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Public Agenda
Public Works and Infrastructure Committee
Thursday, June 7, 2018
Approval of Public Agenda
Adoption of Minutes
Public Works & Infrastructure Committee - Public - May 10, 2018 4:00 PM
Administration Reports
PWI18-9

Arcola Avenue Corridor from College Avenue to Prince of Wales Drive
Recommendation
That this report be forwarded to the June 25, 2018 meeting of City Council for
information.

PWI18-10 Residential Road Renewal Program Review Report
Recommendation
1. That City Council approve the redistribution of funding for the Residential
Road Renewal Program from its current allocation to the new allocation of
10 per cent to ‘good’ roads, 45 per cent to ‘fair’ roads and 45 per cent to
‘poor’ roads.
2. That this report be forwarded to the July 30, 2018 meeting of City Council
for approval.
3. That item MN16-8 be removed from the list of outstanding items for the
Public Works & Infrastructure Committee.
PWI18-11 Waste Plan Regina – 2017 Update
Recommendation
That this report be forwarded to the June 25, 2018 City Council meeting for
information.
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PWI18-12 Biweekly Curbside Garbage Collection - Pilot Project Results
Recommendation
1. That City Council approve an annual biweekly curbside garbage collection
schedule from the start of November through to the end of March, with a
return to a weekly schedule for a three-week period extending from the
end of December to the beginning of January.
2. That City Council approve amending The Waste Management Bylaw,
2012,
No. 2012-63 to allow property owners to apply to the City of Regina
(City) for additional garbage services as identified in this report and
generally as follows:
a. Primary customers or co-applicants of designated properties who
require an additional garbage cart may request one from the City
and pay an annual fee for the additional cart which will be billed
on their utility bill. The annual fee will be either: $156.95 per year
($0.43 per day) for a 360- litre cart or $116.80 per year ($0.32 per
day) for a 240-litre cart.
3. That the City Solicitor be instructed to prepare and bring forward the
necessary amendments to The Waste Management Bylaw, 2012, No. 201263.
4. That this report be forwarded to the June 25, 2018 meeting of City Council
for approval.
PWI18-13 Solid Waste Curbside Collection Services Funding Policy
Recommendation
1. That City Council approves a policy for waste services that:
a. Funds curbside collection services that divert waste from the
landfill from general revenues.
b. Levies user fees for curbside collection services that direct waste
disposal to the landfill, as detailed in Option 2.
2. That City Council directs Administration to bring forward a report in Q4
2018, recommending fees for solid waste services, including opportunities
to offset operating costs with other solid waste revenues.
3. That this report be forwarded to the June 25, 2018 City Council meeting for
approval.
Adjournment

AT REGINA, SASKATCHEWAN, THURSDAY, MAY 10, 2018
AT A MEETING OF PUBLIC WORKS AND INFRASTRUCTURE
COMMITTEE
HELD IN PUBLIC SESSION
AT 4:00 PM
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 Sharron Bryce, in the Chair
Councillor Lori Bresciani
Councillor Jason Mancinelli
Councillor Andrew Stevens
Councillor Barbara Young

Also in
Council Officer, Kristina Gentile
Attendance: Legal Counsel, Jayne Krueger
Executive Director, City Planning & Development, Diana Hawryluk
Executive Director, Transportation & Utilities, Karen Gasmo
Director, Water Works, Pat Wilson
Manager, Infrastructure Planning, Geoff Brown

APPROVAL OF PUBLIC AGENDA
Councillor Lori Bresciani moved, AND IT WAS RESOLVED, that the agenda for this
meeting be approved, as submitted.
ADOPTION OF MINUTES
Councillor Barbara Young moved, AND IT WAS RESOLVED, that the minutes for the
meeting held on April 12, 2018 be adopted, as circulated, after adding Jayne Kruger,
Legal Council to the attendance list.
ADMINISTRATION REPORTS
PWI18-8 Request for Proposal (RFP) - Engineering Services for Water Distribution System
Eastern Pressure Solution
Recommendation
1. That a Request for Proposal to initiate the engagement for professional
engineering services to complete all phases of the Water Distribution
System Eastern Pressure Solution be approved.
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2. That the Executive Director, City Planning and Development be
authorized to negotiate, award and enter into, and amend contract with the
highest ranked proponent, provided the fee for predesign engineering
services is less than the project budget of $1.8 million including
contingency.
3. That the City Clerk be authorized to execute a Consulting Service
Agreement with the highest ranked proponent upon review and approval
of the City Solicitor.
4. That this report be forward to the May 28, 2018 meeting of City Council
for approval.
Councillor Jason Mancinelli arrived at the meeting before the vote.
Councillor Lori Bresciani moved, AND IT WAS RESOLVED, that the
recommendations contained in the report be concurred in.
RESOLUTION FOR PRIVATE SESSION
Councillor Jason Mancinelli moved, AND IT WAS RESOLVED, that in the interest of
the public, the remaining item on the agenda be considered in private.

__________________________
Chairperson

__________________________
Secretary

PWI18-9
June 7, 2018
To:

Members
Public Works and Infrastructure Committee

Re:

Arcola Avenue Corridor from College Avenue to Prince of Wales Drive

RECOMMENDATION
That this report be forwarded to the June 25, 2018 meeting of City Council for information.
CONCLUSION
The travelling public using Arcola Avenue between College Avenue and Prince of Wales Drive
experience congestion during the morning and afternoon peak hours.
The Transportation Master Plan (TMP) approved by City Council on May 29, 2017 (CR17-15),
identifies a number of roadway improvements in east Regina which are consistent with the
Southeast Regina Neighbourhood Plan (SENP) approved by City Council on September 26 2016
(CR16-107).
The long term goal for the City’s road network is to provide alternate routes for commuters in
east Regina. Alternate routes are planned to be built in tandem with the development of east
Regina. The alternate routes identified in both the TMP and SENP include the south extension of
the Regina Bypass in 2019 and the extension of Wascana Parkway from Sask Polytechnic to Prince
of Wales Drive at Wascana Gate North in 2034.
Administration has reviewed several potential projects to determine if any improvements could
be implemented sooner to improve traffic flow along the Arcola Avenue corridor. The projects
reviewed will have a moderate impact on specific intersections but a minimal impact on overall
traffic flow along the corridor. None of the projects are currently identified in the City’s fiveyear capital plan, therefore, additional funding would have to be allocated to implement any of
these projects in advance of the current plan outlined by the TMP and SENP.
BACKGROUND
Design Regina: The Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 2013-48 (OCP) sets out the
transportation network and road classification system for Regina (Map 5: Transportation). All
roads follow a hierarchy of classification, which is the orderly grouping of roads into systems
according to the type of service they provide to the public. Arcola Avenue is classified as an
expressway. Other expressways include Lewvan Drive, 9th Avenue North, Victoria Avenue,
Pasqua Street and Albert Street north of Ring Road
The TMP, approved by City Council on May 29, 2017 sets the policy direction for the City’s
transportation network including expressways. The primary function of an expressway is to
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and from abutting properties is prohibited” (page 48). The TMP also identifies a number of
roadway improvements in east Regina which are consistent with the SENP approved by City
Council on September 26, 2016.
The long term goal for the City’s road network is to provide alternate routes for commuters in
east Regina. Today, vehicles traveling from east Regina to other locations in the city must do so
by travelling on either Arcola Avenue or Victoria Avenue. Alternate routes are planned to be
built in tandem with the development of east Regina. The alternate routes identified in both the
TMP and SENP include the south extension of the Regina Bypass in 2019 and the extension of
Wascana Parkway from Sask Polytechnic to Prince of Wales Drive at Wascana Gate North in 2034.
The approved transportation plan in SENP further defines the classification of Arcola Avenue by
identifying three access points (Woodland Grove, Chuka Boulevard and a right in/out at
Anaquod Road).
Two memos related to transportation projects in the southeast area of Regina were previously
provided to City Council are provided in Appendix C.
DISCUSSION
At the November 28, 2016 meeting of City Council, the Administration was directed to
undertake a functional study in 2017 to explore design options to address traffic concerns in this
area.
During presentation of the TMP to the Public Works and Infrastructure Committee on May 11,
2017, access from the south east was also identified by the public and members of City Council
as an area that would benefit from improvements.
As the long term goal of the TMP for south east Regina is to provide alternate routes for
commuters travelling for east Regina, the study was focused on determining if any projects could
be advanced to reduce traffic congestion in the short term. The results of the functional review,
for the study area, shown in Appendix A, are provided below.
Overview
Arcola Avenue expressway has traffic volumes ranging from 19,400 vehicles per day east of
Prince of Wales Drive to 45,000 vehicles per day between Ring Road and University Park Drive.
Other roads in the city that receive similar traffic volumes are Ring Road, Lewvan Drive, Pasqua
Street north of Ring Road and Victoria Avenue east of Ring Road.
Due to development in the east, traffic volumes on Arcola Avenue are increasing, resulting in
traffic congestion at many intersections during peak hours. During the peak hours, the majority
of traffic will have passed along this corridor in a 40 minute period.
The Regina Bypass, currently under construction, is expected to have a significant impact on the
main corridors adjacent to east Regina. In particular, Victoria Avenue and Arcola Avenue from
the east city limits to the Ring Road are expected to benefit once construction is completed in
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• Improve traffic safety on Highway No. 1 East and Victoria Avenue.
• Divert large truck traffic from Victoria Avenue and Arcola Avenue.
• Eliminate key transportation bottlenecks while creating an efficient traffic flow on
Highway No. 1.
• Provide better access to Regina, the Global Transportation Hub, Highway No. 6 and
Highway No. 11.
The analysis completed for this study does not include the impact on traffic volumes along Arcola
Avenue after the Regina Bypass is open in late 2019.
The Administration has information and modeling related to the Regina Bypass and the theoretical
impact on Arcola Avenue and east Regina. As with all modeling, it is good practice to take real
measurements to evaluate its accuracy. In this case, further analysis of the Arcola Avenue corridor is
required in a future planned functional study in 2024. This study will allow the administration to
evaluate the actual impact of the Regina Bypass with real data in the form of traffic counts. In turn,
this allows the Administration to reaffirm the transportation projects within the SAF model. It also
allows for the confirmation of timing of these road projects and informs in more detail the required
improvements along the Arcola Avenue corridor and east Regina.
The 2024 study would also consider any major reconfigurations of the Arcola Avenue and Ring Road
interchange. Evaluation of the Arcola Avenue and Ring Road interchange as part of the future
functional study would allow the Administration to explore improvements and the cost effectiveness
of these improvements.
Methodology
The review assessed potential improvements to the road network with a focus on determining if
any projects could be advanced in the short term (by 2020) to reduce traffic congestion.
Improvements considered include projects currently identified in the TMP, as well as additional
projects.
The potential improvements are:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Providing southbound dual left turn lanes at the Park Street intersection.
Widening the Ring Road overpass by one lane to provide dual left turn lanes at
intersections on either side of the interchange.
Providing eastbound dual left turn lanes at University Park Drive.
Provide a third eastbound lane from the east side of the Ring Road interchange to the
Pilot Butte Creek bridge.
Providing dual eastbound left turn lanes at Prince of Wales Drive.
Providing a new northbound on-ramp to Ring Road at the Assiniboine Avenue overpass.
Extending Wascana Parkway from south of Sask Polytechnic to Prince of Wales Drive.
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The LOS methodology is based on the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Highway
Capacity Manual. The LOS is a qualitative measure used to assess the quality of traffic service
on a given roadway. The LOS is used to analyze roadways by categorizing traffic flow and
assigning quality levels of traffic based on performance measures like speed, traffic flow, and
expected delays. The LOS will typically decline during the morning and afternoon peak hour
traffic. Appendix B summarizes the LOS criteria used by the City, and other jurisdictions, when
evaluating roadways or signalized intersections.
It should be noted that the LOS alphabetic rankings are not used in the same way as a school
report card. Roadways at LOS C and D, for example, provide the optimized value for taxpayers,
as they handle the highest volume of traffic with acceptable delays. Providing a LOS of A would
result in overbuilt roads and increased infrastructure maintenance costs. The City typically
considers a roadway with a LOS D as acceptable during peak traffic hours and considers
improvements when the LOS reaches F. This is to ensure that we are fiscally responsible with
our infrastructure, as we do not want to overbuild for a short peak in traffic.
The potential improvements were evaluated based on the following LOS scenarios: 1) the current
LOS in 2018 with no improvements; 2) the LOS with implementation of the improvement by
2020; and, 3) the LOS with the improvement after the full development of the road network in
the east Regina by 2040. The LOS reported is for the afternoon peak hour traffic during a typical
weekday and assumes the implementation of transportation projects as outlined in the TMP by
2040 including the impact of the future extension of Wascana Parkway. The afternoon peak hour
was used for analysis, as it typically has higher volumes than the morning peak hour.
Potential Improvements
There are three strategies to improving LOS on roadways and at signalized intersections: 1)
increase the supporting infrastructure at an intersection; 2) optimize signalized intersections; and,
3) change the number/type of vehicles using the intersection.
1. Increase the Supporting Infrastructure at Intersection along the Corridor
This can be in the form of road widening, adding turning lanes or providing for more
directional movement through the intersection.
a. Arcola Avenue from College Avenue to Ring Road
This section of Arcola Avenue is currently a six lane, divided arterial road
(including three lanes in each direction). Proposed improvements reviewed
included the addition of dual south bound left turn lanes at the intersection of
Arcola Avenue and Park Street.
The LOS analysis for the Arcola Avenue and Park Street Intersection is shown in
Table 1. The analysis indicates the proposed dual left turn lane will not
immediately improve LOS. However, they may be required in the future to
maintain LOS at this intersection.
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Table 1: Arcola Avenue and Park Street Intersection
As is:
Intersection Level of Service – 2018
With Improvements:
Intersection Level of Service – 2020
Intersection Level of Service – 2040
Estimated Cost
Timing or Estimated Project Schedule
Impact of Moving Timing to 2020

D
D
D
$300,000
2024
No change to LOS.
Require funding request in
2020

No improvements to the Lacon Street/Dixon Drive or College Avenue
intersections are proposed in the short term. However, the impact to the corridor
by converting the Lacon Street/Dixon Drive intersection to a rights-in/right-out
only intersection as well as removing the eastbound left turn at the College
Avenue intersection should be reviewed as part of the larger functional study to
be completed in 2024.
b. Arcola Avenue and Ring Road Interchange
A major restriction to the traffic flow on Arcola Avenue is the width of the
existing bridge crossing Ring Road. The most recent bridge rehabilitation work
was completed in 2010. Future widening of the bridge is an aspect of increasing
capacity of this corridor; however, to obtain the best financial value of the last
rehabilitation the widening is not currently planned for another 25 to 30 years.
This report considers adding a third lane on one side of the bridge, which would
allow for dual left turn lanes for eastbound and westbound traffic on the bridge.
The LOS of the west intersection is summarized in Table 2. The analysis
indicated the improvement will improve LOS in the short term, but LOS will
decline again in the future.
Table 2: Arcola Avenue and Ring Road Overpass West Intersection
As is:
Intersection Level of Service – 2018
With Improvements:
Intersection Level of Service – 2020
Intersection Level of Service – 2040
Estimated Cost
Timing
Impact of Moving Timing to 2020

F
E
F
$4,000,000
Not included in current plan
Minor change to LOS.
Requires additional funding.
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In this section of Arcola Avenue, there are two proposed improvements: 1) the
addition of a third eastbound lane from the overpass to Pilot Butte Creek; and, 2)
installation of dual, eastbound left turn lanes at the University Park intersection.
The proposed improvements will improve LOS at the University Park Drive
intersection in the short term. LOS further improves in the long term when the
Wascana Parkway extension is implemented.
Table 3: University Park Drive Intersection Improvements
As is:
Intersection Level of Service – 2018
With Improvements:
Intersection Level of Service – 2020
Intersection Level of Service – 2040
Estimated Cost
Timing
Impact of Moving Timing to 2020

F
E
D
$1,000,000
2024
Improves LOS
Requires additional funding.

d. Arcola Avenue from Pilot Butte Creek to Prince of Wales
Proposed improvements in this section include providing dual, eastbound left turn
lanes at the Prince of Wales intersection.
The LOS analysis indicates the existing intersection is currently operating at an
acceptable level of service. Improvements may be required in the future to
maintain the LOS.
Table 4: Prince of Wale Drive Intersection Improvements
As is:
Intersection Level of Service – 2018
With Improvements:
Intersection Level of Service – 2020
Intersection Level of Service – 2040
Estimated Cost
Timing
Impact of Moving Timing to 2020

C
C
C
$250,000
2024 and pending further evaluation
(Refer to Appendix C)
No improvement to LOS.
Requires additional funding.

e. Assiniboine Avenue Westbound to Northbound Ring Road On-Ramp
Assiniboine Avenue currently provides access for commuters in east Regina to
south Regina via Ring Road. The existing interchange does not allow access for
commuters onto northbound Ring Road. A new on-ramp for westbound traffic on
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divert some traffic that could currently use Arcola Avenue to Assiniboine
Avenue. Assiniboine Avenue is a two lane road and has limited capacity to handle
additional traffic without considering the addition of turn lanes. Traffic modeling
indicates the on-ramp would attract approximately 2,500 vehicles per day from
Arcola Avenue.
Table 5: Assiniboine Avenue Northbound On-Ramp
As is:
Level of Service – 2018
With Improvements:
Level of Service – 2020
Level of Service – 2040
Estimated Cost
Timing
Impact of Moving Timing to 2020

Not Applicable
Not Applicable
Not Applicable
$1,500,000
2028 (Refer to Appendix C)
Draws some traffic away from Arcola
Avenue, but increases traffic on
Assiniboine Avenue

2. Optimize Signalized Intersections
There are seven intersections along Arcola Avenue between College Avenue and Prince
of Wales Drive, including five signalized intersections. Optimization of traffic signals in
this corridor has previously been reviewed.
On June 27, 2016, City Council instructed Administration through a motion to ensure that
the traffic signals along the Arcola Avenue Corridor were optimized. Administration
conducted a review of the Corridor and reported to City Council on November 26, 2017,
that further alteration of the traffic signals would not result in any significant traffic
improvements.
3. Change the Number/Type of Vehicles using Arcola Avenue
A reduction in heavy vehicle traffic would increase the LOS. Although the number of
heavy vehicles in the traffic stream is only a small percentage, their impact is prominent.
Heavy vehicles impose physical and operational effects on surrounding traffic flow
because of their length and size (physical) and acceleration/deceleration (operational)
characteristics. With respect to intersection LOS, a single heavy vehicle may use all the
time allocated for a turning signal whereas several light vehicles could have proceeded.
Summary
The projects reviewed through this study will have only a moderate impact on specific
intersections with minimal impact on overall traffic flow along the corridor. None of the
projects reviewed are currently identified in the City’s five year capital plan. Therefore,
additional funding would have to be allocated to implement any of these projects. In the short
term, implementation of the eastbound dual left turns at University park Drive, as well as
addition of a third eastbound lane from Ring Road to Pilot Butte Creek, can provide a
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indicates traffic LOS at the University Park Drive intersection is also expected to improve
slightly in the year 2040. This is due to the Wascana Parkway extension helping to attract
traffic away from Arcola Avenue. The cost to extend Wascana Parkway from Sask
Polytechnic to Prince of Wales Drive is estimated at approximately $20 million and is
tentatively planned to be implemented in 2034.
Widening the Arcola Avenue overpass by one lane on the north side to provide for dual left
turn lanes at the intersections also provides a moderate improvement for LOS at the west
intersection during the afternoon peak hour. A similar improvement to LOS for the
westbound intersection during the morning peak hour would also be achieved. The future
improvements to the bridge are considered an important aspect of increasing capacity of this
corridor, however, to get the best financial value of the last rehabilitation, the timing of this
improvement is 25 to 30 years out. This timing places the widening project just outside of the
timeframe of the current Transportation Master Plan.
Providing dual southbound left turn lanes at Park Street does not improve LOS of this
intersection now or in the future.
The eastbound dual lefts at Prince of Wales Drive are not required at this time or in the
future. However, increasing the length of the single eastbound left turn lane will help to
maintain the LOS at this intersection over the long term.
The Administration recommends that no additional projects be added to the capital budget.
However, should City Council wish to add any of these projects to the budget the
Administration recommends the following order for consideration during the 2019 budget
process.
•

Implementation of University Park Drive Intersection Improvements

•

Confirm Location of the Wascana Parkway Extension

•

Begin Land Acquisition Process for Wascana Parkway Extension

As discussed in the report, the intersection improvements at University Park Drive would allow
for some temporary relief at that intersection and would have a minimal impact on the SAF
Model. With respect to the Wascana Parkway Extension, advancing the entire project would
have significant impact to the SAF Model. However, confirming the road alignment and
beginning land acquisition would allow the City to prepare for the future project.
RECOMMENDATION IMPLICATIONS
Financial Implications
The approximate timing of the various growth-related transportation projects is based upon the
work completed for the Servicing Agreement Fee (SAF) and Development Levy (DL) Policy
Review and Final Phasing and Financing Plan, Council Report CR15-138, approved December
14, 2015. As indicated in CR15-138, to maintain the reserve deficit and SAF rate at an
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prioritize and fund a number of critical water and wastewater projects.
Water and wastewater projects were prioritized, as they are most urgently required to enable
system upgrades to foster growth in the city. This approach minimized financial risk to the
taxpayers. This approach also resulted in temporary service level reductions (related to the road
network) for all residents of the city, with potential implications including increased congestion,
more use of local roads and challenges meeting emergency response times, especially in peak
travel periods.
This decision allowed the City to not rely on debt to fund growth projects. It allowed the City to
retain flexibility to use debt to address existing infrastructure and asset renewal needs and service
improvements. All growth-related capital SAF projects (including delayed transportation
projects) will be built by the end of the model period (2040).
Environmental Implications
None with respect to this report.
Policy and/or Strategic Implications
The OCP provides the framework to guide the development of the City’s infrastructure to
accommodate long term growth. This study is consistent with the policies contained within Part
A of the OCP with respect to:
Section D3: Transportation
Goal 1: Sustainable Transportation Choices
5.1

Use the Transportation Master Plan, which shall be consistent with the
objectives and policies of this Plan, as the guiding document for transportation
policy and planning within the city.

Goal 4: Road Network Capacity
5.20

Consider improvements to existing infrastructure before constructing new or
expanded roadways.

Section D4: Infrastructure
Goal 3 – Planned Infrastructure for Growth
The infrastructure needed for growth will be planned from a long-term perspective.
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Develop infrastructure plans that will:
6.6.1

Address both short and long term growth requirements.

6.6.3

Optimize use of existing infrastructure to minimize financial and
environmental impacts of growth.

Goal 5 – Infrastructure Staging
Build infrastructure in a sequential and coordinated manner.
6.14

Plan and build infrastructure from a long-term perspective and permit
servicing only when aligned with the servicing needs for long-term growth.

6.15

Align new infrastructure with planned upgrades to existing City assets.

The TMP provides direction to inform decisions related to transportation infrastructure for the
next 25 years. This study is consistent with the Part D of the TMP with respect to:
Section D2: Integrate Transportation and Land Use Planning
Goal 5: Transportation and Land Use Planning Processes will be Coordinated.
1.2 Employ integrated land use forecasting and transportation models as part of longrange planning and engineering activities.
Section D5: Optimize Road Network Capacity
Goal 22: Use of existing road network capacity will be maximized before expansion.
5.12

Implement localized improvements to address bottlenecks in the existing road
network.

Other Implications
None with respect to this report.
Accessibility Implications
None with respect to this report.
COMMUNICATIONS
Internal stakeholders directly affected by the supporting reports have been engaged.
Development of the TMP also involved a high level of consultation with internal staff to ensure
that the directions, Goals and Policies would be feasible and respond to local conditions. Staff
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development of the TMP.
DELEGATED AUTHORITY
There is no delegated authority associated with this report as it is for information purposes only.
Respectfully submitted,

Respectfully submitted,

Louise Folk, Director
Development Services

Diana Hawryluk, Executive Director
City Planning and Development

Prepared by: Bill Wright

Park Street

Appendix A – Study Location Area

Victoria Avenue

College Avenue

12,100 vpd

Assiniboine Avenue

Appendix B – Level of Service for Evaluating a Roadway or Signalized Intersection
A level of service (LOS) is a qualitative measure used to relate the quality of traffic service on a
given roadway. LOS is used to analyze roadways by categorizing traffic flow and assigning quality
levels of traffic based on performance measures like speed, traffic flow, and expected delays. LOS
will typically decline during the morning and afternoon peak hour traffic.
LOS alphabetic rankings should not be thought of in the same way as a school report card.
Roadways at LOS C and D, for example, provide the optimized value for taxpayers, as they
handle the highest volume of traffic with acceptable delays. Providing a LOS of A would result
in overbuilt roads and increased infrastructure maintenance costs.
Generally speaking, the City of Regina typically targets a LOS D as acceptable for our peak
traffic hours and improvements are typically considered when the LOS reaches F.

Level of Service
(LOS)
A Free Flow
B Reasonably
Free Flow
C Stable Flow

D Approaching
unstable flow

E

Unstable Flow

F

Breakdown
Flow

Driver Experience while using Roadway
Traffic flows at or above the posted speed limit and
motorists have complete mobility between lanes.
Posted speeds are maintained, maneuverability
within the traffic stream is slightly restricted.
Ability to maneuver through lanes is noticeably
restricted and lane changes require more driver
awareness. Posted speed is maintained.
Speeds slightly decrease as traffic volume slightly
increase. Freedom to maneuver within the traffic
stream is much more limited and driver comfort
levels decrease.
Flow becomes irregular and speed varies rapidly
because there are virtually no usable gaps to
maneuver in the traffic stream and speeds rarely
reach the posted limit.
Every vehicle moves in lockstep with the vehicle in
front of it, with frequent slowing required. Travel
time cannot be predicted, with generally more
demand than capacity

Delay at
Signalized
Intersection
(seconds/vehicle)
≤ 10
> 10 – 20
> 20 - 35

> 35 - 55

> 55- 80

> 80

APPENDIX C

Memo
November 9, 2016
To:

His Worship
Members of City Council

Re:

Southeast Regina Neighbourhood Plan and Growth Related Transportation Infrastructure

On September 26, 2016, City Council (Council) approved the Southeast Regina Neighbourhood
Plan (SENP) through report CR16-107. In discussion of the report, Council requested an
undertaking of the Administration to provide detailed results on transportation projects identified
within the draft Transportation Master Plan (TMP) with respect to the growth of the City of
Regina (City) and more specifically, related to the development within the SENP.
Southeast Regina Neighbourhood Plan lands & Transportation Master Plan
As mentioned during the September 26, 2016 Council meeting, access from development within
the Southeast lands to areas of the City such as Downtown, Ross Industrial Park, University or
other destinations beyond, currently must do so by ultimately travelling on either Arcola Avenue
or Victoria Avenue to continue to their destination along those corridors or gain access to Ring
Road.
To address forecasted future vehicular trips, including trips from future development within the
Southeast lands, the TMP identifies a number of transportation infrastructure projects including:
A. Roadways projects which provide new transportation connections; and
B. Roadway projects which upgrade existing transportation connections.
Future Roadway Projects
Future roadway projects identified in the TMP target maintaining an acceptable level of service in
roadway capacity available during peak hours of travel. Projects in relative close proximity and in
the Southeast lands are as follows:
Future Project

Type and Benefit

Arcola Avenue Corridor Studies
& Turn Lanes (College Avenue
to Prince of Wales Drive)

Upgrades to existing connections: provides
increased intersection capacity, particularly
in PM peak period

Timing
(approximate)
five years

Planning Department
City Planning & Development Division
Queen Elizabeth II Court │ 2476 Victoria Avenue
PO Box 1790 │ REGINA SK S4P 3C8
P: 306-519-1624
Regina.ca

November 9, 2016
Page 2

Assiniboine Avenue & Highway 1 New connection: provides residents within
Bypass Interchange Northbound Southeast, primarily south of Arcola Avenue
On-Ramp
an alternate northbound access to Ring
Road
Prince of Wales Drive and Arcola Upgrades to existing connections: provides
Avenue intersection upgrades
increased intersection capacity
Prince of Wales Drive Twinning
Upgrades to existing connections: provides
– Dewdney Avenue to Jenkins
increased roadway capacity
Drive
Prince of Wales Drive Twinning
Upgrades to existing connections: provides
– Eastgate Drive to Dewdney
increased roadway capacity
Avenue
Prince of Wales Drive Widening
Upgrades to existing connections: will be
and Paving – Jenkins Drive to
required to proceed with the development of
Redbear Avenue
the Fleet Street Business Park and the
extension of Redbear Avenue
Redbear Avenue extension –
New connection: provides traffic primarily
Fleet Street to Prince of Wales
within Fleet Street business park, but also
Drive
Ross Industrial Park alternate access to
east Regina and Highway 46
Victoria Avenue and Park Street Upgrades to existing connections: provides
intersection upgrades
increased intersection capacity
Victoria Avenue Widening –
Upgrades to existing connections: provides
Glencairn Road to Park Street
additional roadway capacity
Victoria Ave widening at Ring
Upgrades to existing connections: provides
Road interchange
additional roadway capacity
Victoria Ave Widening – Prince
Upgrades to existing connections: provides
of Wales Drive to Tower Road
additional roadway capacity
(approximate location)
Wascana Parkway to Prince of
New connection: provides alternate route to
Wales Drive extension
destinations south avoiding Arcola Avenue
and Ring Road

10 – 15 years

five – 10 years
15 – 20 years
Current project
Commensurate with
development of Fleet
Street Business Park
Commensurate with
development of Fleet
Street Business Park
one – five years
15 – 20 years
15 – 20 years
20 years
20 – 25 years

In regard to the above list, one item to note is the widening of the Arcola Avenue bridge over
Ring Road is not identified. The most recent bridge rehabilitation work was recently completed in
2010. Future widening of the bridge is considered an important aspect of increasing capacity of
this corridor, however to get the best financial value of the last rehabilitation, the timing of this
improvement is 25 – 30 years out and just outside the timeframe of the current TMP. Study of
other improvements along the Arcola Avenue corridor, however will consider future long term
improvements to the existing grade separation.
Other Roadway Projects
The Government of Saskatchewan is constructing the Regina Bypass project. Construction on the
new Regina Bypass began in summer 2015 and will be complete by fall 2019.
The main objectives of the Regina Bypass related to the City of Regina are to:
 Address’s the growing commuter traffic issue;
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Improve safety on Highway 1 East and Victoria Avenue;
Divert large truck traffic from Regina;
Eliminate key transportation bottlenecks while creating an efficient traffic flow on
Highway 1; and
Provide better access to Regina, the Global Transportation Hub, Highway 6 and Highway
11.

From the main objectives, these benefits will be realized on the main corridors adjacent to the
Southeast lands, in particular Victoria Avenue from the east City limits to Ring Road.
Phasing and Financing
The approximate timing of the various growth related transportation projects is based upon the
work completed for the Servicing Agreement Fee (SAF) and Development Levy (DL) Policy
Review and Final Phasing and Financing Project, Council Report CR15-138, approved December
14, 2015. As indicated in CR15-138, to maintain the reserve deficit at an acceptable level, most
transportation projects are delayed from two to 12 years in order to prioritize and fund a number
of critical water and wastewater projects. These delays will result in temporary service level
reductions for all residents of the city, with potential implications including increased congestion,
more use of local roads and challenges meeting emergency response times, especially in peak
travel periods.
Further adjustment to transportation project timing may be required based on the pace of
development and the resulting impact on the City financial capacity and level of service provided.
Should you have further questions, feel free to contact me at (306) 519-1624.
Sincerely,

Shauna Bzdel
Director, Planning Department
GB/kk/ra
c:

Diana Hawryluk, Executive Director, City Planning Development Division
Geoff Brown, Manager, Infrastructure Planning Branch
Shanie Leugner, Manager, Long Range Planning Branch
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June 7, 2018
To:

Members
Public Works and Infrastructure Committee

Re:

Residential Road Renewal Program Review Report

RECOMMENDATION
1. That City Council approve the redistribution of funding for the Residential Road Renewal
Program from its current allocation to the new allocation of 10 per cent to ‘good’ roads,
45 per cent to ‘fair’ roads and 45 per cent to ‘poor’ roads.
2. That this report be forwarded to the July 30, 2018 meeting of City Council for approval.
3. That item MN16-8 be removed from the list of outstanding items for the Public Works &
Infrastructure Committee.
CONCLUSION
Administration has reviewed the existing fund distribution of the Residential Road Renewal
Program (RRRP) and researched options to address the backlog of ‘poor’ residential roads to
respond to City Council Motion MN16-8 and has concluded the following:
1. Since implementation, the RRRP has been able to improve 10 per cent of the residential
road network that would not have received treatments under the previous strategy.
2. Shifting more funding from existing base funding towards ‘poor’ roads, while
maintaining a preventative maintenance strategy, positively impacts the residential road
condition to improve the percentage of roads in ‘fair’ condition or better.
3. Any increases to number of ‘poor’ roads treated under the RRRP increases the impact to
other areas like Waterworks, who support the program by coordinating their underground
infrastructure upgrades with rebuild treatments on ‘poor’ roads.
4. A long-term preventative maintenance strategy is the most effective means in stabilizing
the condition of roads, as opposed to only addressing streets in ‘poor’ condition first.
Administration recommends that the City of Regina (City) apply the preventative maintenance
strategy with the revised funding allocation to improve the residential road network and increase
the rate at which the backlog of ‘poor’ roads can be addressed. As part of this strategy,
Administration will allocate funding and develop a yearly renewal plan that will have the most
positive impact on the overall residential road network condition under the new funding
distribution.

-2BACKGROUND
In 2014, Council recognized the need for a program which could affordably address the state of
deterioration of the residential road network and bring it to an acceptable level. Based on Council
direction, Administration developed the 'Residential Road Renewal Program’ that reviewed the
existing condition of the residential road network, created a road condition rating system, set
potential levels of service (LOS) for this program, and financial scenarios with funding
distributions for the different conditions of roads in the residential road network to meet the
established LOS.
A mitigation plan was established that increased the cost for residents, but would improve the
level of service of the residential road network over time. To maximize the benefits of the new
funding, City Council approved that a one per cent dedicated mill rate would be allocated
annually from 2015 to 2019 under a strategy that focused investment on preventative
maintenance of the residential roadway network, to help ensure affordability for residents over
the whole life of the asset.
In addition to the dedicated funding for the RRRP, the City continues to invest in residential
roads with 25 per cent of the Street Infrastructure Renewal Program’s annual budget, as well as
operational maintenance and other City infrastructure programs, such as Water Work's
infrastructure renewal programs.
At the August 29, 2016 meeting of City Council, motion MN16-8 was passed:
1. That a larger percent of Residential Road Renewal Program funding each year be
directed toward roads in poor condition, especially level 3 and 4 ‘poor’ condition roads
until the backlog of ‘poor’ roads is significantly reduced.
2. That the driving experience caused by excessively rough roads and the continuous
ponding that limits access to streets and driveways be considered in the criteria for
prioritizing street renewal of all ‘poor’ roads.
3. That other sources of infrastructure funding be researched to offset the extremely poor
condition of residential roads that have far exceeded their lifespan and adversely affect
the lives of residents.
4. That a report be provided back to the Public Works & Infrastructure Committee in Q4 of
2017.
DISCUSSION
The City’s residential road network consists of 647 km of paved roads. Based on the most recent
condition inspection (2017), the residential road network currently has a level of service of 79
per cent of the roads in ‘fair’ or better condition. 21 per cent (137km) of roads are rated in ‘poor’
condition.
To respond to the MN16-8, Administration completed two key steps:
1. Reviewed the existing program and associated financial model developed in 2014.
2. Developed a new life cycle cost analysis (LCCA) model to review the effects of adjusting
the funding allocation and/or fund levels on the overall network condition.
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The existing program was developed based on a financial model that included several inputs that
required updating, as well as assumptions that do not reflect current City practices. These
included a road condition based on age, network length and inflationary factors used to grow the
funding. Appendix A discusses the assumptions and inputs that were identified as requiring
updates to the previous model. These assumptions and inputs were adjusted during the
development of the new model. Furthermore, the most recent condition and inventory data for
the residential roads (2017) was used to ensure an accurate base point for road condition in the
new model.
With the new model, Administration reviewed options under three categories:
1. An option that considers the current funding with the current fund allocations
(status quo).
2. An option that considers the current funding with adjusted fund allocations
(reallocation of funding).
3. Two options that considers additional funding directed towards ‘poor’ roads only.
(increased investment)
These options were reviewed based on their achievability, impact to residents, capacity
requirements and impact to supporting areas. The list of options with associated funding
allocation are showing in Table 1 below.
Table 1: Fund Allocation Options Reviewed with New LCCA Model

1
2

Distribution of
Current Funding
(Good-Fair-Poor)
10-65-25
10-45-45

3a

10-65-25

Option

3b

10-65-25

Requires
Additional Funding
No
No
Yes, Additional 1%
mill rate increases
for 5 years (starting
in 2019)
Yes, Additional 1%
mill rate increases
for 7 years (starting
in 2019)

Distribution of
Additional
Funding
0-0-100 (50% to
Roads, 50% to
Underground
Utility)
0-0-100 (50% to
Roads, 50% to
Underground
Utility)

L.O.S.
After 25
Years
80%
82%

Recommended
Option
No
Yes
No

85%
No
85%

Recommended Option
Option 2 reallocates 20% of the program funding from roads in ‘fair’ condition to those in ‘poor’
condition. This is a preventative maintenance option that helps to prevent roads from in ‘good’ and ‘fair’
from deteriorating to poor condition, while addressing the backlog of roads in poor condition with
additional funding compared to the current strategy. This option will not require any additional mill
rate increase and to support the reallocation of funds to ‘poor’ roads, a utility rate increase will not have
required for the 3-5 years, as it can be done by coordinating between water and sewer work and poor

roads within the next 3-5 years. With the increased number of ‘poor’ roads being treated
annually, there is a potential for these road construction projects being extended over two years

-4due to the significant amount of work required on these types of projects and a limited
construction season.
Detailed results of the analysis for each option can be reviewed in Appendix B.
Appendix C compares the current condition breakdown of the residential road network with the
impacts of each fund allocation after 25 years.
Responds to Item 2 of the Motion “Criteria Review for Road Prioritization”
One of the items requested in motion MN16-8, was to review the process of prioritizing poor
roads for road renewal based on road condition. The condition criteria for road prioritization of
treatments under RRRP were not reviewed in this report, as Administration uses the Residential
Road Condition Index (RRCI) to provide a consistent method of assigning condition ratings,
which considers the road, sidewalk and drainage conditions.
RECOMMENDATION IMPLICATIONS
Financial Implications
In 2014, City Council made a decision to increase the budget for residential road renewal
through the allocation of a one per cent dedicated mill rate increase. In 2015, City Council
approved a longer-term strategy for residential road renewal that would continue to dedicate
one per cent of the mill rate over the next five years (2015-2019) to a long-term strategy for
residential road renewal. This is in addition to the allocation of 25 per cent of the existing Street
Infrastructure Renewal Program’s (SIRP’s) annual budget to the residential road renewal
program.
Environmental Implications
There is a positive environmental impact caused by the replacement of deteriorated
infrastructure. Well-maintained roads help to reduce fuel consumption and wear on vehicles.
Fuel consumption directly impacts the emission of greenhouse gases.
The preventative maintenance strategy helps to reduce the emission of greenhouse gases.
Preventative maintenance treatments (thin-lift overlay and rehabilitation) are completed more
quickly compared to the more extensive rebuild treatment and have a smaller environmental
impact. (materials used, construction time, etc.)
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Policy and/or Strategic Implications
The recommended preventative maintenance strategy, including a dedicated mill rate allocation,
is consistent with The Official Community Plan, Bylaw No. 2013-48 (OCP), specifically:
•
•
•
•
•

Section B, Goal 1 – Financial Policies, “Achieving long-term financial viability.”
Section B, Goal 2 – Sustainable Services and Amenities, “Ensure that the City of Regina
services and amenities are financially sustainable.”
Section D4, Goal 2 – Asset Management and Services “Ensure infrastructure decisions
result in long-term sustainability.”
Section D4, Goal 2 -Infrastructure Staging, “Build infrastructure in a sequential and
coordinated manner.”
Section D5, Goal 1 - Land Use and Built Environment, “Enable the development of
complete neighbourhoods.”

The RRRP supports the City’s strategic focus to improve the development and maintenance of
liveable neighbourhoods, while improving the residential road infrastructure condition to a level
and quality that is sustainable.
Accessibility Implications
One of the goals of this program is to improve walkability and better accommodate those who
use walking as their primary mode of transportation, by implementing pedestrian accessibility
ramps where practical and feasible. This is consistent with the OCP, Section D5, Goal 1 - Land
Use and Built Environment, “Enable the development of complete neighbourhoods.”
Other Implications
An improved residential road network will provide residents with improved quality of life due to
reductions in frustration, travel delays, fuel consumption and vehicle repairs/maintenance.
All roads and sidewalks in the network were constructed based on the design standards and
specifications in place at the time they were constructed, which can be substantially different
than current standards and specifications. During the RRRP construction, the City endeavours to
update these older roads and sidewalks to reflect the most current approved standards and
specifications where practical and feasible.
COMMUNICATION
Administration continues to work to enhance the public’s understanding about the RRRP through
a variety of tactics. Information about the RRRP will be incorporated into the annual Road
Construction Communications Strategy along with proactive notifications of the program, oneon-one communications via service requests, letters and emails.
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DELEGATED AUTHORITY
The recommendation contained in this report requires City Council approval.

Respectfully submitted,

Respectfully submitted,

Norman Kyle, Director
Roadways & Transportation

Karen Gasmo, Executive Director
Transportation & Utilities

Report prepared by:
Nigora Yulyakshieva, P.Eng., Manager, Roadways Preservation
Jared Hagen, Senior Engineer, Roadways Preservation

-A.1APPENDIX A: REQUIRED UPDATES TO ASSUMPTIONS AND INPUT
INFORMATION
Assumption/Input
Requiring Update
Network Length

Roadway Surface
Age-Based Condition

Inflation Rate

Construction Cost
Escalation Factor

Description
The road length is a key input for the model. Since the initial model
was developed, the City’s residential road network has increased by
90 km. This will improve the network condition initially, as new
roads are in ‘excellent’ condition when they are added to the network.
Additionally, as the number of roads being maintained increases,
additional funding is required to maintain the same level of service.
The 2014 model assumed a deterioration rate of the roads based on
the surface age of the pavement. In that model, a road would drop
from ‘excellent’ to ‘poor’ condition in 25 years. New data collected
through annual condition inspections since 2015, gives a more
accurate state of the actual road condition and shows that additional
factors impact the deterioration of the road condition including,
traffic volumes, location, bus route designation, maintenance
techniques, drainage, etc.
The 2014 model assumed that after the 1% incremental mill rate
increases were complete in 2019, the funding would continue to grow
at a rate of 2%. It was also assumed in the model that the contribution
of 25% of the Street Infrastructure Renewal budget would grow at an
annual rate of 3.34%. This is not the City’s current standard
budgeting practice. Inflation is not considered and funding levels
remain at the same level indefinitely, unless additional increases are
approved. Inflation was not considered in the new model.
One assumption that was not changed in this model was the
Construction Cost Escalation Factor of 3.09%. When this factor is
applied, the cost to complete the same amount of work increases each
year. When implemented in the model, since the funding levels do
not have inflationary increases, less work can be done each year with
the same funding.
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Category 1: Fund allocation option that considers the current funding with the current
fund allocation
Option 1 – Current Strategy (10-65-25) (Not Recommended)
Option 1 reviews the performance of the current strategy as approved at the initiation of the
Residential Road Renewal Program, under the new model (10% Good-65% Fair-25% Poor,
funded by 25% of the Street Infrastructure Renewal budget and five dedicated 1% mill rate
increases).
Benefits
Risks
• Analysis using the new model showed
• Compared to other options discussed,
that the long term goal of 85% of the
Option 1 is the slowest at addressing the
residential road network in ‘fair’
backlog of ‘poor’ roads. Without
condition or better (long term goal)
considering cost escalation or network
would not be achieved in 25 years. Under
deterioration, analysis shows that it
this option, approximately 80% of the
would take 64 years to address all of the
residential road network would be in
roads that are currently in ‘poor’
‘fair’ condition or better after 25 years.
condition, based on 2017 modelling.
• Although the current strategy does not
meet the long term goal, it has shown to
be effective in slowing deterioration and
stabilizing the overall road network
condition. Furthermore, continuing with
the current option would not require any
operating budget increases for the
additional employees required to manage
and deliver the roadways projects or
increases to supporting areas such as
Waterworks, as the costs to coordinate
work between the areas are already
considered in the existing programs and
budgets.
• Under Option 1, the program would treat
roads in all areas of the City as there is a
distribution of ‘good’ and ‘fair’ condition
roads throughout, where most of the poor
roads are concentrated in two or three
wards.
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allocation
Option 2 – Reallocation of Funding (10-45-45) (Recommended)
Option 2 does not require additional funding for roadways and reallocates 20% of the Residential
Road Program funding from roads in ‘fair’ to ‘poor’ condition starting in 2019.
Benefits
Risks
• This is a preventative maintenance
• One of the risks with this option is that
option that helps to prevent roads from in
less roads in ‘fair’ condition are
‘good’ and ‘fair’ (to a lesser amount
addressed annually and therefore less
compared to the current strategy) from
roads are prevented from becoming
deteriorating to ‘poor’ condition, while
‘poor’. Furthermore, there will be less
accelerating the rate of addressing the
roads treated annually under this option
backlog of roads in ‘poor’ condition with
as the cost to treat a road in ‘poor’
reallocated funding.
condition is greater than a treatment for a
‘fair’ road.
• The modeling of the road network with
Option 2 shows that after 25 years, the
• With the increased number of ‘poor’
network level of service will be increased
roads being treated annually, there is a
to 82% in ‘fair’ condition or better. This
potential for these road construction
is a 2% improvement over the results
projects being extended over two years,
from the 25 year model for the current
due to the significant amount of work
strategy of 10-65-25.
required on these types of projects and a
short construction season. Under this
• In discussing this Option with other
option, construction may take place over
supporting areas, it was determined that
two years with underground assets being
Waterworks can accommodate an
upgraded in the first year and the surface
increase to the number of ‘poor’ roads
upgrades occurring in the second year.
receiving treatment in the short term (3
This would double the number of road
to 5 years) as there is good alignment
projects as both the Water Works and
between roads rated ‘poor’ and
Roadways & Transportation crews would
underground infrastructure in ‘poor’
be completing their work at different
condition. Beyond that point, a utility
locations in the same year and would
rate increase or adjustment of program
have a greater impact on the residents.
priorities would be required to continue
Impacts on the residents would consist of
underground utility upgrades on ‘poor’
construction duration, additional dust
roads identified for rebuild treatments.
concerns, limited or no access for
• Option 2 increases the rate at which the
extended periods of time and a poorer
backlog of ‘poor’ roads can be addressed
driving experience on the temporary road
and reduces the time to 36 years
surface.
compared to 64 years for Option 1
(without considering cost escalation or
network deterioration).
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Option 3a – Current Strategy (10-65-25) + 1 % Mill Rate Increases for Five Years (0-0-100)
(Not Recommended)
Option 3a uses the current base funding (up to 2018) under the current fund allocation, as well as
introducing additional 1% mill-rate increases for five years of funding strictly for “poor” roads to
help reduce the backlog of ‘poor’ roads. This is a hybrid option that uses the preventative
maintenance strategy to maintain roads, while introducing additional funding to address ‘poor’
roads.
Benefits
Risks
• Modeling of Option 3a shows that a long • One of the risks that exist with this
term goal of 85% of the roads in ‘fair’
option is that by continuing the 1% mill
condition or better will be achieved after
rate increases to roads, it limits the
25 years.
flexibility that City Council has to
address other priorities such as facilities,
• This option splits the additional funding
parks and open spaces, community
to fund both the road upgrades and water
programs, etc.
infrastructure upgrades without
impacting current utility rates or
• As 50% of the additional funding from
Waterworks programs for additional
the increases would be directed towards
work on ‘poor’ roads.
the utility-related work on the rebuild
projects, this could be perceived as
• Option 3a further increases the rate at
changing the status of the utility away
which the current backlog of ‘poor’ roads
from a self-sustaining system. Currently,
is addressed to 32 years (without
all utility related work is covered under
considering cost escalation or
the Utility budgets.
deterioration).
• The number of ‘poor’ roads treated under
Option 3a is greater than Option 2. There
would be even greater likelihood of two
year construction projects under this
option.
Option 3b – Current Strategy (10-65-25) + 1% Mill Rate Increases for Seven Years (0-0-100)
(Not Recommended)
Option 3b achieves the same results as Option 3a but the mill rate increases are extended for an
additional two years to move away from the reliance on the 25% of the Street Infrastructure
Renewal Program (SIRP) budget and therefore becomes fully funded by the tax-base.
This Option enables 100% of the SIRP funding to be directed towards treating major roads in the
City’s network that carry majority of the traffic in the City.
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Current State vs. Option 1 (after 25 years.)
8%
35%
79%

56%
18%

80%

26%
16%
21%

20%

Current State

25 Years

Poor

Fair

Good

Excellent

Current State vs. Option 2 (after 25 years.)
12%
35%
79%

18%

55%

26%
15%
21%

18%

Current State

25 Years

Poor

Fair

Good

Excellent

82%
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Current State vs. Option 3a/3b (after 25 years.)
13%
35%
79%

18%

57%

26%
15%
21%

15%

Current State

25 Years

Poor

Fair

Good

Excellent

85%
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June 7, 2018
To:

Members
Public Works and Infrastructure Committee

Re:

Waste Plan Regina – 2017 Update

RECOMMENDATION
That this report be forwarded to the June 25, 2018 City Council meeting for information.
CONCLUSION
Since the implementation of Waste Plan Regina (WPR), Regina residents have reduced the total
amount of waste they generate each year. The amount of garbage disposed of at the landfill has
decreased by 15 per cent since 2012. In 2017, residents diverted 18 per cent of residential waste
from the landfill through services provided by the City of Regina (City), such as the Blue Cart
Recycling Program, landfill diversion and recycling depots.
The City continues to educate and engage residents at schools, leisure centres, libraries and other
venues to help communicate proper sorting of recyclable materials and to encourage waste
reduction. The Administration is using feedback gathered from public engagement initiatives and
data collected during curbside waste studies to assess current programming and potentially rightsize the level of service provided to residents.
This report summarizes the 2017 operating results and achievements, as well as outlines
initiatives planned for development in 2018. These initiatives focus on WPR’s residential
services as well as further enhancing public space recycling opportunities. Waste Plan Regina 2017 Update is included as Appendix A.
BACKGROUND
Waste Plan Regina provides direction for the City’s solid waste programs and services for both
residential and non-residential sectors. In 2011, City Council approved CR10-147 Waste Plan
Regina Implementation Plan, which recommended implementing the Enhanced Residential
Service Level Option for the residential sector. It set a diversion goal of 65 per cent by 2020.
Council also adopted the Extended Services Level for the non-residential sectors.
Since adopting the Enhanced Residential Service Level Option in WPR, the City has
implemented a number of programs. In 2013, single-family homes began receiving curbside
recycling service followed by a mandatory multi-family recycling program in 2015. The City
began offering periodic diversion depots to provide residents a disposal option for yard waste,
Christmas trees and household hazardous waste. The “Recycle the Right Stuff” campaign and
public outreach programs were implemented to educate and engage residents on proper sorting.
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In 2015, Administration responded to a City Council motion MN14-3, with a report that included
an annual update on WPR initiatives. It was resolved that, every year, the Public Works &
Infrastructure Committee would receive a report on WPR’s annual initiatives, results and future
plans. This report serves as the annual update for 2017.
DISCUSSION
2017 Results
In 2017, Regina residents generated the least amount of waste since the adoption of WPR. The
total tonnes of waste collected through the residential garbage and diversion programs decreased
by 3,448 tonnes. The decrease in total waste tonnage can be linked to a number of factors
including waste reduction efforts, the downturn in the economy impacting purchasing behaviours
and the trend towards the use of lighter packaging by manufacturers. Waste reduction efforts
were supported in 2017 by increased education encouraging residents to sort waste properly and
reduce the use of single use items.
The diversion rate for 2017 was 18 per cent, compared to 20 per cent in 2016. The most
significant factor contributing to the decrease in the diversion rate at 1.6 per cent was lower
volumes of demolition material diverted at the landfill. The cancellation of the Leaf &Yard
Waste and Household Hazardous Waste Depots impacted the diversion rate to a lesser degree.
Recycling cart observations indicated that on average, recycling carts were set out for collection
74 per cent of the time (19 out of 26 collection days per year) and were 81 per cent full. This data
shows that the recycling program is operating at a capacity that serves most residents.
Garbage cart observations indicated that carts were set out at an average rate of 80 per cent and
were 69 per cent full on collection day. Historically, the volume of residential garbage decreases
by 30 per cent in the winter months as there is no yard waste. This data shows that there is
capacity to adjust the garbage collection frequency during the winter. Collection frequency is
being considered in the Biweekly Curbside Garbage Collection – Pilot Project Results report.
In 2017, the City continued to study residential waste behaviours. The amount of unacceptable
materials collected in the recycling cart increased by one per cent in 2017 to 12 per cent. The one
per cent increase was organic material such as leaf and yard waste, which may be a result of the
cancellation of the Leaf & Yard Waste Depots. In the garbage cart, the amount of recyclable
materials decreased by two per cent resulting from the ongoing public education campaigns.
However, there was a one per cent increase in hazardous waste which may be attributed to the
Household Hazardous Waste Depot cancellation.
To reinforce proper disposal habits, the City actively promoted the Waste Wizard search tool to
find appropriate disposal options, resulting in a 40 per cent increase in items searched over
previous years. A waste education video series was also launched to educate residents on cart
placement, proper sorting and using the landfill. The videos were a huge success and were
viewed approximately 77,800 times.
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In 2017, Administration made efforts in diverting non-residential waste from public spaces. A
pilot project was initiated in City-owned facilities to form the basis of recommendations to City
Council on a diversion program for the non-residential waste sector. Administration also
introduced bottle baskets in Victoria Park, in front of City Hall and along Scarth Street and 13th
Avenue, to allow residents the opportunity to recycle beverage containers in public spaces.
The Landfill Gas to Energy Facility began operations in 2017 to convert landfill gas to electricity
at the Fleet Street Landfill (Landfill). The City produced 4,323.06 megawatts of electricity that
was sold to SaskPower resulting in $393,000 in revenue. Operational efficiencies at the Landfill
resulting from an airspace efficiency audit have increased Landfill space by 20 per cent. The
estimated life remaining in the Landfill is 28 years based on current programming. Additional
diversion services could further extend the life of the Landfill.
Waste Plan Regina Initiatives
Over the next five years, Administration will continue the roll out of WPR’s Enhanced
Residential Services and further enhance public space recycling opportunities. Waste
composition studies have revealed that on average, organic (kitchen and yard) waste makes up
50 per cent of waste in garbage carts. Administration is preparing a report to be brought forward
with options to divert organic waste from residential properties, which will increase the City’s
waste diversion rate.
Initiatives in 2018 include:
• Bring forward a Curbside Waste Services Funding Policy
• Provide a recommendation for a permanent organic waste service
• Continue to operate interim Leaf & Yard and Household Hazardous Waste Depots
• Continue the recycling pilot project for City-owned and operated facilities
• Continue education and outreach programming
• Continue monitoring and evaluating diversion programming
Administration will work with communities in the surrounding area to explore regional
opportunities to increase diversion and reduce the volume of waste sent to the landfill.
The Waste management industry is continually changing. Administration will keep an eye on
upcoming changes, both locally and internationally, to inform program decisions. Provincially,
the Ministry of Environment is developing a Solid Waste Management Strategy that will shape
long-term waste management in Saskatchewan. This will provide direction for the future of
waste management in Regina. China, North America’s primary importer of recyclable material,
imposed new legislation on recyclable paper which impacts the City’s recycling program. Going
forward, the City will continue to monitor market developments and implications to
programming.
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Financial Implications
None with respect to this report.
Environmental Implications
The City’s waste diversion programs are part of the integrated solid waste management plan for
the collection and disposal of waste, which ensures protection of the natural environment by
following provincial regulation and best practices.
Policy and/or Strategic Implications
Waste Plan Regina aligns with Design Regina: The Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 2013-48
(OCP). The continued implementation of WPR directly contributes to the OCP priorities,
specifically:
• Section D4, Goal 4 – Conservation and Environment, “Design infrastructure that
conserves resources and minimizes impacts on the environment.”
Continued implementation of WPR contributes to achieving the OCP’s Community Priorities by
encouraging the City to embrace leading practices for waste management, which optimize the
use of the Landfill.
Other Implications
None with respect to this report.
Accessibility Implications
None with respect to this report.
COMMUNICATION
Public awareness and education campaigns focused on the City’s solid waste programs and
waste diversion will continue in 2018 and 2019. The Waste Plan Regina - 2017 Update will be
posted on Regina.ca.

-5DELEGATED AUTHORITY
The recommendation contained in this report is within the delegated authority of the Public
Works & Infrastructure Committee.

Respectfully submitted,

Respectfully submitted,

Lisa Legault, Director
Solid Waste

Karen Gasmo, Executive Director
Transportation & Utilities

Report prepared by:
Janet Aird, Manager Waste Diversion Services
Whitney Schiefner, Waste Minimization Specialist
JA/WS/pw

Waste Plan Regina
2017 Update

Regina.ca/waste

Year in Review

2017 Accomplishments
• R
 educed overall waste landfilled by four per cent.
• Piloted biweekly garbage collection.
• D
 emonstrated commitment to waste diversion by moving beyond
residential diversion to include recycling for refundable bottles and cans in
public spaces.
• E
 xceeded the 90 per cent waste diversion target for the stadium demolition
project reaching a diversion rate of 99 per cent.
• M
 embers of key waste associations such as the Saskatchewan Waste
Reduction Council and Solid Waste Association of North America to remain
in tune with the changing waste industry.
• O
 pened the Landfill Gas to Energy Facility which uses waste gas from the
Landfill to generate electricity.
• P
 rovided solid waste collection services to over 65,000 single-family
households.
• I ntroduced the Waste Wizard tool and increased the number of household
waste items searched by 40 per cent.
• Increased page views to Regina.ca/waste by 57 per cent.
• P
 roduced the Waste Education Video Series on proper cart placement, waste
sorting, visiting the Landfill and flattening recyclables which were viewed
approximately 77,800 times.
• A
 dded the garbage collection schedule into the online reminder system.
• I ncreased recycling and garbage cart collection reminder sign ups by
51 per cent.
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Regina residents continue to generate less waste.
In January 2011, City Council adopted Waste Plan Regina’s (WPR) Enhanced Residential Service
Option and set a target to divert 40 per cent of residential waste by 2015; 65 per cent by 2020.
This update summarizes accomplishments in 2017 and provides the priorities and work plan for
2018-2022.

Landfill Tonnage Trend
The amount of garbage being disposed of at the Landfill has reduced by approximately
15 per cent from 2012.

Did you know?
A program to divert organic
material would contribute to
Waste Plan Regina’s diversion
goal.

Residential Services
Regina residents continued to generate less waste in 2017. Overall waste generated by residents
was down four per cent from 2016.

Waste Plan
Regina Diversion
Goals

*RECYCLING EXPERIENCED A ONE-TIME INCREASE IN 2014 AS A RESULT OF THE BLUE CART RECYCLING PROGRAM.
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Residential Waste Diverted from the Landfill
2015

2016

2017

18%

20%

18%

(Reported in tonnes)
Blue Cart
Big Blue Bin
Leaf and Yard Depots
Household Hazardous Waste
Treecycle
Diversion at the Landfill
Total Diversion

7,914
1,069
312
54
76
4,422
13,847

8,074
868
411
91
44
6,293
15,781

7,796
806
0
0
27
4,994
13,623

Garbage

64,601

63,439

62,149

City Program Diversion

Regina’s diversion rate decreased in 2017 due to:
• R
 esidential construction permits slowed, resulting in less
construction material being diverted at the Landfill.
• T
 he cancellation of the Leaf & Yard and Household Hazardous
Waste Depots had a small impact on the diversion rate.
• C
 hristmas trees disposed if at the Treecycle Depots decreased
as more residents are opting for artificial trees.
• R
 ecycling tonnage in the Blue Cart and the Big Blue Bin
programs has decreased as packaging materials is getting
lighter.

Did you know?

%

waste
diversion

=

Total tonnes of waste diverted
Total tonnes garbage +
total tonnes waste diverted

x 100
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Curbside Collection Services
The City of Regina provides solid waste collection services to approximately 65,000 single-family
residential properties. At each property, a 360-litre or 240-litre rollout cart is used for garbage
collection and a 360-litre cart for recycling collection. Approximately 4,500 residents use the smaller
240-litre garbage cart.

•

Garbage carts are 69% full on collection day

•

Garbage cart set out rate is 80%

•

Recyclables placed in garbage carts decreased by 2%

•

Hazardous waste placed in garbage carts increased by 1%

What’s in Your Garbage Cart?

2016

2017

Hazardous Waste 1%
Recyclables 14%

Hazardous Waste 2%*
Recyclables 12% **

Organics 50%

Organics 50%

Garbage 35%

Garbage 36%

* This may be related to the cancellation of Household Hazardous Waste Days in 2017.
** This may be related to an increase in public education and outreach.

Did you know?
On November 20, 2017, the City launched a biweekly garbage collection pilot project
during the winter months, as garbage volumes decrease by 30 per cent during this
time. Many cities and surrounding communities have successfully moved into biweekly
garbage collection. Results from this pilot project will be reported on in 2018.
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The City of Regina continued to study what material was being placed in garbage and recycling carts each
week. Information from this study is used to inform future services and identify education and outreach
opportunities.

• Recycling carts are 81% full on collection day
• Recycling cart set out rate is 74%
• Organics placed in recycling carts increased by 1%

What’s in Your Recycling Cart?

2016

2017

Hazardous Waste 1%
Organics 2%
Garbage 8%

Hazardous Waste 1%
Organics 3% *
Garbage 8%

Recyclable Material 89%

Recyclable Material 88%

* This may be related to the cancellation of the Leaf and Yard Waste Depots in 2017.

Milk Containers Added to Provincial Program
Milk containers were added to the provincial recycling program,
allowing residents to return them to SARCAN depots for a refund.
Due to the program change, 34.04 tonnes of refundable milk
containers are being taken directly to SARCAN by residents.
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Municipal
WasteMeasures
Diversion
The City of Regina
UpAcross Canada
The Municipal Benchmarking Network (MBN)
of Canada provides a framework for measuring
municipal efficiency and effectiveness on a wide
range of services. In comparison to other MBN
municipalities, Regina has the lowest diversion
rate. The gap between Regina and other
municipalities can be attributed to the absence
of a curbside collection program for organic
material.

*

Waste management is also heavily influenced
by provincial regulations and stewardship
programs. The western provinces have relatively
high waste disposal and low waste diversion,
which is reflective of new waste management
strategies on a provincial level.
Figure 34.3 shows 2016 waste diversion results
as the 2017 results are not yet available.

*

*

*THESE MUNICIPALITIES DID NOT REPORT CURBSIDE COLLECTION PROGRAMS FOR ORGANIC MATERIAL.
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Public Outreach and Education
The City continued to educate residents about proper waste and recycling practices in 2017.
Approximately 7,500 residents were engaged through face-to-face public education and outreach
initiatives including information booths and corporate, community and school presentations. New
education material developed in 2017 included a waste and recycling activity book and bean bag
toss sorting game.

Increased Social Media Presence
With the growing number of residents following
the City of Regina social media channels, the City
expanded the use of this communication medium in
2017. Social media is a cost-effective way to educate
and engage with Regina residents.
Throughout the year, monthly “Waste Wednesday” and
weekly “Unrecyclable Item of the Week” posts were
used to provide waste diversion tips to the public. The
City also produced an entertaining and educational
video series that provides homeowners with key
information about the City’s waste services and best
practices. These videos have been a very successful
way to share waste management tips with residents.

VIDEO SERIES REACH
ON SOCIAL MEDIA:
1. F our Easy Steps to Using Your
Cart – Reached 69,500 people
2. O
 utdoor Sorting Tips – Reached
41,100 people
3. J ohn Goes to the Landfill –
Reached 41,500 people
4. F latten Your Recyclables Reached 13,800 people
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Waste Wizard
Throughout 2017, the Waste Wizard online
search tool was promoted to increase awareness
about the tool and how it can help residents
put their household waste in the right place.
Educating residents how to properly sort
their waste will ensure they are only putting
acceptable items in their carts and using other
disposal options to divert waste from the Landfill.

In summer 2017, a media campaign was
launched to promote the search tool. The
campaign included print ads, online banners,
Facebook ads and five short videos for social
media.

FUN FACT
In 2017, 66,200 items
were searched on Waste
Wizard. The most commonly
searched items included
leaves, plastic bags,
Styrofoam, batteries and
motor oil.
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Moving Beyond Residential Waste
In 2017, the City of Regina continued to focus on residential waste diversion and began moving
forward to divert waste from the industrial, commercial and institutional (IC&I) and construction and
demolition (C&D) sectors as well.

Mosaic Stadium Demolition
The City demonstrated its commitment to
waste diversion by setting a waste diversion
target of 90 per cent for the stadium
demolition project. Approximately 29,000
tonnes of waste was diverted from the
Landfill, including concrete, asphalt, steel,
wood, and memorabilia such as benches
and turf that were auctioned off. The City
exceeded the 90 per cent diversion target,
reaching a diversion rate of 99 per cent.

FUN FACT
The total tonnes diverted is equivalent
to the weight of approximately 255,700
professional football linebackers.
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City-Owned Facilities
Recycling Pilot Project
In 2017, the City kicked off a recycling pilot
project at City-owned facilities, which will
form the basis of recommendations to Council
on a recycling program for non-residential
properties. Advancing recycling and waste
diversion initiatives into the non-residential
sector, supports the City’s goal to divert waste
from the landfill and aligns with goals outlined
in Waste Plan Regina. The City is committed to
priorities outlined in Design Regina: The Official
Community Plan to promote conservation,
environmental stewardship and sustainability
through the adoption of leading practices in
waste management.

Introduction of
Public Space Recycling
Currently,18 per cent of deposit beverage
containers sold in Saskatchewan are not being
recycled.
The City of Regina received a SARCAN Public
Space Recycling Grant in July 2017, which was
used to retrofit 26 existing waste containers
with recycling bottle baskets throughout the
Downtown core and along 13th Avenue in the
Cathedral neighbourhood.
These baskets require little to no maintenance
as they are intended to be self-servicing,
meaning that a passerby can collect the beverage
containers from the baskets and bring them to
SARCAN for a refund. Results to date show that
the bottle baskets are working as intended.
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What’s Going on at the Landfill?
Converting Landfill Gas to Energy
In January 2017, the City of Regina began selling
electricity to SaskPower through the Landfill Gas
to Energy Facility. Landfill gas, which is primarily
methane, is produced from the decomposition of
organic waste in the landfill.
The facility ran for approximately 4,217 hours and
produced 4,323.06 megawatt of electricity that
was sold to SaskPower in 2017. The electricity
generated is enough to power approximately 600
homes. The first year gross revenue was $393,000.

Did you know?
It is estimated that the Landfill Gas to Energy Facility has the potential to reduce greenhouse
gas emissions by about 30,000 tonnes per year. This is the equivalent of taking approximately
8,000 cars off the road.

Extending the Life of the Landfill
Operational efficiencies implemented at the landfill have
increased landfill space by 20 per cent.

20%
Reduction

10 Tonnes
(23 m3)

10 Tonnes
(18m3)

2016

2017

Did you know?
The estimated life remaining
in the landfill is 28 years with
current programming.
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Regina is Adapting
The City of Regina is keeping an eye on upcoming changes to the waste industry.
These changes will have an impact on the City’s waste management programs going forward.

Changes to the Recycling Market

China, North America’s primary importer of recyclable material, imposed a strict new purity standard
on materials received in 2017. They are still accepting recyclables from Canada however, they are more
stringent on the amount of contamination (unwanted materials) allowed in the recyclables. This will
guide the future of processing for material collected through the Blue Cart Recycling Program and
Big Blue Bin Program.

Provincial Solid Waste Management Strategy

The Ministry of Environment is developing a strategy that will provide the overarching framework
to facilitate and encourage long-term waste management in Saskatchewan. This will guide the
City’s Solid Waste Master Plan to provide a future roadmap for waste management in Regina.

Provincial Household Hazardous Waste Stewardship Program

The Government of Saskatchewan is consulting on the development of household hazardous
waste product stewardship and recycling regulations. The regulations are expected to be finalized
in 2018-2019. This will guide the future of household hazardous waste programming in Regina.

Green House Gas Regulation

The Federal Government announced carbon pollution pricing that will be implemented across Canada
by 2019. The Provincial Government is developing a plan called “Prairie Resilience: A Made-inSaskatchewan Climate Change Strategy” to replace the Federal requirement. The City is working with the
Provincial Government to determine how emissions from the Landfill will be regulated in the future.
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Moving Forward
Over the next few years, the City of Regina will focus on completing the roll out of residential services
and develop diversion initiatives for non-residential properties. The City will also continue to provide
consistent waste management programming and initiatives.

2018

2019

2020

2021

2022

Curbside Waste
Services Funding
Policy

UPCOMING INITIATIVES

Organic Waste – Permanent solution service recommendation and implementation*
Solid Waste Master Plan
Household
hazardous waste service
Recycling pilot project
for Cityassessment
owned and operated facilities and recommendation
Waste diversion
opportunities at
the landfill
City Facility Recycling Pilot
Industrial, commercial and institutional
waste diversion service development

CONTINUED INITIATIVES

Construction and demolition
waste diversion service development
Operate Leaf and Yard Waste and Household Hazardous Waste depots

Public education and outreach diversion programming

Monitoring and evaluation of diversion programming

Residential Services

Non-Residential Services

*Based on the outcome of the Curbside Waste Services Funding Policy.
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PWI18-12
June 7, 2018
To:

Members
Public Works and Infrastructure Committee

Re:

Biweekly Curbside Garbage Collection - Pilot Project Results

RECOMMENDATION
1. That City Council approve an annual biweekly curbside garbage collection schedule from
the start of November through to the end of March, with a return to a weekly schedule for
a three-week period extending from the end of December to the beginning of January.
2. That City Council approve amending The Waste Management Bylaw, 2012,
No. 2012-63 to allow property owners to apply to the City of Regina (City) for additional
garbage services as identified in this report and generally as follows:
a. Primary customers or co-applicants of designated properties who require an
additional garbage cart may request one from the City and pay an annual fee for
the additional cart which will be billed on their utility bill. The annual fee will be
either: $156.95 per year ($0.43 per day) for a 360- litre cart or $116.80 per year
($0.32 per day) for a 240-litre cart.
3. That the City Solicitor be instructed to prepare and bring forward the necessary
amendments to The Waste Management Bylaw, 2012, No. 2012-63.
4. That this report be forwarded to the June 25, 2018 meeting of City Council for approval.
CONCLUSION
Adopting a biweekly curbside garbage collection schedule during the winter months, provides
the following benefits to the community:
1. Adjusts the curbside garbage collection service to a level that meets the needs of most of
the community, evidenced by the reduction in waste generation and cart set out frequency
during the winter months.
2. Provides an opportunity for residents who want additional garbage collection capacity to
request additional service.
3. Generates cost savings from reduced operational expenditures.
4. Generates revenue to offset the costs of additional optional service.
5. Supports the City’s goal of reducing waste by implementing a supporting mechanism
(biweekly garbage collection) as outlined in Waste Plan Regina (WPR).

-2BACKGROUND
As part of the 2017 Amended General Operating Budget (CM17-5), City Council adopted a onetime service reduction altering solid waste collection to a biweekly schedule in the winter. The
intent was that by adjusting the collection frequency, cost savings of $132,000 would be realized.
Along with the goal of achieving cost savings, the service reduction provided Administration
with the opportunity to pilot a biweekly collection schedule and measure the impacts on residents
as well as City operations. This report provides City Council with the results of the biweekly
curbside garbage collection pilot (Pilot) and a service recommendation moving forward.
Biweekly curbside garbage collection began November 20, 2017 and ended March 30, 2018.
During the Pilot, the City adjusted to a weekly schedule to provide more service over the
traditional holiday season, December 23, 2017 to January 5, 2018.
A communication strategy was developed to inform residents of the service change.
Communication efforts began in September 2017 and continued throughout the Pilot. A variety
of communication tactics were used, including a collection schedule brochure inserted into utility
bills, public service announcements, information on Regina.ca/waste, social media posts, online
ads and radio ads.
Residents were encouraged to sign up for collection day reminders via text, phone or email on
Regina.ca/waste to assist with adapting to the new schedule. Over 20,000 reminders are sent out
weekly to notify households of both garbage and recycling collection. The Waste Wizard online
search tool was promoted to provide residents the opportunity to divert discarded material that
could be recycled, reducing the amount of waste disposed in their garbage cart.
DISCUSSION
Performance measures and reporting tools were developed to monitor community reaction to the
biweekly collection schedule. As well, financial and operational impacts were collected to
provide data to support any recommendation going forward.
Resident Feedback
Most service requests received prior to the start or shortly after the Pilot began indicated concern
about the inability to adapt to biweekly collection. A total of 87 service requests, with this
concern, were received in the months of October, November and December. From the beginning
of January, twenty service requests were received for the remaining three months of the Pilot. In
context of other concerns received through service requests, this is a low percentage.
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Market research conducted in March 2018 on waste management services showed that:
• Regina residents are motivated and the vast majority of households recycle all of the
time.
• 82 per cent of respondents who receive curbside collection services were satisfied
with biweekly garbage collection, 50 per cent being very satisfied.
• 68 per cent agreed that households should be charged more, if they require a larger
garbage cart or more frequent pick-up.
The biweekly garbage collection public engagement survey posted on Regina.ca/biweekly from
March 26 to April 10, received over 12,000 responses and showed that:
•
•
•
•
•

66 per cent agreed their household was able to adapt to biweekly collection.
61 per cent agree that the City should introduce biweekly collection on a permanent
basis over the winter months.
61 per cent of respondents identified weekly collection over the holiday season
important.
56 per cent did not experience any challenges with adjusting to biweekly collection
over the winter months.
Of the 44 per cent that experienced challenges, 70 per cent said that it was because
they generate too much garbage to wait two weeks between collections. A further 10
per cent had difficulty adapting to a new schedule, resulting in missed collection.

Overall, the public engagement survey feedback showed that most residents adapted and are
supportive of moving to permanent biweekly garbage collection from November to March. The
complete survey results are posted on Regina.ca.
Operational Results
Prior to the Pilot start date, Administration prepared for potential increases to missed curbside
collection and dumping of excess garbage in alleys and along streets. Although we saw an
increase to missed collection service requests, over 75 per cent related to a weather event in
March 2018 that saw 20 centimeters of snowfall. All missed service collections were remedied
through subsequent next day collection. Eight service requests indicated an increase in dumped
garbage in back alleys. This was comparable to prior year information, indicating that biweekly
collection did not contribute to an increase in this activity.
Financial Results
The cost savings identified in the 2017 Amended General Operating Budget was estimated at
$132,000. The operational area exceeded that target, through reduced labour and landfill disposal
costs.
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Labour savings did not have any impact on permanent staff. The number of seasonal casual staff
was reduced, as collection trucks needed for daily routes decreased from 16
to 11.
Options
Based on the results of the Pilot, Administration identified the following three options:
Option 1 - Biweekly curbside garbage collection during winter months (Recommended)
Adopt an annual biweekly curbside garbage collection service from November to March, with
weekly collection during the traditional holiday season.
Provide an option for residents to request one additional cart to accommodate households with
additional garbage disposal needs. Residents have indicated through the public engagement
survey, that one size of service does not fit all and there are households that generate too much
garbage for the reduced frequency.
The additional cart fee will be based on an annual fee, charged daily to a residents’ utility bill
and would be either: $156.95 per year ($0.43 per day) for a 360-litre cart or $116.80 per year
($0.32 per day) for a 240-litre cart. This fee reflects costs associated with additional cart
collection and landfill disposal.
Market research showed that 82 per cent of residents were in favour of biweekly garbage
collection and 68 per cent said those requiring additional service should have to pay for it.
Benefits
• Adjusts the level of service to meet the reduced winter volume of garbage for the majority of
residents. Historically, garbage volumes decrease by 30 per cent during winter months.
• Provides a more inclusive service to residents by providing additional collection options.
• Residents are already familiar with biweekly collection and have adapted to the reduced
collection frequency.
• Provides those operating home-based businesses from their residence, additional waste
disposal capacity.
• Encourages behaviour change by motivating residents to reduce waste by charging for
additional garbage capacity.
Risks
• Residents may object to paying a fee for additional service.
• Risk of residents using their recycling bin for additional garbage capacity (no evidence of
this during the Pilot).
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For the City to provide this, additional services will require amendments to The Waste
Management Bylaw, 2012, No. 2012-63, to add and amend sections and Schedule D to:
• Give primary customers and co-applicants the ability to ask for this new, additional
service. The City can determine a maximum number of additional carts per household
based on operational constraints.
• Provide for the City to charge for these additional garbage service.
• Set the fees for these additional garbage service.
Option 2 - Weekly garbage collection year-round (Status quo) (Not recommended)
Provide weekly collection throughout the entire year.
Benefits
• Residents are familiar with their garbage collection schedule.
• Households that generate higher than average volumes of garbage, receive the same level of
service as those that have do not need a weekly service.
Risks
• Does not promote waste reduction or diversion.
• Weekly service delivers a higher level of service than needed for the majority of residents.
Option 3 - Defer biweekly garbage collection until a residential organics program is
provided by the City (Not recommended)
Waste Plan Regina identified reduced frequency of garbage collection year-round as a supporting
mechanism to increase waste diversion. Implementing a biweekly garbage collection schedule
alongside a curbside organic waste collection service, reduces the need for weekly frequency of
garbage collection.
Benefits
• Year-round biweekly garbage collection could be considered. Residential waste audits show
that 50 per cent of garbage is organic material and an organic collection service would
significantly reduce the volume of garbage, allowing additional households easier
adaptability to biweekly garbage collection.
Risks
• Does not promote waste reduction and diversion methods or opportunities in the interim.
• Lose the level of acceptance for biweekly curbside garbage collection from residents earned
during the Pilot period.
• A curbside organics program may not be approved by City Council in the near future, or if
approved may take a number of years to implement.
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RECOMMENDATION IMPLICATIONS
Financial Implications
Administration anticipates moving to biweekly curbside garbage collection during the winter
months, would result in a cost savings of approximately $240,000 from reduced labour and
disposal costs. The user fee for additional garbage capacity offsets the cost of the service. This
reduction will be included in the 2019 proposed budget.
Environmental Implications
Biweekly garbage collection encourages residents to be more aware of their waste generation
and diversion opportunities. The recommendation will contribute to a more sustainable
environment because of the reduced garbage going to the Landfill and thus extending the
remaining life.
Policy and/or Strategic Implications
Waste Plan Regina aligns with Design Regina: The Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 2013-48
(OCP). The continued implementation of WPR directly contributes to the OCP priorities,
specifically:
• Section B, Goal 1 – Financial Principles, “Use a consistent approach to funding the
operation of the City of Regina.”
• Section B, Goal 3 – Financial Planning, “Ensure the sustainability of the City by
understanding and planning for the full cost of capital investments, programs and
services in advance of development approval and capital procurement.”
• Section D4, Goal 4 – Conservation and Environment, “Design infrastructure that
conserves resources and minimizes impacts on the environment.”
Other Implications
This will reduce garbage collection frequency during the winter to over 65,000 households.
Accessibility Implications
None with respect to this recommendation.
COMMUNICATION
A communication strategy will be developed to inform residents of the change in service and the
additional service option available.
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DELEGATED AUTHORITY
The recommendations contained in this report require City Council approval.

Respectfully submitted,

Respectfully submitted,

Lisa Legault, Director
Solid Waste

Karen Gasmo, Executive Director
Transportation & Utilities

Report prepared by:
Lisa Legault, Director, Solid Waste
Janet Aird, Manager, Waste Diversion Services
Whitney Schiefner, Waste Minimization Specialist
JA/WS/pw

PWI18-13
June 7, 2018
To:

Members
Public Works and Infrastructure Committee

Re:

Solid Waste Curbside Collection Services Funding Policy

RECOMMENDATION
1. That City Council approves a policy for waste services that:
a. Funds curbside collection services that divert waste from the landfill from general
revenues.
b. Levies user fees for curbside collection services that direct waste disposal to the
landfill, as detailed in Option 2.
2. That City Council directs Administration to bring forward a report in Q4 2018,
recommending fees for solid waste services, including opportunities to offset operating
costs with other solid waste revenues.
3. That this report be forwarded to the June 25, 2018 City Council meeting for approval.
CONCLUSION
Waste Plan Regina (WPR) describes the goals of its strategy to:
“…provide an integrated solid waste management plan for collection and disposal of
residential and commercial waste, and to balance program affordability with community
needs, while implementing a plan that considers both efficiencies and revenue
opportunities for collection and disposal.”
An established funding policy supports these goals, providing clear direction how to fund
existing and future services. It provides criteria that help determine how a service should be
funded: user fees, tax-supported, other revenue sources or some combination of all.
As new services and changes to existing services are contemplated, an established policy will
determine the appropriate funding model, providing consistency in application while maintaining
alignment to WPR’s goals.
Four funding policy options for curbside waste services were explored, ranging from full
property tax support to reliance entirely on user fees. Each option was evaluated based on
alignment with the following objectives:
•

Balancing residents’ expectation of services provided through property taxes and user
fees
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•
•

Achieving financial sustainability of solid waste services
Motivating residents’ accountability for waste and recycling behaviours
Providing residents with ability to choose levels of service

The recommendation, Option2, puts forward curbside garbage collection be funded through a
user fee, while services that divert waste away from the landfill, such as the current recycling
service, be funded from general revenues. The recommendation reflects the community’s waste
diversion success and provides an opportunity to reward those that have reduced the amount of
waste generated, as well as provide motivation to others to follow. This model provides residents
with the opportunity to choose the level of curbside garbage service they need through choices of
cart size and cart quantity. The less service they need results in a lower user fee.
As well, Option 2 directs Administration to consider the opportunities available to offset
curbside collection operating costs through other solid waste revenues. Along with user fees, the
solid waste program generates revenue from electrical power and recyclable material sales,
stewardship funding and landfill fees. Utilizing a portion of these revenues to offset curbside
collection operating costs, could reduce user fees paid by residents or the allocation of general
revenues for these services.
BACKGROUND
Prior to the introduction of curbside recycling in 2013, the City of Regina (“City”) solid waste
program comprised of two distinct lines of business: garbage collection and landfill operations.
Currently, the program consists of the following services:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Own and operate the Fleet Street Landfill
Provide curbside collection of garbage and recycling services
Deliver leaf and yard waste seasonal depots
Deliver household hazardous waste depots
Manage the Big Blue Bin program
Deliver waste education through schools, community organizations and at public events
Promote solid waste services and waste diversion through traditional and social media

Solid waste services are funded from various sources. The Fleet Street Landfill (“Landfill”)
operates as a cost-recovery unit, funded entirely through tipping fees. Properties that receive
curbside recycling services are charged a user fee. Funding for curbside garbage collection is
provided from general revenues.
As part of City Council Report CM17-5 Amended General Operating Budget, City Council
directed Administration to “explore opportunities to establish solid waste management as a selfsustaining utility”. A self-sustaining utility can be defined as a collection of related services that
rely solely on revenues generated from those services, without financial support from general
revenues. This report examines the self-sustaining utility in Option 4, titled “Waste Management
Fee”.
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Regina residents are motivated to sort their household waste and want to reduce the amount of
waste going to the Landfill. In 2018, market research conducted on waste management services
showed:
• 85% of respondents who receive curbside collection services are satisfied with the City’s
garbage and recycling services.
• Nine out of ten agree that the City of Regina has a responsibility to help reduce the
amount of household waste going to the Landfill (91%).
• 68% of residents that feel those who use more garbage disposal service should pay more.
Across Canada, solid waste collection and disposal is financed in a variety of different ways
ranging from property tax support to user fees, with many municipalities using a mix of the two.
While many cities are currently looking at user fees for curbside waste services, the drivers to
implement a user fee are different for each municipality. In some instances, a user fee simply
provides the operating funds required to deliver collection services, replacing the reliance on
general revenues. As well, user fees have been implemented to establish long-term funding for
the closure and decommissioning of a landfill. Both cities of Saskatoon and Moose Jaw have
identified a need to explore a “utility-based model” to manage their solid waste program needs.
Four funding policy options, including the current state, were reviewed. Each was evaluated
based on its ability to balance residents’ expectation of services provided through property taxes
and user fees, while considering the “benefits model” as described in the Official Community
Plan, financial sustainability for current and future solid waste services and its effectiveness in
motivating residents’ accountability for waste and recycling behaviours.
The funding policy options presented do not alter the overall cost of curbside services however,
each alters the amount contributed from general revenues and user fee revenue. This will impact
the amount users pay per household, as there are more ratepayers than properties receiving
curbside services. Opportunities to offset curbside collection costs with other solid waste
revenues, resulting in reduced allocation from general revenues or user fees is discussed at the
end of this section.
Curbside Funding Policy Options
Option #1 - Current state
Policy choice:
• Maintain the current state.
Policy details:
• Curbside garbage collection and disposal is funded from general revenues.
• Curbside recycling collection and processing is funded through a user fee.
Benefits:
• Residents expect property tax to pay for garbage service.
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Meets the basic needs of the community.
Recycling user fee has been widely accepted by the community.

Risks:
• Rising garbage collection operating costs create competing financial priorities within the
general operating budget.
• Not all residents receive the service, yet all ratepayers contribute to general revenues.
• All households pay the same recycling user fee, regardless of ability to pay.
• Residents are not aware of costs associated with the garbage service they receive.
• There is no motivator to reduce or divert waste as no financial incentive exists to reduce
garbage generation.
• No choice for residents to “right-size”, that is, to select the cart size and quantity each
household needs.
• Does not provide any direction for funding future curbside services.
Option #2 – Pay as you throw (PAYT) garbage (Recommended)
Policy choice:
• Fund curbside collection services that divert waste from the landfill from general
revenues.
• Charge a user fee for curbside collection services that direct waste disposal to the landfill.
Policy details:
• Eliminate the recycling user fee and apply a user fee to curbside garbage collection.
• Provide households with choices to “right-size” their garbage collection needs.
• User fees would vary depending on cart size and cart quantity.
• Current curbside recycling collection and any new curbside services that divert waste
from the landfill are funded from general revenues.
Benefits:
• Residents would have curbside diversion services funded from property tax.
• Residents would have choices to customize garbage service and pay only for the level of
service needed.
• Residents would be motivated to divert more waste from the landfill.
• The demand on the general operating budget would decrease as the operating costs
associated with recycling are less than garbage collection.
Risks:
• Residents expect garbage collection to be a service paid for by property taxes.
• Removing services from property taxes raises concerns regarding residents’ ability to
pay.
• Based on current operating costs, a user fee for garbage collection would be more than
the current recycling user fee, due to collection frequency and waste volume.
• Additional diversion services, such as a curbside organic waste service, would increase
funding requirements from the general operating budget.
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Not all residents receive curbside recycling service, yet all ratepayers contribute to
general revenues.

Option #3 – Base Service
Policy choice:
• Fund a base, mandated level of curbside services from general revenues.
• Charge a user fee to households that request more than the base level of service.
Policy details:
• The City would provide each household with the minimum mandated service: garbage
cart, recycling cart and any future curbside service. The costs to provide these waste
services would be funded from general revenues.
• Residents requiring additional capacity, such as a larger garbage cart, or additional
garbage or diversion carts, would be levied a user fee.
Benefits:
• Residents would receive all available curbside services, funded from property tax.
• Recycling fee is eliminated.
• Residents that require more waste disposal or diversion capacity, could request and pay
for additional services.
Risks:
• Operating costs of all curbside waste services would be funded from general operating
budget, raising the allocation from general revenues, with marginal revenue earned from
residents requesting additional service.
• Residents would have no incentive to reduce and divert waste.
• Not all residents receive the service, yet all ratepayers contribute to general revenues.
Option #4 – Waste Management Fee
Policy choice:
• Adopt a single waste management fee for all curbside waste collection services.
Policy details:
• A single fee for curbside waste collection is applied to garbage, recycling and any future
curbside services.
• Provide households with choices to “right-size” their garbage and diversion collection
needs.
• Curbside services are funded from a user fee based on cart size and cart quantity.
Benefits:
• All solid waste activities are fully funded from revenues earned from solid waste services
and activities.
• The solid waste program and services no longer require allocation from general revenues.
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Residents would have choices to customize all curbside services and pay only for the
level of service needed.
Residents could be motivated to reduce the amount of waste generated in their household.
Creates awareness of the cost of curbside waste services.
Eliminates the conflict among different property-type owners, those that pay property
taxes but do not receive curbside garbage collection. Only those receiving service are
paying for the service.
Closest alignment to Financial Policy 1.1.2 in the Official Community Plan: “Where the
benefits of a program or service are directly attributable to specific beneficiaries, the
costs are to be paid through user fees or other similar charges”.

Risks:
• Some residents expect property taxes to pay for garbage collection.
• Residents may expect a proportional reduction in property taxes if a user fee is levied for
curbside waste collection.
• Residents may perceive user fees as another form of taxation.
• May raise concerns regarding residents’ ability to pay.
Option 2 is recommended as it provided the benefits that best addressed the desired objectives.
PAYT provides residents with choices to customize their garbage collection needs. Those that
require less service will benefit from a lower user fee; those that need more, will be able to
receive that service at an additional cost. As well, Option 2 acknowledges that there exists an
expectation that property tax pay for some level of waste service. PAYT funds curbside
diversion services from general revenues, supporting the efforts to reduce the amount of waste
disposed at the landfill.
Opportunities to Offset Curbside Collection Costs with Other Solid Waste Revenues
The four funding options presented above do not alter the overall cost of the solid waste
program. They examine how services could be funded with the primary objective to motivate
residents to reduce waste by putting forward financial incentives through service level choices.
The solid waste program, along with charging a user fee for curbside recycling, generates
revenue from operating the Landfill, the sale of electrical power and recyclable materials as well
as stewardship funding to support the City’s recycling program.
Historically, each of the services within the program have been managed as singular full-cost
recovery units, such as landfill revenues offsetting landfill costs and power sales supporting the
operation of the landfill gas to energy facility. Any operating surplus which results from annual
revenues exceeding expenditures is transferred to the Solid Waste Reserve (“Reserve”).
Conversely, any operating deficits are withdrawn from the Reserve in order to fund the shortfall.
The Reserve is used to fund capital expenditures for all Solid Waste programs.
Opportunities exist where operating surpluses from one activity could be used to offset curbside
collection costs resulting in reduced allocation of general revenues for solid waste services or
user fees, depending on the curbside funding policy adopted. These opportunities could apply
equally to all four options presented above.
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Reports recommending fees for landfill operations and curbside waste services will be brought
forward to City Council in fall 2018. The report will include options and impacts of using other
solid waste revenues to offset curbside collection costs.
RECOMMENDATION IMPLICATIONS
Financial Implications
The recommended funding policy will eliminate the current recycling user fee. It will introduce a
curbside garbage collection user fee, that would apply to the same group of designated properties
that currently pay for curbside recycling service. The user fee for garbage would most likely be
higher than the current recycling user fee, based solely on the higher costs associated with
garbage collection. Conversely, the recommendation provides residents with options to reduce
the garbage user fee through level of service choices to suit their individual households.
As well, the recommended funding policy will reduce the allocation of general revenues to the
solid waste program by approximately $2.5 million, reflecting the lower cost of the recycling
service compared to garbage collection. Considering the opportunities to offset curbside
diversion collection costs with other solid waste revenues, a further reduction to the allocation of
general revenues could be realized. However, future curbside diversion services, such as an
organics waste service would require funding from general revenues.
Environmental Implications
The City’s waste diversion programs are part of the integrated solid waste management plan for
the collection and disposal of waste, which ensures protection of the natural environment by
following provincial regulation and best practices.
A user pay for garbage model provides an effective economic incentive for users to reduce waste
and fully utilize diversion programs.
Policy and/or Strategic Implications
The public identified eight community priorities during the development of the OCP, which were
endorsed by City Council in 2012. The continued implementation of WPR directly contributes to
four of these priorities:
• Promote conservation, stewardship, and environmental sustainability
• Achieve long-term financial viability
• Foster economic prosperity
• Optimize regional cooperation
Continued implementation of WPR contributes to achieving the OCP’s Community Priorities by
encouraging the City to embrace new operational processes, such as leading practices for waste
management, optimizing the useful life of the Fleet Street Landfill. Extending the life of the
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management program.
Other Implications
A date to implement the recommended funding policy will be determined based on the
requirements of impacted City processes.
Amendments to The Waste Management Bylaw, 2012, No. 2012-63 and all other City bylaws
affected by the adoption of the funding policy will be required.
Accessibility Implications
None with respect to this report.
COMMUNICATION
A strategy and plan will be developed to advise residents of the impacts of the recommendation.
On-going public awareness and education campaigns focus on encouraging residents to divert
waste from the landfill.
DELEGATED AUTHORITY
The recommendations contained in this report require City Council approval.

Respectfully submitted,

Respectfully submitted,

Lisa Legault, Director
Solid Waste

Karen Gasmo, Executive Director
Transportation & Utilities
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