     
to attract more visitors through
     6>98  
3 

(       
     &
3     # ;
years.
Complete a business plan
&       
 !;
+  &   
$;      
      &
articles written per travel
media writer hosted.
      &
earned media generated by
"%!E
To have 3 new local entities
F     
travel trade.
At least 4 new travel trade
     3 
tourism product on their
tour itineraries.
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Tourism Strategy
Tourism Strategic Priority 2: Encourage visitors to extend their stay in Regina.
5T9*5O?

3    
#     
     &
in order to highlight
3    
destination.

)    B*Rq I
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93,9?'[

(          
     3 Z    
        3 &
        &  
relatives.

U9,9\?
In conjunction with Conventions
3     
conventions the year prior to
the year they will be coming to
3      #  
stays and encouraging companion
attendance.

O?,T3?
Create a pilot program
 *   3 
and determine the value
*   3 
tourism at program end.

(   #    
Create and implement a
     3 
pilot awareness program
residents to promote longer
that includes a tracking
    3 
mechanism.
     \  
>  3   6\>38
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Tourism Strategy
Tourism Strategic Priority 3: Increase the amount of dollars spent by visitors in Regina.
5T9*5O?

Tourism is a healthy
and growing
 3 
and contributes
@     
local economy.

93,9?'[

U9,9\?

O?,T3?

Work with local industry to
develop new tourism products
that increase the number and
 &   &   
    #   

Create 3 new tourism
 &3   
can be sold into the travel
trade.

*    \  
Services Center with parking at a
  3 

Promote increased participation and spending
      &
    3  

T      
       

&  3 

U    
  #     
season.
?     &
\    *  
    &&    
;%     
and social media statistics
over 2013.
    &335*
   % !"
numbers.

T   335*  
events to encourage visitors to
#       
additional tourism activities while
3 

X 335*  
   ;   
 #  
'  "   
     335*
Stars program.

)    B*Rq I
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Tourism Strategy
Tourism Strategic Priority 4: Build stakeholder engagement in order to lead the growth of
tourism in Regina.
5T9*5O?

The tourism
industry is a strong
cohesive group that
works together to
strengthen tourism
  3 

93,9?'[

9 3       
communications with stakeholders that build
   &      
tourism industry.

U9,9\?

O?,T3?

In partnership with the tourism
      
    &
3 /   


9 &
!;      
participating in the
program.

?     &9 
*  &;
members to develop a common
 &  3 

*  &
2 projects that can be
   &  
common vision.
    &
the entire stakeholder
community.

Through multiple communications
     
update stakeholders on our
plans and progress and seek their
&   

)    B+

page 9

Create a communications
 &  &   
   &
& 
stakeholders and establish
  &
communications.

)    BDO
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Ecomomic Development Strategy
Overview
!335*      &                    
   &      9                
      @    
   
!"  &                 &   &    
  9 ?  (    (    &        &    @ &!
  &        !"B
1. Talent

2. Entrepreneurship

3. Investment

E&  

Building Momentum
 !     !           Z      G  
   @          
 Z    ^       Z    
         *      Z           :E
  =             !!      &^;  G    
                           
          &  &       3 O RQ  
         
!E                  
&*x 
  

Growing Success
!E         &           @     
 X     @      @           &     
     &      
      G   & 
?              x    Q         
       &                   
  
Q    &           &          &
                                   G
   &   

Q           #    
&        &   Q  
           &    
     &   G     
    &    
&      
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Economic Development Strategy
Growing Success Continued
335*                      /       
   3 I    &  O RG3  *  &335*   ,  
       335*       G        
   
  &     
9                    
    &           &  Q    &      &
   &  &      J     /  
>                             
     # 
       

Economic Development Strategic Priorities
1. Attract and retain the talent needed to ensure economic growth in the Regina region.
2. Grow the Regina region economy through the promotion and support of entrepreneurship.
3. Support the attraction, placement and expansion of business investment in the Regina region.
4. Identify the infrastructure necessary to sustain the region’s economic growth.
)    BO &  ? 
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Economic Development Strategy
Economic Development Strategic Priority 1: Attract and retain the talent needed to ensure
economic growth in the Regina region.
5T9*5O?

93,9?'[

U9,9\?

O?,T3?

(       &
3 3    
  335*     
     
    &

+&  
strategy.

3  !; 
,    O &  ? 
  & & 
       F 
supported by the Ministry
targeting the immediate talent
&  ? 
  & 

Employers will
have access to the
talent necessary to
achieve success.

, &     
province are undertaking shorter or more
      @     
 335*        
activities.
>      G 
approach to sustaining economic progress in
 335*&      
    &      

     G   &
economy.

,   3 (   
?  * 63(?*8  
work with them to establish strong
linkages with the private sector
and other stakeholders in our
      & 
and respond to the evolving talent
  & 

* 3(?*  
least 20 business and
stakeholders to understand
their short and long term
talent needs.

     
    
providers and community
       &
gaps.
Map out the newcomer settlement
Put together a proposal on
 F  3 
    &@
  & #      
  &   
spectrum.
settlement services.
  G&;
     &  
    & 
      
&     

need.

Photo credit: Lisa Avery
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Economic Development Strategy
Economic Development Strategic Priority 2: Grow the Regina region economy through the
promotion and support of entrepreneurship.
5T9*5O?

93,9?'[

U9,9\?

O?,T3?
10 more businesses signed
up over last year.

(  335*/  
business competition and
entrepreneur development
program.

;%&@   

started or incorporated
 Y  &   
competition.
?     & 
  @ q   
represented in the
competition.
    & 
   !% 
last year.

3   
   &

& 
growing businesses.

Entrepreneurship is an essential component
  &     
335*   &      
 &         
 &          
         
           G
   &   


Provide support services to
   ;      
and small business owners.

*   F       
  @  
Add at least one new
  +  
   F 
3  *   6+3*8  
  +3*    
   &   

335*/  #   
business start-ups.
supporting entrepreneurs.
Provide business settlement
 & 
      &&  
D ( &  O &
the Economy.

Consult with other
     G&  
I    # 
     & 
collaborative programs or services
       &
Saskatchewan entrepreneurs and
start-ups.

Provide business
settlement services to no
less than 20 newcomer
entrepreneurs across the
province.

Complete a business case
   &
&      & 
potential program.
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Economic Development Strategy
Economic Development Strategic Priority 3: Support the attraction, placement and
expansion of business investment in the Regina region.
5T9*5O?

93,9?'[

U9,9\?

O?,T3?
Proactively seek and/or
provide support to at least
Y    

?    G&    
  335*/  
prospecting and sales process so
   ?  (    
(      
respond properly and proactively
  @    
opportunities.

3  
new investment
attracted to the
 &  
markets.

)    B'9X,
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335*      
collaboration as a means to strengthening
 /        
investment. We will keep working with regional
partners to realize an integrated economic
region with a highly conducive environment
&  Q   
   335*  J   
        3 &
business.

  &  
     ; 
    
&
   :;
show serious interest in
3    
   3 
   6358I 
      %
over last year.
'       
&     
      J  
keep the Corridor agenda
&
R   &   
two grant applications that
     &  
Corridor to attract or retain
investment.

Provide leadership and
administrative support to the
O RG3  
*    *

   #  &     
X &   
  &  
enable continuing
corridor.
  
communication and idea
#      
municipalities and private
or public organizations with
     
&  
Corridor initiative.
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Economic Development Strategy
Economic Development Strategic Priority 4: Identify the infrastructure necessary to sustain
the region’s economic growth.
5T9*5O?

93,9?'[

U9,9\?

O?,T3?

Together with the Institute
&*  @ O   
(  @   
*   G + 6*O*8
   ;I  
  3 ?  
and thought leaders across
(    ,  63?(,8B
the province.

,   &
government will
 &  
&   
  &   
to support the
investment that is
occurring.

D  &G     
 &     &  
   &    & 
335*      @  &  
 &           
 /  

68*     

Hold an interactive ideas
   /   &  
    #  
    &    
session with thought
  &    
   & 
   
     &
opportunities and actions
68*        
&    
        &
&  @  
new opportunities and actions to
recommendations.
    / @ 
  &    
&     

Engage relevant private sector
     3?(,
    @     
   I    # 
     &3 G
Saskatoon Smart City strategy.

Complete a business case
   &
&  &    &
the Smart City strategy.
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Organization Strategy
Overview
3 3 5   *    &           G
               F
!"              ~9 3 Z          
           3 3 5   * 335* 
?  &  I         &
3  

           &  

Building Momentum
!"335*&         I U     
         
              
               
have been broadened and deepened.
        I   
       F

  

&         

5          F/    Z        @  
  &             @     



Growing Success
!E      I    Q 
           &   &   

 @  

   

Q                        
F&          / J   9              
       & F    #    
Q                J 9   G
     !"   &            @      
the workplace.

Organization Strategic Priorities
1. To grow RROC’s internal capacity to deliver on its mandate.
    

page 17

  !   "#      

2014-2017 Strategic Plan

reginaroc.com

Organization Strategy
Organization Strategic Priority 1: To grow RROC’s internal capacity to deliver on its mandate.
5T9*5O?

335*  
recognized as a
leading catalyst
driving the
economic prosperity
&  3 
region.

93,9?'[

U9,9\?

O?,T3?

+      
&    
      F
by pairing them up on cross
& 
 
together.
Q 335* F &   # 
   I   
the catalyst energizing them by providing
     
resource support.

9&  335*

  
    

* &! @  
and 3 other cross& 
!E

F    
&  &
   
 "%& F
 
2014.
F

  @  
Create an action plan based on the
#  &"   
  &     
 &  !"
     &!"
survey.

"% & ' *+    
RROC’s operations and initiatives.
5T9*5O?

335*/  
& 
with its peer cities
across the country.

93,9?'[

Q && 335*
    &G     &   
      &  
  &  
  
   & 
       &   
&    &   
work undertaken.

  !   

U9,9\?

O?,T3?

     @   
  &335*   
     & 
program that also provides
@      
   &335*


&    
&   
engages over 20 investors
  :;
2014.

3  & #     
provide business establishment
support to landing immigrant
entrepreneurs.

5      &
services that generates net
   &335*

      &;%
over 2013.

U    &:!
in 2014.

page 18

2014-2017 Strategic Plan

reginaroc.com

The RROC Team
Board of Directors
335*/ +&(
sector.

      & 

&   V        G@ 

           335*  ++   
   #    #         I       & G 
Murad Al-Katib
President and CEO
, '9    *) 9
Edmund Bellegarde
Tribal Chairman
> X /,  9 * 
Tony Coppola (RROC Board Chair)
\ )   > ,  
   '* 
Neil Donnelly
\ )   ?  ?   
Evraz Place
Michael Fougere
O* &3 
Frank Hart
)   O( 
'   O     
Rick Krieger
5 O U/ 9 
)  + 3 + O O 
Cari Lemieux
President
( ?
Rita Milenkovic
President & CEO
Merit Travel Services
\ 9
)   \ * 
T   &3 
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The RROC Team
&
Administration

Tourism Regina

Economic Development

John Lee
President & CEO
)B"YG$ !GEY E
E: jdlee@reginaroc.com

Wanda Posehn
\ )   9 
)B"YG$;!G^$$E
E: wposehn@reginaroc.com

Meka Okochi
\ )   ?  (   
)B"YG$ !GE$
E: mokochi@reginaroc.com

Cuiyan (CC) Chen
> O 
)B"YG$ !GE$
E: cchen@reginaroc.com

Sandra Jackle
Special Events Consultant
)B"YG$ !GEY
E: sjackle@reginaroc.com

Evelyn Cerda
?  (    5= 
Talent & Entrepreneurship
)B"YG$;!G^$^$
E: ecerda@reginaroc.com

Andrea Soby
5= O 
)B"YG$;!G^$$;
E: asoby@reginaroc.com

Craig Slater
9 * O 
)B"YG$;!G^$$Y
E: cslater@reginaroc.com

Communications

Val Taylor
Special Events Coordinator
)B"YG$;!G^$$^
E: vtaylor@reginaroc.com

( 3 
Marketing & Communications Manager
)B"YG$ !G!^!Y
E: drush@reginaroc.com
Lisa Avery
Publications Manager
)B"YG$;!G^$^!
E: lavery@reginaroc.com

Kerri Ward
9 * 9
)B"YG$;!G^$$"
E: kward@reginaroc.com

Chris Yin
?  (    5= 
+   
)B"YG$ GE 
E: cyin@reginaroc.com
Dwight Mercer
?  (    5= 
Investment Attraction
)B"YG$ !GEY 
E: dmercer@reginaroc.com
Shaadie Musleh
Project Coordinator
)B"YG$ !GE$;
E: smusleh@reginaroc.com

, + 
( O * 
)B"YG$;!G^$$$
E: abarton@reginaroc.com
"/ +
! ;3  
3 q
S4P 3P1
9>B!G^GYY!G;
>B"YG";G!Y"
reginaroc.com tourismregina.com
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Economic Measures
The following economic measures are the indicators RROC uses to measure overall growth in the Regina region.

2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

2013F

2014F

2015F

7,863

7,840

8,457

11,227

11,949

12,506

13,138

13,647

14,082

-1.1

+5.2

+6.4

+4.7

+5.0

+3.9

+3.2

GDP at basic prices
($M 2002 used from 2007
- 2010. $M 2007 used from
2010 onwards)

GDP at basic prices
growth rate
Personal Income per
capita

37,646

40,460

41,697

43,217

45,468

46,399

48,147

49,292

50,550

CMA Total Population
(‘000)

203

206

210

215

219

223

226

230

234

+2.2

+2.0

+1.9

+1.9

+1.8

+1.6

+1.6

CMA Total Population
growth rate
Labour force (‘000)

115

119

115

119

123

126

129

133

136

Goods
(# of employees ‘000)

18

19

19

21

20

21

23

25

26

Services (Number of
employees ‘000)

92

96

96

98

103

105

108

110

112

Unemployment rate
(%)

4.8

3.9

4.4

4.8

4.7

4.1

3.7

4.1

4.1

Retail Sales ($M)

3,748

3,982

4,109

4,382

4,634

4,949

5,012

5,304

5,535

Value of building
permits ($M)

337.6

342.3

458.3

523.7

646.5

917.6

n/a

n/a

n/a

Total Housing starts

1,398

1,375

930

1,347

1,529

1,315

1,232

1,301

1,326

Innovation Place
Economic Impact ($M)

230.8

193.7

266.9

272.5

277.1

290.3

n/a

n/a

n/a

CPI Percentage change
(2002=1.0%)

2.6

3.2

1.7

1.5

2.9

1.8

2.0

2.2

2.1

International migration
to Regina (net)

1,028

1,631

2,014

2,517

3,256

4,035

n/a

n/a

n/a

Interprovincial
migration to Regina
(net)

-84

1,052

2,052

916

-276

1,364

1,424

2,682

989

Intraprovincial
migration to Regina
(net)

510

850

850

350

350

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

Visitors - Regina (M)

1.5

1.5

1.5

1.7

2.3*

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

239.1

280.5

289.3

285.7

364.4*

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

Traveller expenditures Regina ($M)
f = forecasted
* = calculation base changed in 2011

Sources: Conference Board of Canada, Statistics Canada, Tourism Saskatchewan, Saskatchewan Ministry of Advanced Education, Employment and Immigration.

page 21

2014-2017 Strategic Plan

reginaroc.com

RROC Value Creation Map

RROC is recognized as a leading catalyst driving economic
prosperity of the Regina Region

Act as tourism
and economic
spokespeople
and
ambassadors for
the Region

Provide
pathfinding and
mentoring for
new and growing
businesses
Bring people
together to
develop regional
strategy and
pursue economic
opportunities

Attract visitors,
residents, and
investors to the
Regina region



Promote & Market the
Region

Catalyze Economic
Activity

Engage
Travel Trade &
Media

Incubate
Special Events

Lead
Tourism
Products

Support

Entrepeneurship &
Talent

Investment
Attraction

Inform
Business Services
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REGINA REGIONAL OPPORTUNITIES COMMISSION
2014 Budget Statement of Operations
For the Year Ended December 31, 2014
(Unaudited)

Forecast
2013

Budget
2014

$922,900.00

$1,314,000.00

3,724.18

3,600.00

Partner Funding

224,050.00

491,050.00

Tourism Saskatchewan

100,000.00

-

Other Income

415,415.99

174,216.00

1,666,090.17

1,982,866.00

REVENUES
City of Regina Core Operating Funding
Publications

Total Operations Revenue

EXPENSES
Salary, Benefit and Contract Work

1,152,891.71

1,217,894.78

238,221.60

221,353.68

Program Expenses

52,291.77

51,000.00

Professional Fees

259,262.79

153,867.26

General and Administration

57,065.64

57,147.40

Promotion and Publicity

242,716.00

302,000.00

Recruitment and Education

77,914.32

30,450.00

Travel

69,062.49

83,100.00

Total Expenses

2,149,426.32

2,116,813.12

Net Income

$(483,336.15) $(133,947.12)

Occupancy

2014 Budget Submission to City of Regina

BACKGROUND
The 2014 budget supports the execution and implementation of the 2014 Strategic Plan
which was approved in principle by the Board of Directors to allow the new President and
CEO some time to review and “refresh”. The approved budget is attached.
BUDGET OVERVIEW
•

•

•

•

•

The City has in past indicated that it expects RROC to fully utilize its retained earnings
prior to receiving increased funding from the City. RROC’s remaining liquid retained
earnings will be fully consumed in 2014 and therefore $1,314M in funding is being
requested for 2014.
Even with this proposed increase, RROC will remain with a structural funding deficit. The
fixed operating costs of the organization are approximately $1.5 million, made up of:
Salaries and Benefits
$1,217,894
Occupancy costs
221,353
Audit costs
21,267
IT costs
19,440
Office supplies & equip .
14,557
Total
$1,494,511
In essence, RROC incurs $1.5 million in expenses prior to doing any of its work for the
year, and this is really the minimum amount of core funding necessary to be sustainable.
Other expenses are generally funded on a project basis where a dollar of revenue is
sought for every dollar of expense.
For 2014, revenues are projected at $1.98 million. Of this, $1.314 million is being
requested from the City; over $400,000 will be sought from the RHA and other partners
for co-op marketing initiatives and event attraction activities as well as for event and
visitor attraction marketing programs, and $174,000 from various other projects/services
including the Saskatchewan Business Challenge, Immigration consulting/seminars,
Resource Centre grants, rental revenue and other events managed by RROC.
Expenses for 2014 are projected at $2.117 million resulting in a deficit on operations for
the year of $134,000. The deficit will essentially utilize all remaining liquid assets of the
organization, leaving it with zero cash on hand at the end of 2014.
The budget expenses have been allocated such that the fixed operating costs have been
included as outlined above; as well as a small amount of funding for travel and meeting
costs, and all remaining costs have been allocated on the basis of what additional
revenue is expected to be received. If the revenue is not received, an equal amount of
expense reduction will occur in order to ensure the year end deficit for 2014 is not
exceeded.
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EX13-52
November 13, 2013

To:

Members,
Executive Committee

Re:

The Regina Exhibition Association Limited Continuance as a Non-Profit Corporation of
the City of Regina

RECOMMENDATION
1. That City Council authorize the City Manager to finalize and approve the unanimous
membership agreement setting forth the governance principles for REAL (the
“Unanimous Member’s Agreement”) pending the issuance of the Articles of
Continuance by the Saskatchewan Corporate Registry to continue The Regina
Exhibition Association Limited (“REAL”) as a non-profit corporation under The NonProfit Corporations Act, 1995 (Saskatchewan) (the “Non-Profit Act”).
2. That the City Clerk be authorized to execute the Unanimous Member’s Agreement
after review and approval by the City Solicitor.
3. That this report be forwarded to the November 25, 2013 meeting of City Council for
approval.
CONCLUSION
In anticipation of REAL becoming a municipal corporation of the City of Regina, REAL and the
City have been engaged in discussions in relation to establishing a mutually acceptable
governance structure of REAL where the City will be the sole voting membership holder(as
REAL is being continued as a non-profit corporation, its “shares” are being converted to
“membership interests”). Some of the principles being considered were: (1) size and make-up of
Board of Directors, (2) appointment process for Board of Directors (3) relationship of REAL and
its Board of Directors to City Council and (4) REAL’s decision making authority.
As the continuance pursuant to the Non-Profit Act has been finalized, the City and REAL can now
bring effect to a revised governance structure for REAL, which structure will be set out in the
Unanimous Member’s Agreement.
BACKGROUND
On May 1, 2012, REAL’s shareholders adopted a special resolution approving continuance of
REAL’s corporate existence as a membership corporation pursuant to the Non-Profit Act wherein
the City would become the sole voting member of REAL. The ultimate effect of the special
resolution adopted by the previous shareholders of REAL is that REAL will be transformed into a
municipal corporation of the City.
City Council ratified and approved the conversion of REAL into a municipal corporation at its
meeting on June 11, 2012 (CR 12-77) and following that ratification, documents were filed with
the Saskatchewan Corporate Registry. As REAL was established by Provincial legislation,
approval of the Provincial Lieutenant Governor in Council is required to complete the continuance
under the Non-Profit Act such that the City will become the sole voting member of REAL.
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an upcoming meeting in early November. It is expected that approval will be issued at the
meeting for the continuance, which will transform REAL into a municipal corporation.
After the continuance is finalized, the next step in the process is for the City of Regina and REAL
to finalize an appropriate corporate governance structure for REAL. The Administration has
worked with REAL’s executive management team and Board of Directors in order to develop a
revised governance structure, with the discussions and work proving to be very cooperative and
productive. The work done to date is seen as very positive and is a great building block for the
reshaping of this key relationship for the City.
DISCUSSION
A tool that is typically used to establish governance structures for municipal corporations is a
Unanimous Shareholder Agreement or Unanimous Membership Direction (in the case of a nonprofit corporation). In this case, as REAL has been continued under the Non-Profit Act, a
Unanimous Membership Agreement is being proposed to specify the structure under which REAL
will operate.
A draft of the Unanimous Member’s Agreement that has been discussed and agreed to by REAL’s
Board of Directors and the Administration is attached as Appendix “A.”
The Unanimous Member’s Agreement provides the following governance principles:
1)

REAL’s Mandate

REAL’s mandate has been clarified such that REAL will operate with an entrepreneurial spirit that
could generate additional revenue and operate in such a way that ensures that the best interests of
the community are kept in mind.
2)

Board of Directors

Currently, the make-up of REAL’s Board of Directors can be up to 15 individuals:
1 – appointed by the Minister of Agriculture
2 – appointed by the City of Regina
12 – elected by ballot at the annual meeting of shareholders
The revised structure being proposed will keep the same number of maximum directors (15), but
have a minimum number of directors of nine (9). As the City is the sole voting member of REAL,
City Council will appoint all directors, who will be appointed for terms of three (3) years, with a
total maximum term of nine (9) years.
The outline of director appointments for REAL is proposed to be as follows:
(a) 7 to 13 voting directors that are nominated by REAL’s Governance and Nominating
Committee;
(b) 1 non-voting director to be nominated by the Ministry of Agriculture; and
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Manager).
2)

Appointment Process for Board of Directors

Aside from the City Council and Ministry of Agriculture nominees, REAL will continue to use its
highly effective and refined selection process that relies upon its Governance and Nominating
Committee to assess potential candidates for the Board of Directors and then recommend those
successful candidates as a slate to City Council for appointment. Under this arrangement, City
Council could then approve of the slate candidates or request that the Governance and Nominating
Committee bring forward an alternate slate of candidates.
3)

Inaugural Board of Directors

In order to ensure consistency and the maintenance of ongoing operations, it is proposed that the
current Board of Directors be re-appointed at the first annual meeting following the execution of
the Unanimous Member’s Agreement with staggered terms, as follows:
(i) Four (4) individuals for a term of three (3) years;
(ii) Four (4) individuals for a term of two (2) years; and
(iii) Four (4) individuals for a term of one (1) year.
This structure will ensure a limited potential turn-over of only 4 members of the Board of
Directors each year and ensure consistency going forward.
4)

Decision Making Limits

A key part of the governance structure was finding the appropriate balance between delegating
REAL the authority to manage its business affairs with an entrepreneurial and return on
investment focus and the ability of City Council to ensure that the goals of the City are met by
establishing certain boundaries. In order to establish the necessary boundaries, the Unanimous
Member’s Agreement provides that the following decision items of REAL will require City
approval:
(a)

items relating to the merger, amalgamation, continuance, reorganization or
consolidation of REAL with another corporation or the winding-up, re-organization
or dissolution of REAL;

(b)

the issuance of any memberships in the capital of REAL or any securities, rights,
warrants or options in the capital of REAL or the conversion, reclassification,
subdivision, consolidation or any other change to any of the memberships in the
capital of REAL;

(c)

the borrowing of money or the issuing any debt obligation unless provided for in
the annual budget approved for such fiscal year or amending, varying or altering
the terms of any debt obligation (This is a requirement of The Cities Act
(Saskatchewan));

(d)

seeking financial support or any changes to legislation or regulation from any
Governmental Authority other than the City;
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5)

(e)

the appointment or any change in the auditor or any change in the fiscal year end of
REAL;

(f)

making or holding investments outside of Canada;

(g)

the sale, lease, exchange or other disposition of all or substantially all of the assets
or undertaking of REAL; and

(h)

any transaction or series of related transactions that are outside of the normal
course of business of REAL and involve an expenditure of an amount exceeding
$500,000.00, unless such transaction or series of related transactions have been
approved in the annual budget for such fiscal year.

Reporting to City Council

Another key element of the governance model being considered will see City Council receive
regular quarterly reporting from REAL along with an annual report that considers the proposed
budget and appointments to the Board of Directors.
RECOMMENDATION IMPLICATIONS
Financial Implications
After continuation as a non-profit municipal corporation, REAL will continue to exist as a
separate and distinct legal entity from the City with all contracts, collective agreements,
employees and operations remaining unchanged. The only element of REAL that will be modified
by the process will be its corporate ownership and governance structure.
The conversion of REAL into a municipal corporation would enable the City to streamline the
operation of multiple facilities and sites (including potentially the stadium replacement facility)
into one centralized business unit, potentially resulting in operational savings. Further, with
opportunities to pursue expanded business ventures, REAL could generate additional revenue that
could be used towards the operation and maintenance of City facilities that could result in
decreased operation and maintenance costs for the City.
Environmental Implications
None with respect to this report.
Policy and/or Strategic Implications
The City’s relationship with REAL has changed over time as the facilities have changed. The
move by REAL to a more contemporary governance structure aligns well with the City’s strategic
priorities, particularly in the area of strengthening infrastructure and managing assets.
Other Implications
The City Administration is exploring a range of options for how capital work, finance and service
delivery is undertaken. Traditional approaches in the context of the City’s constrained fiscal
capacity may not be sustainable over time. In particular, the Administration will be exploring the
use of more robust utility models and the use of a municipal corporation for land development
purposes, including the Regina Revitalization Initiative.

-5Accessibility Implications
None with respect to this report.
COMMUNICATIONS
Communications to date have included engagement by REAL with its staff, sponsors, customers
and suppliers. REAL will continue to lead communications with all stakeholders throughout the
period of transition to the new governance structure.
DELEGATED AUTHORITY
The disposition of this report requires City Council approval.
Respectfully submitted,

Respectfully submitted,

Byron Werry, City Solicitor
Legal

Glen B. Davies
City Manager

Report prepared by:
Mark Yemen, Michelle Forman, Deb McEwen

Appendix A
UNANIMOUS MEMBER’S AGREEMENT
REGINA EXHIBITION ASSOCIATION LIMITED
THIS AGREEMENT made effective as of the

day of

, 2013.

WHEREAS:
A.

The Regina Exhibition Association Limited (“REAL”) was incorporated pursuant to
The Regina Agricultural and Industrial Exhibition Association, Limited, s.s. 1907,
c.41, a private act of the Saskatchewan Legislative Assembly which received Royal
assent on April 3, 1907;

B.

Pursuant to Articles of Continuance registered on •, REAL was continued under The
Non-Profit Corporations Act, 1995 (Saskatchewan) (the “Non-Profit Act”);

C.

The City of Regina (the “City”) is the owner of all of the issued Class A voting
memberships of REAL;

D.

In very general terms, REAL is to provide, operate and maintain multi-purpose
facilities for events and activities (including sports and other entertainment) and
promote agricultural industries and services;

E.

The City, as the sole voting member of REAL, wishes to set out its expectations,
establish certain operating principles and set out the requirements to be met by REAL;
and

F.

It is the intention of the City that this Agreement shall constitute a unanimous members
agreement with respect to REAL in accordance with section 136 of the Non- Profit
Act.

NOW THEREFORE THIS DIRECTION WITNESSES that in consideration of the
respective covenants and agreements of the parties contained herein, the sum of one dollar
($1.00) now paid by the City to REAL, and other good and valuable consideration (the receipt
and sufficiency of which is hereby acknowledged by REAL), it is agreed as follows:
ARTICLE ONE – DEFINITIONS AND INTERPRETATION
1.1

Definitions. In this Agreement, unless something in the subject matter or context is
inconsistent therewith:
(a)

“Annual Report” means REAL’s annual report to its voting member, the City, as
more particularly described in section 6.2;

(b)

- A.2 “Applicable Laws” collectively means any statute, regulation, code, regulatory
policy or order of any Governmental Authority, including all applicable by-laws;

(c)

“Auditor” means the external auditor of REAL;

(d)

“Board of Directors” means the board of directors of REAL as may be appointed
from time to time;

(e)

“City” means the City of Regina;

(f)

“Committee Nominees” has the meaning ascribed in section 4.2(a) of this
Agreement;

(g)

“Conflict of Interest” includes any situation or circumstance where a member of
the Board of Directors or a Committee Nominee has other commitments,
relationships or financial interests in relation to the City or REAL that:
(i) could or could be seen to exercise an improper influence over the
objective, unbiased and impartial exercise of the their independent
judgment; or
(ii) could, or could be seen to, compromise, impair or be incompatible
with the effective performance of their obligations and duties on the Board
of Directors.

(h)

“Council” means the Council of the City of Regina;

(i)

“Council Designate” has the meaning ascribed in section 4.2(b) of this
Agreement;

(j)

“Governmental Authority” means a federal, provincial or municipal
government, or any entity, person, court or other body or organization exercising
one or more executive, legislative, judicial or regulatory functions;

(k)

“Ministry of Agriculture Designate” has the meaning ascribed in section 4.2(c)
of this Agreement;

(l)

“Non-Profit Act” has the meaning ascribed in recital B of this Agreement;

(m)

“Party Representative” has the meaning ascribed in section 8.1 of this
Agreement; and

(n)

“REAL” means The Regina Exhibition Association Limited.

1.2

- A.3 References. For all purposes of this Agreement, except as otherwise expressly provided,
or unless the context otherwise requires:
(a)

the headings are for convenience of reference and do not form a part of this
Agreement nor are they intended to interpret, define or limit the scope, extent or
intent of this Agreement or any of its provisions;

(b)

any reference to a currency is a reference to Canadian currency;

(c)

"in writing" or "written" includes printing and typewriting, which may be
communicated by facsimile or other electronic means;

(d)

the word "including", when following any general statement, term or matter, is not
to be construed to limit such general statement, term or matter to the specific
items or matters set forth immediately following such word or to similar items or
matters, whether or not non-limiting language (such as "without limitation" or "but
not limited to" or words of similar import) is used with reference thereto, but
rather is to be construed to refer to all other items or matters that could reasonably
fall within the broadest possible scope of such general statement, term or matter;

(e)

any reference to a statute includes and is a reference to such statute and to the
regulations made pursuant thereto, with all amendments made thereto and in force
from time to time, and to any statute or regulation that may be passed which has
the effect of supplementing or superseding such statute or such regulation; and

(f)

words importing the masculine gender include the feminine or neuter gender and
words importing the feminine gender include the masculine or neuter gender and
words in the singular include the plural, and words importing the neuter gender
include the masculine or feminine gender and words in the plural include the
singular.

1.3
Invalidity of Provisions; Severability. If any covenant, obligation or agreement of this
Agreement, or the application thereof to any person or circumstance shall, to any extent, be
invalid or unenforceable, the remainder of this Agreement or the application of such covenant,
obligation or agreement to persons, or circumstances other than those as to which it is held
invalid or unenforceable, shall not be affected thereby and each covenant, obligation and
agreement of this Agreement shall be separately valid and enforceable to the fullest extent
permitted by law.
1.4
Governing Law, Attornment . This Agreement shall be governed by and construed in
accordance with the laws of the Province of Saskatchewan and the laws of Canada applicable
therein and the parties hereto hereby irrevocably attorn to the jurisdiction of the courts of
Saskatchewan.
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2.1

2.2

Purpose of Agreement. This Agreement:
(a)

sets out REAL’s mandate, scope of responsibility and reporting requirements;

(b)

sets out the relationship and decision making structure between REAL and the
City; and

(c)

constitutes, where applicable, a unanimous members agreement with respect to
REAL in accordance with the Non-Profit Act.

Mandate of REAL. REAL will:
(a)

operate in the best interests of the community and enrich the quality of life for
people in the community through the hosting and delivery of local, regional,
national and international events;

(b)

develop, operate and maintain City and other facilities to provide world-class
hospitality for trade, agri-business, sporting, entertainment and cultural events that
bring innovation, enrichment and prosperity to the community; and

(c)

operate with an entrepreneurial spirit and to pursue expanded business ventures
that could generate additional revenue
ARTICLE THREE – RELATIONSHIP TO THE CITY

3.1
Not an Agent of the City. REAL shall operate separately and independently from the
City and does not have the capacity to act as an agent of the City unless the City provides express
written permission to REAL to do so.
3.2
REAL employees are not City employees. As a separate legal entity from the City,
REAL staff are not employees of the City and REAL shall be free to manage its own workforce
and negotiate and manage its collective agreements as may be required to operate in accordance
with this Agreement.
ARTICLE FOUR – BOARD OF DIRECTORS
4.1
Independent Board of Directors. Subject to the provisions of this Agreement, the
business and affairs of REAL shall be managed by the Board of Directors which shall at all times
act independently of the City with the full authority to make strategic business decisions.
4.2
Size and Make-Up of Board of Directors. The Board of Directors shall consist of a
minimum size of nine (9) and a maximum size of fifteen (15) and shall be constituted as follows:
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Nominating Committee (the “Committee Nominees”);
(b) One (1) non-voting director appointment nominated by The Minister of Agriculture
(the “Minister of Agriculture Designate”); and
(c) One (1) non-voting director appointment nominated by Council (the “Council
Designate”).
4.3
Board of Director Appointment Process. The Board of Directors shall be appointed as
follows:
(a) At each annual meeting of REAL, REAL’s Governance and Nominating Committee
shall propose a slate of Committee Nominees to Council equal to the number of
positions that will be coming vacant on the Board of Directors.
(b) Council shall consider the slate of Committee Nominees provided by the Governance
and Nominating Committee pursuant to section 4.3(a) herein and may appoint the
slate of Committee Nominees to the Board of Directors or to direct the Governance
and Nominating Committee put forward and alternative slate of Committee Nominees.
(c) In the event that Council directs the Governance and Nominating Committee to put
forward an alternative slate of Committee Nominees pursuant to section 4.3(b) herein,
the Governance and Nominating Committee shall repeat the process set forth in
sections 4.3(a) and 4.3(b) until Council has appointed a slate of Committee Nominees
to the Board of Directors.
(d) At each annual meeting where the Minister of Agriculture Designate’s position on the
Board will be coming vacant, the Minister of Agriculture may advise Council of the
Minister of Agriculture Designate and Council shall appoint the Minister of
Agriculture Designate to the Board of Directors.
(e) At each annual meeting where the Council Designates’ position on the Board will be
coming vacant, Council may appoint the City Manager or other designate to the Board
of Directors.
4.4
Term. All directors, save and except for the inaugural directors appointed pursuant to
section 4.5 of this Agreement, shall hold office for a term of three (3) years.
4.5
Inaugural Board of Directors. At the first annual meeting after the effective date of this
Agreement, Council shall appoint an inaugural Board of Directors to ensure consistency and in
order to establish staggered terms, as follows:
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of three (3) years;
(b) The Council Designate, who shall be elected to hold office for a term of three (3)
years;
(c) Twelve (12) individuals named from the previous Board of Directors of REAL
existing as of the date of this Agreement, who shall each be elected to hold office for
terms as follows:
(i) Four (4) individuals for a term of three (3) years;
(ii) Four (4) individuals for a term of two (2) years; and
(iii) Four (4) individuals for a term of one (1) year.
4.6
Maximum Term. Save and except for the Minister of Agriculture Nominee and the
Council Nominee, all directors may be re-elected for a maximum term of up to nine (9)
consecutive years, after which they must vacate their office for at least one (1) year.
4.7

Removal of Directors from Office

(a) A director may be removed from office at any time by notice in writing given by the City,
effective the day such notice is delivered to the director.
(b) The office of any director shall be automatically vacated if:
(i) the director has resigned his or her office by delivery of a written resignation to the
Chairperson;
(ii) in the opinion of the City and REAL, the director has not complied with the Conflict
of Interest provisions of section 4.9 of this Agreement;
(iii) the director is absent from three (3) consecutive Board of Director meetings without
the approval of the Board of Directors as recorded in the minutes of the meetings;
(iv) the director is found by a court to be of unsound mind;
(v) the director becomes bankrupt;
(vi) the director is convicted of a criminal offence; or
(vii) the director dies.
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Board of Director Vacancy. If a director ceases to be a director, the Board of Directors
immediately shall so advise the City Manager, and request the City, as the sole voting member,
appoint another director pursuant to the process outlined in section 4.3 of this Agreement.
4.9
Conflict of Interest. All Directors shall avoid and refrain from involvement in situations
that create a Conflict of Interest or are likely to create a perception of Conflict of Interest. In
order to ensure that Conflicts of Interest are identified, directors shall:
(a) fully disclose the circumstances of a potential Conflict of Interest to REAL as set out
in REAL’s conflict of interest policy and request that REAL provide an interpretation as
to whether the relationship or association will be likely to create a Conflict of Interest or a
perception of Conflict of Interest; and
(b) if REAL is concerned that the City could arrive at a different conclusion in relation to
whether or not a matter is a Conflict of Interest, REAL shall fully disclose the
circumstances to the City at the earliest possible date, and request that the City provide an
interpretation as to whether the relationship or association will be likely to create a
Conflict of Interest or a perception of Conflict of Interest.
.
4.10 Board of Director Committees. The Board of Directors may appoint committees for any
purpose and delegate decision making to those committees. All committee members will hold
their offices at the will of the Board of Directors. The directors shall determine the duties and
powers of such committees and may, by resolution, delegate duties to them as permitted by
Applicable Laws.
ARTICLE FIVE – DECISION MAKING
5.1
Independent Operations. Subject to the items specified in section 5.2 of this Agreement,
the business and affairs of REAL shall be exclusively managed by the Board of Directors which
shall at all times act independently of the City with the full authority to make strategic business
decisions.
5.2
Matters for City Approval. REAL shall not take any of the following actions without the
prior approval of the City:
(a)

the merger, amalgamation, continuance, reorganization or consolidation of REAL
or the approval of any plan of arrangement, whether statutory or otherwise;

(b)

the taking or instituting of proceedings for the winding-up, re-organization or
dissolution of REAL;

(c)

the issuance of any memberships in the capital of REAL or any securities, rights,
warrants or options convertible into or exchangeable for or carrying the right to
subscribe for memberships in the capital of REAL;
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the conversion, reclassification, subdivision, consolidation, exchange,
redesignation or any other change to any of the memberships in the capital of
REAL;

(e)

the redemption or purchase by REAL of its issued memberships or securities
convertible into memberships or cancellation of the subscription rights in respect
of its shares or securities convertible into its memberships;

(f)

the borrowing of money or the issuing any debt obligation unless provided for in
the annual budget approved for such fiscal year or amending, varying or altering
the terms of any debt obligation;

(g)

seeking financial support or any changes to legislation or regulation from any
Governmental Authority other than the City;

(h)

making representations, warranties or promises of any financial incentives or
similar inducements that are binding on the City;

(i)

the appointment or any change in the Auditor;

(j)

any change in the fiscal year end of REAL;

(k)

any change in the accounting principles applied by REAL in the preparation of its
Financial Statements;

(l)

making or hold investments outside of Canada;

(m)

any material change in the business of REAL;

(n)

amending, or repealing any of REAL’s by-laws;

(o)

the sale, lease, exchange or other disposition of all or substantially all of the assets
or undertaking of REAL; and

(p)

any transaction or series of related transactions that are outside of the normal
course of business of REAL and involve an expenditure of an amount exceeding
$500,000.00, unless such transaction or series of related transactions have been
approved in the annual budget for such fiscal year.

5.3
Decisions of City. Where City approval is required pursuant to section 5.2 of this
Agreement, the chairperson of the Board of Directors shall make a written request to Council
which includes all information necessary for Council to make an informed decision. All requests
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City Manager, who shall bring the matter forward to Executive Committee for consideration.
ARTICLE SIX –REPORTING REQUIREMENTS
6.1
Quarterly Reports. Within forty-five (45) days after the end of each fiscal quarter, the
Board of Directors shall prepare a quarterly report (on a consistent basis with the previous fiscal
quarter) which shall be submitted by the corporate secretary of the Board of Directors to the City
Manager, who shall bring the matter forward to Executive Committee as an information item for
Council. The quarterly report will include, in respect of the immediately preceding fiscal quarter:
(a) quarterly unaudited Financial Statements;
(b) explanations, notes and information as is required to explain and account for any
variances between the actual results from operations and the budgeted amounts
previously approved, including any material variances in the projected ability of any
business activity to meet or continue to meet REAL’s objectives; and
(c) information that is likely to materially affect the City.
6.2

Annual Report and Annual Membership Meeting.
(a) Within ninety (90) days after the end of each fiscal year, the Board of Directors shall
prepare an annual report which shall be submitted by the corporate secretary of the Board
of Directors to the City Manager, who shall bring the matter forward to Executive
Committee for Council approval. The Annual Report shall contain the following items:
(i) any revisions to long term strategic plans or capital asset plans;
(ii) an operating and capital budget for the next fiscal year and an operating and
capital budget projection for subsequent fiscal years contemplated in the current
strategic or capital asset plans;
(iii) pro forma audited financial statements prepared in accordance with generally
accepted accounting principles; and
(iv) accomplishments during the fiscal year along with explanations, notes and
information as is required to explain and account for any variances between the
actual results and the strategic plans or capital asset plans.
(b) In conjunction with the Annual Report, REAL shall conduct its annual general
meeting which will:
(i) elect the Board of Directors;
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(iii) approve the financial statements; and
(iv) consider any other resolutions that may be brought forward.
6.3
Access to Records. Duly appointed representatives of the City (as may be approved by
Council from time to time) shall have unrestricted access to REAL’s books and records during
normal business hours. Such representatives shall treat all information of REAL with the same
level of care and confidentiality as any confidential information of the City.
6.4
Accounting. REAL shall keep detailed records of its transactions and, in consultation
with the Auditor, adopt and use the accounting principles, policies and procedures which may be
approved by the Board of Directors from time to time. All such principles, policies and
procedures shall be in accordance with Applicable Laws.
ARTICLE SEVEN - AMENDMENTS
7.1
Amendments. The City, in its sole discretion, may amend this Agreement from time to
time. The City will provide a written amendment or the amended Agreement, as the case may
be, to the Board of Directors. The amendment will come into effect on a date specified by the
City.
ARTICLE EIGHT – DISPUTE RESOLUTION
8.1
Initial Dispute Resolution. In the event of a dispute in relation to this Agreement,
representatives from each party (each, a “Party Representative” and, collectively, the “Party
Representatives”) shall promptly and diligently make all reasonable bona fide efforts to resolve
the dispute. Each Party Representative shall provide to the other, on a without prejudice basis,
frank, candid and timely disclosure of relevant facts, information and documents (except such
documentation that is subject to legal privilege) as may be required or reasonably requested by
the other Party Representative to facilitate the resolution of the dispute.
8.2
Amicable Resolution by Senior Executives. If a dispute is not resolved by the Party
Representatives within 10 Business Days, the dispute will then be referred to the City Manager
and the Chair of REAL’s Board of Directors for final resolution. Once a dispute is referred to
them, the City Manager and Chair of the Board of Directors shall promptly and diligently make
all reasonable bona fide efforts to resolve the dispute. Each party shall provide to the other, on a
without prejudice basis, frank, candid and timely disclosure of relevant facts, information and
documents (except such documentation that is subject to legal privilege) as may be required or
reasonably requested by the other to facilitate the resolution of the dispute.
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9.1
Notices. All notices, requests, demands or other communications (collectively,
“Notices”) by the terms hereof required or permitted to be given by one party to any other party,
or to any other person shall be given in writing by personal delivery or by registered mail,
postage prepaid, or by facsimile transmission to such other party as follows:
To REAL:
The Regina Exhibition Association Ltd
P.O. Box 167
Regina, SK S4P 2Z6
Attention: Chair, Board of Directors
To the City:
City of Regina
14th Floor, 2476 Victoria Avenue,
P.O. Box 1790
Regina, SK S4P 3C8
Attention: City Manager
or at such other address as may be given by such person to the other parties hereto in writing
from time to time. All Notices shall be deemed to have been received when delivered or
transmitted, or, if mailed, 48 hours after 12:01 a.m. on the day following the day of the mailing
thereof. If any Notice shall have been mailed and if regular mail service shall be interrupted by
strikes or other irregularities, such Notice shall be deemed to have been received 48 hours after
12:01 a.m. on the day following the resumption of normal mail service, provided that during the
period that regular mail service shall be interrupted all Notices shall be given by personal
delivery or by facsimile transmission.
9.2
Additional Documents. The parties shall sign such further and other documents, cause
such meetings to be held, resolutions passed and by-laws enacted, exercise their vote and
influence, do and perform and cause to be done and performed such further and other acts and
things as may be necessary or desirable in order to give full effect to this Agreement and every
part thereof.
9.3
Time of the Essence. Time shall be of the essence of this Agreement and of every part
hereof and no extension or variation of this Agreement shall operate as a waiver of this
provision.
9.4
Entire Agreement. This Agreement constitutes the entire direction given by the City to
REAL and its execution has not been induced by, nor do any of the parties rely upon or regard as
material, any representation or writings whatsoever not incorporated herein and made a part
hereof and may not be amended or modified in any respect except by written instrument signed
by the parties hereto.
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Enurement. This Agreement shall enure to the benefit of and be binding upon the
parties and their respective heirs, executors, administrators, successors, legal representatives and
permitted assigns.
9.6
Transmission by Facsimile. This Agreement may be transmitted by facsimile or such
similar device and that the reproduction of signatures by facsimile or such similar device will be
treated as binding as if originals and copy of the Agreement bearing original signatures will be
provided forthwith upon demand.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF the City of Regina has executed this Unanimous Member’s
Agreement as of this day of

2013.

CITY OF REGINA
Per:
Name:
Title:

EX13-53
November 13, 2013

To:

Members,
Executive Committee

Re:

State of the Roadways Infrastructure 2013

RECOMMENDATION OF THE PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE
- NOVEMBER 7, 2013
That this report be received and filed.

PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE – NOVEMBER 7, 2013
Mr. Jim Elliott, representing himself, addressed the Committee.
The Committee adopted the following resolution:
1. That this report be forwarded to City Council for information.
2. That this report be forwarded to the November 13, 2013 meeting of Executive Committee for
information and that the administration provide a presentation at that time.
Councillors: Sharron Bryce, Bob Hawkins, John Findura and Barbara Young were present
during consideration of this report by the Public Works Committee.

The Public Works Committee, at its meeting held on November 7, 2013, considered the
following report from the administration:
RECOMMENDATION
That this report be forwarded to City Council for information.
CONCLUSION
In March, 2012, City Council endorsed the strategic focus established by the Administration to
“narrow the gap between current and expected service levels and our ability to deliver them,” by:
1. Analysing our programs and services so that we can engage citizens in a discussion about
their expected service levels and the cost of providing those service levels; and
2. Proposing to Council cost reductions, revenue opportunities, and alternative ways of
delivering service to improve effectiveness and efficiency, thereby narrowing the gap.
This report is one of several follow-up reports outlining the “service gap” and options for
addressing it. The focus of this report is the roadway and bridge network.

-2Using age as an indicator for the health of the road network, approximately 85 percent of the
asphalt surface of the arterial, collector and industrial sub-network is in a fair or good condition
and has been stable during the last 20 years. However, only 45 percent of the residential network
is in a fair or good condition and its condition has deteriorated significantly during the last 20
years. The level of public dissatisfaction with the current state of roadways, especially residential
roads, has been identified repeatedly in surveys conducted by the City of Regina.
Approximately 90 percent of the sidewalk network is in a fair or good condition. The sidewalks
with a poor condition are mainly within the residential sub-network.
The current road investment strategy can be summarized as focusing expenditures on the 20
percent of the road network that is subjected to 80 percent of the traffic volume, i.e. arterial and
collector network. Only 25 percent of available funding is used for improving the residential
network. Of growing concern is the deterioration of the large residential network.
Using a preliminary calculation, the estimated ‘overdue work,’ work that should have been
completed to maintain the road condition according to general renewal practices, is $261 million.
In order to prevent growth in the amount of ‘overdue work,’ an investment of $30 million would
be required annually. To eliminate the current ‘overdue work’ an additional $13 million per year
over the next 20 years would be required. Please note that growth and inflation in the roadway
network is not factored into the calculations above.
Currently, $15 million per year is being invested in the street infrastructure renewal which
represents the average investment over the past five years. If we were only to maintain this level
of investment over the next 20 years, the backlog would grow to $523 million by 2033, in
current year dollars. Our ability to increase our investment is constrained by the City’s reliance
on property tax revenue and its limited ability to create new sources of revenue.
Of the City’s 44 bridges, 26 (59 percent) are in a fair or good condition. Of the 18 bridges (41
percent) in a poor condition, nine were transferred in 2011 to the City by Ministry of Highways
and Infrastructure (MHI) as part of Urban Highway Connector Program (UHCP).
For bridges, the current estimated investment need is $93 million over 25 years, for an average of
$3.48 million per year over the 25 year term. The average level of investment over the past 5
years was $4.48 million per year and has been steadily declining over the past few years. This
current investment level is insufficient based on the estimated short term funding needs (1-5
years) of $6.9 million per year over the next 5 years.
In order to move towards a more sustainable roadway and bridge renewal practice, the
Administration will be developing options for consideration by Council for future residential
street and bridge renewal.
BACKGROUND
Council endorsed the “Narrow the Gap” strategic focus in March 2012 (CR12-33).
During the second National Infrastructure Summit in Regina in 2012, the Federation of Canadian
Municipalities (FCM) presented the first Canadian Infrastructure Report Card (CIRC). The
results of assessment of infrastructure, including roads, in 123 participating municipalities
conveyed several key findings including:

-3“The (CIRC) report indicates that municipal roads require urgent attention. An overall
grade of “Fair” means that the infrastructure “shows general signs of deterioration and
requires attention, with some elements exhibiting significant deficiencies.” More than
half the roads surveyed fall below a rating of “good;” 32% are in “fair” condition, and
20.6% are in “poor” to “very poor” condition, for a total of 52.6%. In addition, the report
finds that one in four Canadian roads is operating above capacity, highlighting a real
challenge to moving goods and people within our communities in the short and medium
term. The estimated replacement cost of the roads in fair to very poor condition is
$91.1 billion, nationally. For the average Canadian household, this amounts to a cost of
$7,325.00.”
“The report card points to the cost of delaying infrastructure repairs, rehabilitation or
renewal. It found that, under current practices (investment, operations and maintenance),
most infrastructure, even if in good-to-very-good condition now, will require everincreasing investment as it ages.”
As part of our effort to understand “the Gap,” the Administration has reviewed the current state
of the roadways infrastructure in Regina. This report describes the outcome of this review. The
results are consistent with the findings in the CIRC report.
DISCUSSION
The scope of this review is the current state of asphalt road, concrete sidewalk and bridge
infrastructure. It provides some description and discussion about current programs and activities
that are related to these assets. It also suggests some opportunities for advancing on the various
challenges that need to be resolved in order to reach sustainability. Sustainability, in these terms,
is defined as the long term financial and organizational capacity of the City (and the supporting
construction industry) to maintain the roadways and bridge infrastructure at an acceptable service
level. Full details of this review can be found in Appendix A.
This review follows a typical framework for an asset management plan, such as suggested in
Canada’s National Guide for Sustainable Municipal Infrastructure, described in terms of seven
questions:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

What do we own?
What is it worth?
What condition is it in?
What do we need to do to it?
When do we need to do it?
How much money do we need?
How do we achieve sustainability?

What do we own?
The City owns as per current inventory data:
-

926 km asphalt roads, of which 59 percent are residential local streets;
1289 km concrete sidewalk; and
44 roadway bridges, including 11 bridges under the UHCP.

-4What is it worth?
The current overall replacement value of Regina’s roads, sidewalks and bridges is
$1,710,750,000.00.
What condition is it in?
Using age as an indicator for the health of the road network, approximately 85 percent of the
asphalt surface of the arterial, collector and industrial sub-network is in a fair or good condition
and has been stable during the last 20 years. However, only 45 percent of the residential network
is in a fair or good condition and its condition has deteriorated significantly during the last 20
years.
Based on condition measurements, approximately 90 percent of the sidewalk network is in a fair
or good condition. The sidewalks with a poor condition are mainly within the residential subnetwork.
Based on the Alberta Bridge Inspection and Maintenance System (BIM), 26 of the 44 bridges (59
percent) are in a fair or good condition. Of the 18 bridges (41 percent) in a poor condition, nine
were transferred in 2011 to the City by MHI as part of UHCP.
What do we need to do to it? When do we need to do it?
The life cycle of a road is typically 45 to 60 years and the required maintenance involves a
combination of resurfacing activities until reconstruction is required.
The City’s current practice is focused on rehabilitation of major roadways to provide the most
benefit to all motorists and commerce, as 80 percent of the traffic is carried on 20 percent of the
total road network. Funding for street infrastructure renewal is currently prioritized in order of:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Expressways and arterial roadways;
Collector roadways and bus routes;
Major local roadways – commercial; and
Residential local roadways.

The City provides a wide range of diverse services for roadways infrastructure through the
following programs and activities:
1. Street Infrastructure Renewal Program (Capital budget). Activities include:
a. Reconstruction;
b. Rehabilitation; and
c. Thin Lift Overlay.
2. Asphalt Maintenance Services. Activities include:
a. Pothole patching;
b. Medium sized patching (depressions); and
c. Larger sized patching (thin lift).

-5The formal Inspection Policy – Concrete and Maintenance Policy – Concrete, as approved by
Council, requires the Administration to keep sidewalks in a safe condition. Sidewalk distresses
are repaired with priority based on ‘worst first.’ Sidewalks adjacent to residential and other
category roads can be replaced under the Local Improvement Program (LIP).
The life cycle of a bridge is typically 75 years. Life cycle activities include regular preventive
maintenance followed by rehabilitations every 15 to 25 years. Rehabilitations are scheduled in
specific years based on life cycle costing. Along with regular inspections, testing, maintenance
and rehabilitations, the City must also repair accident damage caused by over height loads to
ensure public safety.
Recently, the City developed a new long term Bridge Maintenance Program (BMP) based on a
‘preventive’ strategy. In this new BMP, preventive maintenance planning is combined with
rehabilitation planning. Every year one-third of the bridges are inspected. From these
inspections a maintenance program is established for the following year. The idea behind the
preventive strategy is that by increasing the amount of timely required maintenance, the cost of
future rehabilitations is reduced as small problems do not turn into larger ones. In 2011, the City
started an in-house bridge washing program as part of preventive maintenance plan.
How much money do we need?
A preliminary estimate for funding requirements for the road network was calculated using a
rough Excel-based financial model. Future refinement and improvement of the financial model
will result in updated estimates. The results of these calculations show:
1. In order to achieve a sustainable condition of the roadways network with a manageable
mix of roads in different conditions, a certain level of renewal must occur every year. To
date, we are not meeting the required level of renewal and have built up an inventory of
‘overdue work.’ The current estimate for the total value of ‘overdue work’ is $261
million. The bulk of that total, $221 million, is required for commercial and residential
roads. The dollar estimate was calculated using the total number of square metres of road
that are past the recommended period for maintenance times the replacement cost per
square metre (m2 roads past recommended period for maintenance x replacement
cost/m2). The replacement cost was based on the average actual cost over previous
construction seasons for various roadway network projects. Since there is a difference in
the cost of delivering this work with City crews or through contractors, the average was
calculated using a sample of both methods of delivery.
2. To maintain the existing condition of the roadway network without addressing the
‘overdue work,’ the required level of investment would be an average of $30 million per
year (2012 dollars). The annual investment was calculated by looking at the road network
by category and applying a standard lifecycle replacement assumption, i.e. arterial road is
expected to be receiving a surface treatment every 10 years for the first 40 years of life,
and then at year 60 would receive full replacement. If an arterial road was not maintained
in this cycle, then a full replacement is expected every 20 years.
3. As the City grows and the roadway network grows with it, this investment would have to
increase to ensure a sustainable system.

-6The current road investment strategy can be summarized as focusing expenditures on the 20
percent of the road network that is subjected to 80 percent of the traffic volume, i.e. arterial and
collector network. Only 25 percent of available funding is used for improving the residential
network.

Based on the current level of investment, approximately $15 million per year, the estimated
amount of “overdue work” will grow from $261 million in 2012 to $523 million in 2033, in
current year dollars. In addition, the average age of Regina's road network will increase.
Of growing concern is the deterioration of the large residential network. The current strategy
focuses largely on the arterial network.
For bridges, the current estimated investment need is $93 million over 25 years, for an average of
$3.48 million per year over the 25 year term. The average level of investment over the past 5
years was $4.48 million per year and has been steadily declining over the past few years. This
current investment level is insufficient based on the estimated short term funding needs (1-5
years) of $6.9 million per year over the next 5 years.
The average bridge investment needs over the medium term (5-10 years) and long term (15-25
years) will be reduced as effects of increased preventative maintenance in the short and medium
terms are realized; these are currently estimated at $4.67 million per year and $2.35 million per
year respectively.
How do we achieve sustainability?
Sustainability is here defined as the long term financial and organizational capacity of the City to
maintain the roadways infrastructure at an acceptable service level.
The key challenges for achieving sustainability include:
1. The level of public dissatisfaction with the current state of roadways infrastructure in
Regina as identified repeatedly in Citizen Surveys;
2. The need for clarity regarding what an acceptable Customer Level of Service is;
3. The substantial financial gap between what is required for maintaining and improving the
roadways assets and what is allocated in the annual budgets;
4. The limited tax and revenue generating options for the City. There is a strong dependency
on Property Tax and federal/provincial funding (mainly Gas Tax);
5. A substantial portion of the residential road network is in a poor condition;

-76. The execution of the UHCP has substantial challenges related to funding approval
process and amounts of received funding from MHI; and
7. The need for improved policies regarding maintenance and renewal of roadways assets.
Opportunities for reduction of the roadways infrastructure gap include:
1. Increase funds, for example by:
a. Implementing dedicated property tax;
b. Expanding LIP; and
c. Special tax Bylaw.
2. Reduce life cycle costs, for example by:
a. Reducing service level expectations and providing only a minimum level of
service;
b. Increasing life of asset, such as by minimizing utility cuts;
c. Applying innovative construction methods;
d. Increasing life of road structure, by enhancing new road structure design
standards ; and
e. Optimizing and integrating life cycle activities using sound asset management
principles.
Regarding opportunities for improving the residential road network, the “Neighbourhood
Renewal Program” in the City of Edmonton is often cited as an example of best practice.
Funding of this program is a combination of provincial funding, general property taxes, LIP tax
levy and a dedicated City-wide special neighbourhood renewal tax levy (1.5-2 percent). The City
of Saskatoon is currently discussing the implementation of dedicated taxes for roadway
infrastructure improvement.
The Administration has planned the following steps in order to move towards a more sustainable
situation:
1. Establish a Level of Service and policies for roadway infrastructure;
2. Continue executing the existing Bridge Maintenance Program;
3. Develop options, for consideration by Council, for future residential street renewal;
4. Develop operational strategies for maintenance, rehabilitation and renewal of individual
asset categories;
5. Continue further development of a Roadway Infrastructure Asset Management structure,
program and tools; and
6. Develop financial options, for consideration by Council, on how to optimize funding
levels to reduce the Infrastructure ‘gap.’
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Financial Implications
There are no financial implications with respect to this report. However, depending on the future
direction of Council, there may be significant financial implications resulting from the issues
identified with the roadway and bridge network. Should the City continue to invest in roadway
and bridge renewal at current levels, there will be a continued reduction in the quality of the
asset. Should Council approve a financial plan to address the issues when options are presented,
such a plan could:
− Result in increased cost to taxpayers;
− Reduce Council’s flexibility to financially respond to other pressures; and
− Reduce service levels in other areas.
Environmental Implications
There is a positive environmental impact resulting from maintaining the City’s street
infrastructure network at acceptable levels of service. The efficiency of the transportation
network system will improve, green house gas emissions and accidents will be reduced and
public safety will be increased. A car, on average, emits 180 gm of CO2 for each kilometre of
road travelled. Improved road condition reduces travel times by 10 percent for both peak hours
and off-peak hours. Based on this assumption, over the 20 year life of a roadway, maintaining
the quality of roadway infrastructure at acceptable levels of service will reduce significant
amounts of CO2 as well as produce less smoke and dust due to smoother driving conditions.
Strategic Implications
The state of the road network is a demonstration of the gap between our current and expected
service levels and our ability to deliver them. Our current annual investment in roadway and
bridge renewal will result in continued deterioration of the asset and continued reduction in
roadway service levels. Roadway infrastructure is, perhaps, the largest “gap” the City is facing
and consistently is of significant concern to citizens. This may elevate the issue in terms of its
strategic importance.
Other Implications
None with respect to this report.
Accessibility Implications
None with respect to this report.
COMMUNICATIONS
While citizens have expressed their dissatisfaction with the state of the road network, they are
largely unaware of the financial implications of addressing the issue. Council and
Administration will continue to provide information regarding the gap between current and
expected service levels and our ability to deliver them.

-9DELEGATED AUTHORITY
Disposition of this report falls within the authority of the Committee.
Respectfully submitted,
PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE

Linda Leeks, Secretary
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
This report describes the current state of asphalt road, concrete sidewalk, and bridge
infrastructure as of the 2012 year-end, and is meant as an informational report for
Council. It provides some description and discussion about current programs and
activities that are related to these assets. It also suggests some opportunities for
advancing on the various challenges that need to be resolved in order to reach
sustainability, where sustainability is defined as the long term financial and
organizational capacity of the City to maintain the roadways infrastructure at an
acceptable service level.
This report follows a typical framework for an asset management plan, such as suggested
in Canada’s National Guide for Sustainable Municipal Infrastructure, described in terms
of seven questions:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

What do we own?
What is it worth?
What condition is it in?
What do we need to do to it?
When do we need to do it?
How much money do we need?
How do we achieve sustainability?

What do we own?
The City owns, as per end 2011 inventory:
-

926 km asphalt roads, of which 59% are residential local streets;
1289 km concrete sidewalk; and
44 roadway bridges, including 11 bridges under Urban Highway Connector
Program (UHCP)

What is it worth?
The overall replacement value of Regina’s roadways assets (roads, sidewalks and
bridges) in 2012 is $1,710,750,000.
What condition is it in?
Using age as an indicator for the health of the road network, approximately 85% of the
asphalt surface of the arterial, collector and industrial sub-network is in a fair or good
condition and stable during the last 20 years. However, only 45% of the residential
network is in a fair or good condition and its condition has deteriorated significantly
during the last 20 years.
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Based on condition measurements between 2007 and 2010, approximately 90% of the
sidewalk network is in a fair or good condition. The sidewalks with a poor condition are
mainly within the residential sub-network.
Based on the Alberta Bridge Inspection and Maintenance System (BIM), 26 of the 44
bridges (59%) are in a fair or good condition. Of the 18 bridges (41%) in a poor
condition, 9 were transferred in 2011 to the City by Ministry of Highways and
Infrastructure (MHI) as part of UHCP.
What do we need to do to, and when do we need to do it?
The life cycle of a road is typically 45 to 60 years and the required maintenance involves
a combination of resurfacing activities until reconstruction is required.
The City’s current practice is focused on rehabilitation of major roadways to provide the
most benefit to all motorists and commerce, as 80% of the traffic is carried on 20% of the
total road network. Funding for street infrastructure renewal is currently prioritized in
order of:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Expressways and arterial roadways;
Collector roadways and bus routes;
Major local roadways – commercial; and
Residential local roadways.

The City provides a wide range of diverse services for roadways infrastructure through
the following programs and activities, namely:
1. Street Infrastructure Renewal Program (Capital budget). Activities include:
a. Reconstruction;
b. Rehabilitation; and
c. Thin Lift Overlay.
2. Asphalt Maintenance Services. Activities include:
a. Pothole patching;
b. Medium sized patching (depressions); and
c. Larger sized patching (thin lift).
The formal Inspection Policy – Concrete and Maintenance Policy – Concrete as
approved by Council require the Administration to keep sidewalks in a safe condition.
Sidewalk distresses are repaired with priority based on ‘worst first.’ Sidewalks adjacent
to residential and other category roads can be replaced under the Local Improvement
Program (LIP).
The life cycle of a bridge is typically 75 years. Life cycle activities include regular
preventive maintenance followed by rehabilitations every 15 to 25 years. Rehabilitations
are scheduled in specific years based on life cycle costing. Along with regular
4
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inspections, testing, maintenance and rehabilitations, the City must also repair accident
damage caused by over height loads to ensure public safety.
In 2010, the City developed a new long term Bridge Maintenance Program (BMP) based
on a ‘preventive’ strategy. In this new BMP, preventive maintenance planning is
combined with rehabilitation planning. Every year one-third of the bridges are inspected.
From these inspections a maintenance program is established for the following year.
Also, in 2011 the City started an in-house bridge washing program as part of preventive
maintenance plan.
How much money do we need?
Using an MS Excel-based financial model, a first ‘rough’ estimate for funding
requirements for the road network was calculated. The results of these calculations show:
1. In order to achieve a sustainable condition of the roadways network with a
manageable mix of roads in different conditions, a certain level of renewal must
occur every year. To date, we are not meeting the required level of renewal and
have built up an inventory of ‘overdue work.’ The current estimate for the total
value of overdue work is $261 million. The bulk of that total, $221 million, is
required for local roads. The dollar estimate was calculated using the total
number of square metres of road that are past the recommended time for
maintenance times the replacement cost per square metre. The replacement cost
was based on the average actual cost over previous construction seasons s for
various roadway network projects. Since there is a difference in the cost of
delivering this work with City crews or through contractors, the average was
calculated using a sample of both methods of delivery.
2. To maintain the existing condition of the roadway network without addressing the
‘overdue work,’ the required level of investment would be an average of
$30 million per year (2012 dollars). The annual investment was calculated by
looking at the road network by category and applying a standard lifecycle
replacement assumption, i.e. arterial road is expected to receive a surface
treatment every 10 years for the first 40 years of life, and then at year 60 would
receive full replacement. If an arterial road was not maintained in this cycle then a
full replacement is expected every 20 years.
3. As the City grows and the roadway network also grows, this investment would
have to increase to ensure a sustainable system.
The current road investment strategy can be summarized as focusing expenditures on the
20% of the road network that is subjected to 80% of the traffic volume, i.e. arterial and
collector network. Only 25% of available funding is used for improving the residential
network.
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Based on the current level of investment, approximately $15 million per year, the
estimated amount of ‘overdue work’ will grow from $261 million in 2012 to $523 million
in 2033, in current year dollars. In addition, the average age of Regina's road network
will increase.
Of growing concern is the deterioration of the large residential network. The current
strategy focuses largely on the arterial network.
For bridges, the current estimated investment need is $93 million over 25 years, for an
average of $3.48 million per year over the 25 year term. The average level of investment
over the past 5 years was $4.48 million per year and has been steadily declining over the
past few years. This current investment level is insufficient based on the estimated short
term funding needs (1-5 years) of $6.9 million per year over the next 5 years.
The average bridge investment needs over the medium term (5-10 years) and long term
(15-25 years) will be reduced as effects of increased preventative maintenance in the
short and medium terms are realized; these are currently estimated at $4.67 million per
year and $2.35 million per year respectively.
How do we achieve sustainability?
Sustainability is here defined as the long term financial and organizational capacity of the
City to maintain the roadways infrastructure at an acceptable service level.
The key challenges for achieving sustainability include:
1. The level of public dissatisfaction with the current state of roadways
infrastructure in Regina as identified repeatedly in Citizen Surveys;
2. The need for clarity regarding what an acceptable Customer Level of Service is;
3. The substantial financial gap between what is required for maintaining and
improving the roadways assets and what is allocated in the annual budgets;
4. The limited tax and revenue generating options for the City. There is a strong
dependency on Property Tax and federal/provincial funding (mainly Gas Tax);
5. A substantial portion of the residential road network is in a poor condition;
6. The execution of the UHCP has substantial challenges related to funding approval
process and amounts of received funding from MHI; and
6
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7. The need for improved policies regarding maintenance and renewal of roadway
assets.
Opportunities for reduction of the roadways infrastructure gap include:
1. Increase funds, for example by:
a. Implementing dedicated property tax;
b. Expanding LIP; and
c. Special tax Bylaw.
2. Reduce life cycle costs, for example by:
a. Providing only bare minimum level of service;
b. Increasing life of asset, such as by minimizing utility cuts;
c. Applying innovative construction methods;
d. Developing innovative contracts with external contractors; and
e. Optimizing and integrating life cycle activities using sound asset
management principles.
Regarding opportunities for improving the residential road network the ‘Neighbourhood
Renewal Program’ in the City of Edmonton is often cited as an example of best practices.
Funding of this program is a combination of provincial funding, general property taxes,
LIP tax levy, and a dedicated City wide special neighbourhood renewal tax levy (1.52%). Also, the City of Saskatoon is currently discussing the implementation of dedicated
taxes for roadways infrastructure improvement.
The Administration has planned the following steps in order to move towards a more
sustainable situation:
1. Establish a Level of Service and policies for Roadways Infrastructure;
2. Continue executing the existing Bridge Maintenance Program;
3. Develop options, for consideration by Council, for future residential street
renewal;
4. Develop operational strategies for maintenance, rehabilitation and renewal of
individual asset categories;
5. Integrate capital and maintenance programs;
6. Continue further development of Roadways Infrastructure Asset Management
structure, program and tools; and
7. Develop financial options, for consideration by Council, on how to optimize
funding levels to reduce the Infrastructure ‘gap.’
7
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SCOPE OF REPORT
The City of Regina manages a broad range of infrastructure assets. This report will only
examine the state of roads, sidewalks and bridges. This report does not consider the state
of other assets, like signs, traffic signals, facilities, facilities, underground utilities,
equipment and other city owned assets.
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ROADS
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WHAT DO WE OWN?
The road network that serves the city of Regina is classified into four functional road
categories or sub-networks:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Arterial (major and minor arterials, expressways, highways, ramps and loops);
Collector (major and minor collectors);
Industrial/Commercial (major and minor industrial/commercial locals); and
Residential (residential locals).

The Industrial/Commercial and Residential roads together are called the ‘Local’ subnetwork under the alternative tourist classification system.

Albert Street is one Regina’s Major Arterials

The inventory of asphalt road assets per functional road category is shown in Table 1 and
Chart 2 and 3.
Sub-network

Surface Area
Centreline Length
[m2]
[km]
Arterial
3,250,000
184
Collector
1,913,000
152
Industrial/Commercial
559,000
46
Residential
5,514,000
544
Total
11,236,000
926
Table 1: Asphalt Road Inventory as per 31/12/2011 (Roadways Preservation Inventory)
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The residential network accounts for the largest share of City’s roadways inventory at
49%, followed by arterial (29%), collector (17%) and industrial/commercial (5%). It is
important to note that the roadways network inventory does not include new road assets
currently under construction.
The arterial network includes the road assets that were transferred to the City by the
Ministry of Highways and Infrastructure (MHI) as part of the Urban Highway Connector
Program (UHCP) in 2011. Those assets include the public highways located in an Urban
Municipality that connects two provincial highways (i.e. Ring Road from Victoria
Avenue to Lewvan Drive).
Sub-network Surface Area

Arterial
29%
Residential
49%

Collector
17%
Industrial /
Commercial
5%

Sub-network Centreline Length

Arterial
20%

Collector
16%
Residential
59%

Industrial /
Commercial
5%

Chart 2 and 3: Asphalt Road Inventory in % as per 31/12/2011 (Roadways Preservation Inventory)
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The square area of all the City’s roads combined (11.2 million m2) is shown in Figure 4
and depicted as a proportion of the city.

Figure 4: Regina’s Asphalt Surface Area
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WHAT IS IT WORTH?
The value of the asphalt road network is based on replacement cost. Because of the
varying depth and type of structure which lies beneath each sub-network, the unit cost for
replacement of asphalt surface layer and supporting base structure is higher for higherfunction roads (arterials) and for roads which carry heavier traffic (collectors and
industrial/commercials). The relative replacement value of the asphalt road network by
sub-network is shown in Table 5 and Chart 6.
Sub-network

Surface Area
[m2]

% of
total
Surface
Area

Unit Cost
[$/m²]

$140
$125
$125
$100

Arterials
Collectors
Industrial/Commercial
Residential

3,250,000
1,913,000
559,000
5,514,000

28.9
17.0
5.0
49.1

Total

11,236,000

100.0

Replacement Cost by Sub-network

Arterial, 34.6%

Industrial/
Commercial,
5.1%

Collector,
18.2%

Chart 6: Replacement Cost by Sub-network as per 2012
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$455,000,000
$239,125,000
$69,875,000
$551,400,000
$1,315,400,000

Table 5: Asphalt Road Replacement Value by Sub-network as per 2012

Residential,
41.9%

Replacement
Value [$]

% of
Replacement
Value
34.6
18.2
5.1
41.9
100.00%
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WHAT CONDITION IS IT IN?
History of road construction and age of roadways network
Much of the road network, as shown in Figure 7 and Chart 8, was constructed between
1945 and 1985, with peaks between 1960 and 1965 and in 1977. The road network
development was in conjunction with development of residential neighbourhoods.

Figure 7: History of Neighbourhood Development in Regina

New road construction after 2009 is not included. As these roads pass their structural
useful life, not only will their surface require replacement, but the entire structure as well.
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History of New Roadways Construction

Surface Area [m2]

Thousands

800
700
600
500
400
300
200
100
0
1905

1915

1925

1935

1945

1955

1965

1975

1985

1995

2005

Construction Year
ARTERIAL

COLLECTOR

INDUSTR /COMMERC

RESIDENTIAL

Chart 8: History of New Roadways Construction in Regina (Roadways Preservation Inventory)

How do we measure condition?
The condition of asphalt road assets can be described using more than one method.
Condition may be indicated by surface or structural age, surface distresses, structural
capacity, ride-ability, along with any number of other indicators.
1. Surface age: This is the age of the asphalt pavement layer. Surface age can
provide a general description of the overall health of an asphalt road network.
The life expectancy (design life) of asphalt surface is 10 to 30 years, different for
each of the road categories, namely:
Arterial

10 - 15 years

Collector

15 - 20 years

Industrial / Commercial

15 - 20 years

Residential

25 - 30 years

2. Structural age: Structural age refers to the age of the base underlying the asphalt
surface. The structure provides sub-surface drainage, stability and strength to
support the flexible asphalt surface. The structure has a life expectancy separate
from the surface. Similar to surface age, individual structures may not deteriorate
at the same rate and thus structural age is not necessarily correlated to condition,
but provides a network-level description of the health of the network.
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The average life expectancy (design life) of asphalt base ranges from 40 to 60
years, different for each of the road categories, namely:
Arterial

40 - 50 years

Collector

40 - 50 years

Industrial / Commercial

50 - 60 years

Residential

50 - 60 years

3. Surface distresses, structural capacity, ride-ability: Surface distresses include
any visible deficiencies in the asphalt. Cracks, potholes, patches, bumps,
deformations, ravelling and ruts are a few examples. Structural capacity refers to
the ability of the road to bear the traffic volumes and loadings. Ride-ability refers
to the smoothness of the road surface.
The administration is currently developing and implementing a condition rating system,
based on technical measurements related to surface distresses, structural capacity and
ride-ability.

Falling Weight Deflection (FWD) Equipment for Measuring Road
Flexibility, i.e. Structural Strength

Current Condition – Arterials, Collectors, Industrial/Commercial
Chart 9 illustrates the percentage of all ACI asphalt roadways that are either in good,
moderate or poor condition based on age and life expectancy. Approximately 85% of the
asphalt sub-network is in a fair or good condition based on age. The remaining 15% of
asphalt surfaces would be considered past their useful life of 20 years. Since 1994, the
age and relative condition of Regina’s ACI sub-network has remained constant. The
trend is indicative of a sustained level of investment in this category of roadways.
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Assumption:
For arterials, collectors,
industrial/commercial network
the maximum useful life is
20 years until asphalt surface
replacement is required.

Surface Age - Arterials, Collectors, Industrial
100%

Percentage

80%

60%

40%

20%

0%
1994

1996

1998

2000

2002

2004

2006

2008

2010

2012

Year
Remaining Life: 8 to 20 yrs

Remaining Life: 1 to 7 yrs

Remaining Life: None

Chart 9: Remaining Life - Arterial, Collector, and Industrial in percentage of surface area

The surface area of the ACI sub-network has grown considerably over the last 20 years.
As Chart 10 illustrates, the surface area (i.e. inventory) has increased by approximately
3 million m2. Even though there are more m2 of roadways to maintain, the condition has
remained at the same high good/fair level.

Thousands

Surface Area [m2]

Surface Age - Arterials, Collectors, Industrial
6000
5000
4000
3000
2000
1000
0
1994

1996

1998

2000

2002

2004

2006

2008

2010

2012

Year
Remaining Life: 8 to 20 yrs

Remaining Life: 1 to 7 yrs

Remaining Life: None

Chart 10: Remaining Life - Arterials, Collectors, Industrial in surface area

Current Condition – Residential
The residential network, in contrast to the ACI, is in considerably poorer condition based
on age. Approximately 45% of the asphalt surface of the residential network is in a fair or
good condition, 55% of the asphalt surface is beyond an assumed useful life of 25 years,
as shown in Chart 11.
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Surface Age - Residential

Assumption:
For residential roads the average
useful life is 25 years until
asphalt surface replacement is
required.

100%

Percentage

80%

60%

40%

20%

0%
1994

1996

1998

2000

2002

2004

2006

2008

2010

2012

Year
Remaining Life: 11 to 25 yrs

Remaining Life: 1 to 10 yrs

Remaining Life: None

Chart 11: Remaining Life Asphalt Surface – Residential in percentage of surface area

The relative slow growth of the residential sub-network in the last 20 years is shown in
Chart 12.

Thousands

Surface Area [m2]

Surface Age - Residential
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Remaining Life: None

Chart 12: Remaining Life Asphalt Surface – Residential in surface area
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WHAT DO WE NEED TO DO TO IT AND WHEN DO WE
NEED TO DO IT?
Required
The life cycle of a road is typically 45 to 60 years and the required maintenance involves
a combination of resurfacing activities until reconstruction is required.
A typical deterioration curve for an asset is shown in Figure 13. Early in its lifespan, an
asset deteriorates relatively slowly, and may not require any treatment for almost a third
of its expected lifespan. Then, as its service level declines, light treatments such as crack
sealing may be appropriate. Later, as the condition declines further, more expensive
treatments such as overlays may be required. At some point, the asset deteriorates
beyond a point which is "acceptable." After this point, the asset must be maintained at a
minimum safety service standard until a full rehabilitation or reconstruction is
undertaken.
Rating

Figure 13: Typical Deterioration Curve for Asphalt Roads (Source: FHWA)
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The timing and the effect of different types of treatments on the deterioration curve is
shown in Figure 14.
Preventive
Maintenance
No Maintenance \
Rehabilitation
Rehabilitation

Reactive
Maintenance

Figure 14: Timing and Effect of Different Types of Treatment on Deterioration Curve

The photos below illustrate the deterioration of several residential roads in Regina, with
reference to the color rating in Figure 13.

Good

Very Good

Fair

Poor
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Current
The City’s current practice is focused on rehabilitation of major roadways to provide the
most benefit to all motorists and commerce, as 80% of the traffic is carried on 20% of the
total road network. Funding for street infrastructure renewal is currently prioritized in
order of:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Expressways and arterial roadways;
Collector roadways and bus routes;
Major local roadways – commercial; and
Residential roadways.

The City provides a wide range of diverse services for roadways infrastructure through
the following programs and activities, namely:
1. Street Infrastructure Renewal Program; and
2. Asphalt Maintenance Services.
The objective of the Street Infrastructure Renewal Program is to restore the design
condition of existing street infrastructure (pavement surface, ride, drainage) and to reduce
further deterioration.
Infrastructure renewal activities under this program include:
- Reconstruction. The existing base structure and asphalt layer is removed and replaced
with new material or the existing material is recycled in place and covered with a layer
of new asphalt. Reconstruction is often combined with replacement of walk, curb and
gutter. This is done under the Local Improvement Program (LIP), where property
owners pay a portion of the replacement cost of the sidewalk. More information on LIP
can be found in Appendix A.
- Rehabilitation (Asphalt Recap). A portion of the existing asphalt layer is removed by
milling and replaced with new asphalt. This treatment is applied when the road shows
severe distresses, such as cracks, potholes, depressions, etc.; however, the base
structure (support layer) under the asphalt is still in good shape. Concerns related to
sidewalks are addressed as well.
- Thin Lift Overlay. This is paving of the road with a thin layer of asphalt on top of the
existing pavement. This is applied where the road shows signs of wear, but is generally
still in good condition. Good drainage is a key factor, i.e. curb, gutter and sidewalks
must be in good condition.
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City Crews Milling and Paving as part of Street Infrastructure Renewal Program

Asphalt Maintenance Services have been historically comprised of three main activities.
These activities are typically done through the mid-March to November time period, and
are:
- Pothole and other small patching work;
- Failure/depression repair along with other medium sized patching work; and
- Asphalt spreader/thin lift and other larger sized patching.
The asphalt maintenance activities are mainly ‘reactive’ in nature, only some of the thin
lift paving is ‘preventative’ maintenance.
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HOW MUCH MONEY DO WE NEED?
Note:
This chapter includes the investment requirement for sidewalks due to the fact that
sidewalk improvements (with the exception of maintenance) are always undertaken in
conjunction with road improvements.
Required level of investment
A preliminary cost model has been developed to estimate the level of investment required
to maintain roads and sidewalks. This model is based on current age of asphalt surface
and road structure, and assuming a regular interval of renewal for each of the road
categories. This renewal cycle is based on a ‘technical level of service.’ The assumptions
used in this model are shown in Table 15. The model is only a starting point for analysis
and will require further development in the future, but it does provide a basis for
understanding the size and scope of the issues.
Sub-network

Surface
Treatment
Interval,
if maintained

[Years]
Arterials
Collectors
Local
(Residential,
Industrial /
Commercial)

Surface
Treatment
Cost (2012)

[$/m2]

Full
Replacement
Interval,
if road is not
maintained

Full
Replacement
Cost (incl.
Sidewalk)
(2012)
[$/m2]
150
140

4
3

130

0

10
15

40
35

[Years]
20
25

None

35

50

Maximum
Number of
Surface
Treatments
before
Replacement

Table 15: Assumptions Investment Costing Model

The results of the calculations are shown in Charts 16 - 18. The dollar estimate was
calculated using the total number of square metres of road that are past the recommended
time for maintenance times the replacement cost per square metre. The replacement cost
was based on the average actual cost over the last few years for various roadway network
projects. Since there is a difference in the cost of delivering this work with City crews or
through contractors, the average was calculated using a sample of both methods of
delivery.
The total funding requirements in 2012 dollars, including the current ‘overdue work’ of
$261 million, for a 100 year period is shown in Chart 16. In order to achieve a
sustainable situation of the roadways network with a manageable mix of roads in
different conditions, a certain level of renewal must occur every year. To date, we are not
meeting this required level of renewal and have built up an inventory of ‘overdue work.’
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The ‘overdue work’ divided over the individual sub-network categories shows:
- Arterial
- Collector
- Local

$ 26 million
$ 14 million
$ 221 million

Millions

Estimated Long Term Investment Needs
$300

Overdue
Work

Investment per year

$250
$200
$150
$100
$50
$0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100

Years
ARTERIAL

COLLECTOR

LOCAL

Chart 16: Overall Street Infrastructure Renewal funding requirements for a 100 year period

The funding requirement to retain the existing situation for the coming 100 years is
shown in Chart 17. The assumption here is that from 2013 onwards all new required
renewal activities will be completed as per established renewal cycle, but the current
inventory of ‘overdue work’ will be accepted and will not be reduced. To achieve this
level of network maintenance, an average funding of $30 million per year (2012 dollars)
is required. For the individual sub-network categories the following would be required:
- Arterial
- Collector
- Local

$ 8.5 million/year
$ 6.0 million/year
$ 15.5 million/year
Estimated Long Term Investment Needs (Current Overdue Work Excluded)

Investment per year

Millions

$60
$50
$40
$30
$20
$10
$0

10
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50
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80

90

100

Time (Years)
ARTERIAL

COLLECTOR

LOCAL

AVERAGE REQUIRED

Chart 17: Overall Street Infrastructure Renewal funding requirements, excluding Overdue Work

The costs associated with improving the overall road condition to an acceptable level
across the network are shown in Chart 18. Acceptable means that the inventory of
‘overdue work’ will be steadily reduced and fully eliminated in 20 years, and that from
2013 onwards all new required renewal activities will be completed as per established
24
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renewal cycle. The costs associated with achieving this are on average $40 million per
year for the first 20 years (in 2012 dollars).
All costs are in 2012 dollars, i.e. these costs are based on current cost level and current
size of Regina’s road network, and do not take into account inflation and growth of the
network.
Estimated Long Term Investment Needs (Current Overdue Work Eliminated In 20 Years)

Millions
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Investment per year
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Chart 18: Eliminate ‘Overdue Work’ Funding Requirements

Current level of investment and accomplishments
The current road investment strategy (see Table 19 for detail) can be summarized as
focusing expenditure on the 20% of the road network which is subjected to 80% of the
traffic volume, i.e. arterial and collector network. Although the residential network is the
focus of works through the LIP, this does not have a significant impact on the annual
Street Infrastructure Renewal Program Budget allocation to residential streets. Despite
the residential network making up more than one half of Regina’s road network it has
been allocated approximately one quarter of the budget over the last four years, with
reference to Table 19.
2008
2009
2010
14
15
14.9
Budget [Million $]
43%
22%
41%
Arterials
25%
52%
24%
Collectors
6%
10%
0%
Industrial / Commercial
26%
15%
35%
Residential
Table 19: Street Infrastructure Renewal Budget and Budget Allocation
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2011
16.8
58%
17%
0%
25%

Average
15.2
41%
30%
4%
25%
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The sources of current funding are shown in Table 20.
[Million $]
2008
2009
2010
2011
Average
0
9.4
1.95
3.05
3.6
Other Provincial / Federal Grants
3.8
2.755
3.61
7.6
1.18
Gas Tax Grant
2.745
1.99
0
1.82
1.6
Landfill Reserve*
0
0
0.7
5.752
1.6
Current Contributions
1.7
0
0
0
0.4
Utility - MRIF
1.3
0
0
0
0.3
MRIF
5.5
0
4.65
5
3.8
Debt
14
15
14.9
16.802
15.2
Total
Table 20: Street Infrastructure Renewal Budget Funding Sources
*Note: to demonstrate a regional impact for the Gas Tax investment, it was invested in the Land Fill and
matching amounts were removed from the Land Fill Reserve in order to supplement roadway investments.

The accomplishments of current Street Infrastructure Renewal program are shown in
Table 21.
[Km]
2009
2010
2.7
8.9
Arterials
18.4
9
Collectors
7.8
0
Industrial / Commercial
4.4
6.1
Residential
33.3
24
Total
Table 21: Street Infrastructure Renewal Program Accomplishments

2011
13.75
3.8
0
6
23.55

Average
8.45
10.4
2.6
5.5
26.95

Based on the roadways inventory (centerline length), as per Table 1, and the
accomplishments of the Street Infrastructure Renewal Program, as per Table 21, the
current road sub-network renewal rate is calculated and shown in Table 22.
Average Life Expectancy
Current Renewal Rate
Asphalt Surface
Asphalt Surface
10 - 15
13
Arterials
15 - 20
15
Collectors
15 - 20
18
Industrial / Commercial
25 - 30
99*
Residential
Table 22: Road Sub-network Renewal Rate
* Note: Residential roads are being renewed only every 99 years when their life-expectancy is 25-30 years.
[Years]

With the understanding that most of the current road renewal activities are related to
renewal of the asphalt surface (asphalt recap, thin lift) and not renewal of the road
structure, the renewal rate for arterials, collectors and industrial/commercial networks are
in line with the life expectancy of 10 to 20 years. Although the current renewal activities
for residential sub-network often includes renewal of structure (mainly in LIP projects)
the renewal rate of 99 years is far behind the required renewal rate based on a asphalt
surface life expectancy of 25 to 30 years.
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The annual expenditures for asphalt and concrete maintenance (excluding utility cut
repairs), which are in addition to the Street Infrastructure Renewal budget, are shown in
Table 23.
[Million $]
2008
2009
2010
2011
1.36
1.49
2.38
4.96
Asphalt Services
0.56
0.73
0.87
Concrete Services
2.05
3.11
5.83
Total
Table 23: Maintenance Expenditures, excluding Utility Cut Repair. (Source: MMS)

Average
2.55
1.15
3.66

Cost Increases
Between 2002 and 2012, the price of asphalt mix (City internal cost) has increased from
$40 to $100 per tonne, a 250% price increase, as shown in Charts 24 and 25.
Prices of Asphalt Mix as Compared to 2002 Prices
300%
250%
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100%
50%
0%
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City mix - operating cost
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City mix - materials cost
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2011
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City mix - total cost

Chart 24: Asphalt Relative Price Change 2002 – 2012
Per Tonne

Prices of Asphalt Mix

$120.00
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$80.00
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$20.00
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City mix - total cost

Contractor price (backup supply)

Chart 25: Asphalt Absolute Price Change 2002 – 2012
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Forecast when continuing current level of investment
Based on the current level of investment, i.e. approximately $15 million per year, the
estimated amount of ‘overdue work’ will grow from $261 million in 2012 to $ 523
million by 2033, as shown in Chart 26.
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Chart 26: Increase of ‘Overdue Work’ due to Current Under-Funding

Due to the underfunding the average age of Regina's road network will increase, as
shown in Chart 27. Especially the deterioration of the large residential network is an
issue of growing concern. It also demonstrates that there is very little latitude in the
current budget allocation to accommodate network growth. By 2025, the average age of
residential roads will exceed their average expected life. The current strategy only
improves the arterial network.
Average Surface Age - Current Investment Level & Allocation
40.0

Avg. Surface Age [Yrs]

35.0
30.0
25.0
20.0
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10.0
5.0
0.0
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INDUSTR / COMMERC

RESIDENTIAL

OVERALL

Chart 27: Changes in Sub-network Age due to Current Under-Funding
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SIDEWALKS
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WHAT DO WE OWN?
City of Regina sidewalks are classified the same as roadway sub networks. Sidewalks
that are classified as arterial, collector, industrial commercial or residential are
geographically adjacent to those same roadways.
However, sidewalks also have an additional classification based on level of traffic:
1. Group A (high volume pedestrian traffic); and
2. Group B (low volume pedestrian traffic).
The current sidewalk inventory is shown in Table 28 and Chart 29.

Group A Sidewalk at Victoria Avenue

30

STATE OF ROADWAYS INFRASTRUCTURE 2013

Sub-network
Arterial

Sidewalk Inventory
[km]
151

Collector

237

Industrial/Commercial

35

Residential

866

Total

1,289

Group A

263

Group B

1,000

Discrepancy*

26

Total
1,289
Table 28: Sidewalk Inventory as per 31/12/2011 (Roadways Preservation Inventory)
*the discrepancy is the variation between the two databases in which inventory information resides. It
could be due to new development not yet being categorized as Group A or Group B.

Sub-network Sidewalk Length

Arterial
12%
Collector
18%

Industrial /
Commercial
3%

Residential
67%

Chart 29: Sidewalk Inventory in % as per 31/12/2011 (Roadways Preservation Inventory)

The inventory as per Table 5 and Chart 6 does not include new sidewalk assets currently
under construction or not yet full accepted by the City from developers/contractors.
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An illustration of the length of the 1289 km long sidewalk network is shown in Figure 30.

Figure 30: Sidewalks in Regina
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WHAT IS IT WORTH?
The estimated replacement value of the concrete network and the associated assets based
upon current dollar value (2012) is approximately $222 Million. A breakdown of the
contribution of each component to the concrete network value is provided in Table 31,
below.
Asset
Component
Sidewalks
Curb/Curb and
Gutter

Inventory

1,289,000 m
284,000 m

Replacement
Unit Cost
[per m]
$150
$100
Total

Replacement
Value
[$]
$193,350,000
$ 28,400,000
$221,750,000

Table 31: Concrete Infrastructure Replacement Value as per 2012
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WHAT CONDITION IS IT IN?
How do we measure condition?
In 2004, the City adopted formal policies (i.e. Inspection Policy – Concrete and
Maintenance Policy – Concrete, Oct 2004, File 5400) to address the concrete
infrastructure in Regina. The purpose of the concrete inspection is to gather information
to rate the sidewalk conditions, prioritize the deficiencies based on severity and location
and to generate a maintenance program according to the policy (i.e. worst first) that
effectively allocates budget resources to the locations with the worst deficiencies. In
addition, the concrete inspection data is used to get an understanding of the overall
sidewalk condition. This is in turn used within the capital program planning cycle.

Measurement of Vertical Displacement (Step) on Sidewalk

High pedestrian volume sidewalks (Group A) are inspected annually and lower
pedestrian volume sidewalks (Group B) are inspected on a four year cycle, with the city
being broken up into quadrants. The inspections consist of a manual assessment, based
on a departmentally approved procedure.
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Current Condition?
The average age per sub-category sidewalk is shown in Table 32.
Sub-category

Average Age [Years]

Arterials

33.5

Collectors

28.3

Industrial/Commercial

38.1

Residential
36.1
Table 32: Average Sidewalk Age per Category (Roadways Preservation Inventory)

A breakdown of good, fair and poor condition states for concrete sidewalks associated
with road sub-network, excluding NW sector, is shown in Charts 33 and 34. This
breakdown is based on condition measurements from 2007 until 2010. A good walk has
very few major and/or minor distresses, which are typically unnoticeable to sidewalk
users. A fair walk could have numerous minor distresses or a low number of major
distresses, or a combination of the two. A fair walk may have sections that hinder the
movement of a mobility-impaired person and has numerous minor distresses and major
distresses; it is extremely uneven and distressed and the entire section could hinder the
movement of a mobility-impaired person and require extra attention by all pedestrians.
Sidewalk Severity by Functional Class Excluding the NW
100%
90%
80%

Percentage

70%
60%
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40%
30%
20%
10%
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Arterial
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Residential

Overall

Poor

Chart 33: Sidewalk Severity Condition by sub-Network (as per 1/10/2010) in percentage
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Sidewalk Severity by Functional Class Excluding the NW
1000

Length of sidewalk [km]
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Poor

Chart 34: Sidewalk Severity Condition by sub-Network (as per 1/10/2010)

Based on these condition measurements, almost 90% of the sidewalk network is in a fair
or good condition. The residential network has by far the largest sidewalk network in the
city. The vast majority of sidewalks in poor condition are within this residential network.
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WHAT DO WE NEED TO DO TO IT AND WHEN DO WE
NEED TO DO IT?
Required
The life cycle of a sidewalk is typically 45 years and the required maintenance is focused
on resolving safety and/or drainage issues until reconstruction is required.
Current
The formal Inspection Policy – Concrete and Maintenance Policy – Concrete, as
approved by Council, requires the Administration to keep the sidewalks in a safe
condition. Sidewalk distresses are repaired with priority based on ‘worst first,’ using
operational maintenance budget. In addition, in order to improve road drainage
conditions, sidewalk, curb and gutter and associated walks might require repair as part of
asphalt pavement projects under Street Infrastructure Renewal Program, i.e. funded by
capital budget. Residential and other roads sidewalks can be replaced under the LIP.
Other activities include installing pedestrian ramps in order to improve accessibility.

Slip Forming New Sidewalk as part of LIP Project
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Indicating the effect of current Concrete Maintenance Program, Chart 35 shows a slow
decrease in trip hazards (vertical steps of 25 mm or more) as identified during condition
assessment in the period 2007 – 2010 in NW, NE district and Group A sidewalks.
Concrete Distresses - Vertical Displacement 25 mm or more

Number of Distresses
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Linear (Group A)
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Linear (NE)

Chart 35: Concrete Distresses in NW, NE district, and Group A in period 2007 – 2012
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HOW MUCH MONEY DO WE NEED?
The investment requirement for ‘sidewalks’ are included in the investment requirement
for ‘roads,’ due to the fact that sidewalk improvements (with the exception of
maintenance) are always in conjunction with road improvements.
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BRIDGES
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WHAT DO WE OWN?
The City of Regina has 83 bridges located within city limits. The City owns and is
responsible for maintaining 75 of those roadway and pedestrian brides. The remaining
eight bridges are owned by railway companies. The railway companies are responsible
for maintaining the overpasses and the City retains responsibility for the roadways that
run underneath those overpasses. The roadway bridges include 11 bridges under the
UHCP.
Sub-category

# of Bridges

Roadway Bridges

44

Pedestrian Bridges

31

Railway Bridges

8

Total City Responsible
83
Table 36: Bridge Inventory as per 31/12/2011 (Roadways Preservation Inventory)

Albert Street Memorial Bridge
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WHAT IS IT WORTH?
The estimated replacement cost of the City’s roadway bridge inventory is summarized in
Table 37. These estimates do not include the costs of the right-of-way, approaches to the
structure, the demolition of the existing structure or any relevant taxes. The conceptual
unit price for replacement cost is formulated based on 5 years (2007-2012) of
construction costs.
Asset Component

Inventory
# of Bridges

Roadway Bridges

44

Pedestrian Bridges

31

Replacement
Unit Cost
[per m² bridge
deck ]
$ 6,000
Total

Replacement
Value
[$]
$168,400,000
$ 5,200,000
$173,600,000

Table 37: Bridge Infrastructure Replacement Value as per 2012
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WHAT CONDITION IS IT IN?
How do we measure condition?
In 2007, the City evaluated the condition of the bridges in Regina. Visual inspections
were completed for all roadway bridges (excluding 11 bridges transferred from the MHI)
following the Alberta Bridge Inspection and Maintenance System (BIM). The inspection
method was carried out using the BIM Inspection Manual (March 2008). Currently
bridges are inspected on a three year cycle.
Along with visual inspections, a Level 2 inspection is also completed on a 5 year cycle
for each structure, known as bridge deck testing. This Level 2 inspection is carried out
using the BIM Inspection Manual – Level 2 (March 2007). Bridge deck testing is used to
evaluate the best lifecycle option for the structure and identifies the most cost effective
time for rehabilitation.
The City also performs regular specific inspections between full inspections to identify
over-height hits and issues identified during bridge washing.

View of Bridge Structure with Exposed Steel Bars

Current Condition?
The Structural Sufficiency Ratings (SSR) based on the BIM Inspection Manual for the 33
roadways bridges (excluding 11 bridges transferred from the MHI in 2011) are shown in
Table 38.
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Condition Rating of
Roadways Bridges
Good

Structural Sufficiency
Rating (SSR)
Above 70

Fair

Between 60 and 70

# of
Bridges
15

% of
Total
46

7

21

Poor
Below 60
11
33
Table 38: Structural Sufficiency Rating (SSR) as per 2008; UHCP bridges not included

A ‘poor’ condition rating of a bridge does not necessarily imply an imminent safety
danger; however, it implies that rehabilitation is required within the near future
(i.e. 5 years). The structural sufficiency rating is based on a formula which uses the
information recorded during the inspection.
The effect of the current bridge maintenance/rehabilitation program on the condition of
the roadways bridges is shown in Chart 39.
Condition Rating Roadways Bridges (excl. UHCP)
100%

80%

Percentage

60%

40%

20%

0%
2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

Year
Good

Fair

Poor

Chart 39: Condition Rating Roadways Bridges, excl UHCP, from 2008 until 2012

In 2011, the MHI transferred 11 structures to the City inventory as part of the UHCP
agreement. Based on previous MHI inspections and the structure records of these 11
UHCP bridges, only two were rated as good, the other nine were rated as poor. The
adding of the UHCP bridges and their rating explains the step between 2010 and 2011 in
Table 40 and Chart 40 below.
Condition Rating of
Roadways Bridges
Good

Structural Sufficiency
Rating (SSR)
Above 70

Fair

Between 60 and 70

# of
Bridges
23

% of
Total
52

3

7

Poor
Below 60
18
41
Table 40: Structural Sufficiency Rating (SSR) as per 2013 UHCP bridges included
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Condition Rating Roadways Bridges, incl. UHCP
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Chart 40: Condition Rating Roadways Bridges, incl. UHCP, from 2008 until 2012.

In 2011, structural pedestrian bridges were transferred from Parks and Open Spaces to the
bridge group in Roadways Preservation. Pedestrian bridges were evaluated in 2011-2012
using the same inspection method as for roadways bridges. The Structural Sufficiency
Ratings for the 31 pedestrian bridges as measured in 2012 are shown in Table 41.
Condition Rating of
Pedestrian Bridges
Good

Structural Sufficiency
Rating (SSR)
Above 70

Fair

Between 60 and 70

Poor
Below 60
Table 41: Structural Sufficiency Rating as per 2012

45

# of
Bridges
17

% of
Total
55

11

35

3
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WHAT DO WE NEED TO DO TO IT AND WHEN DO WE
NEED TO DO IT?
Required
The life cycle of a bridge is typically 75 years. Life cycle activities include regular
preventive maintenance followed by rehabilitations every 15 to 25 years. Rehabilitations
are scheduled in specific years based on life cycle costing. Along with regular
inspections, testing, maintenance and rehabilitations, the City must also repair accident
damage caused by over height loads to ensure public safety.
Current
Prior to 2010, the City Bridge Maintenance Program (BMP) was based on a ‘reactive’
strategy. Work would be undertaken on bridges when major repairs and rehabilitations
were necessary rather than preventative maintenance and corrective repairs.
In 2010, the City bridge group developed a new long term BMP based on a ‘preventive’
strategy. In this new BMP preventive maintenance planning is combined with
rehabilitation planning. Implementation of preventive maintenance on a consistent and
proactive basis has a great impact on the durability or service life of bridge structures on
the long term associated costs.
In 2011, the inspection schedule was altered to inspect one-third (1/3) of the bridges on a
yearly basis. From these inspections, a maintenance program is established for the
following year to repair elements showing deterioration before they cause other bridge
elements to become deteriorated. This proactive method will reduce long term costs with
reducing the costs of the major rehabilitations.
As part of this program, the City began an in-house bridge washing program as part of
the preventive maintenance plan. Bridge washing extends the service life of the concrete
by removing chlorides (used by winter road maintenance services during sanding
operations) from the surface of the concrete before they penetrate into the concrete
causing the rebar to rust. This program will extend the time allowed between costly
rehabilitations.
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Ring Road South Bound over Dewdney Bridge Rehabilitation in 2011
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HOW MUCH MONEY DO WE NEED?
Required level of investment
Until 2010, the City’s BMP was developed based on the ‘reactive’ strategy. The BMP
was more focused on major repairs and rehabilitations rather than on corrective repairs
and preventive maintenance. In 2010, the City bridge group developed a new long term
BMP based on a ‘preventive’ strategy. In this new BMP preventive maintenance planning
is combined with rehabilitation planning.
This new BMP resulted in investment savings of approximately $23 million over
25 years. Current investment needs are estimated $93 million over 25 years. This is
compared to the approximately $116 million over 25 years required under the old
‘reactive’ strategy as shown in Chart 42.
$140,000,000
$120,000,000
$100,000,000
$80,000,000
$60,000,000
$40,000,000
$20,000,000
$0

Old Strategy

Current Strategy

Maintenance

$3,750,000.00

$18,750,000.00

Rehabilitation

$112,253,000.00

$74,413,000.00

Chart 42: Comparison of Total Bridge Investment Needs over 25 years – Old Strategy versus
Current Strategy

While the average level of investment over 25 years is $3.72 million per year, based on
the $93 million required under the ‘preventive’ strategy, it does not take into account the
backlog of investment needed due to the inclusion of the 11 structures transferred to the
City under the UHCP agreement with MHI.
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When investment needs are broken out over the short term (1-5 years), medium term
(5-10 years) and long term (10-25 years), it becomes apparent that average investment
needs are greater in the short term and medium term as shown in Chart 43.

$60,000,000
$50,000,000
$40,000,000
$30,000,000
$20,000,000
$10,000,000
$0

Old Strategy

Current Strategy Old Strategy

1-5 Years
Maintenance

$750,000.00

$3,750,000.00

Current Strategy Old Strategy

6-10 Years
$750,000.00

$3,750,000.00

Current Strategy

11-25 Years
$2,250,000.00

$11,250,000.00

Rehabilitation $40,084,000.00 $30,772,000.00 $20,587,000.00 $19,606,000.00 $51,582,000.00 $24,035,000.00

Chart 43: Comparison of Short, Medium and Long Term Bridge Investment Needs

Based on the current strategy, the average bridge investment need over the next 5 years is
currently estimated at $6.90 million per year. The affect of the current preventive
strategy in comparison to the old reactive strategy and the associated yearly budget
requirements is shown in Chart 44.

$9,000,000
$8,000,000
$7,000,000
$6,000,000
$5,000,000
$4,000,000
$3,000,000
$2,000,000
$1,000,000
$0

Old Strategy

Current StrategyOld Strategy

1-5 Years

Current StrategyOld Strategy

6-10 Years

Current Strategy

11-25 Years

Yearly Budget $8,196,800.00 $6,904,400.00 $4,267,400.00 $4,671,200.00 $3,738,800.00 $2,352,333.33

Chart 44: Comparison of Annual Budget Requirements of Short, Medium and Long Term Bridge
Investment Needs
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Current level of investment
The level of bridge investment over the last 5 years can be seen in Chart 45.
2009 2010 2011 2012
5.55
4.88
6
2.75
Budget [Million $]
Chart 45: Bridge Infrastructure Renewal Budgets past 5 years

2013
3.24

Average
4.48

The average annual level of bridge investment over the past 5 years has been
$4.48 million per year and has been declining in recent years. This current level of
investment is not sufficient to maintain a safe bridge network. Based on ‘preventive’
strategy, the annual funding requirements need to be increased to $6.9 million per year
over the next 5 years.
The average bridge investment needs over the medium term (5-10 years) and long term
(15-25 years) will be reduced as effects of increased preventative maintenance are
realized; these are currently estimated at $4.67 million per year and $2.35 million per
year respectively.
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GENERAL
ALL ROADWAYS
ASSETS
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HOW DO WE ACHIEVE SUSTAINABILITY?
Sustainability is here defined as the long term financial and organizational capacity of the
City to maintain the roadways infrastructure at an acceptable service level.

Current Challenges?
The key challenges for achieving sustainability include:
Level of Service
Citizen surveys for many years have indicated that there is substantial public unhappiness
about the current state of roadway and sidewalk infrastructure. The 2012 Citizen Survey
results, shown in Chart 44,rank Roads & sidewalks/Infrastructure/Downtown as the
second most important issue. This is consistent with the outcome of previous surveys in
2008, 2010 and 2011.

Chart 44: Most Important Issue in % of Responds (2012 Citizen Survey)
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Streets/sidewalks were mentioned by 23.7% of the respondents as response when
requested to pick one change required in order to improve their rating of City of Regina’s
services as shown in Chart 45.

Chart 45: One Change Required to Improve Rating in % of Responds (2012 Citizen Survey)

Although there is clearly public unhappiness/concern with the current state of roadways
infrastructure, the Citizen Survey results do not identify what an acceptable Customer
Level of Service is. Current practice within the Administration is to keep roads,
sidewalks and bridges in a ‘safe’ condition, as required by The Cities Act. Pursuant to
Section 306 of The Act, it is the duty of the Administration to keep all public spaces and
right-of-ways in a ‘reasonable’ state of repair.
In order to understand what is ‘reasonable,’ and to subsequently develop Customer Level
of Service targets for the Administration, consultation with the road users in Regina will
be required. An essential element of this consultation process communication would be a
discussion of the necessary trade-offs between ‘expected’ infrastructure quality and/or
quantity and ‘acceptable’ financial contribution by tax payers.
Funding
First, it is clear that there is a substantial financial gap between what is required for
maintaining and improving the roadways assets and what is allocated in the annual
budgets. The consequence of this gap is that the roadways infrastructure (roads,
sidewalks and bridges) overall condition will steadily get worse, with increased risks for
interruption of transportation options.
Secondly, the City has currently very limited tax and revenue generating options. There is
a strong dependency on Property Tax and federal/provincial funding (mainly Gas Tax).
The LIP revenue is another relatively small funding source. It is necessary to develop
new innovative revenue options in order to increase tax or other revenue for the City.
Thirdly, the current allocations of funds for maintenance and for capital programs are not
related to each other. Budget requests for each of the programs are made independently
from each other based on historical information and/or on estimated future service
requirements. It would be preferable if programs and budget requests for maintenance
and capital would be integrated and based on sound asset management principles, such as
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Life Cycle Costing. For example, it is likely that increasing the budget for preventive
maintenance activities would result in a slower deterioration of the roadways network,
requiring less funding for rehabilitation (capital). This similar to the ‘preventive’ strategy
for bridges.
Local Roads
A substantial portion of the residential and industrial/commercial road network is in poor
condition. This is caused by the consistent under funding of the Street Infrastructure
Renewal program, as well as the current practice to spend most of the available funds on
maintaining the arterial and collector network.
Urban Highway Connector Program (UHCP)
The UHCP provides for an annual Operations and Maintenance (O&M) Grant.
Rehabilitations, Capital Projects and Transportation Planning Grants are provided on a
project-by-project basis, determined through an application process and final approval of
the provincial budget. The grants are funded based on a level of provincial interest.
Since joining the UHCP in 2011, the City has received annual operating and maintenance
grants and rehabilitation grant for one project.
Issues with the UHCP include:
1. Approval process. The current UHCP process does not provide notification of
funding until April. Any work associated with this funding can not proceed until an
agreement between MHI and City of Regina is in place. Funding is not guaranteed
until designs and tender documents are completed. To accommodate these
requirements, any project with UHCP funding will not generally be put out for tender
until May or June. This delay can create challenges including the availability of
contractors and competitive bid prices. This is most relevant for capital projects.
2. Received funding in 2013. Three projects related to rehabilitation of sections of the
Ring Road/Highway #1 Bypass were submitted for funding in 2013. However, none
of the projects received approval through the provincial budget process.
Lack of Policies
The Administration has very few policies in place regarding maintenance and renewal of
roadways assets. Policies currently available are related to concrete maintenance and to
winter road maintenance. It is important to have operational policies, guidelines and
procedures in place related to the individual asset groups (such as residential roads).
Such policies will allow Council to direct and demonstrate how they are achieving the
vision, priorities and targets for level of service.
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Opportunities?
Reducing the roadways infrastructure financial gap is the main challenge. In order to
identify potential solutions or opportunities for reducing the gap, the following
expression is helpful:

ROADWAYS INFRASTRUCTURE GAP:
Funds Available < Funds Required, i.e. Cost per Unit × Number of Units
In which:
-

-

Cost per unit refers to life cycle cost per unit of roadways asset. Life cycle cost
would include all cost for construction, maintenance, rehabilitation, reconstruction,
etc. per unit of roadways asset (e.g. m2 of asphalt surface); and
Number of units refers to the total amount of roadways assets.

In order to reduce the roadways infrastructure gap it would be required to:
-

Increase the funds available; and/or
Reduce the life cycle cost per unit; and/or
Reduce or minimize the total amount of roadways assets.

Increase Funds Available
Options for increasing funds available include:
1. Increase property tax. This could include:
a. General property tax increase; and/or
b. Dedicated property tax (Road Tax) for roadways infrastructure, such as for
residential neighbourhood renewal or for improvement overall road
network.
2. Expand current LIP program, such as:
a. From partial to full cost recovery for sidewalk replacement; and/or
b. Partial or full cost recovery for residential road renewal.
Regarding opportunities for improving the residential road network, the ‘Neighbourhood
Renewal Program’ in the City of Edmonton is often cited as an example of best practices.
Funding of this program is a combination of provincial funding, general property taxes,
LIP tax levy and a dedicated City wide special neighbourhood renewal tax levy (1.5-2%).
Also, the City of Saskatoon is currently discussing the implementation of dedicated taxes
for roadways infrastructure improvement. As mentioned before (See Chart 18),
eliminating the current amount of inventory of ‘overdue work’ (all road categories) will
require an investment of estimated $40 million per year (2012 dollars) for 20 years;
i.e. $25 million per year more than current level of investment.
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Reduce Life Cycle Costs
Options for reducing Life Cycle Costs include:
1. Reduce Level of Service to the bare minimum as required by The Cities Act;
2. Increase life of asset, i.e. reduce wear, by for example:
a. Improve roadways construction materials;
b. Improve quality of construction (i.e. increased warranty on new assets);
and
c. Avoid or minimize road damage due to utility cuts and/or traffic
overloads.
3. Reduce cost of individual life cycle activities by, for example:
a. Optimized design (i.e. related to pavement thickness);
b. Apply innovative construction methods (i.e. full depth reclamation);
c. Increase the usage of City work force versus using external contractors.
Generally, capital projects receiving external funding from other levels of
government require a tendering process. To increase the usage of City
work force would require that we set up systems that would allow selftendering; and
d. Develop innovative contracts with external contractors based on multiple
year plans and budgets, such as:
i. Multiple year contracts;
ii. High volume contracts, to attract out of province contractors; and
iii. Life Cycle contracts (P3 contracts) to include all or many phases of
life cycle activities, such as initial construction, maintenance and
rehabilitation, within one contract.
4. Optimize and integrate life cycle activities (such as maintenance and
rehabilitation) using sound asset management principles, including life cycle cost
analysis.
Reduce or minimize the amount of roadways assets
Options for reducing or minimizing the amount of roadways assets include:
1. Minimize development of new infrastructure to accommodate city growth. For
example:
a. Develop policies (i.e. within Official Community Plan) promoting
infill/brown field development and reducing green field development.
b. Development standards to support minimizing new infrastructure
development, such as road and sidewalk width, boulevards, amount of
sidewalks, etc.
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2. Dispose of, or reduce, existing roadways assets during
rehabilitation/reconstruction, such as:
a. Dispose of concrete boulevards;
b. Reduce number of sidewalks in residential streets from two to one, or
eliminate completely, where feasible;
c. Reduce road width where possible, combined with redevelopment of freed
up space for green zones, parking lots, bicycle paths, etc.; and
d. Thinner pavement or different materials for parking lanes.
Although all the options identified to reduce the infrastructure gap are valuable, the
options for increasing the level of funding are expected to have the highest impact and
should be priority for further research.

Next Steps?
Currently, the Administration has planned steps in order to move towards a more
sustainable approach are:
1. Establish a Level of Service and policies for Roadways Infrastructure;
2. Continue executing the existing Bridge Maintenance Program;
3. Develop options, for consideration by Council, for future residential street
renewal;
4. Develop operational strategies for maintenance, rehabilitation and renewal of
individual asset categories based on high-level policies and principles currently
developed within Official Community Plan (OCP) and Transportation Master
Plan (TMP), as well as based on approved Level of Service.
5. Continue further development of Roadways Infrastructure Asset Management
structure, program and tools including:
a. Further development and consolidation of condition data collection
program;
b. Medium and long term planning based on life cycle analysis and costing,
using specialized asset management software and approved
policies/strategies;
c. Improvement of asset inventory systems; and
d. Coordination with, and participation in, corporate asset management
initiatives.
6.

Develop financial options, for consideration by Council, on how to optimize
funding levels to reduce the Infrastructure ‘gap’.

57

STATE OF ROADWAYS INFRASTRUCTURE 2013

APPENDIX A
LOCAL
IMPROVEMENT
PROGRAM
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LOCAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM
In 1993, the provincial government developed the Local Improvements Act to help
provide a method of paying for necessary improvements to municipal infrastructure.
Under a Local Improvement Program (LIP) any work or service is paid for by charging
part or all of the cost to property owners who benefit from the work or service. City’s
Administration has adopted the LIP since 1993 for the rehabilitation of the City’s
infrastructure.
Each year the City’s Administration proposes a program of local improvement locations
for the rehabilitation of the City’s infrastructure. The Local Improvement Act, 1993
requires that a program approved by City Council be submitted to the Saskatchewan
Municipal Board for approval of the entire program prior to work being advertised.
Currently, LIP addresses locations where full replacement of sidewalk, curb and gutter is
required and is applied to all classifications of roadways which include arterials,
collectors, bus routes and residential streets. The accepted practice is that property
owners pay a portion of the cost for installation of walk, curb and gutter and that the City
pays for removal of old infrastructure and all road related work. At present, there is no
charge to the property owners for pavement rehabilitation or any other work related to
roadway reconstruction, such as renewal or replacement of the underground utilities done
in conjunction with this program. The contribution rate (i.e. uniform assessment rates)
for property owners is reviewed annually and is based on contractor rates for new
sidewalks in new neighbourhoods. Table 46 shows that the contribution rate by the
property owners, based on actual construction costs (in dollars per lineal meter), was
approximately 40% in 2009-2010.
Construction Year

Average LIP
Actual construction
Resulting
contribution rate for
cost LIP for City
LIP contribution rate
property owners
for City
[$/m]
[$/m]
[$/m]
2009
168
437
270
2010
214
491
277
Table 46: Contribution Rate Residents versus City for Sidewalk Replacement under LIP
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The history of LIP projects is shown in Table 47.
Year

# of LIP
Breakdown by km
Projects
Local
Collector
Arterial
2000
7
0.16
1.58
2001
5
0.71
2002
2
0.60
2003
0
2004
4
0.33
0.60
2005
5
0.51
2006
5
0.60
2.24
2007
5
0.81
2008
1
0.17
2009
2
1.48
2010
3
0.72
0.19
2011
3
1.39
0.18
Total
42
7.48
4.42
Table 47: History of LIP Projects between 2000 and 2011

Total
1.74
0.71
0.60
0.00
0.93
0.51
2.84
0.81
0.17
1.48
0.91
1.58
12.28

Property owners benefiting from proposed local improvements are notified by mail of the
actual costs that will be assessed to them for the proposed work. If they do not want the
work, they have the option to petition against it.
Advantages of LIP include:
1. Property owners, who benefit most of improvements completed, contribute
directly to the cost of the program.
Disadvantages of LIP include:
1. In the situation that property owners petition against the proposed work, the
Administration has few options left to execute the planned work. Although
Council has the option to pass a bylaw for undertaking local improvement work
by removing the right to petition or bypassing the result of the petition, this would
require approval by Saskatchewan Municipal Board. Current practice in this
situation where property owners petition against work is to cancel the proposed
work and to provide emergency maintenance services only to these locations for
at least 5 years;
2. Not all construction costs are paid by property owners, as shown in Table 46.
This is more profound in the areas of reduced property tax assessment. These
areas all receive a 50% reduction of special assessment charges for surface works
(street, sidewalk, curb and gutter replacement). The overall contribution by
property owners is limited, on average in the range of $500,000 to $800,000 for
all LIP projects within a year; and
3. Due to the cost and required resources only a limited amount (3 to 5) of LIP
projects can be completed each year.
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State of Roads &
Sidewalks 2013
Replacement value of roads and
sidewalks:
$1.54 billion

Current annual funding:
$15 million

Total kilometres of sidewalks: 1289
67% residential

Current overdue work:
$261 million

Total kilometres of paved roads: 926
59% residential

Estimated required funding:

Condition
(based on age data and surface area)
Surface Age - Residential

Percentage

100%
80%

Remaining Life:
None
Remaining Life:
1 to 10 yrs
Remaining Life:
11 to 25 yrs

60%
40%
20%
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08

20
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20
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20
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20

00

20
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20

96

19

19

19

94

0%

Year

Surface Age - Arterials, Collectors, Others

80%

Remaining Life:
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Remaining Life:
1 to 7 yrs
Remaining Life:
8 to 20 yrs

60%
40%
20%

To eliminate overdue work
in 20 years:
•$43 million per year
Average renewal budget
allocation:
• Arterials/collectors: 70%
• Industrial/commercial: 5%
• Residential: 25%
Street Infrastructure Renewal
Program 2009-11 results:
•A
 rterials/collectors: 18.85 km
per year
• I ndustrial/commercial: 2.6 km
per year
•R
 esidential: 5.5 km per year
(including LIP)
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Percentage

100%

To prevent increase of
overdue work:
• $30 million per year

Year

R E P O R T O N S TAT E O F T H E R O A D W AY S I N F R A S T R U C T U R E 2 0 1 3

State of
Bridges 2013
Replacement value of bridges:
$174 million

Average current funding:
$4.48 million per year

Roadway bridges: 44
Pedestrian bridges: 31

Estimated required funding:

Railway bridges: 8

• F irst 25 years:
$87 million

Condition of roadway bridges:

• S hort term (1-5 yrs):
$6.9 million per year

Condition Rating Roadways Bridges

Number of Bridges

50
45
40
35
30
25
20
15
10

(including Urban Highway Connector Program)

5
0
2008

•M
 edium term (5-10 yrs):
$4.67 million per year
Poor
Fair
Good

2009

2010

2011

Year

2012

Strategy change in 2010:
preventive vs. reactive
•R
 esult:
$23 million investment
savings over 25 years
Preventive maintenance:
•B
 ridge washing program
• Bridge sealing program
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EX13-54
November 13, 2013

To:

Members,
Executive Committee

Re:

2014 Meeting Dates for City Council and Executive Committee

RECOMMENDATION
1.

That the following City Council meeting dates for the year 2014 be approved:
January 27
February 24
March 24
April 14
May 5 and 26
June 23

2.

July 21
August 18
September 22
October 14 (Tuesday)
November 3 and 24
December 15

That the following Executive Committee meeting dates for the year 2014 be approved:
January 15
February 12
March 12
April 2 and 23
May 14
June 11

July 9
August 6
September 10
October 1 and 22
November 12
December 3

CONCLUSION
The Procedure Bylaw, 9004 provides for the adoption prior to year end of a City Council and
Executive Committee meeting schedule for the upcoming year. The approved schedule is then
submitted to all committees at December or January meetings. After all committees have
confirmed their regular meeting dates for the new year, a comprehensive City Council and
committee meeting schedule will be prepared for the information of interested parties.
BACKGROUND
Section 5(1) of The Procedure Bylaw, 9004 reads as follows:
“Regular meetings of Council shall be held each year starting on the fourth Monday of
January commencing at 5:30 in the evening and on each second week thereafter, but may
be altered in accordance with a meeting schedule approved by City Council by the last
Council meeting in December of each year.”
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DISCUSSION
The Procedure Bylaw, 9004 requires regular meetings of City Council to be held at 5:30 p.m. on
the fourth Monday of January each year and every second week thereafter, with meetings to be
held on Tuesday when there is a conflict with a statutory or paid holiday. Provision is made for
City Council, prior to the end of December, to alter the meeting dates for the upcoming year.
Executive Committee meetings have traditionally been held on the Wednesday prior to the
scheduled City Council meeting at 11:45 a.m.; however, it is recommended they be scheduled
one week earlier to allow adequate time to forward reports to City Council.
Meetings have also traditionally been scheduled to avoid conflict with either the Saskatchewan
Urban Municipalities Association (SUMA) Conference or the Federation of Canadian
Municipalities (FCM) Conferences.
It is proposed that the 2014 meeting schedule be arranged as noted above. For those months with
only one meeting scheduled, the meetings should be arranged with the following considerations:
-

in the latter part of each month to accommodate reports from all committees
not more than four weeks apart to avoid delays in consideration of items
not less than four weeks apart to accommodate the requirements for zoning bylaw
advertisements.

Using the above as a guideline, City Council meetings are proposed for the following dates:
January 27
February 24
March 24
April 14
May 5 and 26
June 23

July 21
August 18
September 22
October 14 (Tuesday)
November 3 and 24
December 15

Using the proposed Council meetings as the base, the Executive Committee meeting schedule for
2014 would be as follows:
January 15
February 12
March 12
April 2 and 23
May 14
June 11

July 9
August 6
September 10
October 1 and 22
November 12
December 3

In accordance with the provisions of The Procedure Bylaw, 9004, other committees of Council
will meet as soon as possible after they have been appointed to elect a Chairperson, a ViceChairperson and decide the day and time for holding regular meetings. To facilitate the
determination of regular meeting dates, reports are submitted to these committees at either their
December 2013 or January 2014 meetings, requesting that their meeting schedules be set for
2014. After all committees have met and determined their meeting dates and times, a schedule
of City Council and committee meetings will be prepared for circulation to the Administration
and other interested parties.
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The attached calendar summarizes the proposed 2014 meeting schedule for City Council and the
Executive Committee.
RECOMMENDATION IMPLICATIONS
Financial Implications
None with respect to this report.
Accessibility Implications
None with respect to this report.
Environmental Implications
None with respect to this report.
Strategic Implications
None with respect to this report.
Other Implications
None with respect to this report.
COMMUNICATIONS
Once approved, the schedule will be posted on the City Website and on the main floor of City
Hall. Copies will be circulated to the Administration and other interested parties, and a weekly
schedule will be published on the City Page in the Leader Post.
DELEGATED AUTHORITY
This report requires the approval of City Council.

Respectfully submitted,

Respectfully submitted,

Joni Swidnicki,
City Clerk

Glen B. Davies,
City Manager
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EX13-55
November 13, 2013

To:

Members,
Executive Committee

Re:

2014 Elected Official Committee Appointments

RECOMMENDATION
1.

That City Council approve the elected member appointments to the committees
summarized in Appendix A.

2.

That all appointments be made effective January 1, 2014 with terms of office to
December 31, 2014 unless otherwise noted.

3.

That members appointed continue to hold office for the term indicated or until their
successors are appointed.

4.

That this report be forwarded to the November 25, 2013 City Council meeting.

CONCLUSION
The appointment of elected members to committees should be determined by reviewing the
attached list item by item. All recommendations will be forwarded to City Council for approval.
BACKGROUND
Elected official appointments are required annually to fill vacancies on various committees. The
purpose of this report is to facilitate appointments required for 2014.
DISCUSSION
To facilitate the appointment process for 2014, a survey was circulated to all members to advise
of the elected member vacancies and to acquire information on individuals interested in the
vacancies. The attached list summarizes the committees to which appointments are required and
the responses received from members. The list is based on the committee structure as at
November 1, 2013.
The Committee should review the 2014 vacancies for elected members on the attached list
(Appendix “A”) and make a recommendation to City Council on appointments to fill the
vacancies. Unless otherwise stated, the term of office will be until December 31, 2014. Should
there be committees with more interest then the number of vacancies, Executive Committee will
need to select members for these committees by secret ballot.
Members of Council are required to serve as non-voting liaisons on the advisory committees.
Attached as Appendix “B” is a summary of 2013 elected official attendance at committee
meetings that was available at the time of writing this report. Should additional information be
received after consideration of this report, the attendance will be updated for the final report that
Council considers. This information is provided as directed by resolution of City Council on
November 24, 2003 which read as follows:

“That the City Clerk be instructed to include information on the attendance of members
of Council at committee meetings when bringing forward future reports to Executive
Committee on Elected Official Committee Appointments.”
The following additional elected member appointments will be addressed in separate reports to
the committee(s) noted:
1. Community and Protective Services Committee
City Council resolved in 2012, that the chair of this committee will also sit on the
Community Services Advisory Committee as the Council liaison. A report will be
forwarded to the Community and Protective Services Committee in January to facilitate
this appointment.
2. Finance and Administration Committee
The Finance and Administration Committee has been delegated authority to confirm the
appointment of a member of the Committee to the following committees:
-

Civic Employees’ Long Term Disability Plan Administrative Board
Civic Employees’ Superannuation and Benefit Plan Administrative Board
CUPE Local 21 Casual Employees’ and Elected Official’s Pension Plan
Administrative Board

A report will be forwarded to the Finance and Administration Committee to address these
appointments.
RECOMMENDATION IMPLICATIONS
Financial Implications
None with respect to the recommendations of this report.
Environmental Implications
None with respect to the recommendations of this report.
Strategic Implications
Elected Official participation in various boards, committees and commissions is required to
facilitate the decision making process of the City.
Accessibility Implications
None with respect to the recommendations of this report.
Other Implications
Section 65(c) of The Cities Act requires elected officials to participate in council committee
meetings and meetings of other bodies to which they are appointed by Council.

COMMUNICATION PLAN
After the appointments are approved by City Council, a list of committee members will be
communicated to all departments, and other interested parties.
DELEGATED AUTHORITY
City Council approval is required to appoint elected officials to various boards, committees and
commissions.
Respectfully submitted,

Respectfully submitted,

Joni Swidnicki,
City Clerk

Jim Nicol, Executive Director
Governance & Strategy

Councillor Burnett

Mayor Fougere
Councillor Fraser
Mayor Fougere
Councillor Bryce
Councillor Findura

Conexus Arts Centre, Board of
Directors

Crime Prevention Advisory
Committee
Emergency Measures
Committee

Community Services Advisory
Committee

Mayor Fougere
Councillor O’Donnell
Councillor Findura
Councillor Flegel
Councillor Fraser
Councillor O’Donnell
Councillor Young
Councillor Flegel

Councillor Burnett

Canadian Western Agribition
Association, Board of
Directors
Community Leaders’ Advisory
Committee
Community and Protective
Services Committee

2

Ongoing
1

1

1

1
5

1

1 year
Ongoing
1 year

Determined
by
Provincial
Order-inCouncil

1 year

Ongoing
1 year
1 year

1 year

1 year
1 year

1

Councillor Hincks
Councillor Murray
Mayor Fougere
Councillor Flegel

Board of Police
Commissioners
Canadian Capital Cities
Organization

1 year
1 year

1

Councillor Hawkins

1 year

LENGTH
OF TERM

2

1

NUMBER OF
VACANCIES

Councillor Findura

2013 MEMBERS

Accessibility Advisory
Committee
Arts Advisory Committee

BOARD, COMMISSION
OR COMMITTEE

Dec. 2014
Dec. 2014

Dec. 2014

Dec. 2014
Dec. 2014
Dec. 2014
Dec. 2014
Dec. 2014
Dec. 2014
Dec. 2014

Dec. 2014

Dec. 2014
Dec. 2014
Dec. 2014
Dec. 2014

Dec. 2014

Dec. 2014

NEW
TERM
EXPIRES

COUNCILLORS’ CHOICES

Members of Council are non-voting
liaison members.

Member of Council is a non-voting
liaison member.

Mayor has traditionally been a member
of this organization. Meetings are
generally held by conference call.

Member of Council is a non-voting
liaison member
Member of Council is a non-voting
liaison member

OTHER INFORMATION

CITY COUNCIL APPOINTMENT OF BOARDS, COMMISSIONS AND COMMITTEES

2014

Mayor Fougere
Councillor Fraser
Mayor Fougere
Councillor Bryce
Councillor Findura

Mayor Fougere
Councillor O’Donnell
Councillor Findura
Councillor Flegel
Councillor Fraser
Councillor Hawkins
Councillor O’Donnell
TBD by Community
and Protective
Services Committee
Councillor Burnett

Councillor Hincks
Councillor Murray
Mayor Fougere
Councillor Flegel
Councillor Hawkins
Councillor Burnett

Councillor Findura

RECOMMENDED
APPOINTMENTS

Page 1
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Councillor Bryce
Councillor Findura
Councillor Hawkins
Councillor Hincks
Councillor Young
Councillor Hawkins
Councillor Murray
Councillor Young
Councillor Flegel
Councillor Fraser
Councillor O’Donnell

Regina Planning Commission

3

3

1

Councillor Findura

Regina Appeal Board

1

Councillor Young

MacKenzie Art Gallery Inc.,
Board of Trustees
Municipal Heritage Advisory
Committee
Public Works Committee

1

5

Councillor Burnett
Councillor Fraser
Councillor Hawkins
Councillor Hincks
Councillor Murray

Councillor Bryce

1

NUMBER OF
VACANCIES

Councillor Fraser

2013 MEMBERS

Highway No. 39/6 Twinning
Interim Board

Environment Advisory
Committee
Finance and Administration
Committee

BOARD, COMMISSION
OR COMMITTEE

1 year

1 year

1 year

1 year

1 year

1 year

1 year

1 year

LENGTH
OF TERM

Dec. 2014
Dec. 2014
Dec. 2014
Dec. 2014
Dec. 2014
Dec. 2014
Dec. 2014
Dec. 2014
Dec. 2014
Dec. 2014
Dec. 2014

Dec. 2014

Dec. 2014

Dec. 2014

Dec. 2014
Dec. 2014
Dec. 2014
Dec. 2014
Dec. 2014

Dec. 2014

NEW
TERM
EXPIRES

COUNCILLORS’ CHOICES

The Chairperson of this Commission
must be a member of City Council.

Member of Council is a non-voting
liaison member.

Appointee is authorized to claim any
travel expenses associated with
appointment to the Board in addition to
annual travel allowance as a member of
Council.

member of the Civic Employees’ Long Term
Disability Plan, Civic Employees’
Superannuation & Benefit Plan, and CUPE
Local 21 Casual Employees’ & Elected
Officials’ Pension Plan Administrative
Boards.

Members of Council are non-voting
liaison members.
*A member of this Committee is also a

OTHER INFORMATION
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Councillor Flegel
Councillor Fraser
Councillor Hawkins
Councillor O’Donnell
Councillor Young

Councillor Hawkins
Councillor Murray

Councillor Bryce
Councillor Findura
Councillor Hincks
Councillor Young

Councillor Findura

Councillor Young

Councillor Bryce

Councillor Burnett
Councillor Fraser
Councillor Hincks
Councillor Murray

Councillor Fraser

RECOMMENDED
APPOINTMENTS

Page 2

Mayor Fougere
Councillor O’Donnell
Councillor Young
Mayor Fougere
Councillor O’Donnell
Councillor Young
Mayor Fougere
Councillor Bryce

Councillor Murray
Councillor O’Donnell

Mayor Fougere
Councillor Bryce
Mayor Fougere

2013 MEMBERS

1

2

2

2

1

NUMBER OF
VACANCIES

Ongoing
1 year

Ongoing
1 year

Ongoing
1 year

1 year

Ongoing
2 year
Ongoing

LENGTH
OF TERM

i:\taxonomy\council and committee management\appointment process\elected officials\2012 elected official choice table.doc

Youth Advisory Committee

Wascana Centre Authority

Regina Regional Opportunities
Commission
Saskatchewan Urban
Municipalities Association,
Board of Directors
School Boards/City Council
Liaison Committee

Regina Public Library Board

BOARD, COMMISSION
OR COMMITTEE

Dec. 2014

Dec. 2014
Dec. 2014

Dec. 2014
Dec. 2014

Jan. 2015
Jan. 2015

Dec. 2015

NEW
TERM
EXPIRES

COUNCILLORS’ CHOICES

Member of Council is a non-voting
liaison member.

Appointments effective after the annual
conference in February 2014.

OTHER INFORMATION

CITY COUNCIL APPOINTMENT OF BOARDS, COMMISSIONS AND COMMITTEES

2014

Councillor Hawkins
Councillor Murray
Councillor O’Donnell
Mayor Fougere
Councillor O’Donnell
Councillor Young
Mayor Fougere
Councillor O’Donnell
Councillor Young
Mayor Fougere
Councillor Bryce

Mayor Fougere
Councillor Bryce
Mayor Fougere

RECOMMENDED
APPOINTMENTS

Page 3

Councillor Flegel

Councillor Findura

Councillor Burnett

Councillor Bryce

MEMBER
Emergency Measures Committee
Executive Committee
Highway No. 39/6 Twinning Interim Board
Public Works Committee
Regina Public Library Board
Youth Advisory Committee
Canadian Western Agribition, Board of Directors
Executive Committee
Finance and Administration Committee
Regina Downtown Business Improvement District
Accessibility Advisory Committee
Community and Protective Services Committee
Emergency Measures Committee
Executive Committee
Municipal Heritage Advisory Committee
Public Works Committee
Canadian Capital Cities Organization
Community and Protective Services Committee
Community Services Advisory Committee
Executive Committee
Regina Planning Commission

BOARD, COMMISSIONS AND COMMITTEES

MEMBER ATTENDANCE

CITY COUNCIL APPOINTMENTS TO BOARDS, COMMISSIONS AND COMMITTEES

2013

Appendix “B”

7/9
4/7
21/23
12/15

21/23
12/12
4/6
8/9
6/9
1/1
23/23
5/5
7/7

6/7
7/10
1/7

1/1
18/23

ATTENDANCE

Councillor Hincks

Councillor Hawkins

Councillor Fraser

MEMBER
Community and Protective Services Committee
Crime Prevention Advisory Committee
Environment Advisory Committee
Executive Committee
Finance and Administration Committee
Regina Plains Museum
Regina Planning Commission
Arts Advisory Committee
Executive Committee
Finance and Administration Committee
Public Works Committee
Regina Appeal Board
Board of Police Commissioners
Executive Committee
Finance and Administration Committee
Public Works Committee

BOARD, COMMISSIONS AND COMMITTEES

MEMBER ATTENDANCE

CITY COUNCIL APPOINTMENTS TO BOARDS, COMMISSIONS AND COMMITTEES

2013

Appendix “B”

15/15
2/4
23/23
11/12
7/7
7/8
7/13
16/23
5/12
3/7

7/9
0/2
6/8
20/23
11/12

ATTENDANCE

Councillor O’Donnell

Councillor Murray

MEMBER

Board of Police Commissioners
Civic Employees’ Long Term Disability Plan Administrative Board
Civic Employees’ Superannuation and Benefit Plan Administrative Board
CUPE Local 21 Casual Employees’ and Elected Officials’ Pension Plan
Administrative Board
Executive Committee
Finance and Administration Committee
Regina Appeal Board
Regina’s Warehouse Business Improvement District Board
Saskatchewan Assessment Management Agency, City Advisory Committee
Saskatchewan Urban Municipalities Association, Board of Directors
Community and Protective Services Committee
Community Leaders’ Advisory Committee
Executive Committee
Saskatchewan Urban Municipalities Association, Board of Directors
School Boards/City Council Liaison Committee
Regina Planning Commission
Wascana Centre Authority

BOARD, COMMISSIONS AND COMMITTEES

MEMBER ATTENDANCE

CITY COUNCIL APPOINTMENTS TO BOARDS, COMMISSIONS AND COMMITTEES

2013

Appendix “B”

2/2
15/15

6/9
0/2
21/23

23/23
11/12
8/8
2/5

11/13

ATTENDANCE

Councillor Young

MEMBER
Community and Protective Services Committee
Executive Committee
MacKenzie Art Gallery Inc., Board of Trustees
Public Works Committee
Regina Appeal Board
School Boards/City Council Liaison Committee
Wascana Centre Authority

BOARD, COMMISSIONS AND COMMITTEES

MEMBER ATTENDANCE

CITY COUNCIL APPOINTMENTS TO BOARDS, COMMISSIONS AND COMMITTEES

2013

Appendix “B”

5/7
8/8
2/2

7/9
21/23

ATTENDANCE

Regina Public Library Board

BOARD, COMMISSION OR COMMITTEE
Councillor Bryce

2012 MEMBER

CONTINUING MEMBERS

2 years

LENGTH OF TERM

TERM EXPIRES
Dec. 2013

CITY COUNCIL APPOINTMENTS TO BOARDS, COMMISSIONS AND COMMITTEES

2013

