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Public Agenda
Community and Protective Services Committee
Monday, March 14, 2016
Approval of Public Agenda
Minutes of the meeting held on January 13, 2016
Administration Reports
CPS16-4

Transit General Route Changes
Recommendation
That the transit route changes outlined in Appendices A, B, C, and D
be approved and implemented May 1, 2016.

CPS16-5

Bus Stop Optimization
Recommendation
That the bus stop changes outlined in Appendix A be approved and
implemented effective August 29, 2016.

CPS16-6

Community Standards Bylaw
Recommendation
1. That The Regina Property Maintenance Bylaw, 2008-48 be
repealed.
2. That the City Solicitor be instructed to bring forward a new
Community Standards Bylaw consistent with the draft bylaw
attached as Appendix “A” to this report.
3. That this report be forwarded to the March 29, 2016 meeting of
City Council for approval.

CPS16-7

Off-Leash Dog Park
Recommendation
1. That Council approve the Administration’s proposed approach
with respect to the development of off-leash dog parks and
areas as set out in Option #2 of this report.
2. That the report be forwarded to the March 29, 2106 City Council
for approval.

Adjournment

AT REGINA, SASKATCHEWAN, WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 13, 2016
AT A MEETING OF THE COMMUNITY AND PROTECTIVE SERVICES
COMMITTEE
HELD IN PUBLIC SESSION
AT 4:00 PM
Present:

Councillor, Jerry Flegel, in the Chair
Councillor, John Findura
Councillor, Shawn Fraser
Councillor, Bob Hawkins
Councillor, Mike O Donnell

Also in
Council Officer, Ashley Thompson
Attendance: Legal Counsel, Chrystal Atchison
Executive Director, City Services, Kim Onrait
Director, Community Services, Laurie Shalley
Director, Fire & Protective Services, Ernie Polsom
Manager, Recreation Facility Development & Partnerships, Janine Daradich
APPOINTMENT OF CHAIRPERSON
The Secretary called the meeting to order and following nomination procedures for
the position of Chairperson, Councillor Jerry Flegel was declared Chairperson of the
Community and Protective Services Committee for 2016.
(Councillor Flegel took the Chair.)
APPOINTMENT OF VICE-CHAIRPERSON
Following nomination procedures for the position of Vice-Chairperson, Councillor
Bob Hawkins was declared Vice-Chairperson of the Community and Protective
Services Committee for 2016.
APPROVAL OF PUBLIC AGENDA
Councillor John Findura moved, AND IT WAS RESOLVED, that the agenda for this
meeting be approved, as submitted.
ADOPTION OF MINUTES
Councillor Bob Hawkins moved, AND IT WAS RESOLVED, that the minutes for the
meeting held on December 2, 2015 be adopted, as circulated.
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Wednesday, January 13, 2016

ADMINISTRATION REPORTS
CPS16-1

Regina Minor Football - Leibel Field Facility Donation Agreement
Recommendation
1. That City Council authorize the Executive Director of City Services to
negotiate and approve the terms of a construction agreement between
Regina Minor Football Association and the City of Regina for the
construction of a change room, storage, classroom and meeting facility
at Leibel Field;
2. That City Council authorize the Executive Director of City Services to
negotiate and approve the terms of a donation and operation and
maintenance agreement between Regina Minor Football Association and
the City of Regina for the donation and long term operation and
maintenance of the Leibel Field Facility by the Regina Minor Football
Association; and
3. That the City Clerk be authorized to execute the agreement on behalf of
the City after review by the City Solicitor.
4. That this report be forwarded to the January 25, 2016 meeting of City
Council for approval.

Len Antonini, representing Regina Minor Football, addressed the Committee.
Councillor Bob Hawkins moved, AND IT WAS RESOLVED, that the
recommendations contained in the report be concurred in.

CPS16-2

Renewal of Animal Spay and Neuter Program Services Contract
Recommendation
1. That the Deputy City Manager be authorized to resolve the final terms
and conditions upon which the Animal Services Agreement between the
Regina Humane Society and the City of Regina will be amended to
include the Low Income Spay/Neuter Program items as outlined in this
report.
2. That the City Clerk be authorized to execute any definitive legal
agreements after review by the City Solicitor.
3. That this report be forwarded to the January 25, 2016 meeting of City
Council for approval.

Lisa Koch, representing Regina Humane Society, addressed the Committee.
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Wednesday, January 13, 2016

Councillor Mike O'Donnell moved, AND IT WAS RESOLVED, that the
recommendations contained in the report be concurred after revising the figures in
Table 2 as follow:
Table 2. Low income spay and neuter surgeries performed by year
Year Year 2
Year 3 Year 4
1
No Cost
Public Low Cost
Animal Rescue Low
Cost
RHS Low Cost
Total
CPS16-3

390
9

275
10

274
17

280
18

Year 5
YTD
(Nov 30)
245
15

Total

81

52

70

104

96

403

1,909
2,389

1,757
2,094

1,991
2,352

2,109
2,511

2,005
2,361

9,771
11,707

1,464
69

Follow-up report regarding 2014 amendments to The Regina Noise
Abatement Bylaw
Recommendation
That report CR14-129 be removed from the outstanding item list for
Community and Protective Services Committee.

Councillor Bob Hawkins moved, AND IT WAS RESOLVED, that the
recommendations contained in the report be concurred in.
ADJOURNMENT
Councillor John Findura moved, AND IT WAS RESOLVED, that the meeting
adjourn.
The meeting adjourned at 4:55 p.m.

Chairperson

Secretary

CPS16-4
March 14, 2016

To:

Members,
Community and Protective Services Committee

Re:

Transit General Route Changes

RECOMMENDATION
That the transit route changes outlined in Appendices A, B, C, and D be approved and
implemented May 1, 2016.
CONCLUSION
The transit route changes presented in this report represent an improvement of on-time reliability
and overall service improvements for a number of routes. Providing a reliable transit service to
customers is important for continued usage and to attract new customers to the transit system.
BACKGROUND
The Transit Department is constantly looking at ways to improve transit service. One aspect is
the on-time reliability. There are particular areas in the city that are quite congested and affect
not only vehicle traffic but mass transportation as well. The proposed changes in this report will
improve on-time reliability of routes. A general accepted industry goal is to be on-time 90 per
cent. A recent Canadian Urban Transit Association (CUTA) survey of transit properties on their
actual on-time performance had large variances. They varied from 50 per cent up to 93 per cent
for on-time performance. Specific transit examples are below:
City
On-Time Rate
Regina
90%
Kelowna
83%
Edmonton
65%
Vancouver
50%
Waterloo
80%
Guelph
84%
Grand Prairie
93%
Durham
80%
Saskatoon
No information
submitted
Table 1 – Transit Properties on Time Performance

In 2015, Transit’s on-time performance for the system was 90 per cent. Within that 90 per cent,
there are variations of on-time performance between routes and times of day to quantify the
overall 90 per cent. The route changes that are examined in this report have been identified as
areas that could benefit from additional time on the route as their on-time performance is less
than 90 per cent. Often there are changes that can be made in the schedule to improve schedule
adherence but in many instances, a route modification maybe the only way to improve the
reliability.

-2For our system, being on time is defined as not being early more than one minute and not being
more than three minutes late versus the public posted scheduled times. The Transit Department
tracks its on-time performance with its Global Positioning System (GPS), TransitLive. The
tracking system is an accurate way to track on-time performance. Some other Canadian transit
systems use manual checks which is very labour intensive and the data is very limited. The GPS
system from TransitLive updates every three seconds. Using this GPS data makes the
information very accurate.
DISCUSSION
The Transit Department continually monitors on-time performance, and where issues exist, they
look for solutions. The following are solutions to reliability that involve a route change.
1) Rochdale Boulevard
Transit has a number of bus routes that service the Rochdale Boulevard commercial area
to the east of Pasqua Street. Transit has a stop in the Wal-Mart parking lot that services
the surrounding stores as well as Wal-Mart and Sobey’s. On average, this particular stop
has 62 customers boarding per day. Although this is a well-used bus stop, there is a traffic
issue that significantly delays transit from exiting the parking lot. The routes that
currently service this bus stop are Route 2-Argyle Park/Woodland Grove, Route 17Maple Ridge, and Route 40-Albert Street Express. Regardless of the route, all buses exit
the parking lot using Wal-Mart Lane and require a left-hand turn back onto Rochdale
Boulevard travelling west (See Appendix A). This turn can become impassable at times
as the traffic on Rochdale Boulevard is very heavy. In particular, heavy traffic times can
delay buses up to 30 minutes when trying to exit the parking lot. This was specifically
evident during the past Christmas season where customers in the parking lot were at their
maximum. At times, transit buses had to detour and not use the bus stop in the parking lot
because the traffic in the parking lot area became impassable. Alternatives have been
explored to try and maintain the bus stop in the current location, but no reasonable
solutions have materialized. There is a planned traffic light for Rochdale Boulevard and
Vanstone Street, but the implementation at that location will not help the transit buses
exit at Wal-Mart Lane.
It should be noted Route 16-Lakeridge/Hawkstone was used to service this bus stop but
was moved to Rochdale Boulevard with the changes to that route, as approved by the
Community and Protective Services Committee in September 2015 (CPS15-5). The
reasons for that move were also the same; the increased traffic in the area caused delays
on the route. The results of that change allowed the route to run without disruption during
the holiday season, bringing a level of consistency to the route.
As there is no foreseeable improvement that will help transit buses exit the parking lot in
an efficient manner, Administration is recommending the following changes:
Route 2-Argyle Park/Woodland Grove - The proposed Route 2 changes in Appendix B
would relocate the bus stop to Rochdale Boulevard and utilize Vanstone Street and Big
Bear Boulevard to get to the Superstore area. Current on-time performance of this route is
88 per cent on weekdays and 83 per cent on weekends. The proposed change is predicted
to improve weekday on-time performance to 90 per cent and weekend performance to 87
per cent.

-3Route 17-Maple Ridge - The proposed Route 17 change in Appendix C would relocate
the bus stop to Rochdale Boulevard and utilize Vanstone Street and Big Bear Boulevard
to return to the Superstore area. This route currently runs at 90 per cent on-time
performance during the weekdays and Saturday. The proposed change is predicted to
improve on-time performance to 92 per cent.
Route 40-Albert Street Express - The proposed Route 40 change in Appendix D would
relocate the bus stop to Rochdale Boulevard and utilize Vanstone Street and Big Bear
Boulevard to return to the Superstore area. The proposed change is predicted to improve
weekday on-time performance from 86 per cent to 88 per cent.
The biggest issue with the above three recommended route changes is moving the bus
stop from the parking lot to Rochdale Boulevard. This would increase the walking
distance from 150 metres to 180 metres to the primary destination of Wal-Mart. Transit’s
standard is to have all residents and businesses within a 400 metre walk of transit
services, and this change of 30 metres still remains within that standard. If the route
changes are approved, bus shelters would be installed at the new bus stops on Rochdale
Boulevard.
2) Route 16-Lakeridge/Hawkstone
In September 2015, this route recently underwent a change to add service to the
Hawkstone area. The additional service to Hawkstone resulted in the removal of service
from the Wal-Mart parking lot and from Rochdale Crossing shopping area. The removal
of this route from the parking lot of Wal-Mart has afforded it more time on the route and
there have been no requests from customers to put the service back in the parking lot.
However, customers have asked to reinstate the connection at Sherwood Crossing. This
additional service request is possible upon observation of the performance of this route
over the last four months. This addition of Sherwood Crossing will allow additional trip
options and connections for customers. This route currently runs at 96 per cent on-time
performance, which is exceptional. This additional service is predicted to impact the ontime percentage by a small amount. It is estimated to maintain a 95 per cent on-time
performance with the route change.
As with any changes to routes, the changes will be monitored to see if the changes made
have had the desired results.
RECOMMENDATION IMPLICATIONS
Financial Implications
The small cost of $500 required to move the bus stops and print schedules are accounted for in
the annual operating budget given to transit. There is no additional budget required for these
changes.
Environmental Implications
None with respect to this report.

-4Policy and/or Strategic Implications
These changes will support the Official Community Plan and the draft Transportation Master
Plan by providing a transit system that is reliable and more efficient for users.
Other Implications
None with respect to this report.
Accessibility Implications
None with respect to this report.
COMMUNICATIONS
If the proposed changes are approved, signage will be placed at the affected bus stops two weeks
prior to implementation to inform customers of the route change. The updated routes and
schedules will also be available two weeks prior to the implementation. Regular communications
using the website, social media, a public service announcement and notices on the buses will be
used to communicate the change.
DELEGATED AUTHORITY
The determination of the routing of buses is within the authority of the Community and
Protective Services Committee.
Respectfully submitted,

Respectfully submitted,

Brad Bells, Director
Transit Department

Kim Onrait, Executive Director
City Services

Report prepared by:
Grant Yablonski, Route & Scheduling Analyst
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APPENDIX A
Current Bus Movements

Left turn very difficult
with no traffic lights.
Controlled by one way
stop sign.

Current bus stop

Sobey’s

Walmart
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APPENDIX B
Route 2-Argyle Park: Current and Proposed Route Changes
Current Route

Proposed Route

Big Bear Blvd
Vanstone St

Big Bear Blvd

Legend: A – Superstore

B – Wal-Mart

- Current Bus Stop

- New Bus Stop
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APPENDIX C
Route 17-Mapleridge: Current and Proposed Route Changes

Current Route

Proposed Route

Big Bear Blvd

Pasqua St N.

Rochdale Blvd

Legend: A –Superstore

B – Walmart

- Current Bus Stop

- New Bus Stop
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APPENDIX D
Route 40-Albert Street Express: Current and Proposed Route Changes
Current Route

Proposed Route

Big Bear Blvd

Big Bear Blvd

Rochdale Blvd

Legend: A – Superstore

Pasqua St N.

Pasqua St N.

Rochdale Blvd

B – Walmart

- Current Bus Stop

- New Bus Stop

CPS16-5
March 14, 2016

To:

Members,
Community and Protective Services Committee

Re:

Bus Stop Optimization

RECOMMENDATION
That the bus stop changes outlined in Appendix A be approved and implemented effective
August 29, 2016.
CONCLUSION
The spacing between bus stops affects the quality of trips when using the transit system.
Ensuring that bus stops along primary roadways have optimal spacing will improve on-time
reliability, decrease travel times, and allow for more parking space on adjacent streets.
BACKGROUND
The approval of the Official Community Plan (OCP) created a need for other City documents
and policies to be aligned with the new plan. The Transportation Master Plan (TMP) was one of
these documents and is being considered by Council in 2016. Part of the TMP includes a section
about transit services. This section updated some of the transit service standards with respect to
service frequency, density targets and bus stop spacing.
Traditionally, the distance between bus stops has always been set at 200 metres, regardless of
development in the area or the type of bus service that is delivered. This was a standard that was
approved by the Community and Protective Services Committee as part of the transit service and
performance standards in 2011. The one exception to this standard is express routes where the
buses only stop at popular bus stops or transfer points. The TMP suggests different bus stop
spacing depending on the type of service provided in an area. The chart below shows the
suggested stop spacing in the TMP.
Transit Service Type
Neighbourhood Transit
Primary Transit
Express Transit

Average Stop Spacing
200-400 metres
400 metres
800 metres

Table 1 – Bus Stop Spacing

Neighbourhood transit is defined as transit service that serves primarily residential areas. Some
examples would include the Parkridge, Maple Ridge and Glencairn routes.
Primary transit is defined as the corridors that may be used by more than one bus and may have a
mix of commercial, residential and employment development. Primary transit usually has
increased frequency of buses. Some examples of primary transit service are the Broad North,
Woodland Grove and RCMP routes.
Express transit service is a service that is direct with limited bus stops to the main destination.

-2Less bus stops on these routes allows the bus to have quicker trips to main destinations. This
would include services such as the Albert Street Express or University Express.
DISCUSSION
Residents often weigh their transportation options on how much time each option will take.
Transit service is often at a disadvantage when compared to the private vehicle as there are less
delays involved with a private vehicle. Although Transit does try to compete with the timeliness
of the private vehicle, there are several factors that contribute to how quickly transit can arrive at
its destinations.
The timeliness of transit is determined by how many delays there are on a particular route. This
determines how fast the bus can get from one point to another. There are three main forms of
delays for transit systems; traffic, signal and passenger stops. Traffic delays refer to the amount
of private vehicles going below the speed limit and thus, inhibiting the bus from travelling at a
normal rate of speed. Signal delays refer to the traffic controls that are in place for motor
vehicles. Passenger stop delays are related to boarding or alighting passengers, and are the focus
of this report.
Passenger stop delays have four main factors in determining the overall delay:
1)
2)

3)

4)

Dwell time due to customers boarding or alighting – This includes the time it takes
passengers to get on or off the bus.
Dwell time due to fare collection – Once customers are on the bus, they must scan
their card or deposit coins into the farebox. This time can vary depending on the type
of fare each passenger has.
Acceleration and deceleration – It takes time for the bus to slow down or speed up
when pulling into or out of each bus stop. This delay is multiplied by the next factor
(stop spacing).
Stop Spacing – The amount of stops on the route multiplies the delay of the other three
factors. Thus, the more stops along the route, the more delay experienced.

For the most part, the first three delays cannot be changed. These three factors contribute to the
total delay at one bus stop. These are commonly accepted delays in a transit system. The delay
that is in the City’s control is the number of bus stops along each route.
Changing bus stops can be a contentious issue for those involved. Placement of bus stops affects
three distinct groups:
1) The Transit System Bus Operator – The Operator must stop at every occupied bus stop,
as well as every stop requested by a passenger. The more bus stops that are on a
particular bus route, the longer it takes to complete the route. The more time it takes to
complete the route, the longer the trip time for passengers and the greater possibility for a
bus to run late.
2) Transit Customers – The more bus stops on a route, the greater the convenience for
customers who are walking to and from a bus stop. However, the more bus stops on a
route, the slower the trip time for passengers.
3) Traffic/Parking – The more bus stops on a particular route, the more possible
interruptions for traffic behind the bus, and the more parking that may be removed in
place of a bus stop. Residents and building owners may appreciate the bus stop outside
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because it takes parking away from the front of their home or property.
Transit service would run more efficiently if all customers could gather at one bus stop and load
all at once, although it is recognized that all customers cannot converge at one bus stop. Not
having a transit bus stop every two blocks would speed up the trip time for customers and would
be very competitive with the private vehicle. Ideally, bus stop spacing should be placed far
enough apart that customers could still walk to the bus stop, but not a great enough distance as to
create service gaps between the stops. Each bus stop has an invisible buffer around it which
represents the distance that customers would walk to use transit. It has been generally accepted
that a walking distance beyond 400 metres negatively affects ridership dramatically. The space
between bus stops can be seen as either service overlap or service gaps as illustrated below:
Duplicate Coverage Area

Bus Stop

Bus Stop

Bus Stop

Bus Stop

Bus Stop

Bus Stop

Service Gaps
Figure 1 – Bus Stop Spacing

In Table 1, the TMP recommended different stop spacing, depending on the service type and
area. Administration looked at three main transit thoroughfares to see what the stop spacing
looked like. Broad Street, Albert Street and Victoria Avenue all have multiple bus routes. Transit
has a bus stop policy with a criteria rating for bus stops every 200 metres regardless of the area.
There are spots on these streets that differ from that due to other circumstances and traffic
environment.
Appendix A shows the spacing on these roads between bus stops, associated daily ridership for
each stop, and suggested bus stops to be removed. Some bus stops are suggested to remain, even
though the distance may be less than 400 meters. Transit took into account current ridership
usage and is suggesting that some stops remain because of the high usage. In addition, stops that
have an increased amount of customers who use mobility devices were also left to ensure
minimal distance to travel to a bus stop.
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Administration recommends adjusting bus stop spacing to 400 metres on primary transit
corridors.
The end result of increasing the bus stop spacing would have the following benefits.
1) On-time performance of the routes will increase resulting in greater reliability. In 2015,
Transit had an on-time reliability of 90 per cent. Typically, transit systems are achieving
good schedule adherence if on-time reliability is at 90 per cent. However, many of the
routes that use the main corridors (Broad Street, Albert Street and Victoria Avenue) are
below 90 per cent. Removing the delays of excessive bus stops will improve schedule
adherence of routes such as these.
Route

Route 1-Broad North/Dieppe
Route 2-Argyle Park/Woodland Grove
Route 3-University/Sherwood Estates
Route 4-Hillsdale/Walsh Acres
Route 5-Uplands/Downtown
Route 7-Whitmore Park/Glencairn
Route 9-Albert Park/Parkridge

2015 Weekday
Schedule
Adherence
83%
88%
83%
88%
89%
91%
91%

Projected Weekday
Schedule
Adherence
86%
90%
86%
90%
92%
94%
94%

Table 2 - Schedule Adherence

2) Travel times for individuals on these route will decrease. It will take less time to get from
point A to B, thus, decreasing a customer’s trip time.
3) Bus stop amenities that are to be removed with the bus stop removals could be
reallocated to other stops. This reallocation of bus shelters will help in re-purposing
shelters for other locations rather than buying new products. If the bus stops are removed
as shown in Appendix A, there would be five shelters that could be used and installed in
higher priority locations in the city.
Financial Implications
The removal or moving of bus stops is covered in the operational budget as part of normal
operating business. The additional amenities that may be available due to the removal of bus
stops may preclude the need for funding for bus shelters for one year, as these reallocated bus
shelters can be re-used. It is estimated that five shelters could be re-used at an estimated cost
savings of $25,000.
Environmental Implications
None with respect to this report.

-5Policy and/or Strategic Implications
Lengthening the distance between bus stops on primary transit corridors will align with the TMP
Policy 3.7 in regards to stop spacing. It will also help achieve the transportation goals and
policies in Design Regina: The Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 2013-48, and specifically
“Goal 2: Public Transit: Elevate the role of public transit” in Section D3.
It would also align with Policy 5.12: support ridership by better connecting active transportation
choices to transit service and enhanced passenger amenities.
Other Implications
None with respect to this report.
Accessibility Implications
This will increase walk distance for some customers on these corridors, however, the overall
travel time savings will offset the extra walk distance. Any change to existing bus stops will
allow for accessibility to all including those in mobility devices. Transit has identified the bus
stops that have high usage of mobility devices. These stops will be planned around to not be
removed.
COMMUNICATIONS
Regina Transit will work with the Communications Department to ensure the public is made
aware of the changes.
Bus stops that are proposed to be removed or changed will have signage posted two weeks prior
to the change, communicating the changes and directing customers to the nearest bus stop.
DELEGATED AUTHORITY
The determination of the placement of bus stops is within the authority of the Community &
Protective Services Committee.
Respectfully submitted,

Respectfully submitted,

Brad Bells, Director
Transit Department

Kim Onrait, Executive Director
City Services

Report prepared by:
Nathan Luhning, Manager of Business Development
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APPENDIX A

Albert Street between 7th Ave N and 3rd Avenue
7th Ave N

2
7
200 m
24

6th Ave
N

180 m
2
200 m

200 m
6
200 m

3

4th Ave

200
Nm
2

16
200 m

200 m
2

2nd Ave
N

6
180 m

200 m
10

91
285 m
340 m

15

3

1st Ave

180 m
7

340 m

19

= Stop to be removed
Red numbers = 2015 Ridership at associated bus stop/day
Black measurements = distance between two bus stops

2nd Ave
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Albert Street between 2nd Avenue and 10th Ave

Albert St

7

19

400 m

200 m
29
4th Ave

39

5th Ave

200 m
32
200 m
10

200 m
12
200 m
5
6th Ave

200 m
200 m

13
7th Ave

29
200 m
240 m

2
8th Ave

15
120 m

200 m
47
Dewdney Ave

16
200 m

200 m
13

9th Ave 102

= Stop to be removed
Red numbers = 2015 Ridership at associated bus stop/day
Black measurements = distance between two bus stops
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Albert Street between 10th Avenue and 19th Avenue
13

370 m

20
120 m
72

Albert St

102

440 m

30
160 m

180 m

16

16
200 m

240 m
23
13th Ave
35
200 m

200 m
16

16
200 m
7
115 m

200 m
13
200 m
10

38

200 m
380 m

0.2
200 m

16

12

= Stop to be removed
Red numbers = 2015 Ridership at associated bus stop/day
Black measurements = distance between two bus stops

15th Ave
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Albert Street between 19th Avenue and 24th Avenue
16

12

19th Ave

323 m

329 m
12

m

3

2

175 m

206 m

3

3
124 m
3

185 m
3
186 m
2
186 m
3
201 m
2
182 m

190 m
m 6
184
m1
176 m

3

348 m

Assiniboine Ave

0
178 m

19

107 m
2
5
104 m
0
213 m
246 m
1
0

= Stop to be removed
Red numbers = 2015 Ridership at associated bus stop/day
Black measurements = distance between two bus stops
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Albert Street between 25th Avenue and Gordon Rd
1
0
210 m

210 m
31

25th Ave

Parliament Ave

2
190 m

8

28th Ave

2
158 m

169 m
2

4
256 m
237 m
5
0
232 m

295 m

2

51

302 m
476 m
Gordon Rd

10

= Stop to be removed
Red numbers = 2015 Ridership at associated bus stop/day
Black measurements = distance between two bus stops
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Broad Street between 2nd Avenue North and Dewdney Avenue

20
177 m
24

6
153 m
1

278 m
233 m
6

0.2

151 m

238 m

1

0.10
407 m
220 m
0
98 m
9

3
172 m
4
195 m

340 m

56
338 m

9

2

165 m
10
172 m
2
187 m
2

= Stop to be removed
Red numbers = 2015 Ridership at associated bus stop/day
Black measurements = distance between two bus stops
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Broad Street between 11th Avenue and 15th Avenue
2

64

193 m
11th Ave

263 m

39

67

253 m
447 m

40
172 m
69
20
176 m
192 m
50
14th Ave

50

177 m
164 m
4
15th Ave

21

= Stop to be removed
Red numbers = 2015 Ridership at associated bus stop/day
Black measurements = distance between two bus stops
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Broad Street between 15th Avenue and Lakeshore Drive
4
21
201 m

174 m
15

11

350 m

Badham Blvd

236 m
16

24

Broadway Ave

404 m
589 m
10
6

279 m

197 m
0

0.4

398 m
326 m
0

= Stop to be removed
Red numbers = 2015 Ridership at associated bus stop/day
Black measurements = distance between two bus stops

1

Lakeshore Dr
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Osler St

Broad St

Victoria Avenue between Broad Street and Park Street

16
130 m

10 17
7
6
36
9
8
38
5
24
26
130
m
16200 m
170
m
240
m
140
m
180 m 54
220 m
200 m 100 m
200 m
180 m
200 m
Victoria Ave

= Stop to be removed
Red numbers = 2015 Ridership at associated bus stop/day
Black measurements = distance between two bus stop

200 m 100 m
200 m
13
1
1
6
McDonald St

315 m
Edgar St

Broder St

200 m
200 m
195 m
190 m
200 m 200 m
7
6
13
5
10
64
31
200 m

250 m
4
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March 14, 2016

To:

Members,
Community and Protective Services Committee

Re:

Community Standards Bylaw

RECOMMENDATION
1. That The Regina Property Maintenance Bylaw, 2008-48 be repealed.
2. That the City Solicitor be instructed to bring forward a new Community Standards Bylaw
consistent with the draft bylaw attached as Appendix “A” to this report.
3. That this report be forwarded to the March 29, 2016 meeting of City Council for

approval.
CONCLUSION
A new Community Standards Bylaw to replace the existing Regina Property Maintenance Bylaw
No. 2008-48 will streamline bylaw enforcement processes by providing measureable standards
for investigating nuisance complaints, providing additional mechanisms for dealing with repeat
offenders, and removing sections of the bylaw that duplicate the mandate of provincial agencies
and other code enforcement branches of the City. The new Community Standards Bylaw will
also introduce provisions requiring vacant and placarded buildings be secured from unauthorized
entry. To facilitate the process of closing existing cases under the previous bylaw, the new bylaw
will come into effect on May 1, 2016.

BACKGROUND
The Bylaw Enforcement Branch enforces minimum property maintenance standards as
prescribed by The Regina Property Maintenance Bylaw No. 2008-48. The Bylaw came into
effect in 2008 and through the process of enforcing bylaw orders over the past seven years,
several issues have been identified. As a result, this has necessitated a full bylaw review to
improve enforcement processes and to ensure alignment with the Official Community Plan
(OCP) approved by City Council in December 2013.
A review of the Bylaw began in April 2015 and specifically addressed the following concerns:
•
•
•
•

•

Clarity of wording in parts of the Bylaw;
Incorporating relevant legal considerations that have been identified through the
process of enforcing the Bylaw;
Mechanisms for effectively dealing with repeat offenders;
References to the National Building Code of Canada and the National Fire Code of
Canada that may be better enforced by other code enforcement branches of the City;
and,
Sections of The Zoning Bylaw that may be a better enforced under property
maintenance.

-2DISCUSSION
Nuisances
Presently, The Regina Property Maintenance Bylaw defines a nuisance as:
i) a building, structure, private sidewalk, driveway, excavation, drain, ditch,
watercourse, pond, surface water, or swimming pool that, because of its ruinous or
dilapidated state or its faulty construction, or for any other reason, is dangerous to the
public safety or health, or substantially depreciates the value of other and or
improvements in the vicinity; or
ii) a building or structure wherein activities or things that affect the amenity of a
neighbourhood occur or are present.
This definition is open to subjective interpretations, particularly when it comes to neighbourhood
amenity, often eluding precise measurement and creating enforcement challenges. The Bylaw
Enforcement Branch receives several complaints where the complainant believes the condition
of another property is a nuisance based on a subjective valuation of their own property and the
surrounding neighbourhood. Demonstrating that a building or structure poses a “danger to public
health or safety or negative impact on amenity of a neighbourhood” can be exceptionally
difficult to prove and would require the City to retain external experts at its’ own expense to
prepare assessment reports. The proposed Community Standards Bylaw provides clarity around
the circumstances that would qualify as a nuisance (refer to Part II of the attached draft bylaw in
Appendix A). The new bylaw wording does not change the intent of the bylaw, though provides
measureable standards that can be verified by visual inspection and easily confirmed with
photographic evidence. It also aligns with The Cities Act, the legislative authority for the Bylaw
Enforcement Branch.
Unsecured Buildings
The Administration has faced questions from area residents, organizations, and community
associations regarding unsecured and boarded up structures. Many see these structures as an
impediment to community growth and over time, these buildings become magnets for vermin,
garbage dumping, fires, and crime, which is a concern for the community, Regina Fire and
Protective Services as well as the Regina Police Service.
Many cities have introduced bylaw provisions that require vacant buildings be secured from
unauthorized entry either by maintaining minimum standards for all exterior doors and windows,
or by fastening plywood boards over exterior openings. In Regina, this practice already exists for
fire-damaged structures but there is no provision in The Regina Property Maintenance Bylaw to
require that abandoned structures be secured. The Administration recommends including
provisions in the new bylaw that will require abandoned and placarded buildings be secured
against unauthorized entry. In cases where a building has been boarded up, the bylaw will further
require that all windows and exterior doors be repaired to minimum standards after 90 days.

-3Making Enforcement More Efficient
Under the current bylaw, once an offence of the bylaw is identified, an Order to Comply must be
written to commence enforcement action. Only after the time to comply with the order has
passed, and any appeal right exhausted or the time for appeal has passed, can enforcement be
pursued through prosecution. While the Order procedure may prove effective to obtain
compliance from the majority of offenders, it has proved to be vulnerable to abuse by repeat
offenders. Additionally, if a person were to commit an offence with slightly different
circumstances than outlined in a previous Order, then the Order to Comply process is required to
start over again. There are a number of repeat offenders that will only rectify a violation after an
Order to Comply has been issued and the right to appeal has been exhausted. This can result in a
nuisance remaining on a property for several weeks or months while the property owner goes
through the Order and appeal process.
To expedite the enforcement process, the Administration suggests including a general offence for
failing to comply with the provisions of the Bylaw, which can be relied upon to move directly to
prosecution for repeat offenders. The option to issue an Order will still exist, but in cases where
it appears an offender is attempting to delay enforcement, enforcement by prosecution can be
pursued. A similar system exists for the enforcement of The Zoning Bylaw, The Building Bylaw,
and The Regina Fire Bylaw.
The second method of expediting enforcement recommended by the Administration is the
establishment in the bylaw of a Notice of Violation ticket regime. Notice of Violation tickets
expedite enforcement in situations where an offence is clear and simple to rectify. The ticket
commences an enforcement action but allows for an offender to make a voluntary payment to
avoid having to make a court appearance. The voluntary payment substitutes for the fine that
might be imposed if the matter were to proceed to court. This practice has been adopted by the
City of Saskatoon for similar offences and is currently in use in Regina for certain offences of
The Regina Animal Bylaw and The Regina Fire Bylaw.
The Administration recommends that Notice of Violation penalties be authorized for five types
of bylaw contraventions: untidy and unsightly property, overgrown grass, open excavations,
outdoor lighting, and junked vehicles. The Administration further recommends that Notice of
Violation penalties be set according to Schedule “B” of the draft bylaw attached to this report.
The goal of the enforcement program is education and voluntary compliance. The Notice of
Violation is intended to be used in appropriate situations to expedite the enforcement process. As
with all Notices of Violation, a person who disputes that an offence has been committed is
entitled to seek adjudication through the court process.
While it is recommended that the bylaw come into effect on May 1, 2016, it is intended that
Notice of Violations will not be issued until May 2017. During this period, the Administration
will be procuring and implementing the necessary system and procedural changes, subject to
2017 budget approvals, while educating the public on the forthcoming changes.

-4Code Enforcement
Schedule “A” of The Regina Property Maintenance Bylaw, which outlines minimum property
standards, includes several references to codes and legislation that duplicates the mandate of
provincial agencies and other code enforcement branches of the city. This duplication has
resulted in a bylaw that ineffectually attempts to deal with a wide range of building-related
issues. Specifically, there are three main areas of overlap with other legislation:
1) Fire Safety: Both The Fire Bylaw and The Regina Property Maintenance Bylaw contain
provisions regarding smoke alarms and egress. The City’s fire inspectors are authorized
by The Fire Safety Act to promote fire safety and fire prevention and have specific
education and training to do so. A Bylaw Standards Officer could issue an Order under
The Regina Property Maintenance Bylaw, but in almost all cases, issues related to smoke
alarms and egress are best addressed by fire inspectors.
2) Environmental Health: Schedule “A” of The Regina Property Maintenance Bylaw
contains provisions related to sanitation, plumbing, heating, mould growth, and
infestations. Severe environmental health concerns that adversely affect the health and
safety of tenants are already covered under The Public Health Act, 1994. Under authority
of that Act, Public Health Inspectors may perform inspections, write an order to remedy,
or placard (condemn) a house as "Unsanitary and Unfit for Occupation”. Bylaw
Standards Officers have not received formal training in conducting environmental health
assessments and The Cities Act does not provide municipal inspectors with the authority
to placard a building.
3) Building Code: Schedule “A” of the Bylaw contains several provisions adapted from the
National Building Code of Canada (NBC). Several Bylaw Standards Officers have
completed the Building Code Training for Canadians Series I course based on applicable
sections of the NBC. While Bylaw Standards Officers who have completed the course
may qualify for a building official’s licence, they are not appointed municipal Building
Inspectors under The Building Bylaw and cannot exercise authority under The Uniform
Buildings and Accessibility Standards Act. In addition, the authority required to deal with
structural issues of buildings is not set out in The Cities Act, which is the statutory
authority for The Regina Property Maintenance Bylaw.
The Administration suggests removing sections of Schedule “A” that duplicate the abovementioned legislation as this will encourage exercise of authority for code enforcement by fully
trained and legislatively authorized inspectors. This also will allow Bylaw Standards Officers to
concentrate on property nuisances that are not covered under other legislation.
Implementation Strategy
The Bylaw Enforcement Branch has undertaken a comprehensive review of enforcement
processes and procedures in order to ensure alignment with the new Community Standards
Bylaw and to identify areas for improving efficiency.
To facilitate the process of closing existing cases under the previous Property Maintenance
Bylaw, the Administration recommends that the new Community Standards Bylaw come into
effect on May 1, 2016. Work will continue in 2016 to support the implementation of Notice of
Violations by the second quarter of 2017.

-5Housing Standards Enforcement Team
The Administration will be launching a program review of the Housing Standards Enforcement
Team (HSET) in 2016. HSET began as a program in 2004 to improve housing conditions and is
currently comprised of representatives from Bylaw Enforcement, Public Health, Fire &
Protective Services, Social Services, and Regina Police Service. HSET’s multi-agency approach
has proven to be effective for ensuring that unsafe and unsanitary housing is repaired and
maintained to an appropriate standard, and in severe cases, placarded or demolished.
The Administration has recognized the need to enforce minimum health and safety standards
applies beyond occupied residential dwellings. Unoccupied and unmaintained properties become
magnets for vermin, garbage dumping, fires, and crime, which is a concern for both the
community and the various agencies that enforce health and safety standards. Hazardous
conditions found on vacant lots, abandoned buildings, and other residential, commercial, and
industrial sites where safety has been comprised can be mitigated through a coordinated multiagency response.
The 2016 review will refocus the scope and mandate of HSET to respond to a broader range of
community safety issues. This will better position the City to minimize social and environmental
impacts and improve the amenity, health, and security of Regina’s neighbourhoods. The primary
goals of the HSET review align with the objectives of the new Community Standards Bylaw
proposed in this report: identifying areas for improved integration between various enforcement
agencies responsible for health and safety standards; reducing service redundancies; and creating
greater role clarity in enforcing complementary legislation.

RECOMMENDATION IMPLICATIONS
Financial Implications
The introduction of a notice of violation for select bylaw contraventions is not intended to be a
significant source of revenue. It is the intention of the Administration to issue violation tickets in
situations dealing with repeat offenders in an attempt to change behaviour. The use of violation
tickets in the proposed bylaw amendments would be applied similarly to what is done with fire
pit violations under The Fire Bylaw. In 2015, there were 150 fire pit complaints received;
however, only 26 violation tickets were issued. This generated approximately $6,500 in fine
revenue, with over 80 per cent of the inspections focused on education. While there will be
modest revenue generated from the issuance of violation tickets, the real benefit will be realized
through improved efficiency at the Regina Appeals Board, the Municipal Court, and the Bylaw
Enforcement Office.
The Administration will be submitting a funding request for the acquisition of the ticket
management system as part of the 2017 budget. This will support the introduction of a ticketing
regime for the proposed bylaw, as well as supporting a ticketing program for other municipal
bylaws, such as fire pit violation tickets, but excluding parking tickets. There is currently no
system in place to manage non-parking tickets, with a voluntary payment option, in one
consolidated system that links the business area with the payment management system and the
Legal Department.

-6Environmental Implications
None with respect to this report.
Policy and/or Strategic Implications
The objectives of the new Community Standards Bylaw proposed in this report align with the
priorities and policy direction outlined in the Official Community Plan:
-

-

-

Long-term financial viability: The addition of an escalating fine system for repeat
offenders will contribute to making bylaw enforcement services more financially
sustainable.
Housing: Bylaw requirements for securing vacant properties will ensure the maintenance
and regeneration of existing housing stock, thereby decreasing the number of boarded up
homes and underutilized vacant lots within the City.
Social development: The Community Standards Bylaw supports community safety by
mitigating community-identified social issues such as graffiti, health and safety hazards,
and unsightly properties.

Other Implications
None with respect to this report.
Accessibility Implications
None with respect to this report.

COMMUNICATIONS
A communication plan is being developed to educate the public on the forthcoming bylaw
amendments. Further education and communication will occur throughout 2016 to inform the
public of Notice of Violation process. As part of the process review and development associated
with the proposed bylaw amendments, educating the public will be a crucial step of the
enforcement process. Focus will be on the distribution of a brochure, and information added to
the Regina.ca website, in an attempt to educate the public and minimize the chance of repeat
offences.
Affected internal and external enforcement agencies have been notified of the changes being
made in the new Community Standards Bylaw and transition plans will be developed to ensure
complaints are dealt with by the appropriate authority.
Legal Counsel for the Regina Appeal Board will be advised of the new bylaw so that the changes
can be communicated to the Board members.

-7DELEGATED AUTHORITY
The recommendations contained in this report require City Council approval.

Respectfully submitted,

Respectfully submitted,

Ernie Polsom, Director
Fire & Protective Services

Brent Sjoberg, COO Deputy City Manager
Division

Report prepared by:
Jeannette Lye, Policy Analyst

Appendix A
BYLAW NO. 2016-2

THE REGINA COMMUNITY STANDARDS BYLAW
_______________________________________

THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF REGINA ENACTS AS FOLLOWS:
PART I: GENERAL
Purpose
1
The purpose of this Bylaw is to establish standards to regulate the maintenance of
properties and structures within Regina in an attractive, tidy and safe condition and
provide for enforcement of those standards.
Authority
2
The statutory authority for this Bylaw is s. 8, 100, 324, 325, 328, 329, 330, 331, 333,
338 and 347 of The Cities Act.
Definitions
3
In this Bylaw:
(a) “Building” means a “building” as defined in The Cities Act.
(b) “Graffiti” includes drawings, inscriptions, or writings, however made, on
Buildings, accessory Buildings, dwelling units, or Structures without the prior
written authorization of the owner.
(c) “Designated Officer” for the purposes of the administration of this Bylaw and The
Cities Act means any person employed by the City of Regina in one of the
following positions:
(i)
(ii)
(iii)
(iv)
(v)

Manager of Bylaw Enforcement;
Senior Bylaw Standards Officer;
Bylaw Standards Officer;
Bylaw Enforcement Officer; and
Housing Standards Officer.

(d) “Incomplete Structure” means any construction project not completed within six
months of the expiry date or cancellation of the building permit issued by the City
for the project or activity.
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(e) “Junked Vehicle” means any Vehicle that:
(i)

has no valid licence plates attached to it; or

(ii)

is in a rusted, wrecked, partly wrecked, dismantled, partly dismantled,
inoperative, or abandoned condition; and

(iii)

is located on private land, but that:
(A)

is not stored wholly within:
I.
a garage; or
II.
a carport with a vehicle cover that fully covers the
Vehicle;

(B)

does not form a part of a business lawfully operated on that
land.

(f) “Minimum Standards” means the standards of maintenance and repair of
Buildings and Structures in the City of Regina, which are Schedule “A” to this
Bylaw;
(g) “Nuisance” means a condition of property, structure, thing, or activity that
adversely affects or may adversely affect:
(i)
(ii)
(iii)

the safety, health, or welfare of people in the neighbourhood;
people’s use and enjoyment of their property; or
the amenity of the neighbourhood

and includes but is not limited to:
(i)
(ii)
(iii)
(iv)
(v)
(vi)
(vii)
(viii)
(ix)

a Building or Structure in an incomplete state;
a Building or Structure in an abandoned state;
a Building or Structure in a ruinous or dilapidated state of repair;
land that is overgrown with grass;
a Building that is boarded or placarded for a period exceeding 90
calendar days;
untidy and unsightly property;
Junked Vehicles;
unsecured open excavations or holes; and/or
high intensity, flashing or flickering exterior lighting, other than from
a sign approved pursuant to a City zoning bylaw.

(h) “Order” means an order of a Designated Officer made pursuant to section 328 of
The Cities Act and this Bylaw;
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(i) “Owner” means “owner” as defined in The Cities Act;
(j) “Placarded” means an order prohibiting occupancy issued by an authority having
jurisdiction;
(k) “Structure” includes anything constructed or erected, the use of which requires
location on the ground or attachment to something located on the ground, but not
including curbs, pavements, walks or open air surfaced areas or moving vehicles;
(l) “Vehicle” means a device in, on or by which a person or thing is or may be
transported or drawn on a highway and includes special mobile machines and
agricultural implements, and includes any portion thereof;
(m) “Yard” includes the open space located on a lot and unoccupied by Buildings or
Structures.
Owner Responsibility
4
The Owner of each property in Regina shall ensure that the property complies with
this Bylaw.
Imminent Danger
5
No person shall cause or permit a Building or Structure to become damaged or to
deteriorate into a condition of disrepair such that the Building or Structure poses an
imminent danger.
PART II – NUISANCES
Nuisances Generally Prohibited
6
No person shall cause, permit or suffer a Nuisance to exist on any property.
Placarded Building
7
Any Building or Structure that has been placarded for a period exceeding 90 calendar
days is deemed to be a Nuisance.
Unsecured Buildings
8(1) Where the exterior doors, windows, or other exterior openings of a unoccupied
Building are damaged, broken, or otherwise in disrepair, a Designated Officer may
order the property owner to board up all exterior openings to the Building as an
interim measure to prevent unauthorized entry to the Building.
(2)

Boarding as ordered under subsection 8(1) shall comply with the following
requirements:
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(3)

(a)

All boards used shall be properly fitted to the size of the exterior opening and
securely fastened to the Building; and

(b)

All boards shall be painted or otherwise treated so that the colour is compatible
with the surrounding Building exterior.

No unoccupied Building shall remain boarded up for a period longer than 90 calendar
days. After 90 calendar days, the owner shall ensure that all boards are removed and
that all windows and doors are replaced or repaired to the minimum standards
prescribed in Schedule “A” of this Bylaw.

Overgrown Grass
9(1) Notwithstanding the generality of Section 6, no Owner shall cause, permit or suffer
their property to be overgrown with grass.
(2)

For the purposes of this section, “overgrown” means a length of grass blade in
excess of 15 centimetres.

(3)

This section shall not apply to any growth which forms part of natural garden that
has been deliberately planted to produce ground cover, including one or more
species of wildflowers, shrubs, perennials, and ornamental grasses or combination of
them, whether native or non-native, consistent with a managed and natural landscape
other than regularly mown grass.

Untidy and Unsightly Property
10(1) Notwithstanding the generality of Section 6 no person shall suffer, cause or permit
any land, Building, Structure or Yard to become untidy or unsightly due to serious
disregard for general maintenance or upkeep.
(2)

Notwithstanding the generality of Section 6, no person shall allow conditions which
provide food or harbourage for vermin, or the excessive accumulation of new or
used furniture, lumber, cardboard, paper, newspapers, appliances, vehicle parts, tires,
cans, bottles, barrels, scrap metal, scrap plastic, needles, syringes, carrion, building
materials, rags, rubbish, litter, debris, other waste material or other junk whether of
any apparent value or not.

Grafitti
11
Notwithstanding the generality of Section 6, no person shall suffer, cause or permit
Graffiti to remain on any Building or other Structure on property.
Junked Vehicle
12
Notwithstanding the generality of Section 6, no person shall suffer, cause or permit
any Junked Vehicle to be kept on any land.
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Open Excavations
13(1) Notwithstanding the generality of Section 6, no person shall suffer, cause or permit
any unsecured open excavation on any land.
(2)

Notwithstanding the generality of Section 6, no person shall suffer, cause or permit
any open excavation for longer than 15 calendar days.

Outdoor Lighting
14(1) Notwithstanding the generality of Section 6, no person shall suffer, cause or permit
an outdoor light, excluding lighting within public rights-of-way and public
properties, to shine directly into the living room or sleeping areas of an adjacent
dwelling.
(2)

Notwithstanding the generality of Section 6, no person shall suffer, cause or permit
flashing, flickering or other similar lighting fixtures on the exterior of a property or
in a yard.

(3)

Subsections (1) and (2) do not apply to signs for which a permit has been issued
pursuant to a City of Regina zoning bylaw.

(4)

Where specific lighting requirements are prescribed by another municipal bylaw or
other code requirement, these shall take precedence over this Bylaw, and the light
shall not constitute a violation of this section.
PART III – PROPERTY MAINTENANCE

Duty to Maintain
15(1) All property, including land, Buildings, Structures and Yards, shall be maintained in
accordance with the Minimum Standards prescribed in Schedule “A” to this Bylaw.
(2)

No person shall cause, permit or suffer their property, including land, Buildings,
Structures, or Yards, to contravene the Minimum Standards prescribed in Schedule
“A” to this Bylaw.
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PART IV – ENFORCEMENT, OFFENCES, AND PENALTIES
Order to Remedy Contravention
16(1) If a Designated Officer finds that a property, or any part thereof, is in contravention
of this Bylaw, the Designated Officer may, by written Order, require the Owner of
the property to remedy the contravention.
(2)

Prior to performing any work to comply with an Order, the Owner must apply for,
and obtain, all permits and approvals required by law for the work.

(3)

All work necessary to comply with an Order shall be carried out in good and
workmanlike manner in accordance with industry standards and good construction
practices.

(4)

An Order shall be served on the Owner of the land in accordance with the
requirements of The Cities Act.

Offences
17(1) No person shall:
(a) fail to comply with an Order made pursuant to The Cities Act and this Bylaw;
(b) obstruct or hinder any person acting under the authority of this Bylaw;
(c) fail to comply with any provision of this Bylaw;
(d) remove, deface or destroy an Order issued pursuant to The Cities Act and this
Bylaw.
Notices and Violation
18(1) When a Designated Officer has reason to believe that a person has contravened any
provision of this Bylaw specified in Schedule “B”, the Designated Officer may
issue a Notice of Violation to the person in contravention
(2)

Where a Notice of Violation is issued, a person may make voluntary payment of the
fine amount listed in Schedule “B” for that violation, if the person does so before the
date specified as the payment date set out in the Notice of Violation.

(3)

A Notice of Violation shall be served by any method available to the City pursuant to
subsection 347 of The Cities Act.

(4)

Where the City receives a voluntary payment of the prescribed amount in Schedule
“B” before a court summons is issued, the person receiving the Notice of Violation
shall not be liable to prosecution for the alleged contravention.
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(5)

Payment of a voluntary payment amount specified in a Notice of Violation does not
relieve the Owner of the property from compliance with an Order issued pursuant to
The Cities Act and this Bylaw.

General Penalty Provision
19
Notwithstanding section 18, every person who contravenes any provision of this
Bylaw is guilty of an offence and liable on summary conviction to:
(a)

a fine in the amount set out in Schedule “C”; or

(b)

where a fine is not specified in Schedule “C”, to a fine in an amount provided
for in The Cities Act.

Coming Into Force
20
This Bylaw comes into force on May 1, 2016.
Repeal of Bylaw
21
Bylaw 2008-48 is repealed on the same day as this Bylaw comes into force.
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SCHEDULE “A”
PART I – GENERAL

A. VERMIN, RODENTS, PIGEONS, AND INSECTS
1.

All Buildings and Structures shall be maintained to prevent the entry of vermin,
rodents, pigeons, and insects.

2.

All Yards, Buildings, and Structures shall be kept free of infestations of vermin,
rodents, pigeons, and insects.

3.

Any condition liable to cause the presence of vermin, rodents or insects shall be
removed from Yards, Buildings or Structures and when Yards, Buildings or Structures
are infested, all measures shall be taken to destroy the vermin, rodents, pigeons, or
insects immediately, and preventative measures undertaken to prevent the
reappearance of such vermin, rodents and insects.
PART II – BUILDING EXTERIORS

A. EXTERIOR DOORS, STORM DOORS, WINDOWS AND SCREENS
1. All exterior doors, windows and storm or screen windows in or on a Building shall
meet the following minimum standards:
(a) shall not be broken, cracked or missing and shall completely fill the opening in
which they are installed;
(b) doors, storm doors, windows, and storm windows, frames, sashes, casings and
screens must be maintained free from damage, decay or deterioration;
(c) have storm sash or double-glazed windows;
(d) for windows that are designed to be opened, have a screen;
(e) be capable of being locked;
(f) have weather-stripping; and
(g) be painted or be treated with a similarly effective preservative
2. When an opening is used or required for ventilation or illumination and is not required
to be protected by a door, window or similar closure, it shall contain a wire mesh screen,
metal grill or other equivalent durable material.

9
B. EXTERIOR WALLS
1. All exterior Building walls shall be completely covered with paint, stain, siding,
brick, stucco or other weatherproof cladding material.
2. Exterior walls shall be free of holes, breaks, loose or rotting boards or timbers or any
other conditions which might admit moisture to the interior walls or the interior spaces
of the Building.
3. All shutters, entablatures, belt courses, corbels, terracotta trim, wall facings and similar
architectural features shall be maintained in good repair with proper anchorage and in
a safe condition.
4. All exterior surfaces on Buildings or Structures shall be free of graffiti.

C. ROOFS, ROOF-MOUNTED STRUCTURES AND EAVESTROUGHS
1.

Every roof shall be covered with shingles or other water repellent roofing material.

2.

Fascia boards, soffits, cornices and flashings, shall be maintained in a watertight
condition and shall be neatly finished.

3.

Every eaves trough, roof gutter and downpipe shall be kept in good repair in good
working order and positioned so as:
(a) to be watertight and free from leaks; and
(b) to avoid accident hazards.

4.

All downspouts shall direct drainage a minimum of 1.0 metre away from the
foundation and to the front or rear of the lot.

5.

Loose materials, including accumulations of snow and ice, shall be removed from the
roof of a Building or Structure as soon as reasonably possible.

D. PROJECTIONS AND ATTACHMENTS
1. Every floor, stairway, veranda, porch, deck, loading dock, residential exhaust duct,
marquee sign, awning, and every appurtenance attached thereto shall be maintained to
the following minimum standards:
(a) floors, treads or risers shall not be excessively worn, broken, warped, loose or
otherwise defective;
(b) structural members shall not be rotted, deteriorated or loose;
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(c) balustrades, guardrails and railings shall be present and in good repair
(d) in the case of wood constructions, will be coated with paint or other equivalent
preservative;
(e) will be plumb, level and in alignment;
(f) in the case of metal constructions, will be coated with a rust-proofing and weatherproofing coating material;
(g) treads and risers will have equal rise and run.
2. Every open side of a stairway or flat roof to which access may be gained through a
doorway and every terrace, balcony, porch, landing or stairwell shall be maintained in
good repair and firmly attached.

PART III - BUILDING INTERIORS
A. CLEANLINESS
1. Buildings and Structures shall be maintained is in a clean and sanitary condition and
Buildings and Structures shall be kept free from rubbish or other debris or conditions
which constitute a fire, accident or health hazard
B. FLOORS, STAIRWAYS, AND HANDRAILS
1. Every floor shall:
(a) be free of all loose, warped, protruding, broken or rotted materials;
(b) be free of defective floor boards; and
(c) be reasonably level and smooth and maintained in good condition.
2. All floor coverings shall be maintained in good condition and where installed in
bathrooms, kitchens, toilet rooms or shower rooms, shall be so maintained as to be
water resistant and readily cleaned.
3. All interior handrails shall be maintained in good repair and firmly attached so as to
provide reasonable protection against accident and injury.
C. WALLS AND CEILINGS
1. Every wall and ceiling shall be maintained in good condition and free from holes, large
cracks, loose plaster and other hazards.
2. The surface of every wall and ceiling shall be maintained in a reasonably clean and
sanitary condition. Surfaces shall be cleaned so as to avoid buildup of grease or other
flammable material.

11

D. HEATING AND MECHANICAL STANDARDS
Moisture Control and Ventilation
1. Every floor, every ceiling, both sides of every interior wall and the interior side of
every exterior wall in a Building shall be maintained free from dampness.
2. Subsection 1 does not apply to:
(a) any non-habitable room in a cellar; or
(b) a garage.
Structural Standards
1.

Materials which have been damaged or show evidence of rot or other deterioration
shall be repaired or replaced.

PART IV – MAINTENANCE OF YARDS AND ACCESSORY BUILDINGS
A. OUTDOOR STORAGE OF MATERIALS
1. Any building materials, lumber, metal boxes or similar items stored in a yard shall be
neatly stacked in piles and elevated off the ground
2. Materials referred to Section 1 shall be elevated at least 0.15 metres off the ground and
shall be stacked at least 3.0 metres from the exterior walls of any Building and at least
1.0 metre from the property line.
B. WALKWAYS, DRIVEWAYS, AND PARKING SPACES
1. If a walkway, driveway or parking space is provided, it shall be maintained so as to
allow safe passage thereon under normal use and weather conditions.

C. FENCES
1. Fences shall be maintained in a safe and reasonable state of repair and free of graffiti.
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SCHEDULE “B”
VOLUNTARY PAYMENT AMOUNTS
NOTICE OF VIOLATION
Bylaw
section
12
10
13
17(1)(a)

17(1)(d)

9(1)
14

Offence
Junked vehicle
Untidy and
unsightly
Open
excavation
Failure to
comply with
an order
Deface,
destroy or
remove a
posted order
Overgrown
grass
Outdoor
lighting

1st Notice of
Violation
$200
$500

2nd Notice of
Violation
$300
$1,000

3rd Notice of
Violation
$600
$1,500

$200

$500

$750

$500

$1,000

$1,500

$100

$150

$200

$100

$150

$200

$100

$150

$200
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SCHEDULE “C”
FINES ON CONVICTION
Bylaw
section
12

Offence

Junked
vehicle
10
Untidy and
unsightly
13
Open
excavation
17(1)(a) Failure to
comply with
an order
17(1)(d) Deface,
destroy or
remove a
posted order
9(1)
Overgrown
grass
14
Outdoor
lighting

Fine on 1st Fine on 2nd Fine on 3rd
Conviction Conviction Conviction

Fine on 4th and
Subsequent
Convictions
Established by
the Court
Established by
the Court
Established by
the Court
Established by
the Court

$250

$500

$750

$500

$1,000

$1,500

$300

$600

$1,000

$1,000

$1,500

$2,000

$150

$200

$250

Established by
the Court

$150

$200

$250

$150

$200

$250

Established by
the Court
Established by
the Court
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March 14, 2016

To:

Members,
Community and Protective Services Committee

Re:

Off-leash Dog Parks

RECOMMENDATION OF THE REGINA PLANNING COMMISSION
– MARCH 9, 2016
1. That Council approve the Administration’s proposed approach with respect to the
development of off-leash dog parks and areas as set out in Option #2 of this report.
2. That the report be forwarded to the March 29, 2016 meeting of City Council for approval.

REGINA PLANNING COMMISSION – MARCH 9, 2016
The Commission adopted a resolution to concur in the recommendation contained in the report
after amending Recommendation #2 to read:
2. That this report be forwarded to the March 14, 2016 Community & Protective Services
Committee Meeting for consideration.
Recommendation #2 does not require City Council approval.
Councillors: Mike O’Donnell (Chairperson) and Barbara Young; Commissioners: Phil Evans,
Simon Kostic, Adrienne Hagen Lyster, Ron Okumura, Daryl Posehn, Laureen Snook and
Kathleen Spatt were present during consideration of this report by the Regina Planning
Commission.

The Regina Planning Commission, at its meeting held on March 9, 2016, considered the
following report from the Administration:
RECOMMENDATION
1. That Council approve the Administration’s proposed approach with respect to the
development of off-leash dog parks and areas as set out in Option #2 of this report.
2. That this report be forwarded to the March 16, 2016 Community & Protective Services
Committee Meeting for consideration.
3. That the report be forwarded to the March 29, 2106 City Council for approval.
CONCLUSION
The Administration has conducted leading practice research, along with a statistically valid
survey (telephone survey of 600 Regina citizens), to solicit opinions about off-leash dog parks
for planning purposes. Based on this feedback, as well as requests received from current park
users, the Administration is proposing an approach that better serves the community with three
additional fenced off-leash parks located in the south, east and north/northwest ends of Regina as

-2development occurs. In addition the Administration will continue to work with stakeholders to
develop a plan to begin to pilot up to three un-fenced off-leash areas in 2017.
BACKGROUND
Off-leash dog parks and areas play an important role in providing spaces for pet owners to
exercise their dogs. They often serve as a space for community interaction among pet owners,
particularly when situated in neighbourhood settings. Regina currently has one partially fenced
off-leash dog park, the Cathy Lauritsen Memorial Off-Leash Dog Park and five seasonal
off-leash areas that are contained within boarded rinks at the following locations: Leslie Park
(central), Mike Badham Park (south), Glencairn Park (east), M.J. Coldwell Park (north), and
Rosemont School Park (west).
Across Canada, municipalities are adding to their inventory of off-leash dog parks and areas.
Many Regina citizens have responded to this trend, by voicing interest in additional off-leash
dog parks and areas in Regina when participating in community consultation processes related to
recreation facilities. Regina’s current Recreation Facility Plan, which was approved by Council
in 2010, recommended that the Administration prepare a dog park plan for Regina.
Subsequently, in January, 2014, Council passed a motion directing the Administration to
“prepare a report through the Regina Planning Commission that outlines the City’s ability to
require an off-leash dog park in each new development that has a population of 5,000.”
The purpose of this report is to provide an update on the research that has been done to address
this motion in the context of the Recreation Facility Plan.
DISCUSSION
The Administration has conducted leading practice research as well as a survey of citizens and a
review of applicable planning policies and practices to provide information from which to
develop a plan. As part of this research, the Administration has also explored the option of
requiring an off-leash dog park for every new development with 5,000 residents. The results of
this research are provided below.
Off-leash Dog Park Planning in Municipalities across Canada
The Administration conducted research with municipalities across Canada to develop a better
understanding of how other municipalities are addressing the growing demand for off-leash
spaces. Research conducted through discussions with Calgary, Edmonton, Winnipeg, Saskatoon,
Hamilton, Toronto, Surrey, Vancouver and Kamloops indicates that there are two primary
approaches to establishing new off-leash dog parks and areas:
1. The first approach is driven by community leadership. For example, in Calgary and
Saskatoon, an off-leash dog park is developed when a group of citizens works through
the municipality to apply for designation of a space in the built environment.
2. The second approach is City-led, but still involves community participation.
Municipalities such as Edmonton and Surrey have developed criteria for off-leash dog
parks and areas and based on the criteria identified specific sites that are eligible to be
designated as an off-leash site. In Edmonton citizens then apply to have the spaces
brought on line and in Surrey, bringing the spaces online is led by the municipality.

-3Through the research, the Administration was not able to identify a city with a population-based
ratio for triggering the creation of an off-leash dog park. However, if ratios are calculated based
on what currently exists, the ratios vary significantly. Kamloops which only provides unfenced
off-leash areas, has one space per every 5,000 residents, whereas Toronto provides a
combination of fenced dog parks and un-fenced areas at a ratio of one for every 106,000
residents. The research also showed that all cities but one (Saskatoon) were not focused on
providing off-leash areas in relation to new development taking place within their municipalities.
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Regina
Saskatoon

Kamloops
Surrey
Vancouver
Winnipeg
Calgary
Edmonton
Toronto
Hamilton

Fenced
0
8

0
9
6
0
4
0
37
5

Number
Partially Fenced
1
0
0
0
0
11
0
0
1
0

Unfenced
0
0
18
0
30
0
146
40
19
4

Population1
237,800
300,600

87,000
468,300

2,470,300
782,600
1,406,700
1,328,000
6,055,700
765, 200

Ratio
1:237,800
1:37,575
1:4,833
1:52,033
1:68,619
1:71,145
1:9,378
1:33,200

1:106,240
1:85,022

Research further shows that the type of off-leash dog parks and areas provided in the eight cities
ranges greatly. While some cities provide all fully fenced dog parks, others provide only unfenced areas. Vancouver also provides un-fenced off-leash areas within existing parks during
limited hours to try and ensure spaces are multi-functional. It should be noted that some
municipalities have or are moving away from providing unfenced off-leash areas. These are
proving to be difficult to monitor, as municipalities do not typically build staff capacity to ensure
appropriate use of the parks.
Planning Context
The designation of park spaces is addressed in The Planning and Development Act, 2007(Act).
The Act provides direction with respect to the dedication of municipal reserve (MR) within the
development context. Currently, the Act requires that MR is dedicated at the following rates:
• 5 per cent of the total industrial/commercial lands developed; and
• 10 per cent of the total residential lands developed.
One of the typical uses for lands dedicated as MR is neighbourhood park space to serve the
needs of the new development, however in accordance with the Act MR can also be used for
other requirements, such as natural areas, school purposes, agricultural use or for public
buildings or facilities. The Community Services Department works with the Planning
Department to provide input into plans, regarding the recreation elements required for inclusion
within the neighbourhood to meet future community and program needs. Once the plan is
approved, detailed site design and programming is refined.

1
2

For the purposes of this report population is reported using census metropolitan areas from Statistics Canada.

For the purposes of off-leash dog park calculations the seasonal boarded rink sites used in Regina are not included,
as they are not available year round.

-4Due to the range of recreation amenities often proposed to ensure complete neighbourhoods,
along with the inclusion of school sites as part of MR dedication and more dense development, it
is becoming challenging to meet needs for developing communities. It should also be noted that
municipalities do not typically include off-leash dog parks as part of active recreation spaces as
the two uses are not compatible.
Off-Leash Dog Park Public Feedback
Over the past several years, the City has heard mixed feedback from citizens with respect to offleash dog parks and areas. While many citizens have expressed an interest in adding off-leash
dog parks and areas throughout the city, others have expressed concern over having new
locations in close proximity to their homes or concern regarding the priority of off-leash dog
park development compared to other recreational amenities. As a result, the Administration
contracted Ipsos Reid to conduct a statistically valid survey in June 2015, in an effort to collect
public opinion with respect to off-leash dog parks and areas in Regina. The summary report is
provided in Appendix A. Highlights are provided below.
A total of 600 telephone surveys were conducted with a randomly selected sample of Regina
residents aged 18 years and older. As the survey was intended to solicit broad public opinion,
both dog owners and non-owners were interviewed. Interviews were conducted between
June 11 and 29, 2015. Sixty-four per cent of households interviewed own a dog; 36 per cent did
not.
When assessing attitudes about off-leash dog parks and areas, the majority (82 per cent) believe
that “off-leash parks and areas are important for a city like Regina”. Eighty-two per cent also
believe that “providing designated and FENCED off-leash dog parks is important to overall
community safety”. Eighty-two per cent also agreed that they “support the idea of off-leash dog
parks throughout the city”.
Although 59 per cent of respondents said they were satisfied with the current level of service, it
is important to note that Ipsos believes this number reflects the fact that respondents perceive
there to be unfenced off-leash areas designated within the city, which is not currently the case.
Despite the fact that a number of respondents were satisfied with the current service level for offleash dog parks, there was also widespread support from the respondents for increasing the
number of off-leash dog parks and areas in Regina. Seventy two per cent support increasing the
number of off-leash dog parks and areas, while 20 per cent opposed a proposed increase. More
specifically:
-

53 per cent of respondents support increasing designated fenced off-leash dog parks
37 per cent support increasing both designated fenced off-leash dog parks and unfenced
off-leash areas

When asked why they support an increase, residents typically mentioned that there are currently
not enough, there would be positive benefits for dogs and access would be more convenient for
users.
Despite this support for an increased number of off-leash dog parks and areas, survey
respondents were cautious about trade-offs. The majority of respondents (87 per cent) expressed
that they would like the City of Regina to focus on other priorities rather than off-leash dog parks
and areas. Ipsos Reid indicated that if respondents felt that moving forward with the

-5implementation of off-leash dog parks meant that other services they considered to be a higher
priority would be unlikely to move forward, their response to supporting development of offleash dog parks and areas would change.
Options for Moving Forward
Option #1: Status Quo
As noted, Regina currently has one off-leash dog park. Research shows that Regina’s current
service level is not comparable to the service level for the provision of off-leash dog parks in
other municipalities. Through the Recreation Facility Plan consultations conducted in
2008/2009 as well as the survey conducted, the Administration has also heard from citizens
that they believe a city of Regina’s size should have better access to off-leash dog parks and
areas. It is for these reasons the Administration does not recommend the option of remaining
status-quo.
Option #2: Three fenced off-leash parks in new developments in the north/northwest, south
and east areas of the city; develop criteria to identify and pilot two to three unfenced areas in
the built environment
This option proposes that the City move forward by establishing a target of developing an
additional three additional fenced off-leash dog parks, one in the south, east and
north/northwest areas of Regina. This approach is an alternative to using a population-based
trigger such as one off-leash dog park per every 5,000 residents. The Administration would
continue to work with the Planning Department and developers to add fenced off-leash dog
parks, with appropriate amenities, in the north/northwest, east and south zones to augment
the Cathy Lauritsen Memorial Off-Leash Park, which is currently located in the central zone.
Discussions have already begun with developers, with respect to these additions and policy
directions related to off-leash dog parks have been included in the Tower Crossing
Neighbourhood Plan. Furthermore, in recognition of the fact that the rate of development can
be challenging to predict and so it may take years to reach this target, the Administration has
moved forward with the fencing of a utility parcel in the East Industrial Area. This space,
although not the ideal solution for the addition of an off-leash dog park from a
neighbourhood planning perspective, will provide another interim option for people who
want to run their dog’s off-leash. The space will be a fully fenced, coarse grass area with a
safety gate and on-street parking.
In addition to the three new proposed fenced off-leash dog parks, the Administration would
develop a plan in conjunction with partners like the Regina Humane Society (RHS) and the
Regina Off-Leash Association (ROLA) to pilot two to three locations for unfenced off-leash
areas within the current built environment. This would involve the development of criteria
for the selection of spaces to ensure all necessary factors, such as compatibility with park
amenities, are considered through the site selection process. The plan with criteria and
selected locations would then be brought to Council in 2017. The test sites would be
established, with follow-up information being shared with Committee and Council.
This plan for the addition of fenced and un-fenced spaces has been shared with the RHS, who
is supportive of moving forward. RHS feels that providing more options for residents to run

-6their dogs in designated off-leash spaces may reduce some of the off-leash activity in parks
that are currently not designated.
Option #3: Establish off-leash dog parks in new developments based on population
Currently when a new subdivision is constructed, The Planning and Development Act, 2007,
requires a developer to dedicate the following as Municipal Reserve (MR):
10 per cent of the total lands developed for residential purposes; and
5 per cent of the total lands developed for commercial/industrial purposes.
Parks, storm water management, school and sport and recreation requirements all must be
accommodated through this MR. In a community housing 5,000 residents, typical
requirements in the MR include items such as:
•
•
•
•
•
•

A school site with park space to accommodate the school yard;
One soccer pitch for every 2,500 residents;
One playground within 800 m walking distance of most residences;
Walking paths and bikeway connections;
Other outdoor recreation amenities, such as basketball courts, skateboard pods, outdoor
fitness equipment, and;
Depressed areas for storm water detention, as determined through engineering analysis.

As communities become denser, it is becoming increasingly challenging to meet all of the
programmed and spontaneous recreation needs, storm water utility requirements and school
requirements within the current 10 per cent MR dedication. It also makes it challenging to add
off-leash dog parks on a population basis of 5,000 residents. It is for this reason the
Administration does not recommend moving forward with a population based target for the
addition of off-leash dog parks in Regina.
Given this analysis, the Administration is recommending Option #2, which includes a total of
three new fenced off-leash parks in new developments in the north/northwest, south and east
areas of the city and up to three unfenced areas in the built environment.
RECOMMENDATION IMPLICATIONS
Financial Implications
Currently there are placeholders in the Servicing Agreement Model for the development of
future dog parks. As developers are currently responsible to develop parks at a neighbourhood
level, the costs reflected in the model are capital funds required to contribute additional funds to
enhance selected neighbourhood level dog parks as city-wide parks. These costs are estimated at
$160,000 (for a park approx. 2.5 Ha.), with 70 per cent of those costs being funded by the
municipality and 30 per cent being funded through Servicing Agreement Fees. Funds would be
used to fence the park and install parking and safety gates, which are currently not required as
part of the standard neighbourhood park development. Operating costs associated with
maintaining a park of this size are estimated at $3,500. Required funding will be reviewed when
developments reach the concept plan stage, as sizes for parks will vary based on the plan for the
overall community. Once costs and Servicing Agreement amounts have been confirmed, funding
requests will be forwarded through the annual budget process.

-7The Administration has also discussed the service level contract with the RHS. At this time the
service level contract with the RHS does not require adjustment. As the City grows and as
additional off-leash locations are brought on-line a review of the service level contract in
conjunction with The Regina Animal Bylaw No, 2009-44, No. 2009-44 may be required.
Environmental Implications
There are no environmental implications associated with this report.
Policy and/or Strategic Implications
The development of off-leash parks and areas supports the community priority to develop
complete neighbourhoods, as identified in the City’s Official Community Plan, Design Regina.
They serve as a place not only for dogs to socialize, but also for people with common interests to
meet and enjoy the amenities that the city has to offer. The addition of off-leash parks and areas
is also supported by the Council approved Recreation Facility Plan.
Other Implications
There are no other implications related to this report.
Accessibility Implications
Site accessibility would be included as part of the criteria that would be adhered to for the
development of any future fenced off-leash dog parks or unfenced off-leash areas.
COMMUNICATIONS
The Community Services Department will work in collaboration with the Communications
Department and the Regina Off-leash Association (ROLA) to communicate the development and
opening of future off-leash dog parks and areas to the public as they are brought online.
The Administration will also ensure development of a consultation and communication plan as
part of pilot project for unfenced off-leash areas. This will include engaging with residents
regarding potential locations as well as development of an educational communications plan for
both fenced and unfenced off-leash spaces.
DELEGATED AUTHORITY
The recommendations contained in this report require City Council approval.

Respectfully submitted,
REGINA PLANNING COMMISSION

Elaine Gohlke, Secretary

