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This meeting is being broadcast live by Access Communications for airing on Access Channel 

7.  By remaining in the room, you are giving your permission to be televised. 
 

Agenda 
City Council 

Monday, March 18, 2013 
 

Open With Prayer 
 

Confirmation of Agenda 
 

Adoption of Minutes 
 
Advertised Bylaws and Related Reports 
 
DE13-37 Judith Veresuk - Application for Contract Zone Approval (12-CZ-8) 
 
CR13-37 Application for Contract Zone Approval (12-CZ-8)Proposed Temporary Parking 

Lot in the Downtown, 1755 Hamilton Street 
 

Recommendation 
1.  That the application to amend Regina Zoning Bylaw No. 9250 to rezone 1755 

Hamilton Street, being Lots 42-47, Block 286, Plan Old 33.from D-
Downtown to C – Contract be APPROVED and that the contract zone 
agreement between the City of Regina and the applicant/owner of the subject 
properties be executed. 

2.  That further to recommendation 1, the proposed contract zone agreement shall 
include the following terms: 
a.  The property shall be permitted to operate as a temporary parking lot or 

construction staging area for three years from the date of City Council’s 
approval; 

b.  The parking lot shall meet all standards for “parking lot, paved” except 
that: 

i.  Surface may be minimum 150 mm densely packed gravel or asphalt 
planings with a dust inhibitor to the satisfaction of the Director of 
Construction and Compliance; 

ii. Drainage to catch basin connection in an alley will be permitted, 
but drainage shall not flow over the fronting sidewalk or other 
pedestrian access; and 

iii. The parking lot must meet the requirements of the City of Regina 
Standard for Drainage from Building Site and Parking Lot 
Developments in order to obtain a building permit.  

c.  The development shall conform to the attached plans labelled A01, 
prepared by Number 10 Architecture, and dated August 16, 2012, 
Appendix A-3; 

d.  Any zoning related detail not specifically addressed in the contract zone 
agreement shall be subject to applicable provisions of the Zoning Bylaw; 

e.  The agreement shall be registered in the City’s interest at the applicant’s 
cost pursuant to Section 69 of The Planning and Development Act, 2007; 

2.  That the City Solicitor be directed to prepare the necessary bylaws to authorize 
the respective Zoning Bylaw amendment. 
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CP13-10 Kerrie Moore - Application for Zoning Bylaw Amendment (12-Z-28)  
 
CR13-38 Application for Zoning Bylaw Amendment (12-Z-28) – PS to R1A 

2370 Elphinstone Street 
 

Recommendation 
1. The application to rezone 2370 Elphinstone Street, being Lot X, Block 456A, 

Plan No. 80R18091 as shown on the attached subject property map from PS – 
Public Service to R1A – Residential Older Neighbourhood Detached, be 
APPROVED; 

2. That the City Solicitor be directed to prepare the necessary bylaws for 
rezoning and selling of public service land. 

 
DE13-38 Ryan Bender - Somerset Official Community Plan Amendments 
 
DE13-39 James Pernu - Somerset Official Community Plan Amendments 
 
DE13-40 Bobby Pawar - Somerset Official Community Plan Amendments 
 
DE13-46 Paule Hjertaas - Somerset Official Community Plan Amendments 
 
CP13-11 Jacqueline East - Somerset Official Community Plan Amendments 
 
CP13-12 City Administration- Somerset Official Community Plan Amendments 
 
CR13-39 Supplemental Report - Somerset Official Community Plan Amendments  

(RPC12-82) 
 

Recommendation 
That this report be received and filed. 

 
CR13-40 Somerset Official Community Plan Amendments 
 

Recommendation 
1.  That the proposed amendments to Bylaw 7877 (The Regina Development 

Plan), as outlined in Appendix A-3 of this report, be APPROVED. 
2.  That the City Solicitor be directed to prepare the necessary bylaw to enact the 

amendments referenced in recommendation 1 of this report. 
 
CR13-41 Application for Zoning Bylaw Amendment (12-Z-29) 1902 Heseltine Road, 

Parcel A, Riverbend 
 

Recommendation 
1.  That the application to rezone 1902 Heseltine Road (Parcel A, Plan No. 

101550406 and a portion of SW 1/4 22-17-19 W2M) within the Riverbend 
Concept Plan Area, as shown on the attached plan of proposed subdivision 
(See Attachment A-3.1), from UH - Urban Holding to R1-Residential 
Detached, be APROVED. 

2.  That the City Solicitor be directed to prepare the necessary bylaw to authorize 
the respective Zoning Bylaw amendment. 
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2013-16 The Regina Zoning Amendment Bylaw, 2013 (No. 9) 
 
2013-17 The Regina Zoning Amendment Bylaw, 2013 (No.10) 
 
2013-19 The Regina Zoning Amendment Bylaw, 2013 (No. 11) 
 
2013-21 The Regina Development Plan Amendment Bylaw, 2013 
 
Public Notice Bylaws and Related Reports 
 
CR13-42 Application for Street/Lane Closure (12-CL-10) – Portion of 20th Avenue, 

Adjacent to 2875 Argyle Street and 2874 Elphinstone Street 
 

Recommendation 
1. That the application for the closure and sale of a portion of 20th Avenue as 

shown on the attached plan of proposed subdivision prepared by Prakhar 
Shrivastava, dated July 4, 2012 and legally described as follows, be 
APPROVED: 
(a)“All that portion of 20th Avenue, Regina, Saskatchewan, Registered Plan 
No. FB5838 as shown on a plan of proposed subdivision by Prakhar 
Shrivastava S.L.S. and dated July 4th, 2012.” 

2. That the City Solicitor be directed to prepare the necessary bylaw. 
 
2013-20 Street Closure (Portion of 20th Avenue, Adjacent to 2875 Argyle Street and  

2874 Elphinstone Street) Bylaw 
 
Delegations and Related Reports 
 
DE13-41 Jim Elliott - Debt Limit and Future Considerations 
 

Please note: this item will be tabled to the April 8, 2013 meeting of City 
Council to allow time for public notice to be given. 
 

CR13-43 Debt Limit and Future Considerations 
 

Please note:  this item will be tabled to the April 8, 2013 meeting of City 
Council to allow time for public notice to be given. 

 
Recommendation 
1.  That the Deputy City Manager & CFO be authorized to make an application to 

the Saskatchewan Municipal Board (SMB), requesting the SMB to exclude 
$100 million in debt from the City’s debt limit.  

2.  If the $100 million provincial loan is not exempted by the SMB, that the SMB 
approve increasing the City’s debt limit from $350 million to $450 million to 
accommodate this future provincial loan. 

 
DE13-42 Judith Veresuk - Regina Downtown Business Improvement District - 2013 Budget 
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CR13-44 Regina Downtown Business Improvement District - 2013 Budget 
 

Recommendation 
1.  That City Council approve the 2013 Regina Downtown budget as detailed in 

Appendix A, along with the provision for estimated assessment appeals in the 
amount of $67,795. 

2.  That City Council approve the proposed 2013 mill rate for Regina Downtown 
of 0.7388 mills. 

 
DE13-43 Kelly Hague - Application for Discretionary Use (12-DU-34)  
 
DE13-44 Rosanne Hill Blaisdell - Application for Discretionary Use (12-DU-34) 
 
DE13-45 Judith Veresuk - Application for Discretionary Use (12-DU-34)  
 
CR13-45 Application for Discretionary Use(12-DU-34) Proposed Office Building Greater 

than 2.0 in the D-Downtown Zone – 1800, 1842, and 1850 Hamilton Street 
 

Recommendation 
1. That the discretionary use application for a proposed office building greater 

than Floor Area Ratio (F.A.R.) 2.0 located at 1800, 1842, and 1850 Hamilton 
Street, being Lots 28-35 inclusive, and 42, Block 306, Old 33 Subdivision, be 
APPROVED, and that a Development Permit be issued subject to the 
following conditions: 
a.  The development shall be consistent with the plans attached to this report 

as Appendix A-3.1 to A-3.4 inclusive, prepared by Gibbs Gage 
Architects and dated December 15, 2012; 

b. The applicant/owner shall enter into an agreement with the City of 
Regina, in a form satisfactory to the City Solicitor, to provide the 
balance of required parking stalls not provided on site at an off-site 
location to meet the minimum parking requirements of Regina Zoning 
Bylaw No. 9250. This agreement will provide that the off-site parking 
serve the proposed development in perpetuity.  The agreement shall be 
executed prior to issuance of a building permit, and be registered on title 
in the City’s interest at the applicant/owner’s cost; 

c. The building permit plans shall clearly identify the minimum required 
parking stalls for persons with disabilities;  

d. The applicant/owner shall comply with all applicable regulations and 
standards under Regina Zoning Bylaw No. 9250; and 

e. The applicant/owner shall enter into an agreement with the City of 
Regina, in a form satisfactory to the City Solicitor, for the provision of 
public amenities consistent with Chapter 17 of Regina Zoning Bylaw No. 
9250 and equivalent to the amount of $517, 626. This agreement shall be 
executed prior to issuance of a building permit, and shall be registered 
on title in the City’s interest at the applicant/owner’s cost. 
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Committee Reports 
 
 Executive Committee 
 
CR13-46 Semi-Annual Review of Closed Items 
 

Recommendation 
That this report be received and filed. 

 
CR13-47 101st Grey Cup Festival (November 20-24, 2013) and Championship Game 

(November 24, 2013) 
 

Recommendation 
1.  That the Executive Committee approve the total City of Regina costs of 

$1,021,000 to support the 2013 Grey Cup Festival and the Championship 
Game as follows: 
a. currently funded soft costs of approximately $155,900 for administrative 

staff time to be absorbed within existing budgets; 
b. unfunded soft costs of approximately $540,800 for administrative 

overtime, backfilling of positions, contracted services, police crowd 
control training, increased enforcement, etc.;  

c. unfunded hard costs of approximately $324,300 for transportation, 
equipment, police crowd control equipment, etc.; 

2.  That the Executive Committee approves that funding for (b) and (c) above, in 
the amount of $865,100 be allocated from the General Reserve Fund. 

3.  That the Executive Committee to direct Administration to negotiate with the 
Saskatchewan Roughrider Football Club the recovery of all, or a portion of, 
the total unfunded costs of $865,100 associated with this event. 

4.  That the Executive Committee to grant authority to the City Manager to 
execute an Agreement on cost recovery between the City of Regina and the 
Saskatchewan Roughrider Football Club. 

 
 Public Works Committee 
 
CR13-48 2013 Flow Monitoring Program and Wastewater Model Calibration 
 

Recommendation 
1. City Council authorize the Deputy City Manager of City Operations to initiate 
the process to engage consulting and professional engineering services for the 
2013 Flow Monitoring Program and Wastewater Model Calibration.  The 
contract value to execute the program is expected to exceed $500,000; and, 

2. City Council authorize the Deputy City Manager of City Operations the 
authority to award, finalize the terms for the consulting and professional 
engineering services contract after review of the proposals from professional 
engineering firms, and amend such contracts after review of consultant and 
professional engineering proposals. 
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Bylaws and Related Reports 
 
CR13-49 Amendments to Bylaw No. 2009-20 – The Regina Regional Opportunities 

Commission Bylaw 
 

Recommendation 
1. That City Council approve the Regina Regional Opportunities Commission’s 
(RROC) request to amend Bylaw No. 2009-20 as outlined in Appendix A. 

2. That the City Solicitor be instructed to prepare the required bylaw amendment. 
 
CR13-50 Penny Discontinuance Policy – Changes to The Regina Administration Bylaw No. 

2003-69 
 

Recommendation 
That the City Solicitor be instructed to prepare the necessary bylaw amendments 
to The Regina Administration Bylaw, Bylaw No. 2003-69 to allow for rounding on 
cash transactions where pennies are not available. 

 
2013-22 The Regina Regional Opportunities Commission Amendment, 2013 
 
2013-25 The Regina Administration Amendment Bylaw, 2013  
 
Bylaws - Third Reading Only 
 
2013-7 The Traffic Bylaw Amendment 2013 
 
Adjournment 
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Memo 
 
March 18, 2013 
 
To: His Worship the Mayor and 

 Members of City Council 
 
Re: Adjustments to City Council Agenda – March 18, 2013 

 
When approving the agenda for this evening’s meeting, I would recommend the  
following adjustments: 
 
ADD The following item be added immediately after CP13-11: 
 
 CP13-12:      City Administration:  Somerset Official Community Plan 

Amendments 
 
TABLE DE13-41: Jim Elliott:  Debt Limit and Future Considerations 
 CR13-43: Debt Limit and Future Considerations* 
 
  *The Saskatchewan Municipal Board requires this item be given 

public notice, therefore consideration needs to be tabled to the April 
8, 2013 meeting of Council. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Amber Smale 
Acting City Clerk 
 
 
cc: City Manager 

 Executive Director, Legal 
 Executive Director, Governance and Strategy 
 Administrative Assistant to the City Manager 
 
 



Regina Downtown Business Improvement District 
12-CZ-8 Presentation to the City Council 
March 18, 2013 

 
Good Afternoon Mayor Fougere and City Council. 
 
My name is Judith Veresuk, Executive Director of the Regina Downtown Business 
Improvement District.  I am pleased to be here today provide support for Zoning 
Bylaw Amendment 12-CZ-8.   
 
Regina Downtown Business Improvement District offers support for the proposed 

temporary parking lot.  We recognize that the Regina Downtown Neighbourhood 

Plan recommends that no new surface parking be allowed, and as such, we offer 

our support on the basis that this parking lot be approved for a maximum of three 

years.   

 

Much growth and investment has occurred in Downtown Regina since the 

development of the Regina Downtown Development Plan.  This growth has 

created strain on the existing office supply due to the loss of on street parking and 

additional employees working downtown.  Additional parking will accommodate 

growth and support our existing businesses.   Further, the completion of the 

Parking Management Strategy for Downtown Regina in June 2013, will provide 

direction with respect to addressing the ongoing parking challenges and creating 

parking efficiencies.   

 

Given the temporary nature and scope of the development envisioned in the 

Contract Zoning Approval – Proposed Temporary Parking Lot, RDBID offers its 

support for the proposal.  

 
Thank you. 



CR13-37  
 
March 18, 2013 
 
 
 
To: His Worship the Mayor 
 and Members of City Council 
 
Re: Application for Contract Zone Approval (12-CZ-8) 

Proposed Temporary Parking Lot in the Downtown, 1755 Hamilton Street 

 
RECOMMENDATION OF THE REGINA PLANNING COMMISSION  
- FEBRUARY 13, 2013 
 
1. That the application to amend Regina Zoning Bylaw No. 9250 to rezone 1755 Hamilton 

Street, being Lots 42-47, Block 286, Plan Old 33.from D-Downtown to C – Contract be 
APPROVED and that the contract zone agreement between the City of Regina and the 
applicant/owner of the subject properties be executed. 

 
2. That further to recommendation 1, the proposed contract zone agreement shall include the 

following terms: 
 

a. The property shall be permitted to operate as a temporary parking lot or construction 
staging area for three years from the date of City Council’s approval; 

 
b. The parking lot shall meet all standards for “parking lot, paved” except that: 
 

i. Surface may be minimum 150 mm densely packed gravel or asphalt planings with 
a dust inhibitor to the satisfaction of the Director of Construction and 
Compliance; 

 
ii. Drainage to catch basin connection in an alley will be permitted, but drainage 

shall not flow over the fronting sidewalk or other pedestrian access; and 
 

iii. The parking lot must meet the requirements of the City of Regina Standard for 
Drainage from Building Site and Parking Lot Developments in order to obtain a 
building permit.  

 
c. The development shall conform to the attached plans labelled A01, prepared by Number 

10 Architecture, and dated August 16, 2012, Appendix A-3; 
 
d. Any zoning related detail not specifically addressed in the contract zone agreement shall 

be subject to applicable provisions of the Zoning Bylaw; 
 
e. The agreement shall be registered in the City’s interest at the applicant’s cost pursuant to 

Section 69 of The Planning and Development Act, 2007; 
 
3. That the City Solicitor be directed to prepare the necessary bylaws to authorize the respective 

Zoning Bylaw amendment. 
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REGINA PLANNING COMMISSION – FEBRUARY 13, 2013 
 
The following addressed the Commission:  
 

− Ben Mario, City Planner, made a PowerPoint presentation, a copy of which is on file in 
the City Clerk's Office; and 

− Shawn Farrow, representing Westland Ventures and Mark Flasch, representing Number 
10 Architecture. 

 
The Commission adopted a resolution to concur in the recommendation contained in the report.  
Recommendation #4 does not require City Council approval. 
 
 
Councillors:  Shawn Fraser and Mike O’Donnell; Commissioners:  David Edwards, Phil Evans, 
Ron Okumura, Phil Selenski and Laureen Snook were present during consideration of this report 
by the Regina Planning Commission. 
 
 
The Regina Planning Commission, at its meeting held on February 13, 2013, considered the 
following report from the Administration: 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
1. That the application to amend Regina Zoning Bylaw No. 9250 to rezone 1755 Hamilton 

Street, being Lots 42-47, Block 286, Plan Old 33.from D-Downtown to C – Contract be 
APPROVED and that the contract zone agreement between the City of Regina and the 
applicant/owner of the subject properties be executed. 

 
2. That further to recommendation 1, the proposed contract zone agreement shall include the 

following terms: 
 

a. The property shall be permitted to operate as a temporary parking lot or construction 
staging area for three years from the date of City Council’s approval; 

 
b. The parking lot shall meet all standards for “parking lot, paved” except that: 
 

i. Surface may be minimum 150 mm densely packed gravel or asphalt planings with a 
dust inhibitor to the satisfaction of the Director of Construction and Compliance; 

 
ii. Drainage to catch basin connection in an alley will be permitted, but drainage shall 

not flow over the fronting sidewalk or other pedestrian access; and 
 

iii. The parking lot must meet the requirements of the City of Regina Standard for 
Drainage from Building Site and Parking Lot Developments in order to obtain a 
building permit.  

 
c. The development shall conform to the attached plans labelled A01, prepared by Number 

10 Architecture, and dated August 16, 2012, Appendix A-3; 
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d. Any zoning related detail not specifically addressed in the contract zone agreement shall 
be subject to applicable provisions of the Zoning Bylaw; 

 
e. The agreement shall be registered in the City’s interest at the applicant’s cost pursuant to 

Section 69 of The Planning and Development Act, 2007; 
 
3. That the City Solicitor be directed to prepare the necessary bylaws to authorize the respective 

Zoning Bylaw amendment. 
 

4. That this report be forwarded to the March 18, 2013 City Council meeting, which will allow 
sufficient time for advertising of the required public notices for the respective bylaws. 

 
CONCLUSION 
 
The Applicant’s proposal and Administration’s analysis is summarized as follows: 
 
• The applicant proposes a Temporary Parking Lot with 56 stalls in the Downtown Zone. The 

contract term would expire after three years and revert back to its existing zone standards.  
• The lot is currently vacant; 
• Temporary Parking Lots are not accommodated under the newly adopted D-Downtown Zone 

as  the provision was removed upon adoption of the new zone standards in July 2012;  
• The City currently has no policy on accommodation of temporary parking lots in the 

downtown, however, generally surface parking lots do not conform to the objective of the 
OCP and Downtown Neighbourhood Plan with respect to creating a highly animated public 
realm and active and vibrant streets;  

• The Administration recognizes that the applicant’s proposal is unique to the situation and 
recommends approval of the contract zone for the following reasons: 

o The site is already vacant and a passive use; 
o The parking lot presents the possibility of being used as a construction staging 

area, which would provide short term relief of congestion in the downtown during 
this heavy construction period; and  

• The Administration is not prepared to recommend a change to the Downtown Zone at this 
time to accommodate Temporary Parking Lots more widely before the issue is studied in 
more detail.  

• The City is currently undertaking a comprehensive parking study which will make 
recommendations on the long term parking needs of the downtown area.  

 
BACKGROUND 
 
An application has been received for contract zoning to accommodate a proposed temporary 
parking lot in the downtown at 1755 Hamilton Street.  
 
The subject property is currently vacant as the building on the site was demolished in the spring 
of 2012. At that time the property owners intended to apply for development of a parking lot. 
However, City Council adopted the new Downtown standards in July of 2012, which removed 
the provisions for temporary parking lots and paved (surface) parking lots in the Downtown 
zone. Rezoning is therefore necessary to accommodate a temporary parking lot at this location. 
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This application is being considered pursuant to Regina Zoning Bylaw No. 9250, Regina 
Development Plan Bylaw No. 7877 (Official Community Plan), and The Planning and 
Development Act, 2007 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
Zoning and Land Use Details 
 

 Required Existing Proposed 
Zoning N/A D-Downtown C-Contract 
Land Use N/A Vacant Temporary Parking Lot 
Land Use Definition N/A N/A N/A 
Number of Parking Stalls Required N/A N/A 56 stalls 
Minimum Lot Area (m2) N/A N/A  N/A 
Minimum Lot Frontage (m) Nil Nil Nil 
Maximum Height (m) N/A  N/A N/A 
Building Area N/A N/A N/A 
Number of Units N/A N/A N/A 
 
The developer has indicated that the parking lot would be an interim measure until such time that 
development is ready to proceed. The developer has submitted preliminary plans for a mixed use 
building to demonstrate their ultimate intentions. Plans have not been formally reviewed and 
would require submission of a formal application, standard review process, and City Council 
approval. The Administration is recommending that the contract zone be valid for a period of 
three years, which will provide temporary relief of parking demands in the Downtown due to 
loss of street parking during construction periods and increasing demand, while also encouraging 
the developer to proceed with formal development of the site in the near term. 
 
The surrounding land uses are commercial/retail uses to the south and east, an apartment 
building and the Cornwall Centre to the west across the street on Hamilton and the Delta Hotel to 
the north. Casino Regina is further north on Saskatchewan Drive. 
 
The proposed development is consistent with the purpose and intent of Contract zoning with 
respect to enabling City Council to exercise flexibility in the accommodation of specific 
development proposals which may not otherwise conform to established site or development 
standards for the zone. 
 
The City has commissioned a parking management study, which will inform future policy 
direction. The project is slated to be completed as early as April 2013. The Administration will 
be able to draw from the study to determine the circumstances temporary parking lots should be 
considered in the downtown. 
 
RECOMMENDATION IMPLICATIONS 
 
Financial Implications  
 
The subject area currently receives a full range of municipal services, including water, sewer and 
storm drainage. The applicant will be responsible for the cost of any additional or changes to 
existing infrastructure that may be required to directly or indirectly support the development, in 
accordance with City standards and applicable legal requirements. 
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Environmental Implications  
 
None with respect to this report.  
 
Policy/Strategic Implications  
 
The City has no policy with respect to temporary parking lots in the Downtown. However, the 
newly adopted regulations of the D- Downtown Zone do not allow for surface parking lots as a 
principle use. A surface parking lot would be permitted only if buffered from the street by an 
active commercial use. The proposal is not consistent with the policies contained in Part G: 
Regina Downtown Neighbourhood Plan, of the OCP with respect to: 
 

• 4.4.8 Parking– That the City of Regina will incorporate parking standards and restrictions 
in the zoning bylaw to ensure development decisions result in an active and animated 
public realm and limits the amount of visible parking from the street.  

 
Animation of the public realm and streets is a strong focus of the Downtown Plan. As such, 
surface parking lots are not permitted in the downtown as a principle use. The City has adopted 
stringent parking standards that accommodate parking needs, but also animate the public realm 
through active commercial frontages with emphasis on screening parking from the public realm. 
The applicant’s proposal uses landscaping for visual screening, but in the short term there will be 
no active frontage as would otherwise be required by the Downtown Plan. However, in this 
particular case the lot is vacant and the street front would have no street animation regardless 
until the site is redeveloped. 
 
Other Implications 
 
None with respect to this report. 
 
Accessibility Implications  
 
None with respect to this report.  
 
COMMUNICATIONS 
 
Public notification signage posted on:  September 17, 2012 
Will be published in the Leader Post on: March 2 and 9, 2012 
Letter sent to property owners/ occupants in vicinity on: September 13, 2012 (28 addresses) 
Public Open House Held N/A 
Number of Public Comments Sheets Received  2 
 
The application was also circulated to the Regina Downtown Business Improvement District 
(RDBID) and the Central Zone Board. The Central Zone Board did not provide comments before 
the finalization of this report. The RDBID indicated in writing that it supports the proposed 
parking lot on the basis that it be approved for a maximum term of three years. The BID 
provided further commentary on the situation as follows: 
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“Much growth and investment has occurred in Downtown Regina since the development 
of the Regina Downtown Neighbourhood Plan. This growth has created strain on the 
existing office supply due to the loss of on street parking and additional employees 
working downtown. Additional parking will accommodate growth and support our 
existing businesses. Further, the completion of the Parking Management Strategy for 
Downtown Regina in June 2013, will provide direction with respect to addressing the 
ongoing parking challenges and creating parking efficiencies.” 
 

In addition to the two comments sheets, the applicant has included five form letters from 
businesses in support of the application. The letters stated that the proposed development would 
provide accessibility to parking in downtown, that a fenced empty lot does not promote vibrancy 
for the downtown and that the proposed development is a short term solution for the area. 
 
DELEGATED AUTHORITY 
 
City Council’s approval is required, pursuant to Part V of The Planning and Development Act, 
2007. 
 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
REGINA PLANNING COMMISSION 
 
 

 
 
Elaine Gohlke, Secretary 
 



Appendix

12-CZ-8 1755 Hamilton Street

A-1
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March 18, 2013 
 
 
Regina City Council 
Office of the City Clerk 
2476 Victoria Ave. 
Regina, SK  S4P 3C8 
 
 
 
RE: Application for Zoning Bylaw Amendment (12-Z-28) – PS to R1A 
2370 Elphinstone Street 
 
Please accept this as my written request of City Council to approve the application to 
rezone the property at 2370 Elphinstone Street.  Unfortunately I am unavailable to attend 
in person as I am out of the country. 
 
The subject property is adjacent to my property at 2366 Elphinstone Street, which I have 
owned for 5 years and which my Grandparents owned for 45 years prior to my 
purchasing their home in 2007.  The space is currently a laneway with little differentiation 
from my property and as a result, it has been maintained primarily by myself.   
 
My intention, consistent with the upgrades I have undertaken to improve the aesthetic 
appearance of my existing property, is to conserve and enhance the general appeal of 
the neighborhood and ensure redevelopment compliments the existing character.   
 
Finally, the impacts to the adjacent properties respecting parking and loss of park and 
open space, in my opinion, are negligible given that my current property provides 
adequate parking space and the subject property is not accessed by the public. 
 
I thank you for your time and consideration. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Kerrie Moore 



CR13-38  
 
March 18, 2013 
 
 
 
To: His Worship the Mayor 
 and Members of City Council 
 
Re: Application for Zoning Bylaw Amendment (12-Z-28) – PS to R1A 

2370 Elphinstone Street 

 
RECOMMENDATION OF THE REGINA PLANNING COMMISSION  
- FEBRUARY 13, 2013 
 

1. The application to rezone 2370 Elphinstone Street, being Lot X, Block 456A, Plan No. 
80R18091 as shown on the attached subject property map from PS – Public Service to 
R1A – Residential Older Neighbourhood Detached, be APPROVED; 

 
2. That the City Solicitor be directed to prepare the necessary bylaws for rezoning and 

selling of public service land. 
 
 
REGINA PLANNING COMMISSION – FEBRUARY 13, 2013 
 
The following addressed the Commission:  
 

− Mark Andrews, City Planner, made a PowerPoint presentation, a copy of which is on file 
in the City Clerks Office; and 

− Cheryl Grzeda. 
 
The Commission adopted a resolution to concur in the recommendation contained in the report.  
Recommendation #3 does not require City Council approval. 
 
 
Councillors:  Shawn Fraser and Mike O’Donnell; Commissioners:  David Edwards, Phil Evans, 
Ron Okumura, Phil Selenski and Laureen Snook were present during consideration of this report 
by the Regina Planning Commission. 
 
 
The Regina Planning Commission, at its meeting held on February 13, 2013, considered the 
following report from the Administration: 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 

1. The application to rezone 2370 Elphinstone Street, being Lot X, Block 456A, Plan No. 
80R18091 as shown on the attached subject property map from PS – Public Service to 
R1A – Residential Older Neighbourhood Detached, be APPROVED; 

 
2. That the City Solicitor be directed to prepare the necessary bylaws for rezoning and 

selling of public service land; and 
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3. That this report be forwarded to the March 18, 2013 City Council meeting to allow for 

sufficient time for the required public advertising of the proposed bylaw. 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
The applicant proposes to rezone to accommodate: 
 

• The subject property is currently zoned PS- Public Service and is proposed to be rezoned 
to R1A- Residential Older Neighbourhood Detached  

• The subject property is located within Cathedral Area Community Association boundary 
and the Old 33 subdivision  

• The consolidation of Lot X which is a former lane into an existing residential lot to 
provide the existing landowner with additional yard area  

• The proposal meets the minimum lot area and lot frontage requirements of Regina Zoning 
Bylaw No. 9250 

• Issues and  concerns addressed by the public included: 
o The loss of park and open space 
o Availability of parking 
o The public consultation and input process  

• Lot X, being a former lane, is not part of the open space inventory set forth in the Open 
Space Management Strategy, therefore, the Administration has no concerns as access to 
the park will not be hindered with the aforementioned proposal  

 
BACKGROUND 
 
An application for Zoning Bylaw Amendment has been received concerning the property at 2370 
Elphinstone Street. The subject property is located in the Old 33 subdivision and within the 
Cathedral Area Community Association boundary. 
 
The subject property, Lot X, was formerly part of a laneway that ran east-west and provided 
access to the rear alley between Elphinstone Street and Argyle Street.  
 
The laneway was never officially opened as early traffic impact studies indicated its proximity 
would impede traffic flows at Elphinstone Street and College Avenue, and as a result, the portion 
of Lot X was closed and subdivided as a separate parcel in 1981.  
 
This application is being considered pursuant to Regina Zoning Bylaw No. 9250, Regina 
Development Plan Bylaw No. 7877 (Official Community Plan -OCP), and The Planning and 
Development Act, 2007. 
 
The related subdivision application is being considered concurrently in accordance with 
Subdivision Bylaw No. 7748, by which subdivision approval authority has been delegated to the 
Administration.  
 
DISCUSSION 
 
Zoning and Land Use Details 
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Land Use Details  

 
 Existing Proposed 

Zoning PS- Public Service R1A- Residential Older 
Neighbourhood Detached  

Land Use Open Space Residential  
Number of Dwelling Units N/A N/A 
Building Area N/A N/A 
   

 
Zoning Analysis 

 
 Required Proposed 
Number of Parking Stalls 
Required 1 1 (already provided) 

Minimum Lot Area (m2) 250  m2 503.3  m2 
Minimum Lot Frontage (m) 7.5 m 14.33 m 
Maximum Height (m) N/A N/A 
Gross Floor Area N/A N/A  
Floor Area Ratio N/A N/A 
Site Coverage (%) N/A N/A 
 
The applicant, being the City’s Real Estate Branch, proposes to rezone the 214.39 m2 Lot X as 
shown on the attached subject property map from PS – Public Service, to R1A – Residential 
Older Neighbourhood Detached and will be consolidated with existing Lot 28, to create a Lot 
with a total area of 503.3 m2. Lot X, in its current state, is an undeveloped and vacant parcel with 
no distinguished boundary from Lot 28 and Les Sherman Park with the exception of wood 
bollards between the rear alley and Elphinstone Street. 
 
Surrounding land uses include low density, older residential detached homes to the north, and 
east, Les Sherman Park to the south and west. 
 
The proposed development is consistent with the purpose and intent of the R1A zone with 
respect to: 

• Conserving the general character of older Inner City single detached neighbourhoods and 
ensure redevelopment compliments the existing character  

• Promoting the rehabilitation and maintenance of existing housing stock and ensuring any 
new development is compatible with adjacent residential and non-residential (Les 
Sherman Park) developments.  
 

RECOMMENDATION IMPLICATIONS 
 
Financial Implications  
 
The sale price for the City owned land is $29, 346.84 (or $10.00/sq. ft), which is the going 
market rate.  
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As the subject property will be consolidated with Lot 28, it will not require new service 
connections. Any upgrades or future maintenance to the property will be the responsibility of the 
purchaser. 
 
Environmental Implications  
 
There were no concerns identified regarding landscaping, parks maintenance or overall 
functioning of the open space network in this community. The subject property is partially 
landscaped with grass and gravel, does not contain any trees and, as such, no trees will be 
removed or impacted as a result.  
 
Policy/Strategic Implications  
 
The proposal is consistent with the policies contained within the guiding principles and 
objectives of the Open Space Management Strategy, specifically regarding all citizens in the City 
having consistent access to recreation opportunities and facilities, as well as equitable 
distribution throughout the entire City. Lot X is not part of the open space inventory calculated in 
the Open Space Management Strategy and is deemed to be surplus by the Administration.  
 
Other Implications 
 
None with respect to this report. 
 
Accessibility Implications 
 
None with respect to this report.  
 
COMMUNICATIONS 
 
Communications strategy has been developed to address the community issues. 
 
Public notification signage posted on:  November 20, 2012 
Will be published in the Leader Post on: March 2, 2013 

March 9, 2013 
Letter sent to immediate property owners November 23, 2012 
Public Open House Held N/A  
Number of Public Comments Sheets Received  1 
 
Government Agencies 
 
The application was circulated to both the Public and Separate School Boards for review and 
comment. The Separate School Board indicated they had no concerns with the proposal and a 
response was not received from the Public School Board prior to the finalization of this report.  
 
The application was also circulated to the Cathedral Area Community Association and the 
Central Zone Board for review and comment. Both organizations did not provide comments 
before the finalization of this report. 
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A more detailed accounting of the respondents’ concerns and the Administration’s response to 
them is provided in Appendix B. Also included are the applicant’s and Administration’s response 
to those issues. 
 
The applicant and other interested parties will receive written notification of City Council’s 
decision. 
 
DELEGATED AUTHORITY 
 
City Council’s approval is required, pursuant to Part V of The Planning and Development Act, 
2007. 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
REGINA PLANNING COMMISSION 
 
 

 
 
Elaine Gohlke, Secretary 
 



Appendix

12-Z-28

A-1

2370 Elphinstone Street/ OLD33
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12-Z-28

A-2

2370 Elphinstone Street/ OLD33



Appendix

12-Z-28

A- 3.1

2370 Elphinstone Street/ OLD33



Appendix B 
 

Public Consultation Summary 
 
Response # of Responses Issues Identified  

Completely 
opposed 1 

- Parking 
- Depletion of park and open space 
- Public consultation/input process 

 
Accept if many 
features were 
different 
 

0  

 
Accept if one or 
two features were 
different 
 

0  

 
I support this 
proposal 
 

0  

 
1) Depletion of Public Park Land - Rezoning and consolidating the subject property will 

deplete public open space that is in close proximity to the City core. 
 

Administration’s Response: The Open Space Management Strategy (OSMS) produced by 
the Community and Protective Services Division in October of 2007 has identified that 
there is sufficient park space in the neighbourhood to service the neighbourhood population 
and the Administration therefore has no concerns with regards to the depletion of available 
open space. In addition, this is a lane, not a park.  

 
2) Fair Value/ Devaluation of Surrounding Properties - Property values will decrease as 

portions of the park are rezoned and consolidated to neighbouring lots. 
 

Administration’s Response: The amount of land being rezoned and consolidated will have 
minimal impact (if any) with regards to access or loss of park space. The subject property 
is not technically considered to be part of Les Sherman Park (although it is not physically 
distinguished from the park). The rezoning will not impair access, visibility or functionality 
to the park. 

 
3) Public Consultation Process - The resident felt that there was no public consultation or 

notification to the general public or neighbours regarding the sale and proposal. 
 

Administration’s Response: The Administration mailed a notice of the proposed bylaw 
amendment dated November 23, 2012 to all neighbouring residents within a 75 m radius, 



which included an information sheet regarding the proposal, air photo, as well as a 
comment sheet where the resident had an opportunity to provide feedback. This notice was 
acknowledged by the resident as their response and feedback was received on December 
20, 2012. The notice was sent out pursuant to section 24 of The Planning and Development 
Act, 2007. Any concerns collected are being summarized and addressed in this report, 
which Regina Planning Commission and City Council is considering. 

 
 
4) Parking Issues - The property is located on Elphinstone Street where on-street                          

parking/stopping is prohibited and there is limited space in the rear alley to provide 
additional/overflow parking. 

 
Administration’s Response: The homes located on Argyle Street and Elphinstone Street 
have access to rear driveways, carport and/or parking pad via an alley that runs parallel 
between the two streets. Minimum parking standards are met, pursuant to Chapter 14 of The 
Regina Zoning Bylaw No. 9250, in which single, detached homes are provided one parking 
space per dwelling unit. The additional lot area will allow for additional parking space for 
the owner of Lot 28.  

 
 



Good evening Mayor and council.  My name is Ryan Bender and I am here to support the 
application for Somerset.  I was born and raised in Regina and I am currently in my last 
semester at the University of Regina majoring in Business Administration.  I also work at 
Re/Max Crown and I own a number of rental properties throughout the city.  From these 
experiences I have seen the number of different obstacles that face Regina citizens in today's 
housing market.  We all continue to talk about the high house prices, the housing shortage, the 
high rental rates and how the city is going to maintain Regina's growth..However, we struggle 
to find a solution.  This development is our opportunity to help solve not all, but some of these 
issues.  

I first heard about this project when I, along with a few school friends attended the public 
information session put on by the city.  After learning more about the project we were very 
impressed because this project answered so many questions about housing options that 
currently don`t exist in the city. My friends and I had decided to do something about this and 
we got approximately 500 support letters together which we handed into the city a few months 
back during the RPC meeting. 

 Tonight I am speaking on behalf of the nearly 100 people who have joined me to say the 
development such as Somerset is long overdue.  This development makes more than enough 
sense from all angles and we ask you to support this development to help move Regina 
forward!. 

 

        Ryan Bender 
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Your Worship, members of Council, my name is James Pernu.  I’m a Senior Planner with McElhanney 

Consulting Services Ltd.  McElhanney is a multi-disciplinary engineering firm with offices across western 

Canada, including Saskatchewan, and we have been in business for over 100 years.  My home office is 

located at 13450 102 Avenue, Surrey BC.  I’m here this evening representing the proponent of the 

SomerSet project.  

This evening I will be highlighting some of the plan’s best and most significant features that I hope you 

will take into consideration.  I will be followed by Mr. Bobby Pawar, one of the owners of the Somerset 

Project who will be presenting as a separate delegation and speak to his commitment to this project. 

I’d like to start by simply stating that I am really proud of the SomerSet Plan.  It represents the 

culmination of considerable effort from City staff, various consultants and stakeholders who have 

provided valuable input during the course of its development. 

This is a plan that we have been working with staff on for over 4 years.  During this time we have 

undertaken a very intensive and thorough review of the plan and the issues and concerns that were 

brought forward through the internal, inter-agency, stakeholder and public engagement processes. 

 

 

There are a variety of factors we considered in the development of this plan: 

• First: The SomerSet neighborhood area is identified for residential development in Regina’s 

Official Community Plan.  Various supplemental studies and policies further clarify the 

anticipated use of the SomerSet lands for residential uses. Our proposal is completely in line 

with existing City policy. The SomerSet plan is merely a tool to implement land use policy 

already in place. 

• Second: The SomerSet neighborhood is effectively a completion of the Uplands/Kensington 

Greens neighborhood which will create a more complete and sustainable neighborhood in this 

area of the city.   

• Third: The City can take advantage of existing infrastructure that has been specifically designed 

to service this area. 

INTRODUCTION 

BENEFITS AND OPPORTUNITIES 
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In recognition of the growing issues of housing availability and affordability, the City recently endorsed 

the findings and recommendations of a Comprehensive Housing Strategy.  The recommendations of the 

strategy included such measures as and I quote: “the creation of complete communities that 

accommodate a range of housing, provide a mix of land uses and support transit.”   

When we planned the SomerSet neighborhood, we were sensitive to the growing problems of 

affordability and housing options facing the City. To address these challenges, the SomerSet 

neighborhood was designed with a very broad range of housing types and forms to appeal to a wide 

range of family housing needs and budgets.  

Some of the strategies that we have utilized in SomersSet to create affordability include the use of 

higher densities and smaller lot sizes coupled with a highly efficient land use plan.  Affordability is also 

achieved through the housing design and construction approaches that concentrate density vertically 

rather than horizontally.  Smaller housing footprints with smaller roof structures not only reduce the 

sprawl effect but also lead to lower construction costs and lower heating costs for future home owners. 

To be clear affordable does not have to mean boring, repetitive house designs.  

With the SomerSet Plan, the City has an opportunity to implement many of the recommendations of its 

Comprehensive Housing Strategy.  
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The SomerSet plan is based on a vision.  A vision of innovation and sustainability.  

• It’s about creating a neighbourhood that has character.   

• A neighbourhood that’s desireable.   

• It’s about creating a neighbourhood that’s sustainable.   

• A neighbourhood that’s complete. 

On the surface, having a variety of design requirements that will create more visually appealing homes is 

a good thing  but the intent of these design requirements goes deeper than that.   

For example, SomerSet design requirements allow for the placement of the garages to be either in the 

rear of the lot or at the front of the house but recessed from the front part of the dwelling. This allows 

the front porch to become the dominant element along the streetscape and this opens up the public 

realm to social interaction, casual surveillance and enhances the perception of personal safety. These 

measures are designed to re-connect residents with their neighbors and neighborhoods.   

Think of it in terms of sitting on your front porch on a Saturday 

afternoon relaxing while you greet your neighbors as they are out 

for a casual walk with their dog. 

 Building a porch on the front of a house is a really not anything 

new.  The secret ingredient is actually the arrangement of the 

interior living space and how it’s coordinated with the front porch 

and the front windows. This is what allows everything to work 

together to create unique and livable neighborhoods’.   
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For SomerSet we challenged ourselves to design a neighborhood to be innovative, complete and 

sustainable. 

I’m confident that we have achieved these objectives and that SomerSet will be a vibrant and dynamic 

neighbourhood. 

Once again thank you for your time and consideration. 

CONCLUSION 



PRESENTATION TO REGINA MAYOR AND COUNCIL 

MARCH 18, 2013 

SOMERSET NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN 

CITY OF REGINA # 09-CP-01 

Bylaw No. 2013-21 

 

 

Good Evening your Worship, members of council, staff and members of the 

public. 

 

My name is Bobby Pawar and I want to thank you for the opportunity to 

convey our thoughts as to our development “Somerset” and all the positive 

things it can offer the City of Regina. I have a Masters Degree in Business 

Strategic Management and work full time in the development industry 

throughout Western Canada. For the last 6 years I along with my colleagues 

have had the privilege of working on a variety of projects in Saskatchewan 

with a majority of my time being spent in Regina. 

 

We currently own and operate businesses in Regina and have always 

enjoyed an excellent relationship with the people we deal with and have 

been fortunate to develop a number of long-standing friendships. From these 

experiences we have learned to gauge the community and its needs in a more 

detailed way. So when we started the process of Somerset over four years 

ago we believed that a project such as this could bring about numerous 

positive and innovative changes while addressing some long standing needs 

in the area of housing for the City. 

 

Somerset is Dynamic, Progressive, Safe, Sustainable, Affordable and 

Logical. These are not only my words but terms used by residents whom we 

heard from at the public information sessions, supporters we heard from at 

the RPC meeting and from small business owners and community advocates 

that have seen and understand our vision and plan for Somerset. 

 

During the course of developing our plan we engaged, on our own initiative, 

with many stakeholders, agencies and individuals, such as Mr. Larry Hiles 

from RROC (Regina Regional Opportunities Commission), formerly known 

as REDA (Regina Economic Development Association), as well as 

Saskatchewan Housing Corp. 

 



I would also like to acknowledge City staff and administration who have 

worked diligently with us to provide their expertise and guidance to help 

craft a plan that we are extremely proud of.   

 

People are coming to Regina for reasons such as the City’s strong economic 

market, excellent educational opportunities and social + recreational 

opportunities. Regina is being recognized nationally and internationally as a 

premier place to live. 

 

Housing availability has a huge impact on housing affordability.  This has 

caused affordability and availability to become issues for residents and new 

comers to the City. To handle this growth pressure, building out a 

neighborhood like SomerSet every year just to keep pace with the current 

rate of population growth is a reality. 

 

With the Somerset neighborhood plan, the City has an opportunity to help 

manage growth and housing issues. 

 

Thank you for your time and consideration.  
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RE item SOMERSET NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN Amendment 
CITY OF REGINA # 09-CP-01 

Bylaw No. 2013-21 

Presentation to City Council, March 18, 2013 

By Paule Hjertaas and Marlene MacFarlane. 

 

Dear Mayor and Councillors, 

I am appalled that the Regina city Council is considering a new subdivision,  Somerset, located 
between Evraz and the refinery.  

It is unacceptable for health reasons to locate residential areas downwind from major industries. 
People living in several Regina neighborhoods are already at health risk from being downwind 
from one or both of these industries. These would include areas such as Uplands, Glencairn, 
Glencairn village, and anything in northeast area of the city. 

I understand that the Regina-Qu’Appelle health region and the Saskatchewan Departments of 
Health and Environment are all opposed to this development,  but the proposal for Somerset 
neighbourhood is still coming to Council.  

I asked counsel not to approve development of the subdivision. 

Pollution  

Both industries have to declare the pollutants the release, mostly in air, under the National 
Pollutants Release Inventory (NPRI)  

Refinery : 

 I looked at the 2010 data because the 2011 are not yet available. Before its expansion, the 
refinery was expelling four chemicals of concern at higher than acceptable levels. These 
included hydrogen sulfide, benzene, toluene, and something else (probably particulate matter). 
The levels of emissions were forecasted to significantly increase after the refinery expansion 
was completed.  Several of the substances emitted such as benzene are now considered toxic 
at every level. There is no threshold below which they are non-toxic. There is also now a 
universal consensus that endocrine disruption occurs and that this puts in question all the 
current regulatory systems. 

For 2012 and 2013, 346 substances or substance groups were listed on the National Pollutant 
Release Inventory (NPRI) grouped into five different parts.(1)  NOTE the thresholds for 
disclosure: i.e only the large volume pollutants have to be declared by any individual business. 
Also note that only 346 substance or substance groups have to be declared out of over 80,000 
registered chemicals. 

The Regina polluting facilities who have to declare their pollutants can be found in reference 2.  
You will find both Evraz (# 2740) and the refinery (# 4048) on this list, as well as Enbridge 
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terminal situated near the refinery and many others.  You can click on the number for details of 
each. 

The specific yearly refinery pollution data (3)  

A quick look will show you that many extremely toxic pollutants are released in the tens of tons 
every year such as: 1,2,4- trimethylbenzene (28 tonnes),  benzene (14 tonnes),  Ethylbenzene  
100-41-4 (17 tonnes), Xylene (all isomers)   1330-20-7 (96 tonnes), hydrogen sulfide (37 
tonnes) Toluene  108-88-3 (58 tonnes), Naphthalene    91-20-3 (8.3 tonnes), n– hexane (35 
tonnes), total reduced sulfur (46 tonnes), Ammonia (Total)   7664-41-7 (14 tonnes) and many 
others. (The numbers besides the chemicals are there CAS number, a universal classification 
number to make them easier to find) 

Prior to 2007, Pollution Watch used to keep tabs on the pollution levels. Their last data is 2006. 
Their tables are slightly different, and clicking on the chemical will lead you to the chemical 
scorecard. The 2006 refinery data (4) lists several substances not on the current NPRI list such 
as Sulphur dioxide   7446-09-5 separately (3,098,776 kg), and carbon monoxide (571,804 kg).  

CACs Total  7,754,670 0 0 0 7,754,670 -- 

Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs)  3,128,830 0 0 0 3,128,830 -- 

Sulphur dioxide  3,098,776 0 0 0 3,098,776 62.61% 

Oxides of nitrogen  756,421 0 0 0 756,421 15.28% 

Carbon monoxide  571,804 0 0 0 571,804 11.55% 

PM - Total Particulate Matter  198,839 0 0 0 198,839 4.02% 

PM10 - Particulate Matter <=is 10 Microns  154,708 0 0 0 154,708 -- 

PM2.5 - Particulate Matter <= 2.5 Microns  110,576 0 0 0 110,576 -- 

* Click on pollutant's name to see its health effect on external site  

Particulate matter is very important to health. Anything below 10 µ in size can penetrate deeply 
in the lungs, and below 2.5 µ can remain them there for a while and cause damage. New 
research indicates that it is not only the size of the particle that is important, but what it is made 
of. Particulates from both these industries are likely more toxic than most.  

The Pollution Watch table does link to chemical profiles and negative health effects . The 
substances linked in the text above came from that table.  

You will find serious health effects such as the following for ethylbenzene: 

•  Health Hazard Reference(s) 
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Recognized: Carcinogen P65 

Suspected: Cardiovascular or Blood Toxicant RTECS 

 Developmental Toxicant ATSDR EPA-SARA OEHHA-CREL 

 Endocrine Toxicant OEHHA-CREL 

 Gastrointestinal or Liver Toxicant OEHHA-CREL RTECS 

 Kidney Toxicant OEHHA-CREL RTECS 

 Neurotoxicant DAN EPA-HEN HAZMAP RTECS 

 Reproductive Toxicant EPA-SARA 

 Respiratory Toxicant EPA-HEN RTECS 

 Skin or Sense Organ Toxicant EPA-HEN HAZMAP RTECS 

 

and hydrogen sulfide: 

Human Health Hazards  

Health Hazard Reference(s) 

Recognized: --   

Suspected: Cardiovascular or Blood Toxicant BENO STAC 

 Neurotoxicant DAN HAZMAP RTECS 

Reproductive Toxicant FRAZIER 

Respiratory Toxicant ATSDR HAZMAP OEHHA-AREL OEHHA-CREL RTECS 

 

These charts should indicate to you how difficult it is to get a substance registered as a 
recognized toxin. Even with a lot of animal and human evidence of negative health effects, as 
demonstrated by the agencies recognizing these chemicals as toxins, the polluting industries’ 
influence keeps them out of the recognized toxin category.  

Far from being contained, these pollutants continue to be released by the refinery on a regular 
basis. The refinery also suffers many excursions, i.e. pollution events with much higher air 
concentration releases of the various pollutants. Several people are sickened from these 
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releases and have to go to emergency for relief. Unfortunately, in spite of the 24 hour provincial 
Poison Center, one patient was ridiculed and threatened with being moved to the mental ward 
rather than given the oxygen she needed.  In a separate incident, she phoned the provincial 
Poison Center who told her to lie down with a cold compress on her head in the dark. While this 
works for migraines caused by other sources, it is hardly a solution for poisoning. Such 
ridiculous advice could kill somebody. 

It is obvious that our health care system is quite oblivious to pollution issues.  As a society we 
ignore pollution issues because they get in the way of development. We need trained medical 
personnel in the field of occupational health and toxicology to be able to counsel people 
appropriately. In spite of the Regina-Qu’Appelle health region and the Saskatchewan 
Department of Health are opposed to this development. 

As to Saskatchewan Environment, the regular measurements of pollution are limited by the 
Clean Air Act which only requires the measurement of very few pollutants including hydrogen 
sulfide and sulfur dioxide (Appendix 1).   These are mostly indicators of the over 250 chemicals 
identified in oil and gas pollution.  In addition, all these chemical mixtures join together to form 
unknown compounds of unknown toxicity not currently measured. Are the measuring stations 
even able to measure levels of pollution below the accepted standard? 

 In addition, there are no penalties under provincial law for exceeding pollution levels.  

 While refinery pollution data record toxic levels of pollutants, no industry currently has to notify 
the downwind neighbors or the media even if they know there is an excursion. 

As to Evraz, the list of pollutants they have to report is quite different, mostly consisting of 
metals. 

In addition to the known negative health effects of the pollutants coming out of the stacks of 
both industries, petrochemicals in general and several of the ones named above in particular 
have caused multiple chemical sensitivities and keep on triggering symptoms in affected people. 
People affected by multiple chemical sensitivities react to many chemicals at environmental 
levels. Many are currently negatively affected the current levels found downwind from the 
refinery.  

I have suffered from Multiple Chemical Sensitivities for over 27 years. Statistics Canada (2006) 
estimated 2.9% of the Canadian population to be affected with illnesses caused by the 
environment.  In addition, the rate of asthma is very high in Saskatchewan to name but two 
conditions that can be caused and triggered by some of the toxic chemicals released. 

Caveats 

I understand that the city suggests that buyers of lots within the 1000 m buffer of Evraz and the 
refinery contain a caveat to make them aware of potential noise and emissions associated with 
the operations. (Appendix 2)  
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I suppose it makes you feel real good as Council because it would wash your hands of any 
future lawsuits for health damages.  I can’t see why people of means would move to such a 
noisy and stinky neighbourhood. If I could afford it, I certainly would not move into an area of 
with known noise or pollution problems. 

Not if, but when people develop negative health effects, it is my understanding that they will 
have no recourse if they purchased the property with a caveat.  

I have not had time to look at the plan but it appears to be a neighborhood for low income or 
affordable housing. If so it would fit very much into the pattern we see everywhere: that low 
income neighborhoods tend to be located near and or downwind from major sources of pollution 
and suffer an added level of illness because of it.  This represents unacceptable social 
discrimination. 

The wording of the caveat is also inadequate. “Emissions” does not look so bad, but if the words 
toxic pollution was used, people would think twice about moving there.  

Conclusion 

In conclusion, it is obvious that absence of evidence is not evidence of absence because 

• the National Pollutants Release Inventory indicates astronomical levels of pollutions from 
the refinery and large levels from Evraz.  

• The levels of four measured toxins exceeded air quality guidelines prior to the refinery 
expansion, and were forecasted to increase significantly. 

• These pollutants are not only ’smells’ they are toxins that negatively affect  human 
health, some of which have no known levels at which they are not active. 

• There is no provincial requirement for polluting industries to notify downwind neighbors 
of the pollution plumes when they occur. 

•   The Saskatchewan Clean Air Act only requires testing for a few chemicals and 
substances 
• The Poison Control center does not seem to share their data on people who report to 

them I was doctors report to them. 
• Saskatchewan medical professions are poorly trained in recognizing and treating 

illnesses resulting from environmental poisoning. 
• There is no support for this neighbourhood from the Regina-Qu’Appelle Health Region 

and the provincial Ministries of Health and Environment. 
• There is no place in Regina for social discrimination by putting affordable housing within 

pollution plumes. 

Please reject the Somerset Neigogourhood Development.  

 

References 
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1. List of pollutants having to be declared:  http://www.ec.gc.ca/inrp-
npri/default.asp?lang=En&n=36BE226E-1     

2. The Regina polluting facilities who have to declare their pollutants can be found at: 
http://www.ec.gc.ca/pdb/websol/querysite/results_e.cfm?opt_report_year=2010&opt_facility=
ALL&opt_facility_name=&opt_npri_id=&opt_cas_name=&opt_chemical_type=CAS&opt_cas_nu
m=&opt_province=&opt_postal_code=&opt_location_type=URBAN&opt_urban_center=705_SK
&community1=&opt_industry=IS_Code&opt_naics6=&opt_naics3=&opt_naics4=&opt_nai6code
=&opt_csic= 

3. The specific yearly refinery pollution data 
(3):http://www.ec.gc.ca/pdb/websol/querysite/facility_substance_summary_e.cfm?opt_npri_id
=0000004048&opt_report_year=2010#substances . 

4. The Pollution Watch 2006 refinery data: 
http://www.pollutionwatch.org/company.do?comp=CONSUMERS%27+CO-
OPERATIVE+REFINERIES&pollutionType=RELE_ON_COMBINED&chemGroup=ALL&ye
ar=2006&src=NPRI   
 

 
Appendix 1:  
 
Saskatchewan’s ambient air quality standards are as follows: 
http://www.environment.gov.sk.ca/adx/aspx/adxGetMedia.aspx?DocID=415,236 
 
 
Average Concentration For Applicable Time Period 
Pollutant(1) 
                                         1 Hour           8 Hours             24 Hours            30 Days              Annual 

Suspended Particulates                                                   120μg/m3                                        *70μg/m3 
Settleable Particulates                                                                                 2.0mg/cm2 
Soil Index                                                                         1.5 COH units 

Sulphur Dioxide 450        (0.17)μg/m3                          150 (0.06)μg/m3                           **30 (0.01)g/m3 
Sulphation                                                                                                   30 mg of SO3 per 100 cm2 

Carbon Monoxide 15       (13) mg/m3      6 (5) mg/m3 

Oxidants (Ozone)         160 (0.08)μg/m3 

Nitrogen Dioxide          400 (.2) μg/m3                                                                                    

**100(0.05)μg/m3 

Hydrogen Sulphide        15 (10.8) μg/m3                         5 (3.6) μg/m3 

NOTE: Volume units, in parts per million or parts per billion for H2S, are in brackets 
* Geometric Means, **Arithmetic Means   (1) Sampling will be in a manner and location specified by the Minister. 
 

The parameters listed below are in addition to the above air quality standards. 
Pollutant                                                                  24 Hours Concentration (μg/m3) 

Particulate Matter 2.5μm (Canada-wide Standard)     30 

Particulate Matter 10.0 μm                                          50 
Total Arsenic                                                                  0.3 
Total Cadmium                                                              2 
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Total Copper                                                               50 
Total Lead                                                                     5 
Total Zinc                                                                   120 
 
 

Sulphur dioxide is detectable to the human nose at concentrations of around 0.5–0.8 parts per million (1400–2240 
µgm-3). 

 “Obstructions Long-term exposure to persistent levels of sulfur dioxide can also affect your health Lung 
function changes have been observed in some workers exposed to 0.4–3.0 ppm sulfur dioxide for 20 
years or more However, these workers were also exposed to other chemicals, making it difficult to 
attribute their health effects to sulfur dioxide exposure alone Additionally, exercising asthmatics are 
sensitive to the respiratory effects of low concentrations (0.25 ppm) of sulfur dioxide.” 
http://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/phs/phs.asp?id=251&tid=46 

 

Appendix 2 

BYLAW NO. 2013-21  p.2 

10  Part C, Northwest Sector Plan, Section 9.4, Policy 2.0 is repealed and the following 
substituted: 
“2. At a time before or during the subdivision stage, landowners shall register 
an interest on all residential and potentially affected non-residential 
property titles, in accordance with the following contexts and requirements: 

• Where the land is located within a concept plan area affected by the 1000 m 
IPSCO buffer, as shown on Map 9.1, future lot owners shall be made aware 
of potential noise and emissions associated with this operation; 

 
• Where the land is located within a concept plan area abutting Winnipeg 

Street, as shown on Map 9.1, future lot owners shall be informed of 
potential noise and emissions associated with the CCRL oil upgrader 
facility.” 



March 14, 2013 

 
Office of the City Clerk 
2476 Victoria Avenue 
Regina, SK S4P 3C8 
 
Dear Sir/Madam: 
 
Re: Somerset Official Community Plan Amendments 
 
I submit this letter on behalf of my client, the Rural Municipality of Sherwood, to 
serve as clarification to, and supplementary to, the letter they submitted to the 
City of Regina, dated December 11, 2012. 
 
There are several fundamental premises of planning that concern the RM of 
Sherwood with respect to the Somerset development application and cause them 
to oppose the application for an OCP amendment to accommodate residential 
development on the subject property: 
 

1. The subject land has not been clearly and consistently planned for 
residential development by the City of Regina in its official planning 
documents, hence, the need for this OCP amendment application. 
However, adjacent land in the RM of Sherwood has been planned jointly 
by Regina and Sherwood for heavy industrial development for many 
decades as formalized in policy in the Sherwood-Regina Planning District 
Development Plan. The RM of Sherwood OCP, recently approved by the 
Minister of Municipal Relations, strengthens policies of continued support 
for industrial uses along Inland Drive, north of the proposed development. 

 
2. The subject land is zoned Urban Holding District intended for orderly 

transition into compatible urban development. The proposed higher 
density residential development is not compatible with the future 
industrial development soundly planned and envisioned in the RM of 
Sherwood’s OCP. 
 

3. Industrial land, particularly heavy industrial land, is designated in official 
plans for the purpose of protecting the lands for economic and 
employment uses. Homes in close proximity to industry diminish future 
opportunities for intensive industrial development and expansion due to 
homeowners’ ultimate objection to the inevitable physical impacts of 
these businesses, including noise, fog, dust, excessive light, truck and rail 
traffic, smells, and potential air quality influences. 
 

 

1558 Wilson Place 

Winnipeg, 

Manitoba Canada 

R3T 0Y4 

Telephone: 

(204) 453-2301 

Fax 

(204) 452-4412 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Dillon Consulting 

Limited 



4. In community planning, rail lines serve as a boundary between residential 
neighbourhoods and adjacent industrial and economic lands. Commercial 
and naturalized areas are often used as buffers too. This planning 
principle should be applied in the City of Regina. A new neighbourhood 
bounded by the rail line on one side and surrounded by heavy industrial 
uses on all other sides isolates and marginalizes a living environment, 
often resulting in a ‘ghetto effect’ for a neighbourhood.  
 

5. Buffers from industrial uses for residential uses must be entirely 
accommodated within the City of Regina and there must not be an onus 
on the RM of Sherwood to diminish the long-planned availability of 
industrial land in the vicinity of this designated industrial area. In 
particular, EVRAS is a well-established facility and requires a significant 
buffer setback to residential areas (at least 1km). The Co-op Refinery will 
also be impacted by close proximity of residential development. 
 

6. Finally, the RM of Sherwood would like a fair approach to planning 
process between the two jurisdictions wherein Regina engages Sherwood 
inasmuch as the reverse is expected for development at the edge of the 
city. The meeting of city and country values should be addressed with an 
equal opportunity for both to discuss and concur with development in the 
fringe area of Regina, both inside and outside the city’s boundary. In the 
case of the Somerset development, this opportunity was not openly 
provided to Sherwood outside of the formal statutory process. 
 

Thank you for your consideration of these matters. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Jacqueline East, MCIP 
Planner 
 
 
cc Ms. Rachel Kunz, Administrator, RM of Sherwood 
 Council, RM of Sherwood 
 Honourable Jim Reiter, Minister of Government Relations 
 Mr. Ralph Leibel, Executive Director, Community Planning  
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March 18, 2013 
 
 
 
To: His Worship the Mayor 
 and Members of City Council 
 
Re: Supplemental Report - Somerset Official Community Plan Amendments (RPC12-82) 

 
RECOMMENDATION OF THE REGINA PLANNING COMMISSION  
- FEBRUARY 13, 2013 
 
This report be received and filed. 
 
 
REGINA PLANNING COMMISSION – FEBRUARY 13, 2013 
 
Michael Cotcher, City Planner, made a PowerPoint presentation, a copy of which is on file in the 
City Clerk's Office. 
 
The Commission adopted a resolution that this report be forwarded to City Council for 
information.  
 
Councillors:  Jerry Flegel, Shawn Fraser and Mike O’Donnell; Commissioners:  David Edwards, 
Phil Evans, Ron Okumura, Phil Selenski and Laureen Snook were present during consideration 
of this report by the Regina Planning Commission. 
 
 
The Regina Planning Commission, at its meeting held on February 13, 2013, considered the 
following report from the Administration: 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
1. That this report be forwarded to City Council for information. 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
The information provided in this report supplements information outlined in report item  
RPC12-82, respecting the proposed “Somerset” development, which was submitted to the 
Regina Planning Commission (RPC) at its December 5, 2012 meeting. Considering the 
additional information provided herein, relating to industrial and rail line proximity issues, the 
Administration concurs with its original recommendation that amendments to the Official 
Community Plan (OCP) be undertaken to accommodate the proposed development. 
Administration’s recommendation is based on the following considerations: 
 
§ the Risk Assessment prepared for the Consumers’ Co-operative Refineries Limited (CCRL) 

expansion concludes that the probable degree of risk, associated with the scenarios examined 
(e.g. “major incidents”) would be at a low and acceptable level; 

§ upgrades to the CCRL complex are anticipated to result in decreased emission rates and it is 
hoped nuisance odour concerns, relative to present day levels; 
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§ the level of risk following the expansion is not expected to be any greater than what existed 
prior to the expansion. 

§ The subject property may be regarded as the final phase of an existing community and other 
areas around the complex can be reserved for non-residential uses with appropriate buffers. 

§ Map 2.3 of the OCP recognizes the subject property as a potential residential growth area 
§ Though the concept plan and development approval processes, appropriate rail buffer 

setbacks can be applied. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
At the December 5, 2012 meeting, Administration submitted a report to the RPC recommending 
approval of amendments to the OCP in order to accommodate the proposed residential 
development of “Somerset”. At that meeting, RPC directed Administration to return, at the 
February 13, 2013 RPC meeting, with the following: 
 
§ Clarification regarding a letter submitted by the Ministry of the Environment (MoE). 
§ Copies of the MoE letter and December 5 RPC submissions. 
§ Information and clarification regarding: potential risk implications associated with, and 

potential setback buffers for, CCRL and adjacent railway operations. 
 
This report provides an item-by-item response to each of the issues outlined by the RPC through 
its December 5 motion, and includes the following additional information:  letters from the 
CCRL operators, the RM of Sherwood (RM), the Regina Qu’Appelle Health Region and the 
applicant. The CCRL letter was submitted in 2011, but was not included with the original report. 
The RM and Health Region letters were submitted after the December 5 RPC meeting, as were 
the two letters from the applicant, which respond to the MoE and Health Region letters.  
 
DISCUSSION 
 
1. RPC 

Motion 
1. This report be referred to the Administration for a report to the February 2013 

Regina Planning Commission meeting that considers:  
 

2. RPC 
Motion 

a. Information provided in the letter submitted to the City of Regina on 
December 4, 2012 by the Saskatchewan Ministry of Environment; 
 

Admin. 
Response 

The Ministry of Environment (MoE) has stated, in its letter dated December 4, 
2012, that, based on the CCRL Risk Assessment and “…complaints related to 
odour and residents with chemical sensitivities…” (see Appendix A-2) they do 
not endorse the proposed Somerset development. However, the MoE has also 
conceded that approval authority respecting the proposed residential development 
rests with the City.  
 
It should be noted that, through a circulation and review process carried out by 
the City in 2010, the MoE provided comments respecting the proposed 
development. In its 2010 comments, the MoE did not express any opposition to 
the proposed development, but did suggest that resolution respecting potential 
nuisance complaints “will lie with the manner in which air emissions from the 
refinery are dealt with”. The MoE, therefore, did not indicate any opposition to 
the proposed development through its original comments submitted. 
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In follow-up correspondence, following the December 5 RPC meeting, the MoE 
reiterated its position of opposition noted in the December 4 letter, but also 
confirmed that: 
 
”The expansion did not increase risk of facility operations significantly, as many 
of the risks outlined within the Major Hazards Risk Assessment report would 
have been present whether the facility went through an expansion or not.  In fact, 
certain upgrades related to the expansion are anticipated to decrease emission 
rates on certain parameters, once in operation, and the Ministry is hopeful that 
these upgrades may decrease nuisance odour concerns.” 
 
The MoE does hold the right to provide input into public consultation processes, 
the central role of the Ministry, as it relates to this issue, is with their approval 
authority respecting the CCRL expansion.  The Ministry approved the expansion 
notwithstanding the existence of adjacent residential neighbourhoods situated in 
closer proximity to the CCRL complex than the subject property and that the 
subject property was earmarked by the City for future residential development. 
Furthermore, it is the role of the Ministry to regulate emissions associated with 
the complex and to demand good environmental stewardship, especially where an 
expansion is allowed to occur adjacent to an established residential area. 
 
In addition to the MoE’s concerns, the Qu’Appelle Health Region, through a 
letter submitted after the December 5 RPC meeting (see Appendix A-2), also 
advises that the subject property not be used for residential purposes due to 
potential “…public concerns arising from issues such as; odours, noise, 
dusting…”. Should the City opt to approve the development, the Health 
Authority advises that disclosure of potential issues be provided to future 
developers, which is an undertaking the City also intends to require, and that the 
applicant has committed to carry out. 
 
The Administration appreciates the concerns of the MoE and Heath Region; 
however, it is recognized that the City does not have a defined threshold for 
regulating nuisance issues in this instance. Furthermore, complaint instances can 
be mitigated by requiring that a caveat be placed on all land titles warning 
prospective lot buyers of the potential nuisance issue, as per the recommendations 
of both the MoE and the Health Region.  
 

3. RPC 
Motion 

b. Clarification of the phrase “not significant risk to surrounding properties in 
close proximity to the refinery” as it appears at the end of paragraph 3 on page 
3 of the report; 

 
Admin. 
Response 

The focus of the CCRL Risk Assessment was on the probability of fatality to 
adjacent residents as a result of a “major incident”, such as an explosion and/ or 
major release of gas, etc, occurring within the CCRL complex. The Risk 
Assessment concluded that the probability of risk (fatality) associated with a major 
incident would be very low. This report, therefore, provides a correction to 
previous Administration comments, by clarifying that the risk assessment looked at 
human fatalities as opposed to property damage or nuisance issues. 

4. RPC 
Motion 

c. Further detail with respect to risk assessments undertaken by CCRL and CP 
Rail; 
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Admin. 
Response 

CCRL Assessment 
 
The CCRL Risk Assessment looked at the possibility of fatality from major 
incidents, and did not focus on nuisance or property damage, etc. Although the 
Risk Assessment did not examine level of nuisance, it is reasonable to conclude 
that regular emissions associated with everyday operations of the complex will 
continue to be an issue with a small number of adjacent residents, as the City, the 
Ministry of the Environment and the CCRL operators have received complaints 
relating to this. (See MoE and CCRL letters attached as Appendix A-2.) 
 
As noted above, it is a conclusion of the Risk Assessment, that risk associated 
with CCRL is at a low and acceptable level and the expansion will not likely 
result in any increased level of risk or nuisance due to expected upgrades. 
 
Rail Assessment 
 
A rail risk assessment was undertaken in 2010 by a consultant, on behalf of the 
applicant, in order to ascertain the probable level of risk associated with train 
incidents (e.g. release of toxic gas caused by derailment). The risk assessment 
was based on a qualitative study “…to define the relevant risk factors and their 
possible risk impacts and to indicate whether the land is likely to be ‘suitable for 
the uses intended’ by the developer.” Due to limited information relating to the 
movement and frequency of movements of dangerous goods on this track, the 
study makes assumptions based on probable scenarios. Based on available 
information, the study made the following conclusions: 
 
§ “Unless the rail characteristics are much more risky than suggested here, it is 

likely that the lands can be developed generally as described above in terms 
of land use and density, to meet Regina risk acceptability criteria.”  

 
It appears that the risk assessment consultant assumes that a 1:1,000,000 risk 
threshold (that is, “one chance in a million”) is the “Regina risk acceptability 
criteria”. The City has not adopted an acceptable level of risk standard; however, 
it is suggested in the report that a 1:1,000,000 risk threshold is commonly used to 
define acceptable risk level.  
 
It is also stated in the report that: 
 
§ “One can also note that directly south of the proposed development, on the 

SW side of the railway, there is a development [Kensington Greens] abutting 
the railway ROW, or very close to it. If this development location was based 
on correct risk considerations, there should be no greater risk setback 
requirement for the subject property.” 

 
The applicant’s engineering consultants have recently indicated that, through 
their research, trains using the adjacent rail line are generally involved with 
moving scrap metal and other material from EVRAZ. Although this information 
has not been substantiated, CP Rail did not indicate or flag, in the comments they 
previously submitted respecting Somerset and Kensington Greens, that the 
subject rail line is particularly hazardous or a dangerous goods corridor. 
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Given the information noted above, and the fact that the City has previously 
approved residential next to the subject rail line, Administration is comfortable 
that the rail proximity issue can be addressed by applying the appropriate 
setbacks.  
 

5. RPC 
Motion 

d. More information with respect to buffer strips for CCRL; and more 
information with respect to rail line buffers in relation to other rail line buffers 
within the city. 

 
Admin. 
Response 

CCRL Buffer 
 
As per the RPC’s direction, Administration has examined the issue of 
establishing a buffer zone between the CCRL complex and adjacent residential, 
as no such regulatory buffer currently exists, as it does for EVRAZ (1 km). 
Should the City wish to impose a regulatory buffer zone around the CCRL 
complex, Administration suggests that a “tailor made” solution be undertaken, as 
was done with EVRAZ, as most developments have unique operations and off-
site impacts, and it appears that no applicable provincial guidelines exist. An 
examination of buffer setbacks used elsewhere to separate residential from heavy 
industrial reveals a range of applications, which may reflect unique contexts and 
issues: Strathcona County, AB - 3 km; Australia - 2 km; Winnipeg, MB - 100 m. 
The CCRL operators, it should be noted, prefer a setback of at least 1.5 km 
(Appendix A-1 illustrates various buffer scenarios.) 
 
Based on the following considerations, Administration concludes that 
establishing a regulatory buffer zone, in this instance, is not necessary: 
 
§ There is currently a separation distance of 1km between the property line of 

the subject property and the nearest major structure associated with the CCRL 
complex, as shown on Appendix A-1. 

§ the CCRL Risk Assessment concludes that the probable degree of risk, 
associated with the scenarios examined (e.g. “major incidents”) would be at a 
low and acceptable level; 

§ upgrades to the CCRL complex are anticipated to result in decreased emission 
rates and it is hoped nuisance odour concerns, relative to present day levels 
affecting existing residential; 

§ the level of risk following the expansion is not expected to be any greater than 
what existed prior to the expansion. 

§ Map 2.3 of the OCP recognizes the subject property as a potential residential 
growth area. 

§ The subject property may be regarded as the final phase of an existing 
community and other areas around the complex can be reserved for non-
residential uses with appropriate buffers. 

§ Existing residential (Uplands and Kensington Greens) is already located in 
closer proximity to the CCRL complex than the subject property. 

 
In lieu of establishing a buffer zone at this time, Administration recommends that 
the proposed OCP amendments, as outlined in report item RPC12-82, be 
approved and that, through the new OCP, the balance of land adjacent to the 
CCRL be reserved for non-residential purposes.  
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Rail Buffers 
 
In terms of appropriate setbacks for rail lines, and the standards the City normally 
employs, the following information is provided: 
 
§ City only has policy and regulation relating to setbacks from mainlines, which 

is 300 m (OCP s. 5.11e).  
§ Setbacks employed along other branch lines in other areas of the City: 

o McCarthy Park: 20m from dwelling to railway property line 
o Uplands: 15m from dwelling to railway property line 
o Kensington: 15m landscaped berm/buffer from the railway property 

§ A report respecting setbacks for rail lines, prepared for the Federation of 
Canadian Municipalities and the Railway Association of Canada, 
recommends: 15m from dwelling and railway property line (branch lines). 

§ CP rail prefers: 30m with a berm from dwelling and railway property line. 
§ City of Saskatoon: 30m setback 
 
Through the concept plan and development processes, the City can ensure 
appropriate setbacks are maintained, and are confident the subject property can 
accommodate appropriate setbacks needed. 
 

6. RPC 
Motion 

2. That a copy of the letter from the Saskatchewan Ministry of Environment be 
provided to members of Regina Planning Commission for further review.  

Admin. 
Response 

Attached as Appendix A-2 

7. RPC 
Motion 

3. That copies of the presentations by CCRL and the Earth King be provided to 
members of Regina Planning Commission for further review.  

Admin. 
Response 

Attached as Appendix A-3 

8. RPC 
Motion 

4. That the Manager of Environmental Engineering be present at the February 
meeting to answer questions with respect to environmental implications.  

 
Admin. 
Response 

N/A 

 
RECOMMENDATION IMPLICATIONS 
 
Financial Implications 
 
None with respect to this report.  
 
Environmental Implications 
 
None with respect to this report.  
 
Strategic Implications 
 
None with respect to this report.  
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Other Implications 
 
None with respect to this report.  
 
Accessibility Implications 
 
None with respect to this report.  
 
COMMUNICATIONS 
 
The RM of Sherwood submitted a letter (see Appendix A-2) after the December 5, 2012 RPC 
meeting stating their opposition to the proposed development due to potential incompatibility 
between proposed residential and potential future industrial on adjacent lands in the RM. The 
RM, in their aforementioned letter, also recommended a number of revisions to the proposed 
land-use concept. There are a few considerations regarding the RM comments: 
 
§ The future land-use map of the existing District Plan recognizes adjacent lands in the RM as 

future commercial; although, they are currently zoned industrial; 
§ The proposed new RM OCP recognizes adjacent lands in the RM as future industrial; 

however, the City’s OCP already recognizes the subject property as residential; 
§ The City offered to meet with the RM in November 2012 to discuss the proposed Somerset 

development and associated OCP amendments, but did not receive a response; 
§ Comments relating to concept plan technicalities can be addressed through the concept plan 

approval process, should the required OCP amendments be adopted; 
 
The City will continue to communicate with the RM on inter-municipal matters. 
 
DELEGATED AUTHORITY 
 
City Council and Ministerial approval is required for amendments to the OCP pursuant to 
Section 39 of The Planning and Development Act, 2007. 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
REGINA PLANNING COMMISSION 
 
 

 
 
Elaine Gohlke, Secretary 
 
 







 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 



 
 



 



 
 



 
 



 
 
 



 
 
 
 



 
 



 





4MARSH

Scope and Purpose

• To fulfill the consequence modeling requirements of the Ministry of 

Environment, Province of Saskatchewan Environmental Assessment Act to 

complete a “comprehensive major incident risk assessment”

• To fulfill the risk assessment requirements for the City of Regina 

Application for Rezoning and Discretionary Use Approval (CR08-119) to 

conduct a “quantitative major incident hazard assessment of the expanded 

Refinery Complex”

– The risk assessment must follow the intent of the Canadian Society for 

Chemical Engineering guideline, Risk Assessment – Recommended 

Practice for Municipalities and Industry (2004)

5MARSH

Methodology - Process Safety Review

• Process safety review resulted in the analysis of the following:

– Vapour cloud explosions 

– Process unit fires

– Tank fires

– Boiling Liquid Expanding Vapour Cloud Explosions

– Confined Explosions

– Fireballs / Flash Explosions

– Jet Fires

– Boiler Explosions

– Vessel Disintegration

– Vessel Overpressure

– Toxic gas loss of containment

6MARSH

Individual Risk Evaluation
Major Industrial Accident Council of Canada

7MARSH

Conclusions

• There are effects from fire, explosion, and toxic gas release that can leave 

the Complex site.

– Probabilities of these events are extremely low

• Individual Risk was shown to be at acceptable levels according to the 

CSChE (MIACC) guidelines and current population density.

• Probabilities of persons outside of the site being injured were outside of the 

scope of the risk assessment, but are still very real possibilities.
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March 18, 2013 
 
 
 
To: His Worship the Mayor 
 and Members of City Council 
 
Re: Somerset Official Community Plan Amendments 

 
RECOMMENDATION OF THE REGINA PLANNING COMMISSION  
- FEBRUARY 13, 2013 
 
1. That the proposed amendments to Bylaw 7877 (The Regina Development Plan), as outlined 

in Appendix A-3 of this report, be APPROVED. 
 
2. That the City Solicitor be directed to prepare the necessary bylaw to enact the amendments 

referenced in recommendation 1 of this report. 
 
 
REGINA PLANNING COMMISSION – FEBRUARY 13, 2013 
 
The following addressed the Commission:  
 

− Nancy Sawa; 
− Matt Sawa; 
− Ryan Bender; 
− Ranj Deol, representing Terra Group Investments Inc.; 
− James Pernu, representing McElhanney Consulting Services Ltd., made a PowerPoint 

presentation, a copy of which is on file in the City Clerk's Office; 
− Rob McCurdy, representing McElhanney Consulting Services Ltd.; 
− Bobby Pawar, representing Earth King Investments; and 
− Rick Mitchell, representing Earth King. 

 
The Commission adopted a resolution to concur in the recommendation contained in the report.  
Recommendation #3 does not require City Council approval. 
 
 
Councillors:  Jerry Flegel, Shawn Fraser and Mike O’Donnell; Commissioners:  David Edwards, 
Phil Evans, Ron Okumura, Phil Selenski and Laureen Snook were present during consideration 
of this report by the Regina Planning Commission. 
 
 
The Regina Planning Commission, at its meeting held on February 13, 2013, considered the 
following report from the Administration: 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
1. That the proposed amendments to Bylaw 7877 (The Regina Development Plan), as outlined 

in Appendix A-3 of this report, be APPROVED. 
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2. That the City Solicitor be directed to prepare the necessary bylaw to enact the amendments 

referenced in recommendation 1 of this report. 
 
3. That this report be forwarded to the January 28, 2013 City Council meeting to allow for the 

required public advertising of the proposed amendments to occur. 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
The Official Community Plan (OCP) amendments addressed through this report are intended to 
accommodate the proposed residential development of “Somerset” (“subject property”), which is 
located in the north portion of the Uplands community. City Administration has undertaken a 
review of the development proposal and implications, and conclude that approval of the subject 
OCP amendments, and eventual development of Somerset, will not conflict with prevailing OCP 
policies relating to sustainability, and will not result in substantial burdens being imposed upon 
the City’s servicing capacities or infrastructure. In light of the above, your Administration 
recommends that the OCP amendments outlined in this report, which are intended to recognize 
the subject property as an appropriate location for near-term development, be approved. Should 
the OCP be amended to support the proposed development, a concept plan, which provides a 
detailed solution for land-use and servicing, will have to be submitted to, and approved by, City 
Council before rezoning, subdivision and development is permitted to occur. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
Somerset, is a proposed residential development, which is intended to be located in the north 
portion of the Uplands community, adjacent to the NE side of the CP rail line (see Appendix    
A-1). Although primarily residential in nature, it is proposed, by the applicant, that Somerset 
include a mix of residential densities and types, as well as a neighbourhood park and commercial 
node. The applicant further envisions a residential community reflecting progressive “neo-
traditional” design elements: rear-lane access; landscaped streets; townhouse style dwellings; 
multi-units fronting onto centrally located park (see Appendix A-2). The subject property is 
located on the periphery of the City, and is surrounded by farmland and the RM of Sherwood to 
the north and east, and is bounded, on its SW side, by a CP branch line and the Kensington 
Greens community, which is currently being built-out. The expected population of Somerset 
upon full build-out is approximately 3,200. 
 
In 2004, Council amended the residential growth policies of the OCP by identifying future 
growth areas (“growth stages”) based on a staging (build-out) strategy. These amendments were 
based on the recommendations of the Long Term Residential Growth Study, completed in 2004, 
which identified how much “greenfield” land would be required to accommodate residential 
growth over the long-term; the location for growth, and how it should be phased-in over time. At 
the request of the landowner, Council further amended the OCP in order to identify the subject 
property as a “potential long term growth area”; however, the Long Term Residential Growth 
Study did not contemplate the subject property, and no OCP amendments were undertaken to 
include the subject property in any particular growth stage. (Implications relating to the lack of 
growth stage direction will be discussed later in this Report.) 
 
In 2009, the applicant submitted a concept plan application for the subject property, which was 
subjected to a technical review by City Administration. As a result of the technical review, the 
City identified several issues relating to the development of the subject property, and directed the 
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applicant to resolve these issues as prerequisite for approval support. In terms of issues 
identified, of significant concern was the expansion of the Consumer’s Co-op Refinery Limited 
(CCRL) facility, and the potential impact the expansion might have on the residential viability of 
adjacent lands. Other issues identified included: potential risks associated with rail line 
proximity; emergency vehicle access; traffic connectivity; transit and utility servicing.  
 
Although the City accepted the concept plan application in 2009, OCP amendments are required 
prior to concept plan approval. Furthermore, it was required that the aforementioned issues be 
addressed in order to support the residential viability of the subject property, and to substantiate 
the required OCP amendments. Since the initial review of the concept plan submission, the 
issues identified have been substantially addressed to the City’s satisfaction; therefore, your 
Administration is now in a position to support the proposed OCP amendments. Should the OCP 
amendments be adopted, a concept plan may be brought forward, for Council’s consideration, in 
early 2013. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
As noted, amendments to the City’s OCP are required to support concept plan approval for, and 
the development of, the subject property. An amendment to OCP-Part A (Regina Development 
Plan) is required in order to include the subject property in the current growth stage; amendments 
to OCP-Part C (NW Sector Plan) are required in order to accommodate the proposed 
development scenario, as illustrated in Appendix A-2 of this report. The proposed OCP 
amendments, which support the near-term development of the subject property, pending concept 
plan approval, are substantiated through the following analysis summary of the applicable issues. 
 
Utility Servicing 
 
The water and wastewater network required to accommodate development on the subject 
property will tie into the network established for Kensington Greens, which is located directly to 
the SW, via one or more “servicing connections” transecting the CP rail line. It is expected that, 
following upgrades currently being undertaken (i.e. second pressure zone and Rochdale trunk 
extension), the broader network capacity for water and wastewater will be sufficient to 
accommodate the full build-out of both Somerset and Kensington Greens, The onus is on the 
applicant to identify, through their concept plan submission, a servicing strategy that conforms 
with the City’s requirements, and to pay all applicable capital outlay costs for new infrastructure.  
 
In order to help ensure that the requisite servicing connection is established between Somerset 
and Kensington Greens, the proposed OCP amendments addressed herein include a policy 
(Appendix A-3 – text amendment #8) requiring that future concept plans and subdivisions 
address this need. The City has been proactively working with the applicants of both Somerset 
and Kensington Greens to ensure that an appropriate servicing network is established. The 
Somerset concept plan, when submitted, will provide a detailed servicing strategy that reflects a 
negotiated solution for establishing a servicing connection. 
 
Risk/ Nuisance Issues 
 
The subject property is located adjacent to an active rail corridor (CP branch line), and is in 
relatively close proximity to the Evraz (steel manufacturing) and CCRL (petroleum upgrader) 
facilities (see Appendix A-1). Considering the existence of the aforementioned operations, the 
City indicated to the applicant that Administrative support of the development proposal would 
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require risk assessments for both rail line and CCRL proximity. Proximity to Evraz, it should be 
noted, is not considered a significant issue, as the site is outside of the one kilometre buffer zone 
for this facility, which was established in order to mitigate negative impacts, such as noise and 
light pollution, affecting adjacent residential communities. The risk assessments have been 
completed; the following is a summary of potential implications: 
 
CCRL Risk: The proposed development area is within relatively close proximity to the CCRL 
facility (approximately 700 metres away), which is a heavy industrial operation that processes oil 
and gas, and produces as a bi-product, emissions in the form of aerial pollutants. In 2008, Council 
considered a discretionary use application for an expansion to the facility, and imposed, as a 
condition of approval, a requirement that the applicant (CCRL) submit a “major incident hazard 
assessment” of the entire refinery complex, including the expansion area. The risk assessment is 
based on worst case scenarios and was carried out by an independent third party and recently 
completed in April 2012. While the report itself is confidential, the high level findings concluded 
that there is not significant risk to surrounding properties in close proximity to the refinery. 
 
Notwithstanding the probable absence of risk to adjacent residential areas, the facility may pose as 
a nuisance to individuals who react sensitively to the aerial emissions produced through daily 
operations. Although it is generally desirable to locate new development away from nuisance 
sources, it is difficult to ascertain, at this point, the level or degree of nuisance that can be 
expected; furthermore, the City does not have policies defining what an unacceptable level of 
nuisance is, and this issue tends to be perceived subjectively. In order to partially address this issue, 
the OCP amendments addressed through this report include a proposed policy that will require 
the developer to register, on title, a notice to lot purchasers respecting the proximity of the CCRL 
facility. It should be noted that the CCRL facility operators oppose the development of 
residential on the subject property due to the proximity and possibility of complaints. 
 
Rail Risk: A partial risk assessment was undertaken by a professional consultant in order to 
ascertain the probable level of risk associated with train accidents or incidents. The rail risk 
assessment submitted did not include a detailed examination based on the typical cargo 
transported by the trains utilizing this particular track; therefore, a complete understanding of 
risk potential is lacking. Using information at their disposal, the authors of the risk assessment 
conclude that the proximity of the rail line likely does not pose a significant risk; however, a 
caveat is added that more information regarding typical cargo would be required in order to 
make a full assessment.  
It should also be noted that the City approved the development of Kensington Greens, and 
imposed a setback of 15 m from the rail corridor. (15 m is the setback distance between 
residential and branch lines, recommended through a report prepared for the FCM and the 
Railway Association of Canada.) 
 
Emergency Response 
 
Through the City’s review of the proposed concept plan, the issue of providing adequate 
emergency services was identified, as Winnipeg Street serves as the only existing point of entry 
into the proposed development due to the presence of the rail corridor, which effectively severs 
Somerset from Kensington Greens. As a response to this issue, the applicant revised their 
development concept to include a corridor for a secondary emergency vehicle connection, which 
corresponds to a corridor necessary for the transmission of utility infrastructure between Somerset 
and Kensington Greens. As a further measure of safety, the City will encourage the applicant to 
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supply additional levels of fire suppression (e.g. sprinkler systems), beyond what is normally 
required by City and Provincial (safety code) standards. 
 
Growth Management 
 
The City’s OCP includes growth management policies, which are intended to direct new 
development in a controlled, efficient and beneficial manner. The OCP directs future growth by 
identifying specific areas for near-term (235,000 population), medium-term (300,000 population) 
and long-term (beyond 300,000 population) development. Currently, the City is operating within 
the 235,000 growth stage, which means that lands identified in the OCP for this population target 
(see OCP Map 4.1) should be developed before lands are identified for the next phases of growth 
(300,000 and +300,000). In order to properly evaluate the merit of proposed new residential 
subdivisions or communities on the City’s periphery, it is necessary to determine the location of 
the property relative to the applicable stages of growth. 
 
In 2004, at the request of the landowner, Council amended the OCP by identifying the subject 
property as a future residential growth area (see OCP Map 2.3); however, the OCP was not 
further amended in order to include the subject property within a particular growth stage, as 
additional work was required in order to address the issues outlined in this Report. Based on the 
proposed concept plan, the inclusion of Somerset would result in an additional 55 ha. of land and 
an estimated population of 3,200 being added to the current growth stage. 
 
Although the subject property is not recognized in the OCP as forming part of the current growth 
stage, your Administration suggests that adding Somerset to the current growth stage, through 
the attached OCP amendments, would be appropriate for the following reasons: 
 
§ The land area and population numbers contemplated in the OCP, which are intended to 

accommodate the current growth stage, are based on “best case scenarios”, assuming all 
identified land is actually developed, and where anticipated population targets are met. In 
reality, not all identified land will necessarily be developed in the near-term. For instance, it 
was anticipated that the “Riverside” lands (City owned lands adjacent to the Riverside 
Cemetery) would accommodate a portion of the current growth stage population; however, 
there are no immediate plans to develop these lands at this time. Including Somerset in the 
current growth stage will allow additional opportunities for the current growth stage 
population targets to be met, recognizing that some of the existing identified lands may not 
be fully developed.  

 
§ The subject property constitutes a likely terminus of residential development in this area of 

the City due to the proximity of adjacent industrial activity in the RM and City NE industrial 
area, and may be regarded as the final segment or extension of the Uplands/ Kensington 
Greens communities. Because no further extension of residential development beyond the 
subject property is currently envisioned, issues relating to growth management are less 
substantial with the subject property as they would be for other residential growth areas. 
Furthermore, no significant issues with servicing the subject property have been identified. 

 
§ When the OCP was amended in 2004 to recognize the subject property as a future residential 

growth area, no additional amendments were undertaken in order to apply a particular stage 
of growth to the subject property. In other words, the City does not have any policy direction 
for determining when it is appropriate to develop the subject property. Because policy 
direction regarding development timing, in this instance, is absent, Administration’s rationale 
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for supporting the proposed development, at this time, is based on servicing and growth 
management considerations, as noted in this Report. 

 
§ Residential vacancy in the City is currently very low and it is becoming increasingly 

challenging for supply to accommodate demand; therefore, the proposed development may 
help alleviate the housing shortage issue. Furthermore, because the applicants are proposing a 
variety of housing types, the proposed development may help accommodate the demand for 
smaller units and rental units, as well as units located in closed proximity to the industrial 
employment areas of the NE part of the City. 

 
For the reasons noted above, your Administration recommends supporting the attached 
amendments to the OCP, which will result in the current stage of growth being applied to the 
subject property.  
 
RECOMMENDATION IMPLICATIONS 
 
Financial Implications 
 
All development and servicing costs internal to the site will be the responsibility of the 
developer, while external infrastructure costs may be shared between the City, developer, and a 
combination of the two established through future servicing agreements. The high level estimates 
for external servicing costs undertaken by City staff during the technical review revealed that the 
Somerset area would be relatively inexpensive to service, thus making better use of the extension 
of services to Kensington Greens. 
 
Environmental Implications 
 
The subject property is located atop a high sensitivity aquifer zone; however, the proposed land-
uses, if properly developed, and are not considered incompatible with this natural feature. 
Through the concept plan process, an environmental assessment will be submitted, and issues 
associated with the natural environment, if any, will be addressed. Issues associated with the 
built-environment (e.g. industrial off-site impacts) were addressed elsewhere in this Report.  
 
Strategic Implications 
 
The subject property is located immediately adjacent to the planned community of Kensington 
Greens; although, separated by a branch rail line. Because the proposed development will benefit 
from, and contribute towards, the extension of planned infrastructure into this area (i.e. Rochdale 
sub-trunk extension and installation of second water pressure zone), and is contiguous to existing 
development, no significant issues of a strategic nature have been identified. 
 
Other Implications 
 
None with respect to this report. 
 
Accessibility Implications 
 
None with respect to this report. 
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COMMUNICATIONS 
 
Through its review process, the City circulated the proposed Somerset concept plan to internal 
and external agencies for comment. Notably, the City received comments from CP Rail and the 
CCRL: both of these operators expressed concern with the proposed residential development: 
 
§ CP Rail provides routine caveats respecting the location of new residential adjacent to its rail 

corridors, and generally prefers a minimum setback distance of 30 m, as well as a berm; 
§ The CCRL operators expressed opposition towards the proposed residential development due 

to the possible nuisance factor and perceived level of incompatibility. 
 
As indicated earlier in the report, these issues have been addressed to the City's satisfaction. 
 
Notification regarding this RPC report and meeting was provided to the CCRL, RM of Sherwood 
and the applicant for Kensington Greens; any amendments to the OCP, undertaken by Council, 
must be subjected to an advertised public hearing. Furthermore, the concept plan approval 
process will include an open house event (scheduled for November 20, 2012), as well as 
consideration of the proposed concept plan by the RPC and Council. Through the November 20 
open house, the public will be made aware of this agenda item and proposed OCP amendments. 
 
DELEGATED AUTHORITY 
 
City Council and Ministerial approval is required for amendments to the OCP pursuant to 
Section 39 of The Planning and Development Act, 2007. 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
REGINA PLANNING COMMISSION 
 
 

 
 
Elaine Gohlke, Secretary 
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APPENDIX A-3 
Somerset OCP Amendments 

 
Somerset OCP Text Amendments 

 
1 Amend Table 4.1 of OCP-Part A by adding as a note, at the bottom of the page, which links to the 

title “Land Area and Population”, the following: 
 
* Note: The numbers outlined in Table 4.1 are approximate, and it is recognized that not all of the 
identified areas may be developed, or built-out to expected population. 
 

2 Replace Table 3.0 of OCP-Part C with the following: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

New Residential Area Land Area (Ha) Projected Population 
1 70 3,100 
2 88 4,700 
3 

425 18,700 
4 
5 60 2,600 
6 

TOTAL 643 29,100 

3 Amend Section 3.1 of OCP-Part C as follows (bold font = additions; strikethroughs = deletions): 
 
2.   North of Uplands. 
 
     This area small parcel of land within City limits does not warrant a new neighbourhood due to its 

limited size and would be an extension of the Uplands community. Residential development 
within this area is restricted to the north by the IPSCO buffer. [2007-90] Because of its isolation 
with respect to other new development and limited size, this area will not be subject to 
development phasing.  This area will tie directly into the services of Uplands community 
Phasing of development will correspond to the logical extension of servicing infrastructure. 

 
4 Amend Section 3.2 by adding the following as Policy 4.0: 

 
4.   Medium density housing may include low rise multi-unit buildings (e.g. 3 storey “walk-ups”). 
 

5 Amend Section 4.0, 4th bullet, as follows (bold font = additions; strikethroughs = deletions): 
 
• Development of two local commercial sites at the intersection of Courtney Street and Rochdale 

Boulevard, and one local commercial site adjacent to Winnipeg Street, north of 12th Avenue 
North. 

 
6 Amend Policy l.0 of Section 4.0 as follows (bold font = additions; strikethroughs = deletions): 

 
To restrict future commercial development, other than highway commercial and local commercial, 
to arterial intersections along Rochdale Boulevard. 
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7 Amend Section 4.0 by adding the following as Policy 7.0: 
 
7. Local commercial development, in the form of a small-scale neighbourhood commercial node, 

may be supported adjacent to Winnipeg Street, north of 12th Avenue North (refer to Map 4.0); 
however, and notwithstanding any other part of this Plan, should a commercial node not be 
viable in this location, the City may allow, as a substitute, an appropriate mix of residential 
densities and types. 

8 Amend Section 8.1 by adding the following as Policy 5.0: 
 
5. The City may require, through the concept plan or subdivision process, that water and waste-

water networks developed for the lands north of Uplands include a servicing connection 
corridor that transects the CP rail line, and that corresponds to a practical servicing solution, 
which allows for convenient development and servicing of lands on both sides of the rail line, in 
accordance with the potential location outlined on Map 8.1, or an alternate location, as 
required by the City.  
 

9 Amend Section 9.4 by replacing Policy 2.0 with the following: 
 
 At a time before or during the subdivision stage, landowners shall register an interest on all 
residential and potentially affected non-residential property titles, in accordance with the following 
contexts and requirements: 
 
•••• Where the land is located within a concept plan area affected by the 1000 m IPSCO buffer, as 

shown on Map 9.1, future lot owners shall be made aware of potential noise and emissions 
associated with this operation; 

•••• Where the land is located within a concept plan area abutting Winnipeg Street, as shown on 
Map 9.1, future lot owners hall be informed of potential noise and emissions associated with the 
CCRL oil upgrader facility 

 
10 Amend Section 10.4 by replacing the 7th paragraph (“Not Subject to Development Phasing”) with 

the following: 
 

Not Subject to Development Phasing 
 
The area north of Uplands will consist, primarily, of limited residential development, and may 
include a small-scale local commercial node, and may be viewed as an extension of the Uplands 
community. This area is generally isolated from other developing areas in the northwest sector; 
therefore, will not be subjected to this staging plan. However, phasing of development, if 
required by the City, will be in accordance with an approved concept plan, and will correspond 
to the logical extension of servicing infrastructure. 
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Somerset OCP Map Amendments 
 

11 Replace Map 4.1 of OCP-Part A with the following version in order to include Somerset lands 
within the 235,000 growth scenario: 
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12 Replace Map 3.0 of OCP-Part C with the following version in order to include Somerset lands as 
part of “Uplands Extension”: 
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13 Replace Map 3.1 of OCP-Part C with the following version in order to indicate applicable Somerset 
residential densities and land-uses: 
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14 Replace Map 4.0 of OCP-Part C with the following version in order to indicate location of Somerset 
local commercial node: 
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15 Replace Map 8.1 of OCP-Part C with the following version in order to indicate the approximate 
location of a potential servicing connection corridor, which transects the CP rail line within the 
North of Uplands area: 
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16 Replace Map 9.1 of OCP-Part C with the following version in order to indicate location of Somerset 
concept plan area, as well as 1000 m IPSCO buffer superimposed on Somerset concept plan area: 
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17 Replace Map 10.1 of OCP-Part C with the following version in order to identify Somerset area as an 
area “Not Subject to Development Phasing”, as per the Map 10.1 legend: 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 



CR13-41  
 

March 18, 2013 
 
 
To: His Worship the Mayor 
 and Members of City Council 
 
Re: Application for Zoning Bylaw Amendment (12-Z-29) 

1902 Heseltine Road, Parcel A, Riverbend 

 
RECOMMENDATION OF THE REGINA PLANNING COMMISSION  
- FEBRUARY 13, 2013 
 
1. That the application to rezone 1902 Heseltine Road (Parcel A, Plan No. 101550406 and a 

portion of SW 1/4 22-17-19 W2M) within the Riverbend Concept Plan Area, as shown on the 
attached plan of proposed subdivision (See Attachment A-3.1), from UH - Urban Holding to 
R1-Residential Detached, be APROVED. 

 
2. That the City Solicitor be directed to prepare the necessary bylaw to authorize the respective 

Zoning Bylaw amendment. 
 
 
REGINA PLANNING COMMISSION – FEBRUARY 13, 2013 
 
The following addressed the Commission:  
 

− Lauren Miller, City Planner, made a PowerPoint presentation, a copy of which is on file 
in the City Clerk's Office; and 

− Katherine Godwin, representing AECOM on behalf of Cindercrete Products. 
 
The Commission adopted a resolution to concur in the recommendation contained in the report. 
Recommendation #3 does not require City Council approval. 
 
 
Councillors:  Shawn Fraser and Mike O’Donnell; Commissioners:  David Edwards, Phil Evans, 
Ron Okumura, Phil Selenski and Laureen Snook were present during consideration of this report 
by the Regina Planning Commission. 
 
 
The Regina Planning Commission, at its meeting held on February 13, 2013, considered the 
following report from the Administration: 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
1. That the application to rezone 1902 Heseltine Road (Parcel A, Plan No. 101550406 and a 

portion of SW 1/4 22-17-19 W2M) within the Riverbend Concept Plan Area, as shown on the 
attached plan of proposed subdivision (See Attachment A-3.1), from UH - Urban Holding to 
R1-Residential Detached, be APROVED. 
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2. That the City Solicitor be directed to prepare the necessary bylaw to authorize the respective 

Zoning Bylaw amendment. 
 
3. That this report be forwarded to the March 18, 2013 City Council meeting, which will allow 

sufficient time for advertising of the required public notices for the respective bylaws. 
 

CONCLUSION 
 

• The applicant proposes to rezone the subject property to accommodate:  
• Low-Density Residential through  R1-Residential Detached zoning 
• Lands are currently zoned UH-Urban Holding  
• Located within the Riverbend Subdivision  

 
The proposed rezoning is compliant with the approved concept plan for this area. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
A Zoning Bylaw amendment application has been submitted concerning the property at1902 
Heseltine Road.  The Concept Plan for Riverbend was  amended by City Council on October 3, 
2011.   
 
This application is being considered pursuant to Regina Zoning Bylaw No. 9250, Regina 
Development Plan Bylaw No. 7877 (Official Community Plan -OCP), and The Planning and 
Development Act, 2007. 
 
The related subdivision application is being considered concurrently in accordance with Bylaw 
No. 2003-3, by which subdivision approval authority has been delegated to the Administration.  
A copy of the plan of proposed subdivision is attached for reference purposes only. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
Zoning and Land Use Details 
The applicant proposes to create ten lots for the development of detached dwellings.   
 
The R1 Zone aligns with the low-density residential designation approved for this area of the 
Riverbend concept plan. 
 
The associated subdivision application also includes a dedicated walkway that will provide 
future residents with direct access to the park lands located immediately east of the subject 
property. 
 
Land Description Description of 

Development 
Current Zone Proposed Zone 

Parcel A, Plan No.101550406 and Part of 
SW 1/4 22-17-19 W2M 

Low-Density 
Residential 

UH-Urban Holding R1-Residential 
Detached 

 
Surrounding land uses include dedicated municipal reserve land to the east, a stormwater 
retention pond to the north and high density residential to the south, with future plans for high-
density residential to the west. 
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The proposed development is consistent with the purpose and intent of the R1 with respect to: 

 
• Permitting the development of detached dwelling units in suburban areas of the city. 

 
RECOMMENDATION IMPLICATIONS 
 
Financial Implications  
 
Capital funding to provide municipal infrastructure that is required for subdivision and 
development in the concept plan area will be the sole responsibility of the developer. The 
municipal infrastructure that is built and funded by the developer will become the City’s 
responsibility to operate and maintain through future budgets. 
 
Any infrastructure that is deemed eligible for Servicing Agreement Fee funding will be funded 
by the City of Regina in accordance with the Administration of Servicing Agreements Fees and 
Development Levies policy. Utility charges are applied to the costs of water, sewer and storm 
drainage services. 
 
Transit services have been considered for Heseltine Road and Tregarva Drive.  With future plans 
for additional high density development for this area, some Transit service operating on Quance 
Street may be shifted to Heseltine as the area continues to develop.  However, there is no 
timeline for this service to be implemented. 
 
Environmental Implications  
 
None with respect to this report. 
 
Policy/Strategic Implications  
 
The proposal is consistent with the policies contained within Part A: Policy Plan of Regina 
Development Plan, Bylaw No. 7877 (Official Community Plan) with respect to: 
 

• Section 7.1.a.– To accommodate the demand for a variety of housing types throughout 
the city. 

 
The addition of low-density residential to this concept plan area would increase the mix of 
housing types in an area that has experienced predominantly high and medium density 
development in recent years. 
 
The proposal is also consistent with the policies contained in Part D – Southwest Sector Plan, of 
the OCP with respect to: 
 

• Section 5.2.c.– Residential density with designated low density areas shall not exceed 25 
dwelling units per hectare. 

 
The proposed zoning of R1-Residential Detached only permits the development of detached 
dwelling units, which will ensure the development does not exceed 25 dwelling units per hectare. 
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Other Implications 
 
None with respect to this report. 
 
Accessibility Implications 
 
None with respect to this report. 
 
COMMUNICATIONS 
 
Public notification signage posted on:  January 14, 2013 
Will be published in the Leader Post on: March 1 and 8, 2013 
Letter sent to immediate property owners N/A 
Public Open House Held N/A 
Number of Public Comments Sheets Received  N/A 
 
No public comments were received. 
 
The applicant and other interested parties will receive written notification of City Council’s 
decision. 
 
DELEGATED AUTHORITY 
 
City Council’s approval is required, pursuant to Part V of The Planning and Development Act, 
2007. 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
REGINA PLANNING COMMISSION 
 
 

 
 
Elaine Gohlke, Secretary 
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BYLAW NO. 2013-16 
 

THE REGINA ZONING AMENDMENT BYLAW, 2013 (No. 9) 
_______________________________________ 

 
THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF REGINA ENACTS AS FOLLOWS: 
 
1 Regina Zoning Bylaw No. 9250 is amended in the manner set forth in this Bylaw. 
 
2 Chapter 19 - Zoning Maps (Map No. 2688) is amended as it pertains to the property 

shown on attached Appendix “A” and legally described and being rezoned as 
follows: 
 

            Land Description: Lots 42-47, Block 286, Plan No. Old 33 
 
 Civic Address: 1755 Hamilton Street 

 
Current Zoning: D-Downtown 
 
Proposed Zoning: C-Contract 
 

3 The City Clerk is authorized to execute under seal the Contract Zone Agreement 
annexed as Appendix “B” and forming part of this Bylaw. 

 
4 This Bylaw comes into force on the date an interest based on the Contract Zone 

Agreement is registered in the Land Registry at Information Services Corporation. 
 
 
READ A FIRST TIME THIS     18th    DAY OF           MARCH 2013 
 

READ A SECOND TIME THIS     18th   DAY OF         MARCH 2013 
 

READ A THIRD TIME AND PASSED THIS     18th    DAY OF         MARCH 2013 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 

Mayor City Clerk (SEAL)

 CERTIFIED A TRUE COPY 
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Appendix “A” 
 
 
Project 12-CZ-8: 
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BYLAW NO. 2013-16 
  

THE REGINA ZONING AMENDMENT BYLAW, 2013 (No. 9) 
 _____________________________________________ 
 
PURPOSE: To amend Regina Zoning Bylaw No. 9250. 
 
ABSTRACT: The proposed zoning bylaw amendment would accommodate 

surface parking lot for a period of three years after which 
time the contract zone would expire and revert back to 
existing zoning standards.   

 
STATUTORY 
AUTHORITY: Section 69 of The Planning and Development Act, 2007 
 
MINISTER’S APPROVAL: N/A 
 
PUBLIC HEARING: Required pursuant to section 207 of The Planning and 

Development Act, 2007 
 
PUBLIC NOTICE: Required pursuant to section 207 of The Planning and 

Development Act, 2007 
 
REFERENCE: Regina Planning Commission Meeting February 13, 2013 

RPC13-12 
  
AMENDS/REPEALS: Amends Regina Zoning Bylaw No. 9250. 
 
CLASSIFICATION: Regulatory 

 
ORIGINATING  Planning Department 
DEPARTMENT: Community Planning and Development 
    
 



BYLAW NO. 2013-17 
 

THE REGINA ZONING AMENDMENT BYLAW, 2013 (No. 10) 
_______________________________________ 

 
THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF REGINA ENACTS AS FOLLOWS: 
 
1 Regina Zoning Bylaw No. 9250 is amended in the manner set forth in this Bylaw. 
 
2 Chapter 19 - Zoning Maps (Map No. 3287) is amended as it pertains to the property 

shown on attached Appendix “A” and legally described and being rezoned as 
follows: 
 

            Land Description: Part of Parcel A, Plan No. 101550406 and part of SW ¼ 
22-17-19-W2M, Plan No. AD 2450 

 
 Civic Address: 1902 Heseltine Road 

 
Current Zoning: UH – Urban Holding 
 
Proposed Zoning: R1 – Residential Detached 
 

3 This Bylaw comes into force on the day of passage. 
 
 
READ A FIRST TIME THIS     18th   DAY OF           MARCH 2013 
 

READ A SECOND TIME THIS     18th   DAY OF         MARCH 2013 
 

READ A THIRD TIME AND PASSED THIS     18th    DAY OF         MARCH 2013 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 

Mayor City Clerk (SEAL)

 CERTIFIED A TRUE COPY 
  

 
 

City Clerk 
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Appendix “A” 
 
Project 12-Z-29: 
 

 



 
 

 

 
ABSTRACT 

 
BYLAW NO. 2013-17 

  
THE REGINA ZONING AMENDMENT BYLAW, 2013 (No.10) 

 _____________________________________________ 
 
PURPOSE: To amend Regina Zoning Bylaw No. 9250. 
 
ABSTRACT: The proposed zoning bylaw amendment rezones a 0.5 ha 

parcel of Lot A and a portion of SW 22-17-19-W2M, Plan 
No. AD2450, from Urban Holding to Residential Detached.  
The intent of the proposed rezoning is to accommodate future 
low-density development with the Riverbend Concept Plan 
Area. 

STATUTORY 
AUTHORITY: Section 46 of The Planning and Development Act, 2007 
 
MINISTER’S APPROVAL: N/A 
 
PUBLIC HEARING: Required pursuant to section 207 of The Planning and 

Development Act, 2007 
 
PUBLIC NOTICE: Required pursuant to section 207 of The Planning and 

Development Act, 2007 
 
REFERENCE: Regina Planning Commission Meeting February 13, 2013 

RPC13-11 
  
AMENDS/REPEALS: Amends Regina Zoning Bylaw No. 9250. 
 
CLASSIFICATION: Regulatory 

 
ORIGINATING  Planning Department 
DEPARTMENT: Community Planning and Development 
    
 



BYLAW NO. 2013-19 
 

THE REGINA ZONING AMENDMENT BYLAW, 2013 (No. 11) 
_______________________________________ 

 
THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF REGINA ENACTS AS FOLLOWS: 
 
1 Regina Zoning Bylaw No. 9250 is amended in the manner set forth in this Bylaw. 
 
2 Chapter 19 - Zoning Maps (Map No. 2687) is amended as it pertains to the property 

shown on attached Appendix “A” and legally described and being rezoned as 
follows: 
 

            Land Description: Lot X, Block 456A, Plan No. 83R18091 
 
 Civic Address: 2370 Elphinstone Street 

 
Current Zoning: PS – Public Service 
 
Proposed Zoning: R1A – Residential Older Neighbourhood Detached 
 

3 This Bylaw comes into force on the day of passage. 
 
 
READ A FIRST TIME THIS     18th   DAY OF           MARCH 2013 
 

READ A SECOND TIME THIS     18th   DAY OF         MARCH 2013 
 

READ A THIRD TIME AND PASSED THIS     18th    DAY OF         MARCH 2013 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 

Mayor City Clerk (SEAL)

 CERTIFIED A TRUE COPY 
  

 
 

City Clerk 
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Appendix “A” 
 
 
Project: 12-Z-28 
 
 

 



 
 

 

 
 

ABSTRACT 
 

BYLAW NO. 2013-19 
  

THE REGINA ZONING AMENDMENT BYLAW, 2013 (No. 11) 
 _____________________________________________ 
 
PURPOSE: To amend Regina Zoning Bylaw No. 9250. 
 
ABSTRACT: The proposed zoning bylaw amendment rezones Lot X from 

Public Service to Residential Older Neighbourhood 
Detached.   

 
STATUTORY 
AUTHORITY: Section 46 of The Planning and Development Act, 2007 
 
MINISTER’S APPROVAL: N/A 
 
PUBLIC HEARING: Required pursuant to section 207 of The Planning and 

Development Act, 2007 
 
PUBLIC NOTICE: Required pursuant to section 207 of The Planning and 

Development Act, 2007 
 
REFERENCE: Regina Planning Commission Meeting February 13, 2013 

RPC13-13 
  
AMENDS/REPEALS: Amends Regina Zoning Bylaw No. 9250. 
 
CLASSIFICATION: Regulatory 

 
ORIGINATING  Planning Department 
DEPARTMENT: Community Planning and Development 
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BYLAW NO. 2013-21  

 
 THE REGINA DEVELOPMENT PLAN AMENDMENT BYLAW, 2013  

_______________________________________ 
 
THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF REGINA ENACTS AS FOLLOWS: 
 
1 The Regina Development Plan Bylaw No. 7877, is hereby amended in the manner 

set forth in this Bylaw. 
 
2 Part A – Policy Plan, Table 4.1 is amended by adding an asterix to the end of the 

title “Land Area Population” and by adding before the existing “**Note:” the 
following note:  

 
*Note:  The numbers outlined in Table 4.1 are approximate, and it is recognized that 
not all of the identified areas may be developed, or built-out to expected population.”  
 

3 Part C, Northwest Sector Plan, Table 3.0 is repealed and the following substituted: 
 
“  

New Residential Area Land Area (Ha) Projected Population 
1 70 3,100 
2 88 4,700 
3 

425 18,700 
4 
5 60 2,600 
6 

TOTAL 643 29,100 
 

 
4 Part C, Northwest Sector Plan, Section 3.1, paragraph 2 on page 8, is repealed and 

the following  substituted: 
 
“2. North of Uplands. 
 

This area does not warrant a new neighbourhood and would be an extension 
of the Uplands community.  Residential development within this area is 
restricted to the north by the IPSCO buffer. [2007-90] Phasing of 
development will correspond to the logical extension of servicing 
infrastructure.” 
  

5 Part C, Northwest Sector Plan, Section 3.2 is amended by adding the following 
Policy 4: 
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“4. Medium density housing may include low rise multi-unit building (e.g. 3 

storey “walk-ups”)” 
 
 
6 Part C, Northwest Sector Plan, Section 4.0, 3rd bullet is repealed and the following 

is substituted:  
 

“• Development of two local commercial sites at the intersection of Courtney 
Street and Rochdale Boulevard, and one local commercial site adjacent to 
Winnipeg Street, north of 12th Avenue North.”      

 
 
7 Part C, Northwest Sector Plan, Section 4.0, Policy 1.0, is amended by adding “and 

local commercial,” after “commercial”. 
 
 
8 Part C, Northwest Sector Plan, Section 4.0, Policies is amended by adding the 

following after Policy 6: 
 

“7. Local commercial development, in the form of a small-scale neighbourhood 
commercial node, may be supported adjacent to Winnipeg Street, north of 
12th Avenue North (refer to Map 4.0); however, and notwithstanding any 
other part of this Plan, should a commercial node not be viable in this 
location, the City may allow, as a substitute, an appropriate mix of 
residential densities and types.” 

 
9 Part C, Northwest Sector Plan, Section 8.1, Policies is amended by adding the 

following after Policy 4: 
 

“5. The City may require, through the concept plan or subdivision process, that 
water and wastewater networks developed for the lands north of Uplands 
include a servicing connection corridor that transects the CP rail line, and 
that corresponds to a practical servicing solution, which allows for 
convenient development and servicing of lands on both sides of the rail line, 
in accordance with the potential location outlined on Map 8.1, or an 
alternate location, as required by the City.” 

 
  

10 Part C,  Northwest Sector Plan, Section 9.4, Policy 2.0 is repealed and the following 
substituted: 

 
“2. At a time before or during the subdivision stage, landowners shall register 

an interest on all residential and potentially affected non-residential 
property titles, in accordance with the following contexts and requirements: 

§  
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§ Where the land is located within a concept plan area affected by the 1000 m 

IPSCO buffer, as shown on Map 9.1, future lot owners shall be made aware 
of potential noise and emissions associated with this operation; 

 
§ Where the land is located within a concept plan area abutting Winnipeg 

Street, as shown on Map 9.1, future lot owners shall be informed of 
potential noise and emissions associated with the CCRL oil upgrader 
facility.” 

 
11 Part C – Northwest Sector Plan, Section 10.4 , Phase 4, the paragraph titled “Not 

Subject to Development Phasing” is repealed and the following substituted: 
 

“Not Subject to Development Phasing 
 
 The area north of Uplands will consist, primarily, of limited residential 
development, and may include a small-scale local commercial node, and may be 
viewed as an extension of the Uplands community.  This area is generally isolated 
from other developing areas in the northwest sector; therefore, will not be subjected 
to this staging plan.  However, phasing of development, if required by the City, will 
be in accordance with an approved concept plan, and will correspond to the logical 
extension of servicing infrastructure.” 

 
12 Part A, Policy Plan, Map 4.1, is repealed and the map attached as Schedule “A” is 

substituted. 
 
13 Part C, Northwest Sector Plan, Map 3.0, is repealed and the map attached as 

Schedule “B” is substituted. 
 
14 Part C, Northwest Sector Plan, Map 3.1, is repealed and the map attached at 

Schedule “C” is substituted. 
 
15 Part C, Northwest Sector Plan, Map 4.0, is repealed and the map attached as 

Schedule “D” is substituted. 
 
16 Part C, Northwest Sector Plan, Map 8.1, is repealed and the map attached as 

Schedule “E” is substituted. 
 
17 Part C, Northwest Sector Plan, Map 9.1, is repealed and the map attached as 

Schedule “F” is substituted. 
 
18 Part C, Northwest Sector Plan, Map 10.1, is repealed and the map attached as 

Schedule “G” is substituted. 
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19 This Bylaw comes into force on the date of approval by the Ministry of 

Government Relations. 
 
 
READ A FIRST TIME THIS      18TH  DAY OF     MARCH  2013. 
 

READ A SECOND TIME THIS 18TH  DAY OF      MARCH  2013. 
 

READ A THIRD TIME AND PASSED THIS 18TH  DAY OF        MARCH 2013. 
   

Mayor City Clerk (SEAL)
 

 CERTIFIED A TRUE COPY 
  

 City Clerk 
 
Approved by the Ministry of Government Relations 
 this    day of     , 2013. 
 
     
Ministry of Government Relations 
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SCHEDULE “G” 

 
 



 

 

 
 
 
 

ABSTRACT 
 
 BYLAW NO.  2013-21 
 
 THE REGINA DEVELOPMENT PLAN AMENDMENT BYLAW, 2013 
 
 _____________________________________________ 
 
 
PURPOSE: To amend The Regina Development Plan, Bylaw No. 7877. 
 
ABSTRACT: This bylaw is amended to accommodate the proposed 

residential development of “Somerset”, which is located in 
the north portion of the Uplands community.  The 
amendments are intended to recognize the subject property as 
an appropriate location for near-term development to be 
approved.     

STATUTORY 
AUTHORITY: Section 39 of The Planning and Development Act, 2007 
 
MINISTER’S APPROVAL: Required, pursuant to s. 39 of The Planning and 

Development Act, 2007 
 
PUBLIC HEARING: Required, pursuant to s. 207 of The Planning and 

Development Act, 2007 
 
PUBLIC NOTICE: Required, pursuant to s. 207 of The Planning and 

Development Act, 2007 
 
REFERENCE: Regina Planning Commission Meeting December 5, 2012, 

RPC12-82 and February 13, 2013, RPC13-15 
 
AMENDS: Amends Bylaw 7877 
 
CLASSIFICATION: Regulatory 
 
ORIGINATING  Planning  Department   
DEPARTMENT: Community Planning and Development 
 



CR13-42 
 
March 18, 2013 
 
 
 
To: His Worship the Mayor 
 and Members of City Council 
 
Re: Application for Street/Lane Closure (12-CL-10) – Portion of 20th Avenue, Adjacent to 

2875 Argyle Street and 2874 Elphinstone Street 
 
RECOMMENDATION OF THE REGINA PLANNING COMMISSION  
- FEBRUARY 13, 2013 
 

1. That the application for the closure and sale of a portion of 20th Avenue as shown on the 
attached plan of proposed subdivision prepared by Prakhar Shrivastava, dated July 4, 
2012 and legally described as follows, be APPROVED: 

 
(a)”All that portion of 20th Avenue, Regina, Saskatchewan, Registered Plan No. FB5838 
as shown on a plan of proposed subdivision by Prakhar Shrivastava S.L.S. and dated July 
4th, 2012.” 

 
2. That the City Solicitor be directed to prepare the necessary bylaw. 

 
 
REGINA PLANNING COMMISSION – FEBRUARY 13, 2013 
 
Rylan Graham, City Planner, made a PowerPoint presentation, a copy of which is on file in the 
City Clerk's Office. 
 
The Commission adopted a resolution to concur in the recommendation contained in the report.  
Recommendation #3 does not require City Council approval. 
 
 
Councillors:  Jerry Flegel, Shawn Fraser and Mike O’Donnell; Commissioners:  David Edwards, 
Phil Evans, Ron Okumura, Phil Selenski and Laureen Snook were present during consideration 
of this report by the Regina Planning Commission. 
 
 
The Regina Planning Commission, at its meeting held on February 13, 2013, considered the 
following report from the Administration: 
 

1. That the application for the closure and sale of a portion of 20th Avenue as shown on the 
attached plan of proposed subdivision prepared by Prakhar Shrivastava,dated July 4, 
2012 and legally described as follows, be APPROVED: 

 
(a)”All that portion of 20th Avenue, Regina, Saskatchewan, Registered Plan No. FB5838 
as shown on a plan of proposed subdivision by Prakhar Shrivastava S.L.S. and dated  
July 4th, 2012.” 
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2. That the City Solicitor be directed to prepare the necessary bylaw; 
  
3. That this report be forwarded to the February 25, 2013 City Council meeting, which will 

allow sufficient time for advertising of the required public notice for the subject street 
closure bylaw. 

 
CONCLUSION 
 
The proposed road closure of a portion of the 20th Avenue right-of-way is summarized below: 
  

• Adjacent to 2875 Argyle Street and 2874 Elphinstone Street  
• The purpose of the closure is to provide the purchaser with additional land area 
• There will be no impact on traffic flow or circulation  

 
BACKGROUND 
 
A street closure application has been submitted concerning a portion of the 20th Avenue right-of-
way adjacent to2875 Argyle Street and 2874 Elphinstone Street.  
 
This application is being considered pursuant to Regina Zoning Bylaw No. 9250, Regina 
Development Plan Bylaw No. 7877 (Official Community Plan), The Planning and Development 
Act, 2007 and The Cities Act. 
 
A related subdivision application is being considered concurrently by the Administration, in 
accordance with Bylaw No. 2003-3, by which subdivision approval authority has been delegated 
to the Development Officer. The proposed subdivision is intended to consolidate respective 
portions of the partial street closure with the adjacent properties at2875 Argyle Street and 2874 
Elphinstone Street. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
The City’s Real Estate Branch proposes to close and sell a 501.7 m2 portion of 20th Avenue and 
consolidate it with the adjacent properties located at 2875 Argyle Street and 2874 Elphinstone 
Street as shown on the attached plan of proposed subdivision.  An additional 37.16 m2 of the 
right-of-way will be closed and incorporated as an extension of the north-south mid-block lane.  
 
The purpose of the proposed closure is to provide the purchaser with additional land area for 
their side yard. The affected portions of the right-of-way have long been informally incorporated 
into the side yards of the respective properties.  
 
The result of the road closure would be to consolidate portions of the road right-of-way with 
adjacent residential properties.  These sites currently contain the following land uses: 
 
Proposed Parcel/Lot Land Use Resulting Parcel Size 
13A Detached Dwelling 752.63 m2 
14A Detached Dwelling 752.63 m2 
 
Surrounding land uses include additional detached dwellings in all directions. 
 
The proposed closure will not impact traffic flow or circulation in the immediate area.  
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RECOMMENDATION IMPLICATIONS 
 
Financial Implications  
 
The sale price for each portion of the right-of-way abutting 2875 Argyle Street and 2874 
Elphinstone Street is $8100 plus GST.  Consolidation of the road into the adjacent properties will 
result in a modest increase in the property tax assessment attributable to each of the property 
owners. The closure of the road will relieve the City of any obligations for its maintenance or 
physical condition.  
 
Environmental Implications 
 
None with respect to this report. 
 
Policy/Strategic Implications  
 
None with respect to this report.  
 
Other Implications 
 
None with respect to this report. 
 
Accessibility Implications  
 
None with respect to this report. 
 
COMMUNICATIONS 
 
Will be published in the Leader Post on: February 16, 2013 
Letter sent to immediate property owners N/A 
Public Open House Held N/A 
Number of Public Comments Sheets Received  N/A 
 
DELEGATED AUTHORITY 
 
City Council’s approval is required, pursuant to Section 13 of The Cities Act. 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
REGINA PLANNING COMMISSION 
 
 

 
 
Elaine Gohlke, Secretary 
 



Appendix

12-CL-10
Portion of 20th Avenue, adjacent to 2875 Argyle Street and 2874 

Elphinstone Street

A-1



Appendix

12-CL-10
Portion of 20th Avenue, adjacent to 2875 Argyle Street and 2874
Elphinstone Street

A-2



Appendix

12-CL-10
Portion of 20th Avenue, adjacent to 2875 Argyle Street and 2874
Elphinstone Street

A-3



 

 

 BYLAW NO. 2013-20 
 

STREET CLOSURE (PORTION OF 20TH AVENUE, ADJACENT TO 2875 ARGYLE 
STREET AND 2874 ELPHINSTONE STREET) BYLAW 

_______________________________________ 
 
 
THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF REGINA ENACTS AS FOLLOWS: 
 
 
1 The street described as follows is closed and may be sold: 
 

“All that portion of 20th Avenue, Regina, Saskatchewan, Registered Plan No. 
FB5838 as shown on a plan of proposed subdivision prepared by Prakhar 
Shrivastava S.L.S., dated July 4th, 2012 and attached as Schedule “A”.” 
 

2 This Bylaw comes into force on the day of passage. 
 
 
 
 
READ A FIRST TIME THIS 18th  DAY OF MARCH 2013. 
 

READ A SECOND TIME THIS  18th  DAY OF MARCH 2013. 
 

READ A THIRD TIME AND PASSED THIS  18th  DAY OF  MARCH 2013. 
 
 
 

  

Mayor City Clerk (SEAL)
 
 
 

 CERTIFIED A TRUE COPY 
 
 
 

 

 City Clerk 
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ABSTRACT 
 
 BYLAW NO. 2013-20 
 
STREET CLOSURE (PORTION OF 20TH AVENUE, ADJACENT TO 2875 ARGYLE 

STREET AND 2874 ELPHINSTONE STREET) BYLAW 
   

 
 _____________________________________________ 
 
PURPOSE: To close and allow for the sale of a portion of 20th Avenue 

adjacent to 2875 Argyle Street and 2874 Elphinstone Street.  
An additional 37.16m² of the right-of-way will be closed and 
incorporated as an extension of the north-south mid-block 
lane.     

 
ABSTRACT: The Bylaw legally closes a portion of 20th Avenue, adjacent 

to 2875 Argyle Street and 2874 Elphinstone Street  
STATUTORY 
AUTHORITY: Section 13 of The Cities Act 
 
MINISTER’S APPROVAL: Not required. 
 
PUBLIC HEARING: Yes, pursuant to subsection 13(7) of The Cities Act 
 
PUBLIC NOTICE: Required pursuant to subsection 13(6) of The Cities Act 
 
REFERENCE: Regina Planning Commission Meeting February 13, 2013  
 RPC13-16 
 
AMENDS/REPEALS: N/A  
 
CLASSIFICATION: Regulatory 
 
ORIGINATING  
DEPARTMENT: Planning Department,  
 Community Planning and Development  
 

  



Dear Mr. Mayor and Council, 

My name is Jim Elliott, Chairperson of the Regina Chapter of the Council of 
Canadians.  I am here to oppose the extension of the debt from $350 Million to 
$450 Million to finance the building of the new stadium. 

Resilience is a measure of “the capacity of a system to withstand disturbance 
while still retaining its fundamental structure, function and internal feedbacks.”1 
 

2 
Well, who can argue against that? We all hope that human society is sufficiently 
resilient to cope with any shocks that might be tossed at it. If we can withstand a 
disturbance, we will be able to continue indefinitely within the existing set up. 
Since disturbance, or change, is inevitable, people generally think of resilience in 
a positive light. 
 
How this relates to the plans of this Council is this.  It was identified at Executive 
Committee that Council can borrow up to 1 X the revenue of this city or about 
$500 Million. 
 
I want to give you a visual image of what I think this Council is doing.  The public 
taxpayers of this city are being told to walk into a lake.  The view from where we 
are is not a long distance.  So as we walk into the lake, the bottom drops and the 
water or debt rises.  So at 50% of revenue, we are up to our middle in water or 
debt.  We are being told to walk further into the lake.  As we continue to walk 
into the water up to $350 Million in debt or 52.5 inches or 7/10th under the water 
in my case.  
 

                                                           
1 Walker, B. and D. Salt. Resilience Thinking: Sustaining Ecosystems and People in a Changing World. 
Island Press, Washington, 2006. 
2 Gordon, Pat, ed. Leadership Series - Going for Green Volume 5: Cool Ideas for Locally Elected Leaders, 
Columbia Institute, Centre for Civic Governance, 2011, p. 13. 



Today you are asking us to go up to 90% under water.  That would for me mean 
that the water would be just under my nose. 
 
By taking this level of debt, we will be, in the case of my analogy, be less 
resilience and more easily swamped by unknown waves or problems with the 
debt.  And we are to be expected to sit in that level of debt for the next 30 years. 
 
When I mentioned our ability to see out into the lake, which would be equivalent 
to being able to forecast whether that wave or some future disturbance was 
approaching us.  At best, we are perhaps capable of seeing problems arise if 
given enough warning, maybe 5 years.  How many of us would have predicted 
the recent turndown in the economy?  Or the more recent problems in the United 
States?  Or what will happen in Europe?  Or what the future impacts of climate 
change will do to our ability to predict the future and future costs?   Or even the 
short term problems we had at our water treatment plant a year or so ago?  What 
happens if we continue to get significant increases in failures in our water and 
sewer lines next summer?  I saw a short road last summer that had six water 
main breaks all at the same time. 
 
When it comes down to the end, how many of us are willing to sit in debt up to 
our noses and be capable of doing anything but feel paralyzed by the fear that it 
is not a matter of whether we could be swamped in the future, it is only a matter 
of when. 
 
The fact that we have revenue coming into the city to fund this over the next 30 
years is not comforting.  This means that we know that, if nothing else happens, 
we will be able to see the water or debt go down slowly over those next 30 years.  
We can’t predict how fast because it is dependent solely on the capacity to fill the 
stadium with ticket-purchasing people.  How many of us can predict how many 
games will be won or lost in five years time let alone thirty years? 
 
You think this city is resistant to problems, is protected by the provincial 
economy, by the federal economy.  We are hearing today that the money barrel 
is almost empty at the provincial government.  The federal government is already 
delaying the apparent recovery and repayment of the federal debt.  How can you 
bank on the price of potash or the interests of business to come into this area of 
the country and invest millions of dollars when the economy could slip into the 
negative so easily?  Most Canadians have overextended their personal debt by 
65% of their net worth.  How will they recover if the economy tanks?  Will we be 
back into a recession in a year or two?  And costs will continue to go up. 
 
We have a $2 Billion dollar infrastructure debt.  We have a $293 Million dollar 
shortfall in unfunded pension and benefits liabilities.  We have a $225 Million dollar 
waste water treatment to replace.  We have a $100 Million dollar Central Branch 



Library to build.  We have a funding shortfall of $210 Million in capital projects in 
the next 5 years.   
 
Who will tell the public that they have to do with crumbling roads, continuously 
breaking water mains and transit buses that breakdown and can’t be fixed?  Who 
will tell the Library Board that they have to live with the current Central Branch 
Library a few more years than they had planned? 
 
I don’t want to be in that situation.  I believe that most in this city do not want to 
be in that situation.  I don’t think you want to be in that situation.  How many in 
this room think this is not sustainable.  How many of you are willing to stand this 
deep in the water, in debt and be there for the next 30 years?   
 
Please stop this madness, cancel the new stadium proposal and consider a 
rejuvenation of our current sound stadium.  Let’s not be up to our noses in debt 
for the next 30 years, blind and waiting for the next wave? 



CR13-43 
March 18, 2013 
 
 
To: His Worship the Mayor 
 and Members of City Council 
 
Re: Debt Limit and Future Considerations 

 
RECOMMENDATION OF THE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 
- FEBRUARY 13, 2013 
 
1. That the Deputy City Manager & CFO be authorized to make an application to the 

Saskatchewan Municipal Board (SMB), requesting the SMB to exclude $100 million in debt 
from the City’s debt limit.  

 
2. If the $100 million provincial loan is not exempted by the SMB, that the SMB approve 

increasing the City’s debt limit from $350 million to $450 million to accommodate this 
future provincial loan. 

 
 
EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE – FEBRUARY 13, 2013 
 
The Committee adopted a resolution to concur in the recommendation contained in the report. 
 
Mayor Michael Fougere, Councillors:  Sharron Bryce, Bryon Burnett, John Findura, Jerry Flegel, 
Shawn Fraser, Bob Hawkins, Mike O’Donnell and Barbara Young were present during 
consideration of this report by the Executive Committee. 
 
 
The Executive Committee, at the PRIVATE session of its meeting held on February 13, 2013, 
considered the following report from the Administration: 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
1. The Deputy City Manager & CFO be authorized to make an application to the Saskatchewan 

Municipal Board (SMB), requesting the SMB to exclude $100 million in debt from the City’s 
debt limit.  

 
2. If the $100 million provincial loan is not exempted by the SMB, that the SMB approve 

increasing the City’s debt limit from $350 million to $450 million to accommodate this 
future provincial loan. 

 
CONCLUSION 
 

As part of the Regina Revitalization Initiative, the City will be receiving a $100 million loan 
from the Province of Saskatchewan (Province) toward the capital cost of building a new stadium 
(Stadium). This loan will be repaid through new revenue streams to the City, including facility 
fee revenues from ticket sales at the Stadium. Based on the new revenue streams, it is prudent to 
request the exclusion of the $100 million loan from the Province, from the City’s debt limit, or 
an equivalent increase in the debt limit, to ensure there is no unintended impact on other capital 
priorities before this debt is issued.  
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It is important to be in a position to arrange financing for capital projects when the markets are 
receptive and rates are viewed as being reasonable. An important first step is to ensure that the 
City’s debt limit, as approved by the SMB, is adequate to allow for the required financing. On 
September 26, 2012, the SMB approved the City’s application to increase its debt limit to $350 
million from its previous $200 million.  
 
With the SMB approval of this application, the City’s other capital priorities that may require 
debt financing can proceed as planned. Other expected significant capital projects would result in 
a projected debt of $301 million by the end of 2017, which is below the City’s current debt limit 
of $350 million. 
 
The final authority for issuing new debt rests with City Council through the passage of the 
necessary bylaw. This would only happen in the future when cash flows dictate that new debt 
will be required. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
On May 14, 2012, Council provided approval for Administration to apply to increase the debt 
limit to $350 million. The Administration made application and the SMB approved a revised 
debt limit of $350 million for the City.  
 
The long-term debt of the City is subject to the provisions of The Cities Act and the debt limit as 
authorized by the SMB. The following are the applicable sections of The Cities Act: 
 

"101(1) No Council shall delegate: 
(f) its power to borrow money, lend money or guarantee the repayment 
of a loan pursuant to section 133 to 153; 

 
133(1) The Saskatchewan Municipal Board may establish a debt limit for 
each city, taking into account the factors set out in subsection 23(2) of The 
Municipal Board Act. 
(2) No city shall borrow money if the borrowing will cause the city to 
exceed its debt limit, unless the borrowing is approved by the 
Saskatchewan Municipal Board. 
 
134(1) A city may only borrow moneys if the borrowing is authorized by a 
borrowing bylaw. 
 
(2) A borrowing bylaw must contain details of: 

(a) the amount of money to be borrowed and, in general terms, the 
purpose for which the money is to be borrowed; 

(b) the rate or rates of interest, the term and the terms of repayment of 
the borrowing; and 

(c) the source or sources of money to be used to pay the principal and 
interest owing under the borrowing." 

 
Legislation allows for cities to incur long-term debt without application to the SMB, providing 
the debt does not exceed the amount authorized by the SMB pursuant to Section 133(2).  
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Any specific borrowing requires approval of a borrowing bylaw by City Council. The SMB 
requires the following information to support an application related to the City’s debt limit: 
 

(i) Resolution:  Signed, certified and sealed copy of council’s resolution requesting 
the board to establish a debt limit and the requested amount of the debt limit    

(ii) Financial Statements:  Copy of the latest audited financial statement. Additional 
information identifying any significant changes in the financial health of the 
municipality since the latest audited financial statement, include information on 
any new debt incurred, cash or reserve changes, and contingencies.  

(iii) Budget:  Copy of the current year budget including an indication if it is draft or 
approved. 

(iv) Financial Update:  Copy of the latest monthly trial balance. If the financial 
statement for the prior calendar year is not available, provide the trial balance as of 
December 31st for that year, plus the trial balance to date for the current calendar 
year. 

(v) Capital works plan:  If no capital works plan, itemize a listing of proposed works 
for the next 5 years, with estimated costs and financing. 

(vi) Explanation of dollar amount requested to be the debt limit:  Provide a break 
down of how the debt is and is proposed to be used. Include information on future 
projects and debt related to those projects.  

(vii) Economic Indicators:  Provide information that will assist the committee in 
understanding the overall economic conditions of the municipality. 

(viii) Contact information. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 

In the near future, the Stadium and other capital projects will require debt financing. The debt 
requirements for the Stadium are estimated at $200 million (including the $100 million 
provincial loan discussed in this report). In addition to the new debt that is contemplated, the 
City will also receive several new revenue streams, including facility fees and lease revenues, 
which will increase the City’s total revenue available to repay debt obligations.  
 

In this report, Administration is requesting that the Deputy City Manager & CFO be authorized 
to make application to the SMB to exlude the $100 million provincial loan from the City’s debt 
limit, or increase the City’s debt limit to $450 million from its current debt limit of $350 million. 
The City is requesting that this application be considered, as the $100 million loan from the 
Province will be repaid through new revenues to the City from the Stadium. 
 

The SMB has previously approved a debt limit of $350 million for the City of Regina. The SMB 
approves debt limits on the basis of several factors related to the municipality’s financial 
strength, however a general rule of thumb is that it be an amount equal to one times operating 
revenues.Regina’s annual consolidated operating revenues for the last audited year (2011) are 
$494 million, which is significantly higher than the current debt limit, based on a one times 
operating revenues calculation.  
 

The 2013 to 2017 proposed capital budgets, together with the Stadium financing plan, identify 
that as capital plans are approved, the City is projected to reach a total debt of $301 million by 
the end of 2017, as compared to its debt limit of $350 million (excluding the $100 million loan 
from the Province). If the debt limit increases or exemption is not received, the Province has 
committed to working with the City on developing other financing alternatives for the Stadium. 
The borrowing for the Stadium and other capital projects is expected to begin in 2013, and new 
issues will continue into 2015, dependent on the City’s cash position and final capital plans. 



- 4 - 

 
There are always a number of uncertainties regarding the requirements and timing of the cash 
flows related to the City’s future capital projects, as both priorities and needs change over time. 
Currently, the City has the ability to issue new debt at historically low interest rates; however 
these rates are expected to increase in the coming years. It will be essential for the City to be 
able to react quickly to cash flow requirements and changing market conditions. As a result, it is 
important to ensure that the debt limit does not become an unintended constraining factor during 
the financing stage. As well, by pursuing an exemption/ increase by the SMB immediately, the 
City can ensure the Stadium and other capital projects are able to proceed to Council for 
approval with a full understanding of the City’s current debt limits and conditions.  
 
The period of 2013 to 2017 has been identified as the primary timeframe where the City expects 
to issue significant new debt. In addition, 2017 is also the year where the Stadium interim P3 
financing is expected to be fully assumed by the City. In addition, debt financing is anticipated to 
support both Water and Wastewater projects, the renewal of the Municipal Justice Building, and 
the development of the North Central Shared Facility, along with the inclusion of Regina 
Exhibition Authority Limited (REAL) debt in the calculation of the City’s debt limit, once it is 
converted to a municipal corporation. At this time, these projects are being finalized to be 
brought to City Council for approval in future budgets.  
 
As noted in the table below, Administration has included $15 million of general debt and $23 
million in utility debt within the total debt projected. While this debt has been approved in 
previous budgets, the City’s cash position to date has not required this debt to be issued. 
However, it is prudent to include these amounts in the total projected debt, as it may be issued in 
the timeframe identified.  
 
The total projected debt to December 31, 2017 is as follows: 
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Debt, December 31, 2012
General 23,968,000$             
Utility (Water & Wastewater) 57,582,000              

81,550,000              

Previously Approved General Capital Debt (not issued) 15,000,000              
Previously Approved Utility Capital Debt (not issued) 23,000,000              

119,550,000            

Potential New Debt Issues - 2013-2017
RRI New Stadium (City Issued Debt) 100,400,000            
Water and Wastewater Utility Debt (multiple projects) 149,000,000            
North Central Shared Facility 7,860,000                
RPS Facility Renewal 20,000,000              
Assumed REAL Debt 2,000,000                

Projected Repayments on above Debt 2013-2017 (96,850,000)             

*Projected 2017 Debt before RRI Provincial Loan 301,960,000$           

Anticipated Debt to be Included in New Debt Limit:
RRI (Provincial Loan) 100,000,000$           
Projected Repayment on RRI Provincial Loan (2013-2017) (15,000,000)             

Outstanding Provincial Loan at December 31, 2017 85,000,000$             

*Within the current model, debt is projected to peak at $316.9 million in 2016, 
  assuming all approved debt is actually issued.  

 
The projected debt expected to be subject to a $350 million debt limit is indicated in the graph 
below (excluding the provincial loan of $100 million):  
 

City's Long-Term Debt, 2011 - 2045 Time Period (Thousand Dollars)
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A debt limit of $350 million was previously requested on the basis that it meets the City’s 
projected maximum debt requirement for the foreseeable future. An exemption of the $100 
million provincial loan, or an increase of the City’s debt limit to $450 million accomplishes the 
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same purpose, and both methods reflect that the City will have a new external revenue stream to 
repay this debt. The $301 million in projected debt is below City’s current debt limit, and is 
manageable from a financial standpoint. As required, the SMB will review all debt limit requests 
from the City, as the current $350 million limit is not established as an absolute maximum.  
 
RECOMMENDATION IMPLICATIONS 
 
Financial Implications 
The repayment of external debt and the related interest costs are budgeted in the annual operating 
budget of the Utility and the General Operating Fund. The external financing requirements for 
the Utility are accommodated within the financial model, and funded through incremental water 
rates. As debt is planned for General Capital requirements, the resulting principal and interest 
payments will also need to be included in future operating budgets. 
 
An overall 30 year debt model for General and Utility capital has been developed to manage the 
debt capacity and future debt obligation requirements. The additional costs of debt related to 
General Operating and Utility Operating will be included in the 2013 and future Operating 
budgets.  
 
In addition to the review of the City’s debt limit by the SMB, any new debt will be reviewed by 
the primary credit rating agencies. The City’s current credit rating is AA+ with a stable outlook. 
The two main ratios that credit rating agencies use for evaluation are the Debt Service Ratio 
(Debt principal and interest payments/Revenue) and the Debt Burden Percentage (Debt principal 
and interest payments/ Expenses). 
 
While there are no absolute limits, credit rating agencies generally use a benchmark of 5% for 
these ratios. If the City borrows as planned, it is expected that both these ratios would be above 
the benchmark of 5% in the peak debt year of 2016. It is estimated that the Debt Service Ratio 
would be between 5% and 7%. The Debt Burden Percentage is estimated to be between 7% and 
9%. As these levels represent a debt peak for the City, they are expected to decline as debt is 
repaid over time. Since it is expected that these ratios will be above the benchmark, it is 
important that the City manages debt appropriately and may have to periodically limit additional 
borrowing until the debt is repaid. Any adjustments to the City’s credit rating are not expected to 
limit the City’s ability to issue the debt identified in this report. 
 
It is important to note that the recommendation in this report does not result in any new debt 
being issued. As new debt is being considered in the future, it will require City Council approval. 
For each new debt issue, the Administration will review and analyze the financial capacity as 
part of the decision making process. Further, it is important to note that City Council always 
retains the ability to adjust mill rates and utility rates to accommodate new debt servicing 
requirements from time to time. 
 
If additional capital projects are identified that could require debt funding above the levels noted 
in this report, the City will need to identify financing options that are within its debt limit, 
consider applying for an increase to the debt limit, identify new revenue streams to service debt, 
and/or scale each project to fit within the limits identified. 
 
Environmental Implications 
 
None related to this report. 
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Strategic Implications 
 
The Administration’s request to increase debt limit falls within the general Debt Management 
Policy statement approved in 2011: 

 
1. Debt is a part of the City’s financial structure and is integrated into a broader long-term 

financial management plan. 
2. Debt repayment will be structured so it is fair and equitable to those who pay and benefit 

from the underlying assets over time. 
3. Debt is to be affordable, sustainable and adaptable to encompass any emerging need to 

support corporate priorities and approved long-term capital plans. 
4. All new debt must be approved by Council and managed, monitored and reported upon by 

Administration. 
5. All debt service requirements will be reviewed annually and used to calculate overall annual 

debt affordability (prior to committing to any capital program expansion). 
 
Other Implications 
 
If an exemption/increase is not approved by the SMB, the City will need to enter into further 
discussion on financing options with the Province, and the timing of construction of the Stadium 
may need to be delayed.  
 
Accessibility Implications 
 
None related to this report. 
 
COMMUNICATIONS 
 
Public Notice will be required for actual borrowing by Section 101 and 102 of The Cities Act and 
Bylaw 2003-8. This notice will be provided prior to the Council meetings when the Utility and 
General Capital Budgets for the relevant years are considered. In addition, notification regarding 
the Utility and General Capital Budgets, and the Committee and the City Council meetings when 
they are to be considered has been included in the City Page of the local newspaper and posted 
on Regina.ca. 
 
DELEGATED AUTHORITY 
 
The recommendation in this report requires the approval of City Council. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 
 

 
 
Joni Swidnicki, Secretary 
 



Regina Downtown Business Improvement District 
Budget 2013 Presentation to the City Council 
March 18, 2013 

 
Good Afternoon Mayor Fougere and City Council. 
 
My name is Judith Veresuk, Executive Director of the Regina Downtown Business 
Improvement District.  I am pleased to be here today on behalf of the RDBID 
Board of Directors to present our proposed Budget for 2013.   
 
The growth and opportunity in Downtown Regina is unprecedented, and as such 
the Board has endorsed an aggressive action plan for 2013.  Our action plan 
focusses on encouraging both business and residential recruitment, as well as 
enhancement and beautification of the downtown neighbourhood.  Projects that 
were initially intended for completion in the longer term have been accelerated 
to support both public and private development in Downtown Regina. 
 
Many of our projects are actions identified in the 2009 Regina Downtown 
Neighbourhood Plan.  Our ongoing collaboration with City administration is 
critical to the success of our Downtown.  We have worked closely with key City 
departments on the pre-work needed for these projects and we look forward to 
seeing these projects come to fruition.   
 
I understand that you have received a copy of our detailed budget submission.  I 
will briefly highlight our plans for 2013 and will be happy to answer any questions 
with respect to our budget. 
 
Regina Downtowns’ budget is broken down into four pillars: Member Engagement 
and Services, Placemaking, Business and Residential Attraction and retention and 
Transformational Projects. Funding is also allocated to Organizational 
Management.  Based upon the 2013 – 2015 Strategic Plan that is currently in 
development, this budget is intended to efficiently use all our resources to provide 
sustainable benefit for downtown growth.  
 
Within the Member Engagement and Services pillar, Regina Downtown will provide 
key services for members related to maintaining the look and feel of downtown, 



marketing and promotions, public safety and business support. Our 2013 initiatives 
include: 
 

 Continuation of the Clean team program 

 Assistance and education with respect to graffiti removal 

 Continuation of the Info on the Go program and the mobile visitor services 
kiosk 

 Continued member outreach through the Downtown Dialogue series 
member reception and social media efforts 

 Production and distribution of Downtown promotional materials including 
the RDBID newsletter, maps, dining guides, annual report, strategic plan and 
business recruitment material 

 Administration of general perception surveys 
 
Within the Placemaking pillar, Regina Downtown will support its members through 
the promotion, facilitation and development of events and special initiatives.  We 
will assist with initiatives being produced by others by providing communication 
support and acting as an information resource.  Our 2013 initiatives include: 

 Continuation of our Cinema Under the Stars and Casino Regina Concert 
Series 

 Expansion and enhancement of the City Square Program year round 

 Continued implementation of the Regina Downtown Signage Plan 

 Continued administration of the Urban Canvas Mural Program 

 Development of the Downtown Public art Guide 

 Completion of the Regina Tornado Legacy Project will entails the installation 
of murals and sculptures along the 1912 Tornado path.   

 Collaboration with key partners to attract and generate new events 
Downtown 

 Coordinate with regional events to capitalize on potential spin-offs and to 
attract more people to Downtown 
 

Within our Business and Residential Attraction and Retention pillar, Regina 
Downtown will strive to remain the primary source of information regarding 
downtown.  We will support growth in all economic sectors and continue to inform 
our community about what’s happening in downtown.  2013 initiatives include: 



 Completion of the development of the Regina Downtown Housing Strategy 
which will be informed by and coordinated with the City’s Comprehensive 
Housing Strategy. 

 Development of both a business and housing recruitment strategy along with 
supporting materials. 

 RDBID, in conjunction with the City of Regina, is a partner in the Canadian 
Urban Institute study researching the Value of Investing in Downtown.  It is 
anticipated to be unveiled in Ottawa in June, 2013. 

 Update of the Downtown Regina Pedestrian count in May 2013 which will 
assist us in business recruitment efforts. 

 
Within our Transformational Projects pillar, Regina Downtown will continue to 
advocate for Downtown interests and to share its positions in a manner that shapes 
public dialogue and decision-making and inspires investment in Downtown.   

 To this end, RDBID is committed to working with City Administration on the 
programming and management strategy for City Square Plaza, FW Hill Mall 
and Victoria Park. 

 Continued participation in the many committees and strategic alliances that 
share our goal of a first-class downtown. 

 We will continue to support the City of Regina in the implementation of the 
Regina Downtown Neighbourhood Plan. 

 
Within our Organizational Management pillar, our goal is to operate an 
organization that is efficient, effective and responsible to downtown stakeholders 
by delivering programs and services that support our mission.   
 

 RDBID will continue to invest in our team, property and equipment. 

 We will continue to represent Downtown Regina at the Canadian Housing 
and Renewal Association, the Canadian Issues Task Force, the International 
Downtown Association and all other external committees dedicated to 
revitalizing downtowns. 

 
You will note that RDBID requests a mill rate in the amount of 0.7388 for 2013.  This 
will create a surplus of approximately $62,754 in 2013 which will be directed into 
our unapproriated surplus reserve (25%) and our capital reserve (75%).  Based upon 
our Strategic Plan goals and the number of capital projects, both private and public, 
that will be underway over the next five years, the RDBID Board has adopted a 



Capital Reserve Saving Plan.  As projects such as the completion of the new 
stadium, the completion of the pedestrian overpass linking Downtown with the 
Warehouse District and other anticipated capital improvements in Downtown, 
come to fruition, RDBID wants to ensure that we are an active partner in enhancing 
the downtown environment.  The savings plan will allow RDBID to undertake capital 
projects in a timely manner.   
 
As you can see, the RDBID is committed to making downtown a place where people 
want to live, work, play and invest.  This action plan, while ambitious, is one that 
will position downtown for future growth and development.  And we look forward 
to working with you to make it happen. 
 
In closing, our 2013 budget recommends: 

 That the mill rate be set at 0.7388 for 2013 

 And a provision for assessment appeals in the amount of $67,795 be 
allocated. 

 
We respectfully request that the revenue, expenditure and transfers outlined in 
the 2013 budget submission are approved. 
 

 Thank you         
 

 Questions??? 
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March18, 2013 
 
 
 
To: His Worship the Mayor 
 and Members of City Council 
 
Re: Regina Downtown Business Improvement District - 2013 Budget 

 
RECOMMENDATION OF THE FINANCE AND ADMINISTRATION COMMITTEE 
- MARCH 18, 2013 
 
1. That City Council approve the 2013 Regina Downtown budget as detailed in Appendix A, 

along with the provision for estimated assessment appeals in the amount of $67,795. 
 
2. That City Council approve the proposed 2013 mill rate for Regina Downtown of 0.7388 

mills. 
 
FINANCE AND ADMINISTRATION COMMITTEE – FEBRUARY 12, 2013 
 
Judith Veresuk and Leasa Gibbons, representing the Regina Downtown Business Improvement 
District., addressed  
the Commission. 
 
The Committee adopted a resolution to concur in the recommendation contained in the report.  
Recommendation #3 does not require City Council approval. 
 
Councillors:  Bryon Burnett, Bob Hawkins, Terry Hincks and Wade Murray were present during 
consideration of this report by the Finance and Administration Committee. 
 
The Finance and Administration Committee, at its meeting held on March 5, 2013, considered 
the following report from the Administration: 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
1. That City Council approve the 2013 Regina Downtown budget as detailed in Appendix A, 

along with the provision for estimated assessment appeals in the amount of $67,795. 
 
2.   That City Council approve the proposed 2013 mill rate for Regina Downtown of 0.7388 

mills. 
 
3.   That this report be forwarded to the March 18, 2013 City Council meeting. 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
City Council is required to approve the proposed budget for Regina Downtown and to authorize 
the levy on business assessments within the improvement district. Regina Downtown has 
submitted an operating budget of $869,415 for approval, and requested a mill rate of 0.7388 for 
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the Regina Downtown levy for 2013. As part of the budget, Regina Downtown has made a 
provision for assessment appeals and revisions totalling $67,795. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The purpose of this report is to submit for approval Regina Downtown’s 2013 Budget. Appendix 
A is a copy of the letter of transmittal from Regina Downtown and the proposed budget for 2013. 
 
Section 26 of The Cities Act, requires that the Business Improvement District Board (BID) 
submit to Council for approval the estimates for the current year. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
In 1981, City Council created what is now called the Regina Downtown Business Improvement 
District (Regina Downtown) pursuant to Bylaw 2003-80. The purpose is to focus efforts on 
improving the city’s downtown. Regina Downtown’s activities are guided by a board of directors 
according to the responsibilities and obligations in Sections 25 and 26 of The Cities Act and 
Bylaw 2003-80. 
 
Appendix A provides information on the 2013 budget submission for Regina Downtown. The 
total proposed operating expenditures are $869,415 resulting in a surplus of $62,754. In 
accordance with the Regina Downtown’s policy, 75% or $47,065 of the surplus will be directed 
to a capital reserve fund for future purchases of capital assets. The remaining 25%  or $15,689 
will be allocated to the un-appropriated surplus balance. Additional information on Regina 
Downtown programs and services is provided in the attachment. In addition, Regina Downtown 
is proposing to make a provision for estimated assessment appeals in the amount of $67,795. 
 
Total projected revenue for the year is $932,169. The proposed levy for 2013 to the Regina 
Downtown members is $828,518 based on a levy rate of 0.7388 mills. The levy for Regina 
Downtown is applied to the assessment of commercial property within the BID area. 
 
Assessment appeals continue to pose some uncertainty for Regina Downtown. Regina 
Downtown has established allowances on the basis of information provided by the City of 
Regina. The total allowance for 2013 is $67,795. 
   
RECOMMENDATION IMPLICATIONS 
 
Financial Implications 
 
There are no budget implications for the City of Regina. The proposed expenditures of $869,415 
are funded through the BID levy and other revenue sources. 
 
Environmental Implications 
 
None related to this report 
 
Strategic Implications 
 
None related to this report 
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Other Implications 
 
None related to this report 
 
Accessibility Implications 
 
None related to this report 
 
COMMUNICATIONS 
 
A copy of this report has been provided to Regina Downtown. The Regina Downtown 2013 
Budget will be posted to the Regina.ca website. 
 
DELEGATED AUTHORITY 
 
This report must be forwarded to City Council for approval. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
FINANCE AND ADMINISTRATION COMMITTEE 
 

 
 
Todd Blyth, Secretary 
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OUR MISSION 
 
 

 

 

  
 
 
 

 

OUR VISION FOR DOWNTOWN 
 

 
 

Regina Downtown Business Improvement District acts on 
behalf of our members by engaging in activities of strategic 
support of policies, programs and initiatives that favorably 

position Downtown Regina as a unique and desirable 
neighbourhood (RDNP) for businesses and residents. 

Regina Downtown will support the creation of a complete and sustainable 
downtown neighbourhood, where entrepreneurship and cultural vitality 

flourish and a diverse community of people thrive in an active, safe, accessible, 
inclusive and beautiful public realm. 
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2013 BUDGET RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
1. The mill rate be set at 0.7388 for 2013;  
 
2. A provision for estimated 2013 assessment appeals in the amount of $67,795.   

 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
BUDGET 2013 

 
The development of the Regina Downtown Business Improvement District (RDBID) 2013 - 2015 Strategic Plan 
constitutes the basis for all expenditures outlined in the 2013 budget. The Board of Directors is pleased to present to 
City Council the proposed 2013 budget.  
 

2013 BUDGET SUMMARY         

     
  

2010 2011 2012 2013 

Actual Actual Unaudited Budget 

REVENUE 
    

Bid Levy $613,427  $639,198  $655,336  $828,518  

Recovery of Assessment Appeals $0  $0  $0  $0  

Other Funding Sources $12,651  $16,787  $53,518  $12,651  

Special Projects/Grants/Sponsorships $141,716  $177,846  $40,338  $91,000  

Total Revenue $767,794  $833,831  $749,192  $932,169  

     
EXPENDITURES 

    
Provision for Assessment Appeals $21,382  $13,032  $51,596 $67,795 

Core Efficiencies $360,532  $344,082  $296,195 - 

Image and Awareness $181,640  $220,127  $247,125 - 

Stakeholder Services $132,265  $139,144  $117,323 - 

Role in Development $131,107  $129,100  $91,582 - 

Organization Management - - - $414,360 

Member Engagement and Services - - - $221,260 

Place Making - - - $138,000 

Business & Residential Attraction/Retention - - - $27,500 

Transformational Projects - - - $500 

Total Expenditures $826,926  $845,485  $803,821  $869,415 

          

Annual Surplus (Deficit) ($59,132) ($11,654) ($54,629) $62,754 

     
Accumulated Surplus, Beginning of the Year $676,582  $617,450  $605,796  $551,167  

Accumulated Surplus, End of Year $617,450  $605,796  $551,167  $613,921  
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ACCUMULATED SURPLUS         

     

  
2010 2011 2012 2013 

Actual Actual Unaudited Budget 

Accumulated Surplus, Beginning of the Year, as 
previously reported 

$669,932  $617,450  $605,796  $551,167  

     
Prior Period Adjustment $6,650  $0  $0  $0  

     
Accumulated Surplus, Beginning of the Year $676,582  $617,450  $605,796  $551,167  

     
Accumulated Surplus, Beginning of the Year $676,582  $617,450  $605,796  $551,167 

Unappropriated Surplus $159,289  $121,657  $257,003  $230,631 

Contingency Reserve $215,000  $215,000  $215,000  $215,000 

Capital Reserve $302,293  $280,793  $133,793  $105,536 

     
Allocation of Annual (Deficit)/Surplus 

    
Unappropriated Surplus ($59,132) ($11,654) ($54,629) $0 

Contingency Reserve $0  $0  $0 $0  

Capital Reserve $0  $0  $0 $0 

   
 

 
Allocations to (from) Reserves 

  
 

 
Unappropriated Surplus $21,500  $147,000  $28,257 $15,689  

Contingency Reserve $0  $0  0$ $0  

Capital Reserve ($21,500) ($147,000) ($28,257) $47,065  

   
 

 
Accumulated Surplus – End of Year $617,450  $605,796  $551,167 $613,921 

Unappropriated Surplus $121,657  $257,003  $230,631 $246,320 

Contingency Reserve $215,000  $215,000  $215,000 $215,000 

Capital Reserve $280,793  $133,793  $105,536 $152,601 
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REVENUE PROJECTIONS  
Regina Downtown Business Improvement District operations are funded primarily through a levy on the taxable 
assessment of all commercial properties located within the district boundaries. These boundaries encompass 41 blocks 
defined by Angus Street to the west, Victoria Avenue to the south, Osler Street to the east, and Saskatchewan Drive to 
the north.  For 2013, it is recommended that the mill rate of 0.7388 is applied to the current commercial property 
assessment.  This will provide sufficient revenue to fund all planned operating expenditures in 2013.   
 
Based on recommendations from City administration, adequate provisions for assessment appeals have also been 
incorporated into this budget.  
 

PROPOSED CHANGES TO NET ASSETS 
 
In 2013, the operating budget will fund planned capital expenditures, in the amount of $28,000.   
 
No change to the Contingency Reserve is proposed for 2013.  In accordance with RDBID financial policies and strategic 
objectives, Regina Downtown capped its Contingency Reserve at $215,000 in 2007.  The purpose of the Contingency 
Reserve is to cover any substantial and unexpected one-time assessment appeal expenditures and to support six 
months of operations to wind-down the Business Improvement District in the event of its dissolution.     
 
A surplus of $62,754 is projected for 2013.  As per RDBID policy, seventy-five percent or $47,065 of the surplus will be 
directed to a capital reserve fund for future purchases of capital assets.  The remaining 25% or $15,689 will be allocated 
to the unappropriated surplus balance. 
 

 
*Due to accounting practices, capital purchases are amortized over 10 years.  In 2011, Regina Downtown 
purchased $147,000 in capital assets which is still included in the unappropriated surplus balance and will be 
amortized over its ten year useful life.  The unappropriated surplus balance net of amortization in 2012 is $83,631.

PROPOSED CHANGES TO NET ASSETS 
  

      

     

  
2010 2011 2012 2013 

Actual Actual Unaudited* Budget* 

Accumulated Surplus – Closing Balance $617,450  $605,796  $551,167  $613,921*  

Unappropriated Surplus $121,657  $257,003  $230,631*  $246,320*  

Contingency Reserve $215,000  $215,000  $215,000  $215,000  

Capital Reserve $280,793  $133,793  $105,536  $152,601  



2013 Budget    Regina Downtown Business Improvement District 
March 1, 2013  Page 6 of 17 

 

 

INTRODUCTION TO REGINA DOWNTOWN 

 
What is Regina Downtown? 
Regina Downtown is a Business Improvement District that has been in operation for over 30 years.  It  was created in 
April 1981 as an organizing and financing mechanism used by property owners to work together to promote and 
enhance Downtown’s unique assets, improve conditions for businesses operating in the district, and improve the 
quality of life for those who use and visit Downtown.   
 
Today, Regina Downtown fulfills its original purpose while continuously improving and enhancing member services.  
Whether it is through the research and development, such as the streetscape enhancement installations completed in 
2008, replacement of holiday decorations in 2011, or through attracting and facilitating new events Downtown such as 
Casino Regina Concert Series, the Cinema Under the Stars Series and Sask Fashion Week, RDBID strives to make 
Downtown the best place to live, work, shop and play in Regina. 
 
Regina Downtown encompasses the 41-block area between Osler Street, Angus Street, Victoria Avenue and 
Saskatchewan Drive. 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Regina Downtown  
Business Improvement District Map 
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Legislation 
Authorized under Section 25 & 26 of The Cities Act and City of Regina Bylaw No 2007 – 85, Regina Downtown programs 
and services are financed by a special assessment collected from commercial property owners located in the defined 
boundaries of the Downtown District.  The assessment is billed and collected by the City of Regina annually and then 
disbursed to Regina Downtown, where it is used to supplement the services already provided by the City of Regina.    
 

Governance  
The Board of Directors consists of thirteen persons (one member of City Council and twelve members who have a 
vested interest in the district) appointed by resolution of City Council.  In addition, one senior City of Regina official 
and the Executive Director of Regina Downtown hold advisory roles on the Board and are non-voting members.       

 

Organizational Structure 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

Board of Directors 

Executive Committee 

Executive Director 

Manager of 
Marketing and 

Communications 

Manager of 
Operations 

Downtown 
Ambassadors 

(Seasonal) 

 Downtown  
Clean Team 

(Contract, Seasonal) 

Project Coordinator 
(Seasonal) 

Office Administrator 
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SUMMARY OF STRATEGIC PLAN 2013 - 2015 
 

Overview 
Successful completion of the 2010 - 2012 Strategic Plan and the development of the 2013 - 2015 Strategic Plan 
constitute the basis for all expenditures outlined in the 2013 budget.  The 2013-2015 Strategic Plan focuses on strategic 
actions that raise the profile and support at positive image of Downtown within the greater Regina community.  Eleven 
objectives and four key pillars were identified through the strategic plan process in the fall of 2012.  The strategic plan 
is supported by the RDBID balanced scorecard which identifies initiatives, measures and targets for success over the 
next three years. 
 
 

2013 – 2015 Strategic Plan and Balanced Scorecard 
Regina Downtown held three strategic planning workshops in November 2012.  The goal of these workshops were to 
identify the future direction of RDBID in light of the recently announced public and private downtown investments, the 
ongoing implementation of the Regina Downtown Neighbourhood Plan, and to clarify new roles for the organization 
over the course of the next three years.  The specific objectives emerging from the workshops are as follows: 
 
Financial Perspective 
F1. Leverage current financial resources 
F2. Explore new financial resources 
 
Stakeholder and Customer Perspective 
S1. Engaged members 
S2. Proud Regina Citizens peaking highly of their Downtown 
S3. Preferred location for business and residential development, public and private investment and events. 
 
Process Perspective (Our key pillars) 
P1. Member engagement and services 
P2. Place-making 
P3. Business and Residential Retention and Attraction 
P4. Key Role in Transformational Projects 
 
Organizational Capability 
O1. Board of Directors – Champions of Downtown Regina 
O2. Internal Talent – Voice of Downtown Regina 
 
The results from the session were compiled and refined into the 2013 – 2015 strategic plan report and balanced 
scorecard. 
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RDBID Strategy Map 
The RDBID Strategy Map depicts the integrated relationship of all aspects of the RDBID – the four perspectives and the 
eleven objectives – working towards the achievement for the Vision while fulfilling the Mission.  At the foundation are 
the Operating Principles and Organizational Capability. 
 

Vision: Regina Downtown will support the creation of a complete and sustainable Downtown neighborhood, 
where entrepreneurship and cultural vitality flourish, and a diverse community of people thrives in an active, safe, 

accessible, inclusive and beautiful public realm. 
 

Mission: RDBID acts on behalf of our members by engaging in activities of strategic support of policies, programs 
and initiatives that favorably position Regina Downtown as a unique and desirable neighborhood (RDNP) for 

business and residence. 
 

Financial Perspective 
 

 F1. Leverage current financial resources  F2. Explore new financial resources  
 

Stakeholder and Customer Perspective 
 

S1. Engaged Members  S2. Proud citizens speaking 
highly of their downtown 

 S3. Preferred location for 
business and residential 

development, private and public 
investment and events 

 

Process Perspective (Our Key Pillars) 
 

P1. Member 
Engagement and 

Services 

 P2. Place-making  P3. Business and 
Residential Attraction 

and Retention 

 P4. Key Role in 
Transformational 

Projects 
 

Organizational Capacity 
 

 O1. Board of Directors – Champions of 
Downtown 

 O2. Internal Talent – Facilitators, 
connectors, the “Voice” of Downtown 

 

 

Operating Principles 
Strategic and Industry Best Practice 

Flexible, responsive, transparent 
Collaborate with partners and the RDNP 

Leverage financial resources to achieve vision 
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SUMMARY OF 2013 INITIATIVES 
Great momentum has been generated by the implementation of the Regina Downtown Neighbourhood Plan, and 
renewed interest and investment in Downtown.  It is imperative for the BID to strategically align its objectives with 
broader initiatives undertaken by the City and investments being made by other key stakeholders. 
 
The key pillars of the organization are not intended to be comprehensive in scope. They are designed to complement 
other initiatives as a means to ensuring the fulfillment of the Vision established in the Regina Downtown Strategic Plan. 
Regina Downtown seeks to build strong partnerships in both the public and private sectors and collaborate with the 
City of Regina in order to enhance investment in Downtown. 
 

P1 Member Engagement and Services 
Goal:  
To provide key services for members related to maintaining the look and feel of downtown, marketing and 
promotions, public safety and business support.  To do so, Regina Downtown will focus on providing core member 
services that have been provided in the past, and greater emphasis will be placed on ensuring that members utilize 
these services. 
 
Objective:  
To ensure Downtown is a place where people feel safe 
and welcome and to enhance the appearance and 
identity of Downtown. 
2013 Initiatives: 

 Facilitate cleaning and maintenance of the 
pedestrian environment 

 Facilitate removal of downtown graffiti 

 Conduct regular amenity checks. 

 Continue to operate the Info on the Go visitor 
services program 

 Continue to operate the mobile information 
kiosk 

 
Objective:  
To continue to play a key role in marketing and 
promoting Downtown Regina to the greater 
community. 
2013 Initiatives: 

 Continued update and maintenance of RDBID 
website 

 Continued member outreach through the 
Downtown Dialogue series, member 
reception and social media efforts 

 Produce and distribute Downtown 
promotional materials including RDBID 
newsletter, Downtown maps, dining guides, 
annual report, strategic plan, business 
recruitment material 

 Administer perception surveys for general population and RDBID membership 
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P2 Place-making 
Goal:  
To support the flourishing of Downtown Regina through the promotion, facilitation, and development of events and 
special initiatives in Downtown. The BID will play a strategic role focusing on the support of key initiatives being 
produced by others through the dissemination of knowledge and information, and acting as a resource.   
 
Objective:  
To organize “signature” Regina Downtown events. 
2013 Initiatives: 

 Continue to produce Cinema Under The Stars and Regina 
Downtown Summer Concert Series  

 Develop a rationale/criteria to  assess event involvement 
with partners, to ensure appropriate allocation of 
resources and connections to measureable outcomes (i.e. 
number of attendees, impact on downtown businesses) 
prior to engaging in partnerships 

 Expand and enhance the City Square Program year round 
through partnerships with local organizations 

 Explore opportunities for new events and promotions that 
support Downtown’s role as the heart of the community   

 
Objective:  
To facilitate capital improvements within the Downtown 
neighbourhood that enhance the public realm 
2013 Initiatives: 

 Continued implementation of the Downtown Regina 
signage plan 

 Continued administration of the Urban Canvas Mural 
Program 

 Development of the Downtown Public Art guide that 
celebrates the number of unique pieces of art in 
Downtown Regina 

 
Objective:  
To market Downtown as Regina’s premier events venue, and 
stimulate the creation of new events in Downtown through 
collaborations with RROC, the Arts Community, City of Regina, and 
other key stakeholders (local businesses, Brandt Centre, University 
of Regina, etc.). 
2013 Initiatives: 

 Collaborate with key partners to attract and generate new events Downtown  

 Coordinate with events held elsewhere in Regina (i.e. the Juno Awards and Grey Cup 101) in order to capitalize 
on potential spin-offs and recruit increased patronage of Downtown Businesses 

 Promote awareness of the BID as an potential partner and informational resource to those seeking support, 
coordination services and partnerships for delivering events in Downtown 
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P3 Business and Residential Attraction & Retention 
Goal:    
To establish Downtown as a highly desirable, unique neighbourhood 
within Regina where residents, businesses, niche retail, and 
entrepreneurship thrive. 
 
Objective:  
To build public and private sector perceptions of Downtown as more 
than just a location for conventional retail and offices. 
2013 Initiatives:   

 Become the information gathering and distribution centre for 
Downtown businesses, property owners, and residents   

 Support the creation of a mix of uses and amenities necessary 
to create a complete community Downtown 

 Conduct regular pedestrian counts throughout Downtown 

 Develop and distribute business recruitment 
material 

 
Objective:  
Facilitate the development of housing projects in 
Downtown 
2013 Initiatives: 

 Engage the interest of property owners and 
non-profit and market housing providers in 
housing development opportunities 
Downtown 

 Continue distribution of the Downtown 
Development Opportunities  brochure 

 Implementation of Downtown Housing 
Strategy recommendations  

 

P4 Key Role in Transformational Projects 
Goal:   
To position Regina Downtown as the Advocate for Downtown Interests and to disseminate its positions in a manner 
that shapes public dialogue and decision-making, and inspires investment in Downtown. 
 
Objective:  
Develop timely consensus on key issues, rooted in concrete research 
and analysis in relation to current and upcoming projects and larger 
trends in city-wide planning. 
2013 Initiatives: 

 Establish a clear process for identifying key advocacy issues 
and interests 

 Ensure timely consensus on response to key issues 

 Develop and disseminate official policy positions on a 
variety of identified issues 

 Develop and implement a creative communications and public engagement strategy designed to champion 
and promote downtown interests, initiatives and policy positions. 

 Invest in independent evaluation of advocacy work to assess impact 
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2013 BUDGET 
Assessment 
Regina Downtown’s operations are funded primarily through a levy on the taxable assessment of all commercial 
properties located within the boundaries of the business improvement district.   For 2013, it is recommended that a mill 
rate of 0.7388 is applied to the current commercial property assessment, decrease from the 2012 mill rate (0.8874).  
Total revenue generated from the levy rate is estimated to be $828,518. 
 
The additional revenue generated is expected to fund several new initiatives in support of the actions identified in the 
Regina Downtown Neighbourhood Plan, including a pedestrian count, continuation of the signage program and 
enhanced City Square programming.   
 
Levy revenue has increased over the past three years as a result of new commercial properties joining the district as 
well as new buildings being developed within the RDBID boundaries.  The expansion of BID boundaries to the east and 
west (Angus and Osler) occurred in 2007 and 2008.    
 
Outstanding assessment appeals that date back to 2006 and property assessment adjustments continue to result in an 
uncertain revenue base each year. Regina Downtown will continue to carefully manage expenses and set aside 
allowances annually to cover any potential losses from economic instability or outstanding assessment appeals.  
 
While the outcomes of these appeals and Regina Downtown’s resulting obligations are uncertain, a provision 
representing the potential repayment of a portion of the levies on properties under appeal has been recorded and set 
aside. Based on information received from the City of Regina, an assessment appeal provision of $67,795 is 
recommended in 2013.  

 

Other Funding 
In 2013, other funding will come from special membership fees from partner organizations.  These partnerships will 
inject funding support through monetary partnership contributions.   

 

Grants, Sponsorship and Advertising 
Revenue generated from sponsorship, grants, and advertising sales over the past few years have provided Regina 
Downtown with opportunities to expand and enhance existing services with minimal impact to its operating budget.     
 
In 2013, our goal is to secure grants and sponsorship in the amount of $91,000.  This revenue will be used to sustain 
and enhance a number of special events and projects including the Holiday Parking Promotion, the Casino Regina 
Summer Stage and Concert Series, and the Cinema Under the Stars Series. 

 
Transfers 
As a result of an uncertain revenue base each year, we have carefully managed expenditures and set aside allowances 
to cover potential losses from outstanding assessment appeals as well as an uncertain economy.  Unanticipated 
recoveries from this allowance over the past few years have contributed, in part, to operating surpluses.   
 
To ensure the future financial stability of Regina Downtown, the Board of Directors implemented a policy in March 
2005 to allocate any surpluses to a Contingency Reserve and Capital Reserve.  The purpose of the Contingency Reserve 
is to cover any substantial and unexpected one-time assessment appeal expenditures and to support six months of 
operations to wind-down the Business Improvement District in the event of its dissolution.  The Capital Reserve will be 
used to invest in our property, equipment and to leverage additional funds to improve infrastructure and streetscape. 
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In 2007, the Board of Directors approved a cap the Contingency Reserve at $215,000.  Since then, 75% of the surplus 
funds have been allocated to the Capital Reserve.  No transfers from the Contingency Reserve are anticipated. 
 
In 2013, the planned surplus of $62,754 will be transferred to the Unappropriated Surplus (25%) and the Capital 
Reserve (75%).  Based on RDBID’s Strategic Plan goals and the number of capital projects (both private and public) 
that will be underway over the next five years, RDBID has adopted a Capital Reserve Savings Plan.  As these 
projects come to fruition in the coming years, the Capital Reserve funding will ensure that RDBID remains an active 
partner in enhancing the Downtown environment.   
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2013 BUDGET - Revenue Projections 
2013 BUDGET - REVENUE         

  
2010 2011 2012 2013 

Actual Actual Unaudited Budget 

ASSESSMENT 
    

Bid Levy $613,427  $639,198  $655,336  $828,518 

Adjustments (Board of Revision, etc.) $0  $0  $0  $0 

Recovery of Assessment Appeals $0  $0  $0  $0 

Sub-total $613,427  $639,198  $655,336  $828,518 

    
 

OTHER FUNDING 
   

 

Special Membership Fees $12,651  $12,987  $13,543  $12,651 

Office and Equipment Rental $0  $0  $0  $0 

Other $0  $3,800  $39,975 $0 

Sub-total $12,651  $16,787  $53,518  $12,651 

    
 

SPECIAL PROJECTS 
   

 

Holiday Parking Program         $2,040  $3,500 $2,100 $3,000 

FW Hill Mall Stage $5,500  $5,500 $6,000 $8,000 

City Square Programming (Winter)  $653  $0 $0 $1,000 

Cinema Under the Stars  $16,065  $14,500 $10,000 $20,000 

Anti-Graffiti Program    $5,000  $5,000 $7,000 $2,500 

City Square Programming (Summer) $0 $0 $0 $2,500 

Canada Summer Wage Subsidy  $2,223  $2,223 $0 $2,250 

SGI Safe Ride – Labour Day Shuttle  $7,500  $12,500 $12,500 $0 

City Square Programmer $0 $0 $0 $40,000 

CIF Grant – Public Art Guide $0 $0 $0 $6,750 

Other Sponsorships  $326  $13,823 $2,738 $5,000 

Additional Studies  $40,000  $5,000 $0 $0 

In-Kind Donations $62,409 $115,800 * * 

Sub-total $141,716 $177,846 $40,338  $91,000 

         

REVENUE TOTAL $767,794  $833,831  $749,192  $932,169 

     

*Generally Accepted Accounting Procedures changed in 2012.  In-kind donations are no longer included as a 
revenue source. 
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2013 BUDGET - Expense Overview 
2010 - 2012 BUDGET - EXPENSES         

     

  
2010 2011 2012  

Actual Actual Unaudited  

CORE EFFICIENCIES 
   

 

General Operating and Personnel $360,532  $344,082  $293,712  

Investment in Equipment $0  $0  $2,483  

Sub-total $360,532  $344,082  $296,195  

   
  

IMAGE AND AWARENESS 
  

  

Clean Team $61,812  $66,532  $52,387  

Downtown Patrol $78,713  $75,702  $105,871  

Advertising and Promotions $35,115  $77,893  $52,160  

Investment in Mural Program $6,000  $0  $36,707  

Sub-total $181,640  $220,127  $247,125  

   
  

STAKEHOLDER SERVICES 
  

  

Special Events $112,656  $104,319  $65,674  

Research and Studies $13,739  $20,391  $44,255  

Special Projects $0  $1,465  $0  

Member Communications $5,870  $12,969  $7,394  

Sub-total $132,265  $139,144  $117,323  

   
  

ROLE IN DEVELOPMENT 

  
  

Amortization $13,379  $26,701  $36,897  

Planning and Development $108,094  $39,156  $12,579  

Transportation Programs $4,538  $58,510  $19,388  

Investment in Streetscape Enhancements $5,096  $4,733  $22,718  

Sub-total $131,107  $129,100  $91,582  

        

PROVISION FOR ASSESSMENT APPEALS $21,382  $13,032  $51,596  

        

EXPENSE TOTAL $826,926  $845,485  $803,821  
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2013 BUDGET - EXPENSES         

     

  
2013    

Budget    

Organization Management 
   

 

General Operating and Personnel $408,860    

Investment in Equipment $5,500    

Sub-total $414,360    

   
  

MEMBER ENGAGEMENT AND SERVICES 
  

  

Communications $27,800    

Advertising $36,250    

Publications $37,200    

Downtown Maintenance $55,860    

Downtown Ambassador Services $64,150    

Sub-total $221,260    

 
    

PLACE-MAKING     

Events and Programming $94,000    

Neighbourhood Enhancements $22,500    

Special Projects $21,500    

Sub-total $138,000    

 
    

BUSINESS & RESIDENTIAL ATTRACTION & 
RETENTION     

Business Research and Initiatives $21,500    

Residential Research and Initiatives $6,000    

Sub-total $27,500    

     

TRANSFORMATIONAL PROJECTS     

Project Support $500    

Sub-total $500    

     

PROVISION FOR ASSESSMENT APPEALS $67,795    

      

EXPENSE TOTAL $869,415    

 

 



 

March 13, 2013 

To: Members of City Council 

From: Kelly Hague – Owner, Loggie’s Shoes 

Re: Application for Discretionary Use (12-DU-34) Proposed Office Building 1842-1850 Hamilton 
Street 

 

Request of City Council:  

That as a condition of approval for the proposed development, that the 
developer provide off-street parking for all construction workers, including sub 
contractors, until construction has been completed, and direct its contractors 
and sub contractors to use such parking area as may be provided and not to 
park at metered parking on the streets surrounding the development.  

 

Background: 

 I am the owner of Loggie’s Shoes and the building located at 1843 Hamilton. During 
construction of Hill Tower 3, many of the construction workers parked at meters on the streets 
surrounding the development. They would often plug the meters several times during the day, 
tying up those spots normally available for visitors to the downtown.  We received many 
complaints from customers regarding the difficulty of finding a parking spot anywhere nearby 
and our business suffered when many customers simply chose not to shop downtown. Reduced 
business didn’t just affect my bottom line, but also my employees and tenants upstairs, other 
downtown businesses and their employees. 

 Whenever a tower is built downtown there is a certain amount of disruption and 
inconvenience that cannot be avoided in order to renew and enhance our downtown. 
Construction workers parking at metered street spots, is entirely avoidable and directing them 
to off-street parking would help minimize the impact of such development.    

I would be happy to try to answer any questions you may have. 

Thank-you for allowing me to appear before you today.  



     

   



Agriculture Place – 1800, 1842, and 1850 Hamilton Street 
Application for Discretionary Use Approval (12-DU-34) 
 

Your Worship, members of City Council and members of City Administration.  My name 

is Rosanne Hill Blaisdell.  I am the Managing Director of Harvard Buildings Inc. and Vice 

President of Leasing with Harvard Developments Inc. and we are proponents of the 

Discretionary Use Application before you today. 

 

With me at the podium is Mr. Vince Dods of Gibbs Gage Architects, who has acted as 

the lead design architect on the proposed Agriculture Place development.  In addition to 

being the lead architect for the Mosaic Tower in Regina, Gibbs Gage has designed over 

15 new office buildings comprising over 10 million square feet in the Calgary market in 

the past five years.  They are partnering with the local Regina office of Stantec in this 

project.  Michael Kime of MKT Arkle is the project manager of the building. He has been 

involved in six of Harvard’s Downtown Office developments, the most recent being 

Mosaic Tower Hill Centre III. 

 

Harvard is proud and excited to introduce Agriculture Place.  Located mid-block at 

1842/1850 Hamilton, the building is proposed to be 147,000 square feet and 

approximately 10 stories in height.  The new structure will be LEED certified and 

incorporate many materials and state of the art mechanical and electrical equipment to 

ensure that Agriculture Place is a leader in environmental standards and energy 

efficiency. 

 
 



 
 
 

   
 
 
 

   
 



The building was envisioned in response to the public tender issued in 2010 by Farm 

Credit Canada to accommodate their need to consolidate their current offices and 

create efficiencies in their operations.  Harvard was the successful proponent. The 

proposed development fulfills Farm Credit’s needs and brings an additional 48,000 sf. of 

speculation unleased space to the downtown market for any large block prospective 

tenants looking to locate or expand. The development is also consistent with the vision, 

principles, big moves and urban design standards of the Regina Downtown 

Neighborhood Plan. Agriculture Place has been sensitively and creatively designed to 

maintain the theme of the existing Farm Credit Canada Tower immediately north to this 

site.  Over $69 million dollars is being invested in the new building and this will translate 

to a large number of jobs during the construction phase and bring hundreds of new 

workers into the downtown core.  The economic benefits of such a project are multiple.  

 
 
 

   



  
 

 
Last fall, Harvard Developments Inc. submitted this application and embarked on the 

Urban Design Review process to ensure the building would meet the objectives and the 

spirit of the RDNP.  

  
 
The design of street level building components reflects the requirements within the plan 

to provide active use at grade.  The pedestrian interface is designed to accommodate 

commercial uses, where the articulation of the building podium can easily allow for both 

large and small ground floor tenant sizes. The façade of the building at grade provides a 

good rhythm at street level to potentially accommodate several commercial uses with 

various entry points.  Access to these commercial spaces is gained from street level as 

well as potentially from the main building entrance lobby, which punctuates the façade 

at a mid-block location. The partially recessed parkette located below the +15 walkway 

provides both added barrier-free access to the adjacent retail space as well as a 

comfortable landscaped area, providing a pedestrian retreat along the active street 

edge. Together with added landscaping and improved sidewalk treatment along 

Hamilton Street, the overall podium design of Agriculture Place intends to engage the 

urban realm and add to the vibrancy of Regina’s Central Business District. 

 



   

 

In terms of the aesthetics of the building, the material treatment and articulation at the 

base reflects the small scale rhythm of massing required in the RDNP. Clear glazing 

around the base of the building creates improved depth and views into the building, 

while patterned glass adds to the animation of the streetscape. Additionally, rich 

quartzite and granite stone materials act to ground the frames and accent the façade. 

The proposed building is also wrapped with large glass canopies that extend out 1.5 

metres from the building face.  The canopies provide weather protection as well as a 

design feature to partially deflect wind that may be driven down the face of the building 

and reflect a human scale. 

 
 

 
 
 



   

 

 

   



To substantiate the comfort of wind conditions at the street level, we engaged a 

consultant, Rowan Williams Davies & Irwin Inc., to evaluate the proposed building 

massing and configuration. Based on thorough wind tunnel analyses completed for the 

recently constructed adjacent Hill Tower III,  the analysis revealed that the design of the 

building would not create negative conditions at grade for pedestrians and that areas 

along the Hamilton Street edge would be comfortable for standing and other pedestrian 

activities throughout the year.  

 

   
 
   
 
 
 
In terms of the Office Contribution Gradient, we have agreed on a value of $517,626 in 

public amenity contributions.   This gives priority to the pedestrian realm redevelopment 

including landscaping, street furniture and a mini park.  We are in the final stages of 



negotiating an agreement on a number of these items.  We anticipate that the 

completion of this portion of the Urban Design Review will be done in advance of the 

development permit being issued.  This is consistent with the objectives of the Regina 

Downtown Neighbourhood Plan to generate vibrant and active streetscapes in the 

Downtown. 

 
 

   
 
 
 
 

 
The required building parking to meet Bylaw is 137 stalls. This application meets this 

requirement by providing two of underground parking levels providing additional 62 

parking stalls on-site.  Access to the parking garage is from the lane at the rear of the 

subject property and shared with the existing FCC building parking entry ramp.  75 

parking stalls provide the remaining parking required in an existing parkade located at 



the northwest corner of Rose Street and 12th Avenue located one block east of the 

subject property through a parking agreement with the City.  Off-site parking is a 

permitted use in the Downtown zone.  In response to concerns voiced about contractor 

parking on Hamilton Street during the course of construction of Agriculture Place, we 

have contacted the owner of 1755 Hamilton Street, and have agreed to enter into a 

contractual arrangement to use their parking stalls for the purpose of the contractor and 

sub trade parking.  Please see the attached letter.   

 

Harvard Developments Inc. currently manages 1283 number of parking stalls in the 

downtown core with 781 stalls being required through leases of our tenants.  A few of 

the larger tenants in the building are also high users of public transportation and with 

the huge emphasis on the City’s new “Walk to Work” campaign, we are confident there 

will be no additional pressure on parking as a result.  

 

   



 
In closing, Harvard would like to emphasize our commitment to Downtown Regina. We 

have operated our head office in this City for 110 years and have a strong history of 

investing time, dollars and people here.  We intend to continue this legacy of improving 

and supporting many projects and activities which make Regina’s Downtown a jewel in 

the Prairies. 

 
 
We are available to answer any questions you may have. 
 
 
 





Regina Downtown Business Improvement District 
12-DU-34 Presentation to the City Council 
March 18, 2013 

 
Good Afternoon Mayor Fougere and City Council. 
 
My name is Judith Veresuk, Executive Director of the Regina Downtown Business 
Improvement District.  I am pleased to be here today provide support for 
Discretionary Use Application 12-DU-34.   
 
Regina Downtown Business Improvement District offers general support for the 

proposed development for:  

 helping to address the pressing current need for A Class office space in 
downtown Regina;  

 the provision of high quality at grade retail space in an important retail area 
of downtown; and  

 the proponent’s demonstrated continuing commitment to a vital and 
vibrant downtown.   

The applicant is to be commended for its work in these regards. 

 

Regina Downtown strongly encourages the proponent to make every effort to 

ensure compliance with the Regina Downtown Neighbourhood Plan, for which 

Regina Downtown BID has expressed its full endorsement.   

 

Additionally, Regina Downtown strongly recommends that the proponent provide 

off-site parking for its construction workers throughout the construction phase.   

Several businesses expressed concern over the lack of on-street parking during 

the development of Hill Centre III.  Proactively addressing this issue is 

encouraged. 

 
Thank you. 



CR13-45 
March 18, 2013 
 
 
 
To: His Worship the Mayor 
 and Members of City Council 
 
Re: Application for Discretionary Use (12-DU-34) Proposed Office Building Greater than 2.0 

in the D-Downtown Zone – 1800, 1842, and 1850 Hamilton Street 

 
RECOMMENDATION OF THE REGINA PLANNING COMMISSION  
- MARCH 13, 2013 
 

1. That the discretionary use application for a proposed office building greater than Floor 
Area Ratio (F.A.R.) 2.0 located at 1800, 1842, and 1850 Hamilton Street, being Lots 28-
35 inclusive, and 42, Block 306, Old 33 Subdivision, be APPROVED, and that a 
Development Permit be issued subject to the following conditions: 

 
a) The development shall be consistent with the plans attached to this report as 

Appendix A-3.1 to A-3.4 inclusive, prepared by Gibbs Gage Architects and dated 
December 15, 2012; 

 
b) The applicant/owner shall enter into an agreement with the City of Regina, in a form 

satisfactory to the City Solicitor, to provide the balance of required parking stalls not 
provided on site at an off-site location to meet the minimum parking requirements of 
Regina Zoning Bylaw No. 9250. This agreement will provide that the off-site parking 
serve the proposed development in perpetuity.  The agreement shall be executed prior 
to issuance of a building permit, and be registered on title in the City’s interest at the 
applicant/owner’s cost; 
 

c) The building permit plans shall clearly identify the minimum required parking stalls 
for persons with disabilities;  
 

d) The applicant/owner shall comply with all applicable regulations and standards under 
Regina Zoning Bylaw No. 9250; and 

 
e) The applicant/owner shall enter into an agreement with the City of Regina, in a form 

satisfactory to the City Solicitor, for the provision of public amenities consistent with 
Chapter 17 of Regina Zoning Bylaw No. 9250 and equivalent to the amount of $517, 
626. This agreement shall be executed prior to issuance of a building permit, and shall 
be registered on title in the City’s interest at the applicant/owner’s cost. 

 
 
REGINA PLANNING COMMISSION – MARCH 13, 2013 
 
The following addressed the Commission:  
 

− Rylan Graham, City Planner, made a PowerPoint presentation, a copy of which is on file 
in the City Clerk's Office; 

− Kelly Hague, representing Loggie’s Shoes; and 
− Roseanne Hill Blaisdell and Vincent Dods (Gibbs Gage Architects), representing Harvard 

Developments. 
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The Commission adopted a resolution to concur in the recommendation contained in the report.  
Recommendation #2 does not require City Council approval. 
 
 
Councillors:  Shawn Fraser and Mike O’Donnell; Commissioners:  David Edwards, Phil Evans, 
Phil Selenski, Laureen Snook and Sherry Wolf were present during consideration of this report 
by the Regina Planning Commission. 
 
 
The Regina Planning Commission, at its meeting held on March 13, 2013, considered the 
following report from the Administration: 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 

1. That the discretionary use application for a proposed office building greater than Floor 
Area Ratio (F.A.R.) 2.0 located at 1800, 1842, and 1850 Hamilton Street, being Lots 28-
35 inclusive, and 42, Block 306, Old 33 Subdivision, be APPROVED, and that a 
Development Permit be issued subject to the following conditions: 

 
a) The development shall be consistent with the plans attached to this report as 

Appendix A-3.1 to A-3.4 inclusive, prepared by Gibbs Gage Architects and dated 
December 15, 2012; 

 
b) The applicant/owner shall enter into an agreement with the City of Regina, in a form 

satisfactory to the City Solicitor, to provide the balance of required parking stalls not 
provided on site at an off-site location to meet the minimum parking requirements of 
Regina Zoning Bylaw No. 9250. This agreement will provide that the off-site parking 
serve the proposed development in perpetuity.  The agreement shall be executed prior 
to issuance of a building permit, and be registered on title in the City’s interest at the 
applicant/owner’s cost; 
 

c) The building permit plans shall clearly identify the minimum required parking stalls 
for persons with disabilities;  
 

d) The applicant/owner shall comply with all applicable regulations and standards under 
Regina Zoning Bylaw No. 9250; and 
 

e) The applicant/owner shall enter into an agreement with the City of Regina, in a form 
satisfactory to the City Solicitor, for the provision of public amenities consistent with 
Chapter 17 of Regina Zoning Bylaw No. 9250 and equivalent to the amount of $517, 
626. This agreement shall be executed prior to issuance of a building permit, and shall 
be registered on title in the City’s interest at the applicant/owner’s cost. 

 
2. That this report be forwarded to the March 18, 2013 meeting of City Council. 

 
CONCLUSION 
 
The applicant proposes to develop: 
 

• A building (office use) greater than F.A.R. 2.0 in the D-Downtown Zone. 
• The building would be 11 storeys (plus penthouse) and would be approximately 

15,000m2 in size; 
• No technical concerns were identified throughout the review process; 
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• The development is consistent with the urban design standards in the Regina Downtown 
Neighbourhood Plan; and 

• The pubic stakeholder feedback was mixed. Most were generally accepting of a new 
office building in this location. Concerns related to ongoing construction nuisance and 
parking were commonly cited.  

 
The proposal complies with the development standards and regulations contained in Regina 
Zoning Bylaw No. 9250 and is consistent with the policies contained in Regina Development 
Plan Bylaw No. 7877 (Official Community Plan). 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
This application is being considered pursuant to Regina Zoning Bylaw No. 9250, Regina 
Development Plan Bylaw No. 7877 (Official Community Plan), and The Planning and 
Development Act, 2007.  
 
Pursuant to subsection 56(3) of the Act, Council may establish conditions for discretionary uses 
based on; nature of the proposed (e.g. site, size, shape and arrangement of buildings) and aspects 
of site design (e.g. landscaping, site access, parking and loading), but not including the colour, 
texture or type of materials and architectural details. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 

Land Use Details 
 Existing Proposed 

Zoning D-Downtown D-Downtown 
Land Use 

Retail and Office 
(Office) Building Greater than 
Floor Area Ratio (F.A.R.) 2.0 in 

the D Zone 
Number of Dwelling Units N/A N/A 
Building Area N/A 15,156m2 

 
Zoning Analysis 

 Required Proposed 
Number of Parking Stalls 
Required 

137 stalls 
Office= 1/100 after 325m2@ 

13,235.9/100= 132.3 
Retail=1/50 after 325m2 @ 

226/50=4.5 
Restaurant= nil 

137 (62 on site and 75 located at 
1860 Rose Street through off-site 
caveated parking agreement) 

Minimum Lot Area (m2) n/a 2335m2 
Minimum Lot Frontage (m) n/a 50.6m 

Maximum Building Height (m) Unlimited (Subject to Office 
Contribution Gradient) 48.15m 

Gross Floor Area n/a 15,156m2 

Maximum Floor Area Ratio 
(F.A.R*) 

Unlimited (Subject to Office 
Contribution Gradient 

6.49 

Maximum Coverage (%) n/a 96.7% 
*Floor Area Ratio (F.A.R) is a ratio of gross floor area to site area. The purpose of the standard is to control the 
density of building.  
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The surrounding land uses are a combination of office and retail in all directions, as well as 
residential to the east. 
 
The applicant’s proposal represents the second phase of the Agriculture Place building, the first 
of which was originally constructed in 1991. The second phase would be connected to the first 
phase through the lobby, through the underground parking garage, and a connection on the 7th 
floor. The new tower would also have access to the existing pedway connection to the office 
building on the east side of Hamilton Street.  
 
The proposed development is consistent with the purpose and intent of the D-Downtown Zone 
with respect to: 
 

• Strengthening the Downtown as the economic and cultural hub of the City by making it 
an attractive place to work, shop, visit, and live; 

• Facilitating and encouraging developments that contain ground floor and pedestrian-
oriented streets, clusters of retailing and eating and drinking establishments etc.; and  

• To create a human-scaled environment, characteristic of all great downtown.  
 
Urban Design Review- Built Form Framework 
 
The D-Downtown Zone standards as amended by City Council on August 20, 2012 provide 
development and design standards/regulations not found in other zones in the city.  The 
regulations implement the intent of the Downtown Zone as described in the section above. 
Important aspects of positive downtown built environment include building within contextual 
surroundings, contribution to pedestrianism, interactive facades through clearer glass treatment, 
multiple entrances, and active storefront uses. This section discusses some key development 
regulations that require further explanation.  
 
Frontage Condition 
 
This block of Hamilton Street is identified for Required Street Level Storefront Frontage, 
meaning buildings along these streets shall provide storefront uses at street level. Non-storefront 
features, such as common building lobbies or entrances to above grade uses should be 
minimized.  
 
Approximately 85 percent of the building frontage is considered to be storefront frontage and is 
therefore consistent with this section of the bylaw. The applicant originally proposed an open 
public space to the south of the main building noted as “single storey CRU” (Commercial Retail 
Unit) on the site plan. The commercial space creates opportunity for consistent street retail 
frontage to develop. The CRU space to the north of the lobby is intended for a café type tenant 
with flexible space for lobby use or restaurant use. The CRU space to the south of the lobby is 
intended for a retail type tenant. Furthermore as part of the construction of this building 
approximately 26m of less active or passive frontage that is currently part of the existing office 
building would be demolished and reconstructed and used in accordance with current zoning 
standards, which require more pedestrian level interaction.  
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Above Street Wall and Podium Development Standards 
 
Each building in the downtown is required to include a podium, which is the lower portion of the 
building that defines the street edge or public realm as shown in Figures 1 and 2 below. 
 

 
The building has a defined podium consistent with applicable standards. The typical standard of 
the tower stepback from the podium is 2.5m. This standard helps to create a human scale to 
buildings that otherwise dominate the streets of the downtown and also to mitigate wind that 
blows down the tower and onto the sidewalk (pedestrian realm). However, the bylaw allows for 
flexibility at the discretion of City Council providing a wind analysis demonstrates there would 
be no adverse conditions to the pedestrian realm as a result. In this proposed building, some 
tower elements deviate from the minimum standard and protrude closer than the required 2.5m. 
The Administration is supportive of the deviations of the tower step back because it addresses 
other urban design objectives including good transition between the new tower and existing 
tower to the north. A wind analysis prepared by a qualified professional has confirmed the 
deviations in tower step back would have no negative impact on the pedestrian realm. 
 
In addition to these basic standards, the podium is consistent with additional design guidelines 
that encourage a fine grain of streetscape by articulating the façade in a vertical rhythm (to 
accommodate storefronts) that is consistent with the historical character of storefronts having 
frontage of approximately 6 to 12 metres spacing.  
 
Office Contribution Gradient (Public Amenities) 
 
The subject property is located within the Central Business District as identified in the 
Downtown Zone. The height and F.A.R of office buildings in the Central Business District is 
unlimited providing that the applicant provides public amenity contributions of $4.00/ square 
foot or amenities of equivalent value in accordance with Chapter 17 – Development Alternatives 
and Incentives. The building is worth $517,626 in public amenity contributions.  
 
In finalizing the public amenity agreement the Administration is giving priority to pedestrian 
realm (sidewalk) redevelopment, including landscaping, street furniture, a mini park or parkette 
given the recent investments made in public realm improvements adjacent to the Mosaic Tower.  
The value associated with these public amenities is still being negotiated along with other 
potential amenities.   If there is a balance remaining upon completion of these negotiations it 
would be payable to the City and assigned to an account that has been established for projects of 
public benefit in the downtown.  

 
Figure 1 – Podium Illustration Figure 2 – Step Back Illustration 
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RECOMMENDATION IMPLICATIONS 
 
Financial Implications  
 
The subject area currently receives a full range of municipal services, including water, sewer and 
storm drainage. The applicant will be responsible for the cost of any additional, or changes to 
existing, infrastructure that may be required to directly or indirectly support the development, in 
accordance with City standards and applicable legal requirements. 
 
Environmental Implications 
 
No particular environment implications were identified through the review of this proposal. The 
subject property is located within the core of Downtown, which is well-serviced by public 
transit.  
 
Policy/Strategic Implications  
 
The proposal is consistent with the policies contained within Part A: Policy Plan of Regina 
Development Plan, Bylaw No. 7877 (Official Community Plan) with respect to: 
 
The proposal is consistent with the policies contained within Part A: Policy Plan of Regina 
Development Plan, Bylaw No. 7877 (Official Community Plan) with respect to: 
 

• Section 4.10 – That the City of Regina shall encourage the retention and enhancement of 
the downtown as the primary business, office, cultural and administrative centre of the 
city.  

 
The proposal has been evaluated with policies contained in Part G –Downtown, which 
implements Policy 22, the intent of which is to ensure that new development:  
 
a) Makes a positive contribution to the city, to the Downtown, and to the streetscape. 
 
b) Relates to, and builds upon, its existing context. 
 
c) Contributes to pedestrianism. 
 
d) The façade is as interactive as possible at street level, through transparency, multiple 

entrances, and storefront and active uses. 
 
e) Will stand the test of time. 
 
Other Implications  
 
None with respect to this report. 
 
Accessibility Implications  
 
The proposal provides four additional parking stalls for persons with disabilities, which exceeds 
the minimum required by the Zoning Bylaw.  
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COMMUNICATIONS 
 
Communications strategy has been developed to address the community issues. 
 
Public notification signage posted on:  November 15, 2012 
Letter sent to immediate property owners November 16, 2012 
Public Open House Held N/A 
Number of Public Comments Sheets Received  17 
 
A more detailed accounting of the respondents’ concerns and the Administration’s response to 
them is provided in Appendix B. Also included are the Administration’s response to those issues.  
The Downtown Business Improvement District also responded in support of the project as 
follows: 
 

“Regina Downtown Business Improvement District offers general support for the 
proposed development for: 
 

§ Helping to address the pressing current need for A Class office in downtown 
Regina; 

§ The provision of high quality at grade retail space in an important retail area of 
downtown; and 

§ The proponent has demonstrated continuing commitment to a vital and vibrant 
downtown.  

 
The Applicant is to be commended in these regards.  
 
Regina Downtown strongly encourages the proponent to make every effort to ensure 
compliance with the Regina Downtown Neighbourhood Plan, for which Regina 
Downtown BID has expressed its full endorsement. “ 

 
 
DELEGATED AUTHORITY 
 
City Council’s approval is required, pursuant to Part V of The Planning and Development Act, 
2007. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
REGINA PLANNING COMMISSION 
 
 

 
 
Elaine Gohlke, Secretary 
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Appendix B 
 

Public Consultation Summary 
 
Response Number of 

Responses 
Issues Identified  

Completely 
opposed 0  

Accept if many 
features were 
different 

2 

-Alleviate construction nuisance during construction 
-Access to the lane should be guaranteed during the 
construction period 
-Financial relief is provided to residents and business during 
the construction period. 

Accept if one or 
two features were 
different 

3 

-Concern with loss of lane access during construction 
-Closure of the existing walkway from Hamilton Street. 
-More parking should be provided. 
-There is a lack of patron parking for the downtown. 
Underground lots generally are reserved for office workers, 
but there is not enough parking for retail or restaurant 
patrons.  

I support this 
proposal 5 

-Construction workers should not sit on the ledge of the 
building while taking a break 
-General concerns with the behaviour of construction 
workers. 
-The building should have adequate parking on-site. 
-Retailers should be charged a reasonable rent for space as to 
cater to independent retailers. 
-lack of on-site parking is a concern. 
-City should take note that construction has a large impact on 
residents in the downtown, which it hopes to attract.  
-More development in the downtown the better, rather than it 
going into a suburban location.  
-City needs to do a better job of enforcing landscape 
requirements and maintaining trees downtown.  

Not stated 7 

-lack of rental apartments in the central part of the city   
-no need for another office tower in the Downtown 
-contributes to the Downtown as a economic hub, but not as 
a cultural hub. 
-ongoing inconvenience and nuisance associated with 
construction. 
-loss of sunlight 
-Construction in the alley was a major inconvenience during 
construction of Tower III and will continue through this 
construction process. 
-City must guarantee access through the alley for business 
and residents during construction.  
-Loss of parking during period of high construction.  
-Parking should be provided to the total supply for the 
downtown, not just using the existing supply in a public 
parkade. 
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1. Issue: Construction activity will cause significant disruption to the immediate vicinity of the 

site and have a negative impact on surroundings. 
 
Administration’s Response: 
The permissible hours of construction are from 7:00 am to 10:00 pm (seven days a week). 
Construction of a project of this scale, if it proceeds, will certainly cause some temporary 
disruption during the construction period including temporary road closures, access and 
sidewalk restrictions.  Efforts will be made to have pedestrian access around the site through 
covered passages and ensuring that impacts on access to adjacent properties are minimized. 
 

2. Issue: The proposed development should provide its full compliment of parking required 
under zoning provisions on site and not impact on other parking structures in the area 
 
Administration’s Response: 
Under current provisions in Regina Zoning Bylaw property owners are permitted to fulfill 
parking requirements for their developments through off-site caveated parking in the 
Downtown zone.  This is conditional upon demonstration that that the off-site parking being 
utilized is not required to meet parking requirements for other developments (land uses) and 
that there are sufficient parking stalls at the proposed parking location.  The off-site caveated 
parking agreement is registered on title and the required parking for the development must be 
provided in perpetuity at that location. 
 
The new Regina Downtown Neighbourhood Plan contains actions on parking management.  
Specifically, the plan identifies an action to conduct a comprehensive parking study in 
Downtown including a review of parking policy. The parking study is currently underway 
and recommendations will be finalized in 2013.  
 

3. Issue: The proposed development will add to traffic and delivery congestion in the lane at 
the rear of the subject property. 
 
Administration’s Response: The proposed development provides two loading stalls off the 
lane.  Parked vehicles located within the physical lane is a traffic enforcement issue and is 
outside the scope of what can be considered under land use planning and zoning. 
 

4.  Issue: The lane must remain open during the construction period. 
 
Administration’s Response: The City agrees that the lane must remain open during the 
construction of the building. However, there will likely be periods of temporary closures to 
the lane for unavoidable circumstances such as relocation of utilities or safety concerns. The 
applicant has indicated that they intend too coordinate utility work with utility companies 
who have their own procedures for public notification and that they would prefer to maintain 
one-way access during these disruptions.  
 

5.  Issue: The existing walkway connection will be lost 
 
Administration’s Response: The existing walkway is not a public access and was private 
property. While a mid-block access is not required at this location it is recognized that it may 
provide benefit for some residents or workers of the downtown. The downtown plan requires 
that storefronts occupy 100 percent of frontage as to create a more dense and vibrant street 
retailing environment.  
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6.  Issue: General behaviour of construction workers. 
 
Administration’s Response:  The potential negative behaviour of construction workers is 
beyond the scope of a development review or approval. If any illegal behaviour of 
construction workers is witnessed residents are advised to call the police.  
 

7.  Issue: Retailers should be charged responsible rent as to allow local retailers into the market. 
 
Administration’s Response: The City has no ability to control rent of commercial space. The 
Zoning Bylaw does not distinguish between local and non-local businesses.  
 

8.  Issue: The City needs to do a better job of enforcing landscape requirements and maintaining 
trees downtown. 
 
Administration’s Response: Landscape requirements and improvements to the public realm 
are recognized as a major priority of the new Downtown Plan. The Administration will 
ensure minimum requirements are met and encourages exceeding of requirements through 
bonusing mechanisms.   
 

9.  Issue: The development does not contribute needed rental apartments in the downtown nor 
does it contribute to the downtown as a cultural hub.  
 
Administration’s Response: The City recognizes the provision of housing as a key 
component in achieving the vision of downtown reaching its full potential and is working 
towards that goal through implementation of the Downtown Plan and the forthcoming 
Official Community Plan. However, the City also recognizes the cluster of major office 
development as a major strength of the downtown and the city has a whole. Clustering of 
major office use and high density residential are complimentary goals in achieving the 
downtown vision.  
 

10 Issue: Loss of sunlight: 
 
Adminsitrtion’s Response: The property is located in the Central Business District of the 
Downtown, which permits unlimited height and density of office buildings subject to 
bonusing. As such, some sun shadow impacts are inevitable. The applicant has prepared a 
sun shadow study that shows the building would cause loss of morning light to adjacent 
residential property to the west. The building would not have a particularly negative impact 
on adjacent public realm during active months.  

 



 
CR13-46 

 
March 25, 2013 
 
 
To: Members, 
 Executive Committee 
 
Re: 2012 Semi-Annual Review of Closed Executive Committee Items 

 
RECOMMENDATION OF THE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 
- MARCH 6, 2013 
 
That this report be received and filed. 
 
 
EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE – MARCH 6, 2013 
 
The Committee adopted a resolution to concur in the recommendation contained in the report. 
 
Mayor Michael Fougere, Councillors:  Sharron Bryce, Bryon Burnett, John Findura, Bob 
Hawkins, Terry Hincks and Wade Murray were present during consideration of this report by the 
Executive Committee 
 
 
The Executive Committee, at the PRIVATE session of its meeting held on March 3, 2013, 
considered the following report: 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
That this report be forwarded to City Council for information to provide the list of private reports 
which have already been reported to City Council, as outlined on Schedule 1. 

 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
The Committee should review the provided information on reports considered in private session 
to determine whether any reports may now be released to the public. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
Pursuant to Section (4) of Schedule "A" of the Procedure Bylaw, the Administration has 
undertaken a review of all confidential items considered by the Committee since its last review 
to determine which of the reports are no longer confidential in nature and can now be released to 
the public. 
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DISCUSSION 
 

The reports considered by the Executive Committee in private session from July to December 
have been compiled into the following categories on the attached schedules: 

 
1. Reports considered by the Committee and subsequently forwarded to City Council for 

approval (Schedule 1). 
 

2. Reports considered by the Committee and determined to be permanently closed 
(Schedule 2). 

 
RECOMMENDATION IMPLICATIONS 
 
Financial Implications 
 
There are no financial considerations with regards to the recommendations. 
 
Environmental Implications 
 
There are no environmental implications related to the recommendations. 
 
Strategic Implications 
 

A semi-annual review of matters considered in closed session promotes an open and transparent 
government. 
 
Other Implications 
 
There are no other implications associated with the recommendations. 
 
Accessibility Implications 
 

Releasing items no longer considered private in nature ensures the public is able to access 
information that has informed decisions of Council. 
 
COMMUNICATION PLAN 
 

Items included on public agendas are posted to the City’s website. 
 
DELEGATED AUTHORITY 
 

The recommendation of the Executive Committee on the release of items considered in private 
session should be forwarded to City Council for consideration. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 
 

 
 
Joni Swidnicki, Secretary 



 
 

SCHEDULE NO. 1 
 

REVIEW OF CLOSED EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE ITEMS 
JULY-DECEMBER – 2012 REVIEW 

 
REPORTS FORWARDED TO CITY COUNCIL 

 
Date Last 
Considered 

 

Subject Date Submitted to  
Council 

Jul 11/12 Regina Revitalization Initiative – Non-Binding 
MOU 
 

July 23/12 

Jul 18/12 2012 Semi-Annual Review of Closed Executive 
Committee Items 
 

Aug 20/12 

Aug 15/12 Final Draft Transportation Directions for 
Transportation Master Plan 
 

Sept. 17/12 
 

Sept 5/12 Community Grants Program – Bylaw 
Amendments 
 
Interim Extra-Municipal Servicing Policy and Fee 
Structure 
 

Oct. 9/12 
 
 
Nov. 19/12  

Oct 3/12 Settlement of Pension and Long-Term Disability 
Lawsuits with Regina Qu’Appelle Health Region 
 

Oct. 3/12 

Dec 12/12 Appointment to the Regina Regional 
Opportunities Commission (RROC) 
 
Appointments to the Board of Directors for 
Regina Downtown BID 
 
Appointment to Regina’s Warehouse Business 
improvement District Board 
 
Citizen and Organizational Appointments to 
Committees for 2013 
 

Dec 17/12 
 
 
Dec 17/12 
 
 
Dec 17/12 
 
 
Dec 17/12 
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March 18, 2013 
 
 
 
To: His Worship the Mayor 
 and Members of City Council 
 
Re: 101st Grey Cup Festival (November 20-24, 2013) 

And Championship Game (November 24, 2013) 

 
RECOMMENDATION OF THE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE- MARCH 6, 2013 
 
1. That the Executive Committee approve the total City of Regina costs of $1,021,000 to 

support the 2013 Grey Cup Festival and the Championship Game as follows: 
 

(a) currently funded soft costs of approximately $155,900 for administrative staff 
time to be absorbed within existing budgets; 

 
(b) unfunded soft costs of approximately $540,800 for administrative overtime, 

backfilling of positions, contracted services, police crowd control training, 
increased enforcement, etc.;  

 
(c) unfunded hard costs of approximately $324,300 for transportation, equipment, 

police crowd control equipment, etc.; 
 
2. That the Executive Committee approves that funding for (b) and (c) above, in the amount of 

$865,100 be allocated from the General Reserve Fund. 
 
3. That the Executive Committee to direct Administration to negotiate with the Saskatchewan 

Roughrider Football Club the recovery of all, or a portion of, the total unfunded costs of 
$865,100 associated with this event. 

 
4. That the Executive Committee to grant authority to the City Manager to execute an 

Agreement on cost recovery between the City of Regina and the Saskatchewan Roughrider 
Football Club. 

 
 
EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE – MARCH 6, 2013 
 
The Committee adopted a resolution to concur in the recommendation contained in the report. 
 
Mayor Michael Fougere, Councillors:  Sharron Bryce, Bryon Burnett, John Findura, Bob 
Hawkins, Terry Hincks, Wade Murray and Barbara Young were present during consideration of 
this report by the Executive Committee. 
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The Executive Committee, at its meeting held on March 6, 2013, considered the following report 
from the Administration: 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
Administration recommends that: 
 

(1) Executive Committee approve the total City of Regina costs of $1,021,000 to support 
the 2013 Grey Cup Festival and the Championship Game as follows: 

 
(d) currently funded soft costs of approximately $155,900 for administrative staff 

time to be absorbed within existing budgets; 
 
(e) unfunded soft costs of approximately $540,800 for administrative overtime, 

backfilling of positions, contracted services, police crowd control training, 
increased enforcement, etc.;  

 
(f) unfunded hard costs of approximately $324,300 for transportation, equipment, 

police crowd control equipment, etc.; 
 

(2) Executive Committee approves that funding for (b) and (c) above, in the amount of 
$865,100 be allocated from the General Reserve Fund. 

 
(3) Executive Committee to direct Administration to negotiate with the Saskatchewan 

Roughrider Football Club the recovery of all, or a portion of, the total unfunded costs 
of $865,100 associated with this event. 

 
(4) Executive Committee to grant authority to the City Manager to execute an Agreement 

on cost recovery between the City of Regina and the Saskatchewan Roughrider 
Football Club. 

 
CONCLUSION 
 
The City of Regina is supportive of Regina hosting the 101st Grey Cup Championship Game and 
Festival as there are measurable benefits to the community from an economic standpoint and 
simple bragging rights. The City has very successfully hosted two prior Grey Cups however, 
hosting an event of this magnitude is costly and requires significant resources, both in dollars and 
human resource time.  Although some internal records detailing direct and indirect internal costs 
were retained from the hosting of the 2003 Grey Cup, no true or complete costing was 
completed.  As such, it was deemed necessary to record and assess more accurate figures for the 
2013 Grey Cup Game and Festival, and to seek approval from Executive Committee to expend 
additional funding. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
In October 2011 the Canadian Football League (CFL) awarded the 2013 Grey Cup Game 
(Celebration in Rider Nation 2013) to Regina.  This will be the third time the CFL’s 
Championship Game has been hosted by Regina.  The events, both the Grey Cup Games and 
Festivals in 1995 and 2003 were deemed to be tremendously successful. 
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With the completion of the 100th Grey Cup Game this past November in Toronto, planning is 
well underway for Regina to host the 101st Game in November 2013.  The Grey Cup 
Organizational Structure includes various committees, such as an Executive Oversight 
Committee, with representation from the City of Regina’s City Manager, as well as an 
Operations Committee and a Volunteer Festival Committee.  Under these umbrella committees 
are various smaller committees which include representation from several City of Regina 
administrative staff. 
 
In addition, Administration has created an internal committee, comprised of administrative staff 
from various divisions who also serve on external Grey Cup Committees (Attachment A) and 
provide a coordinating role for the City’s participation. The purpose of this internal committee is 
to estimate costs involved, monitor tasks and responsibilities agreed to, and to keep the 
Executive Leadership Team and Council apprised of City of Regina involvement on an ongoing 
basis. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
The City of Regina, along with the CFL, the players and fans support the excitement and passion 
that comes with hosting the Grey Cup Festival and Game.  All stakeholders involved, including 
and especially, the 3,000–plus volunteers, will once again prove to the country that 
Saskatchewan is more than capable of delivering a successful event of this magnitude, leaving 
everyone with a safe, festive and memorable experience. 
 
As indicated earlier, Regina has played host to the CFL’s Grey Cup on two occasions in the past.  
In both 1995 and 2003, Regina hosted with unprecedented success and established the calibre for 
all future Grey Cups to follow.  In 2013, the Saskatchewan Roughriders Football Club, along 
with the Host Organizing Committee, will build on previous successes and once again fulfill a 
continuing legacy of successfully hosting such major events. 
 
In addition to contributing to the 1995 and 2003 Grey Cup Game and Festivals, the City has 
successfully hosted or contributed to hosting the 2010 Vancouver Olympic Torch Relay event, 
the 2011 and 2012 National Infrastructure Summits, the Western Canadian Music Awards, Skate 
Canada Challenge 2012, Mosaic, JazzFest Regina, Summer Invasion, the Rolling Stones and 
numerous other events. 
 
With any event of this magnitude, various stakeholders, including the City of Regina, are asked 
to contribute either directly or indirectly towards the Grey Cup Festival and Championship 
Game.  The Executive Director of the 101st Grey Cup Festival has approached the City with a 
request of support for both a capital upgrade at Mosaic Stadium and operational resource support 
for the overall event.  
 
Capital Upgrade Request:  this involves a partial field lighting upgrade that includes the 
removal of the two east side field lighting towers and fixtures and the re-establishment of that 
field lighting onto the roof of the East Side Club Seating structure.  A local electrical engineering 
consulting firm has reviewed the feasibility of this project. 
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The result of that review was to provide two options and cost estimates to complete this project.  
Option 1, which included removal of the two towers and relocation of the existing field lighting 
fixtures to the East Side Club Seating roof were estimated at $130,000; while Option 2, removal 
of the two towers and new field lighting fixtures mounted on the East Side Club Seating roof, 
was estimated at $205,000 (estimates do not include taxes or professional engineering fees). 
 
A report outlining the results of the review concluded that the outcome of the proposed lighting 
change could not be guaranteed and could create more issues for the television broadcasters.  The 
report also states that the proposal was reviewed with a sports field lighting specialist who only 
recommended a complete field lighting upgrade, including the West Side Stadium lighting, 
which is something the City would not support.  As such, Administration does not recommend 
providing the funds for this request. 
 
Discussions relative to further options on lighting upgrades are ongoing, and could result in an 
additional capital request.  
 
Operational Resource Support request: 
 
Stadium: Use for Game Day 
  Prior week for set-up 
  Janitorial 
  Snow removal plan 
  Major utilities 
 
Field House: Alternate in-door practice facility 
  Game Day holding area for volunteers 
  Half-Time Show rehearsal space 
  Safety and Security pre-event meeting area for Game Day. 
 
City Plaza: Tent for festival week  
  Two additional weeks of set-up and tear-down time 
  Provision for protecting or removing assets for Festival Tent 

Utilities Power requirements, provision for services like sewer and water.  (extent 
of these modifications is not known at this time). 

 
Transit: City-wide transit program from hotels to festival events at no-charge to users 

(similar for Mosaic Festival) 
Game Day transit program from community malls and city-wide hotels to Mosaic 
Stadium at no-charge 

  
Street Closures: 
  For Mosaic Stadium as required for Game Day 
  For Downtown area for Festival Tent 
  Grey Cup Parade 
 
Fire Services: 

Fire protective services at the Grey Cup Game and Festival events as determined 
by the Safety and Security Committee at no charge. 
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Staff Liaison: Senior staff person to sit on the Grey Cup 101 organizing committee and be the 
liaison for all City of Regina services to the Planning Committee. 
Communications staff person to sit on the Grey Cup 101 Organizing Committee 
and assist in the areas of marketing and communications. 

   
Policing: Festival events 
  Game Day crowd control 
  Game Day vehicle access and egress 
  Grey Cup Parade 
  Criminal Record checks 
 
A detailed financial analysis of the costs to meet the above request is found below in the 
Financial Implications section of this report. 
 
RECOMMENDATION IMPLICATIONS 
 
Financial Implications 
 
Hosting of the Grey Cup 2013 will inject an estimated $100 million-plus into our provincial 
economy with spin-offs and indirect benefits, such as a boost to our hotel, food and 
entertainment industries.  However, there are also significant expenses incurred by various 
stakeholders. 
 
In preparation for the 2013 Grey Cup, the Saskatchewan Roughriders Football Club undertook a 
$14 million renovation project to Mosaic Stadium (Grey Cup Legacy Project), of which $6.2 
million was paid in the form of a loan from the Saskatchewan Government.  It is our 
understanding that any profits generated for the Grey Cup Game by the Saskatchewan 
Roughriders is expected to be paid back to the Saskatchewan Government towards the loan.  In 
addition, the Saskatchewan Roughriders submitted a $3 million grant proposal and application to 
the Saskatchewan Government in June 2012.  As of February 25, 2013, we are not aware of a 
response to this request. 
 
One option for recovery of City funding is to have the Saskatchewan Roughriders Football Club 
reimburse the City first, prior to making payment towards the loan.  This option requires more 
analysis as the loan agreement details between the Saskatchewan Roughriders and the 
Saskatchewan Government is not known.   
 
As noted above, the City of Regina’s total costs to fulfill the capital and operational support 
request of the 2013 Grey Cup Festival and Championship Game is approximately $1,021,000.  In 
2003, the City of Regina recovered $85,000 of operational costs related to the Grey Cup, but the 
City’s total contributions cannot be accurately reflected as no true costing was completed at that 
time.  Administration recommends that negotiations between the Saskatchewan Roughriders 
Football Club and City Administration occur to recover either all or a portion of the City’s 
unfunded costs associated with the event. 
 

There are several options when considering this funding request, including, as outlined above, 
providing funding from the General Fund Reserve.  Another option is to deny the request.  With 
many strategic infrastructure and operating requests putting pressure on the City’s finances, all 
funding requests need to be carefully considered, keeping in mind that property tax revenues do 
not grow in a sustained fashion from the total economic input.  Any contributions to the Grey 
Cup Game and Festival are seen as a community investment. 
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A detailed financial analysis of costs to fulfill the Grey Cup Festival’s request is attached as 
Attachment B. 
 
Environmental Implications 
 
None with respect to this report. 
 
Policy and/or Strategic Implications 
 
The City of Regina is supportive of hosting events such as the Grey Cup Game and Festival.  As 
such, it is strategically important to contribute to these events, taking into consideration the 
financial implications involved.  
 
Other Implications 
 
None with respect to this report. 
 
Accessibility Implications 
 
None with respect to this report. 
 
COMMUNICATIONS 
 
The Grey Cup Festival has asked that the City contribute a staff resource from Communications 
to participate in the Organizing Committee.  As such, any communication strategies will be 
completed jointly. 
 
DELEGATED AUTHORITY 
 
City Council approval is required to approve financial resources associated with this event. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 
 

 
 
Joni Swidnicki, Secretary 
 
 



City of Regina
Grey Cup 2013 Costs

Summary Total Costs Staff Time
# of 

Staff

 Total 
Unfunded 

Costs 
 Unfunded 

Hard Costs 
 Unfunded 
Soft Costs 

Transit 220,200$     6,700$       7        213,500$  205,000$    8,500$        
Fire 159,000       15,700       47      143,300    3,500          139,800      
Festival 10,100         10,100       1        -           -              -              
Facilities 180,500       79,300       66      101,200    21,200        80,000        
Downtown Festivities 105,600       18,400       8        87,200      7,900          79,300        
Communications 15,000         15,000       3        -           -              -              
Parking 2,500           500            4        2,000        -              2,000          
Traffic and Roadway Maintenance 65,400         6,200         2        59,200      21,700        37,500        
Winter Road Maintenance (if a major snow 
event occurs over the weekend) 109,600       4,000         1        105,600    36,700        68,900        

Total Civic 867,900       155,900     139    712,000    296,000      416,000      

Police 153,100       124,800     -     28,300      28,300        -              

Total City of Regina 1,021,000$  280,700$   139    740,300$  324,300$    416,000$    

# of staff to be determined for Traffic and Road Right-of-Way and Winter Road Maintenance

Funded/Absorbed 
Soft Costs

Grey Cup 2013 - City of Regina Costs
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CR13-48 
 

March 18, 2013 
 
 
 
To: His Worship the Mayor 
 and Members of City Council 
 
Re: 2013 Flow Monitoring Program and Wastewater Model Calibration 
 
RECOMMENDATION OF THE PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE 
- MARCH 7, 2013 
 
1. City Council authorize the Deputy City Manager of City Operations to initiate the process 
to engage consulting and professional engineering services for the 2013 Flow Monitoring 
Program and Wastewater Model Calibration.  The contract value to execute the program is 
expected to exceed $500,000; and, 

 
2. City Council authorize the Deputy City Manager of City Operations the authority to award, 
finalize the terms for the consulting and professional engineering services contract after 
review of the proposals from professional engineering firms, and amend such contracts after 
review of consultant and professional engineering proposals. 

 
 
PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE – MARCH 7, 2013 
 
The Committee adopted a resolution to concur in the recommendation contained in the report. 
 
Councillors:  Sharron Bryce, John Findura, Bob Hawkins, Terry Hincks and Barbara Young 
were present during consideration of this report by the Public Works Committee. 
 
 
 
The Public Works Committee, at its meeting held on March 7, 2013, considered the following 
report from the Administration: 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
It is recommended that: 
 
1. City Council authorize the Deputy City Manager of City Operations to initiate the process 
to engage consulting and professional engineering services for the 2013 Flow Monitoring 
Program and Wastewater Model Calibration.  The contract value to execute the program is 
expected to exceed $500,000; and, 

 
2. City Council authorize the Deputy City Manager of City Operations the authority to award, 
finalize the terms for the consulting and professional engineering services contract after 
review of the proposals from professional engineering firms, and amend such contracts after 
review of consultant and professional engineering proposals. 
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CONCLUSION 
 
In order to effectively manage the sanitary sewer and drainage collection systems, reduce 
sanitary sewer overflow, evaluate the impact of development on system capacity, and minimize 
operational and capital investment costs, the City’s Administration requires more comprehensive 
and accurate data on actual flows within the two systems.  To obtain this data, engineering 
consultants are required to install and monitor the necessary equipment, and calibrate computer 
models which City engineers and planners utilize in their work.  As the estimated cost for this 
consultant commission is anticipated to be in excess of $500,000, City Council approval is 
required. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
In 2011, the City of Regina experienced significant spring melt and summer rain events which 
resulted in flooding and impacts to property.  To better mitigate such impacts in the future, 
consultants were commissioned to develop a Flow Monitoring Program for the entire 
underground sanitary sewer collection system, and to instrument and gather flow monitoring data 
within the downtown area. 
 
The 2012 Flow Monitoring Program has been completed and was successful in providing 
improved data required for determining optimal, and more cost effective, servicing requirements 
for the Evraz Place/Stadium site.  The consultants also identified areas of the underground 
sanitary sewer system that require closer investigation for inflow and infiltration from the 
drainage collection system.  Recommendations were made to fully implement flow monitoring 
within the remaining areas of the City's sanitary sewer system.   
 
In 2012, the City also undertook a preliminary drainage design study of Area #13, which is 
located in north central Regina and includes the neighbourhoods of Northeast and Coronation 
Park.  This area has historically experienced extensive impacts during major storms.  Additional 
flow monitoring data of the drainage system is required to properly complete the detailed design 
of capital drainage improvements planned for 2015. 
 
Currently, City Administration has several other key initiatives underway that will benefit from 
more robust data and predictive modelling.  These planning, engineering and operational 
initiatives include the Design Regina Initiative, Regina Revitalization Initiative, Downtown 
Serviceability Study, and various ongoing assessments of operational and maintenance programs. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
Flow monitoring and model analyses are best asset management practices, identified in both the 
National Guide to Sustainable Municipal Infrastructure (NGSMI) InfraGuide Multi-discipline 
report and, the NGSMI Infiltration/Inflow Control/Reduction for Wastewater Collection Systems 
report. 
 
The proposed Flow Monitoring Program for 2013 involves the: 

• Re-installation of seven permanent monitors, which were purchased in 2012, in the 
sanitary sewer system. 

• Purchase and installation of twenty-nine temporary monitors in the sanitary sewer 
system. 
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• Purchase and installation of eight temporary monitors in the storm water system within 
Area #13.   

• Calibration of the City's existing wastewater model using data collected during 2012 and 
2013. 

• Provision of training to City staff to enable them to carry on with maintenance and 
evaluation of the model on an ongoing basis. 

 
OPTIONS 
 
Option 1 - 2013 Monitoring Flow Program as Proposed 

 
Proceeding with the proposed monitoring program will ensure collection of comprehensive data 
and, a robust and reliable prediction of how the sanitary sewer and drainage systems may 
respond to changes, additions or upgrades.  Combining the two monitoring programs (sanitary 
and drainage) will provide an overall reduction in overhead, engineering fees and equipment 
procurement by taking advantage of economies of scale.  The estimated cost of this option is 
$725,000. 
 
Option 2 - Reduced Flow Monitoring Program 
 
This option would include only flow monitoring of the sanitary sewer system and calibration of 
the model in 2013.  Flow monitoring within Area #13 would be postponed until a later date.  The 
estimated cost for this option is $525,000 at this time and $250,000 for monitoring Area#13 in 
the future.  Impacts of this option involve a total incremental cost of $50,000 and the potential 
for delays in delivering drainage improvements to Area #13.  
 
Option 3 - Deferred or Absence of Flow Monitoring Program 
 
A decision to defer or not implement the flow monitoring programs and model calibration would 
result in significantly less reliability and confidence in the planning and engineering evaluations 
determined with or from the model.  In turn, this may have significant impacts on the 
effectiveness and costs of recommendations and decisions made in relation to the initiatives 
discussed within this report, particularly in regards to effects within the existing collection 
system.  Decisions made on some of these key initiatives have the potential for longer term cost 
impacts many times larger than the proposed cost for Options 1 or 2.  The exact scope and cost 
implications are dependent on the degree of error in the current model, which is unknown at this 
time.  Preliminary flow modelling in 2012 resulted in significant changes to the evaluation of 
servicing options for the Evraz Site, resulting in a better solution that is better accommodated 
within the existing system. 
 
RECOMMENDATION IMPLICATIONS 
 
Financial Implications 
 
The estimated fees for the proposed flow monitoring programs are: 
 

Domestic Flow Monitoring Program   $450,000 
Storm Drainage Area #13 Flow Monitoring Program $200,000 
Calibration and Training $75,000 
Total $725,000 
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The Regina Administrative Bylaw No. 2003-69 stipulates that a project with consulting fees 
exceeding $500,000 requires City Council approval. 
 
It is expected that the City shall realise significant cost savings by combining these programs and 
reducing duplication of overhead, administration and a portion of program costs.  It should also 
be noted that this project will facilitate more effective evaluation and decision making of 
projects, which will carry costs many times larger than this investment. 
 
Funding for this work is available and was approved in the 2012 Capital Budget.  A portion of 
the budget was spent on the 2012 Flow Monitoring Program, with the remaining funds carrying 
over for work in 2013. 
 
Environmental Implications 
 
This project will improve the City's ability to: minimize inflow and infiltration into the sanitary 
sewer system; reduce sanitary sewer overflows; and, protect public health and the environment.  
 
Policy and/or Strategic Implications 
 
This project supports the City's Strategic Focus by providing better data and tools to understand 
and narrow the gap between service levels and our ability to provide them. 
 
It will provide needed data to comprehensively evaluate the impacts on, and needs of, 
infrastructure required to support community growth, infill, and urban intensification initiatives.  
It will also provide information that will directly inform, optimize and reduce operating and 
capital investment decisions. 
 
Other Implications 
 
None with respect to this report. 
 
Accessibility Implications 
 
None with respect to this report. 
 
COMMUNICATIONS 
 
None with respect to this report. 
 
DELEGATED AUTHORITY 
 
The Public Works Committee decision on this matter requires City Council approval. 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE 
 
 

 
 
Elaine Gohlke, Secretary 
 



CR13-49 
March 18, 2013 
 
 
 
To: His Worship the Mayor 
 and Members of City Council 
 
Re: Amendments to Bylaw No. 2009-20 – The Regina Regional Opportunities Commission 

Bylaw 

 

RECOMMENDATION OF THE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 
- MARCH 6, 2013 
 

1. That City Council approve the Regina Regional Opportunities Commission’s (RROC) 
request to amend Bylaw No. 2009-20 as outlined in Appendix A. 

 
2.  That the City Solicitor be instructed to prepare the required bylaw amendment. 

 
 
EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE – MARCH 6, 2013 
 

The Committee adopted a resolution to concur in the recommendation contained in the report. 
 
Mayor Michael Fougere, Councillors:  Sharron Bryce, Bryon Burnett, John Findura, Bob 
Hawkins, Terry Hincks, Wade Murray and Barbara Young were present during consideration of 
this report by the Executive Committee. 
 
 
The Executive Committee, at its meeting held on March 6, 2013, considered the following report 
from the Administration: 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 

1. That City Council approve the Regina Regional Opportunities Commission’s (RROC) 
request to amend Bylaw No. 2009-20 as outlined in Appendix A. 

 
2. That the City Solicitor be instructed to prepare the required bylaw amendment. 

 
CONCLUSION 
 

Correspondence has been received from RROC requesting several changes to The Regina 
Regional Opportunities Commission Bylaw.  The bylaw is attached as Appendix B. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
As a result of conducting a review of its governing bylaw (as required pursuant to sections 48 
and 49), RROC has submitted a request to the Office of the City Clerk to have changes made to 
Bylaw No. 2009-20.  The proposed amendments were approved by the RROC Board on January 
17, 2013. 
 
The purpose of this report is to facilitate a bylaw amendment. 
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DISCUSSION 
 
Through its various committees, a thorough review of the existing bylaw was undertaken and it 
is proposed that amendments be made in relation to the following: 
 

Formalizing the Vice-Chair of the Board as Chair of the Nominating and Governance 
Committee; 
 
Making the Board Chair a voting and full member of the Nominating and Governance 
Committee; 
 
Adding a clause stipulating quorum for the Board of Directors is to be 50% plus one; and that 
the Board have authority to set quorum for the Committees of the Board; 
 
Providing clarity as to the respective roles of the RROC Board and City Council in the 
approval of the RROC budget. 
 
Amalgamating the Human Resources Committee with the Nominating and Governance 
Committee and make any other changes necessary to accommodate said amalgamation. 
 
Reducing the minimum number of Board and Committee meetings to be held per year. 

 
The specifics related to each proposed amendment are outlined in the correspondence attached as 
Appendix A. 
 
RECOMMENDATION IMPLICATIONS 
 
Financial Implications 
 
None with respect to this report. 
 
Environmental Implications 
 
None with respect to this report. 
 
Strategic Implications 
 
RROC plays an important role in creating and implementing economic development strategies 
and in marketing and promoting the Regina region for business and tourism.  Serving on the 
board provides citizens with the opportunity to become involved in their community and its 
future.  The time, effort and expertise members dedicate is invaluable and contributes 
significantly to Council’s vision of an inclusive community. 
 
Other Implications 
 
None with respect to this report. 
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Accessibility Implications 
 
None with respect to this report. 
 
COMMUNICATION PLAN 
 
RROC has been provided with a copy of this report. 
 
DELEGATED AUTHORITY 
 
This report requires the approval of City Council. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 
 

 
 
Joni Swidnicki, Secretary 







































CR13-50 
March 18, 2013 
 
 
 
To: His Worship the Mayor 
 and Members of City Council 
 
Re: Penny Discontinuance Policy – Changes to The Regina Administration Bylaw No. 2003-69 

 
RECOMMENDATION OF THE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 
- MARCH 6, 2013 
 
That the City Solicitor be instructed to prepare the necessary bylaw amendments to The Regina 
Administration Bylaw, Bylaw No. 2003-69 to allow for rounding on cash transactions where 
pennies are not available. 
 
 
EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE – MARCH 6, 2013 
 
The Committee adopted a resolution to concur in the recommendation contained in the report. 
 
Mayor Michael Fougere, Councillors:  Sharron Bryce, Bryon Burnett, John Findura, Bob 
Hawkins, Terry Hincks, Wade Murray and Barbara Young were present during consideration of 
this report by the Executive Committee. 
 
 
The Executive Committee, at its meeting held on March 6, 2013, considered the following report 
from the Administration: 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
That the City Solicitor be instructed to prepare the necessary bylaw amendments to The Regina 
Administration Bylaw, Bylaw No. 2003-69 to allow for rounding on cash transactions where 
pennies are not available.   
 
CONCLUSION 
 
In 2012 the Federal Government announced discontinuance of the penny. In February 2013 
financial institutions terminated distribution of pennies and thus rounding will be required for 
cash transactions where pennies are not available. Due to the discontinuance of the penny, a 
policy has been created to ensure clarity and consistency in cash handling throughout the City. 
The Penny Discontinuance Policy is being provided, as attached Appendix A, for information 
purposes only since Administration has authority to establish financial policies. Council is only 
being requested to amend The Regina Administration Bylaw, Bylaw No. 2003-69 to allow for 
rounding on cash transactions where pennies are not available. 
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BACKGROUND 
 
In 2012, the Federal Government announced discontinuance of the penny. The last penny was 
created in May 2012. In February 2013 financial institutions will terminate distribution of 
pennies and thus rounding will be required for cash transactions where pennies are not available.  
 
DISCUSSION 
 
Pursuant to clause 25(l) of The Regina Administration Bylaw, Bylaw No. 2003-69, the 
Administration currently has the power to establish accounting and financial policies and 
practices to ensure effective financial management of the City and therefore may set up a policy 
to determine the method for rounding and other relevant issues. Due to the discontinuance of the 
penny, a policy has been created to ensure clarity and consistency in cash handling throughout 
the City. The Penny Discontinuance Policy, as attached Appendix A, addresses such issues as 
rounding for sales and refund transactions, treatment of cash overages and shortages, and other 
related miscellaneous issues. 
 
In addition to this policy, the Administration recommends that changes to The Regina 
Administration Bylaw No. 2003-69 be made to allow for rounding to be done on cash 
transactions where pennies are not available.  A Bylaw amendment is required because most fees 
charged are set by Council (either by resolution or bylaw) and now what is actually charged to 
customers may be slightly different for some cash transactions due to rounding. This policy is 
not intended to amend any fees that have been approved by City Council. It is simply to allow 
for rounding of cash transactions where pennies are not available. 
 
Since rounding will only occur on cash transactions where pennies are not available and would 
be at most 4 cents per transaction, it is expected that rounding will have a minimal financial 
impact on the City. Due to the expected low risk impact, these changes are intended to result in a 
process that requires minimal or no reprogramming of computer systems. 
 

This policy is consistent with the Federal Government recommendations and a similar method of 
rounding will be used by all Federal Government entities. It is expected that most cities, 
businesses, etc. will use a similar policy. Specifically, the cities of Red Deer and Prince Albert 
are planning to implement a similar policy. 
 
RECOMMENDATION IMPLICATIONS 
 
Financial Implications 
 
Some transactions will be rounded due to the Penny Discontinuance Policy, however it is 
expected that the financial impact to the City will be very minimal. 
 
Environmental Implications 
 

None related to this report. 
 
Policy and/or Strategic Implications 
 
A clear policy encourages a consistent process with regards to rounding and other cash handling 
issues. 
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Other Implications 
 
None related to this report. 
 
Accessibility Implications 
 
None related to this report. 
 
COMMUNICATIONS 
 

A communications approach will be taken to inform the public that the penny is discontinued 
and the City of Regina will round cash transactions to the nearest nickel when pennies are not 
available for change. 
 
This approach will include: a City Page ad; signage where cash transactions occur; Service 
Regina ‘On Hold’ message; and notification on Regina.ca. 
 

DELEGATED AUTHORITY 
 
This report requires City Council approval. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 
 

 
 
Joni Swidnicki, Secretary 
 



Appendix A 

 
 

 
Penny Discontinuance Policy 

 

 

 
Corporate Policy 

 
Policy Title: Applies to: Reference # 
 
Penny Discontinuance Policy 

 
City of Regina Administration 

 
209-FIN-13 

Approved by: Dates: Total # of Pages 
 
Deputy City Manager & CFO 

Effective: 04-01-2013  
3 Last Review: N/A 

Next Review: 01-01-2015 
Authority: 
Regina Administration Bylaw 2003-69, Section 25 (f ) and (l) 
 
NOTE:  Corporate policies are posted on InSite. These documents are updated, added and deleted on an ongoing basis; therefore, it is 
your responsibility to ensure you are using a current copy.  

 
 

1.0 Purpose 
 

In 2012 the Federal Government announced discontinuance of the penny. In February 2013 
financial institutions will terminate distribution of pennies and thus rounding will be required for 
cash transactions where pennies are not available. 
 
The purpose of this policy is to clarify the impact of the discontinuance of the penny on the 
City’s cash handling processes. Due to the expected low risk impact of the discontinuation of 
the penny, this policy is intended to result in a process that requires minimal or no 
reprogramming of computer systems. 
 
 

 2.0 Scope 
 

This policy applies to all City employees engaged in handling of cash from customers. 
 

 
  3.0 Definitions 
 

     In this Policy: 
 
 “Accounts receivable” – an amount owing by a customer on account. One example of this 
for the City of Regina would be a utility account. 
 
“Cash system” – manual or computerized system used to enter a transaction at the time of 
collection of cash (e.g. CLASS, POS, etc.). 
 
“Cash transaction” – coins or paper bills. Cash transactions do not include credit card, debit 
cards, or cheques. 
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“Price” – the price for a good, service, or fee charged by the City including but not limited to 
property tax, utilities, fines, licences, fees, programs, and sales of goods.   
 
“Refund” – includes a refund of a credit on account but does not include a transaction where 
cash is immediately provided back to the customer at the point of sale where the customer 
has over paid. This latter example is dealt with in the “sales” sub-section of the rounding 
section 4.2. 
 

 
4.0 Policy 
 

4.1      Legal Authority 
 

The Regina Administration Bylaw, No. 2003-69 
• Pursuant to Section 25 (f) and (l) of The Regina Administration Bylaw No. 2003-69, 

the Deputy City Manager of & CFO has the authority to create, amend, and 
approve financial policies, where applicable. 
 

4.2 Rounding  
 

Sales 
 
Rounding does not apply to payments made by debit cards, credit cards, direct debit, 
cheque, etc. Rounding only applies to cash transactions where the customer does not 
provide pennies or the City does not have pennies on hand for change as follows: 

 
• Price or accounts receivable owed by customer is divisible by 5 cents 

• No rounding required. 
 
• Price or accounts receivable owed by customer not divisible by 5 cents: 

• The price or accounts receivable is rounded to the nearest nickel (i.e. if the 
amount ends in 1, 2, 6, or 7 cents, round down; if the amount ends in 3, 4, 
8, or 9 cents, round up). 

• The amount entered in the cash system is the non-rounded price or 
accounts receivable. This ensures the customer does not owe any amount 
as a result of rounding after the transaction is processed.  

• Due to rounding, the actual cash collected will be greater or less than the 
amount entered in the cash system. This difference will be treated as a 
cash overage or shortage. 

 
Example of rounding - Price for an item is $4.96. Customer pays $4.95 in cash. $4.96 
would be entered in the cash system. Cash would be short by 1 cent for this 
transaction. 
 
Refunds 
 
Cash refunds to customers are to be rounded up to the nearest nickel. 
 
This rounding policy is consistent with the recommendations the Federal Government 
provided to Canadian businesses and is also the rounding method that will be 
implemented by all Federal Government entities. 
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4.3 Cash Overages/Shortages 

 
• Cash overages/shortages should be monitored to ensure they are not significant. 

The Corporate Accounting Branch will determine what amount is significant.  
• Where possible the cash shortage/overage due to rounding should be tracked 

separately from other cash shortages/overages. 
 

 
4.4 Other 

 
• Pennies will continue to be accepted as legal tender. 
• City staff are encouraged to set prices at amounts divisible by 5 cents to reduce or 

eliminate the need for rounding. 
• Managers of City staff handling cash should ensure all staff are given a consistent 

City-wide message in communicating this policy to customers. 
• Cash collection areas should display signage as necessary. 

 
 

5.0 Roles & Responsibilities 
 

5.1    City Council 
• Approval not required. 

 
 

5.2 Deputy City Manager & CFO 
• Amends and approves the Penny Discontinuance Policy 

 
 

5.3 Finance Department 
• Assists cash collection areas as required in a financial advisory capacity 

 
 
            5.4       Cash Collection Areas 

• Perform rounding according to this policy 
• Communicate to customers 
• Monitor cash overages and shortages 
• Follow all relevant cash handling policies and procedures 
• Display signage as necessary 

 
 

6.0  Reference Material 
 

• Federal Government Website http://www.fin.gc.ca/1cent/index-eng.asp 
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 BYLAW NO. 2013-22 
 
   
 THE REGINA REGIONAL OPPORTUNITIES COMMISSION  

AMENDMENT BYLAW, 2013 
 

_______________________________________ 
 
 
THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF REGINA ENACTS AS FOLLOWS: 
 
1 Bylaw No. 2009-20, being The Regina Regional Opportunities Commission Bylaw, 

is amended in the manner set forth in this Bylaw. 
 
2 Section 3 is amended by repealing the definition of “Human Resources Committee”. 
 
3 In section 3, the following definition is added after the definition of “Elector”: 
 

““Governance and Human Resources Committee” means the Governance and 
Human Resources Committee of the Commission as established pursuant to this 
Bylaw;” 
 

4 Section 3 is amended by repealing the definition of “Nominating and Governance 
Committee”. 

 
5 The Regina Regional Opportunities Commission Bylaw is amended by striking out 

“Nominating and Governance Committee” wherever it appears and in each case 
substituting “Governance and Human Resources Committee”. 

 
6 Subsection 23(2) is amended by striking out “all committees of the Commission” 

and substituting “the Audit and Finance Committee”. 
 
7 Section 24 is amended by striking out “six” and substituting “five”. 
 
8 The following section is added after section 24: 
 
 “24.1 Quorum for the Board of Directors shall be a majority of the Directors.” 
 
9 Section 25 is amended by striking out “6(h)” and substituting “6(8)”.  
 
10 Section 28 is amended by striking out “three” and substituting “two”. 
 
11 Subsections 28(2) and (3) are repealed and the following substituted: 
 

“(2) Audit and Finance Committee.” 



  Bylaw No. 2013-22 
 
 

2

 
12 Subsection 30(1) is repealed and the following substituted: 
 

“(1) establish and adopt the terms of reference for each of the committees 
established pursuant to this Bylaw; 

 
(1.1) establish and adopt the functions and procedures, including procedures 

relating to meetings and quorum for each of the committees established 
pursuant to this Bylaw; and”  

 
13 Section 31 is repealed and the following substituted: 
 

“31 The Commission shall appoint the Mayor, Chairperson, Vice-Chairperson 
and the chairperson appointed to the Audit and Finance Committee and one 
at large appointment from the rest of the Board to serve on the Governance 
and Human Resources Committee.” 

 
14 The following  section is added after section 31: 
 

“31.1 The Vice-Chair will be appointed Chair of the Governance and Human 
Resources Committee.” 

 
15 Section 32 is amended by repealing subsections (2) and (3) and substituting the 

following: 
 

“(2) reviewing and reporting on Board performance and effectiveness; 
 
(3) reviewing and recommending changes to the governance structure, policies 

and procedures of the Commission; and 
 
(4) reviewing and reporting with respect to the performance of the 

Commission’s executive officer(s) and on employee compensation.” 
 
16 Sections 35 and 36 are repealed. 
 
17 Section 42 is repealed and the following substituted:: 
 

“42. The Commission shall not, without the prior approval of the Council, 
authorize the expenditure of any money in excess of the gross amount of the 
budget submitted to the Council, unless such expenditures are offset by 
revenues received by the Commission in excess of the gross budgeted 
revenues as submitted to the Council, or unless the net increased 
expenditures are less than the retained earnings of the Commission.” 
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18 This Bylaw comes into force on the date of passage. 
 
 
READ A FIRST TIME THIS 18th  DAY OF March 2013. 
 

READ A SECOND TIME THIS 18th  DAY OF March 2013. 
 

READ A THIRD TIME AND PASSED THIS 18th  DAY OF  March 2013. 
   

Mayor City Clerk (SEAL)
 

 CERTIFIED A TRUE COPY 
  

 City Clerk 
 
 



 

 
ABSTRACT 

 
 BYLAW NO.  2013-22 
 
 THE REGINA REGIONAL OPPORTUNITIES COMMISSION  

AMENDMENT BYLAW, 2013 
 
 _____________________________________________ 
 
 
PURPOSE: To amend bylaw 2009-20, being The Regina Regional 

Opportunities Commission Bylaw 
 
 
ABSTRACT:  To amend the procedures and governance structure of the 

Commission and its Committees. 
 
STATUTORY 
AUTHORITY: Section 55 and 100 of The Cities Act 
 
MINISTER’S APPROVAL: N/A 
 
PUBLIC HEARING: N/A 
 
PUBLIC NOTICE: N/A 
 
REFERENCE: Executive Committee, March 6, 2013, EX13-17 
 
AMENDS/REPEALS: Amends Bylaw 2009-20 
 
CLASSIFICATION: Administrative 
 
INITIATING DIVISION:  Office of the City Manager 
INITIATING DEPARTMENT: Office of the City Clerk 
  
 
 
 



 

 BYLAW NO. 2013-25 
   
 THE REGINA ADMINISTRATION AMENDMENT BYLAW, 2013 

_______________________________________ 
 
THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF REGINA ENACTS AS FOLLOWS: 
 
1  The purpose of this Bylaw is to amend Bylaw 2003-69, being The Regina 

Administration Bylaw, to allow for rounding to be done on cash transactions where 
pennies are not available. 

 
2 Bylaw 2003-69, being The Regina Administration Bylaw, is amended in the manner 

set forth in this Bylaw. 
 
3 The following section is added after section 24.3: 
 

“24.4 Where pennies would be required to pay for, make change available or 
provide a refund on cash transactions for a good, service, or fee charged 
by the City, including any Council approved fees or charges, the City is 
authorized to round the price, the change provided or the refund in 
accordance with any policy approved by the Deputy City Manager of 
Corporate Services.” 

 
4 This Bylaw comes into force on April 1, 2013 
 
 
READ A FIRST TIME THIS 18th DAY OF March 2013. 
 

READ A SECOND TIME THIS 18th DAY OF March 2013. 
 

READ A THIRD TIME AND PASSED THIS 18th DAY OF  March 2013. 
   

Mayor City Clerk (SEAL)
 

 CERTIFIED A TRUE COPY 
  

 City Clerk 
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ABSTRACT 
 
 BYLAW NO. 2013-25 
  

THE REGINA ADMINISTRATION AMENDMENT BYLAW, 2013 
 ___________________________________________ 
 
PURPOSE: To allow for rounding to be done on cash transactions 

where pennies are not available. 
 
ABSTRACT: In 2012 the Federal Government announced discontinuance 

of the penny.  In February 2013, financial institutions 
terminated distribution of pennies thereby making it 
necessary for rounding to be used for cash transactions 
where pennies are not available.  This Bylaw authorizes the 
City to round any prices charged, change provided or 
refunds provided on cash transactions where pennies would 
be required.  This rounding is authorized for any fees or 
charges imposed by the City including Council approved 
fees and charges.  Rounding will be done in accordance 
with any policy approved by the Deputy City Manager of 
Corporate Services. 

 
STATUTORY 
AUTHORITY: Section 8 
 
MINISTER’S APPROVAL: N/A 
 
PUBLIC HEARING: N/A 
 
PUBLIC NOTICE: N/A 
 
REFERENCE: Report EX13-18 from the March 6, 2013 meeting of the 

Executive Committee  
 
AMENDS/REPEALS: Amends Bylaw 2003-69, The Regina Administration Bylaw  
 
CLASSIFICATION: Administrative 
 
INITIATING DIVISION:  Corporate Services 
 
INITIATING DEPARTMENT: Financial Services 
 
 
 
 
I:\Wordpro\BYLAWS\2013\2013-25 the regina administration amendment bylaw 2013.doc 
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BYLAW NO. 2013-7 
 

THE REGINA TRAFFIC AMENDMENT BYLAW, 2013 
 

_____________________________________ 
 
 
THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF REGINA ENACTS AS FOLLOWS: 
 
Purpose 
1 Bylaw No. 9900, being The Regina Traffic Amendment Bylaw is amended in the 

manner set forth in this bylaw. 
 
Statutory Authority  
2 The statutory authority for this Bylaw is clause 8(1)(f) and clause 8(3)(b) of The 

Cities Act.  
 
3 Section 1 is amended by adding the following definition after the definition of 

“Director”: 
 

““disability parking permit” means any valid temporary or permanent permit, 
plate, plaque or other form of notice card designed to be displayed in a vehicle and 
depicting thereon the international symbol of the disabled, duly issued by the 
Saskatchewan Abilities Council or another agency or governmental jurisdiction 
recognized to have issuing authority;” 
 

4 Section 1 is amended by adding the following definition after the definition of “non-
ambulatory”: 

 
““obstruction” means anything that unduly interferes with the movement of traffic, 
pedestrians or constitutes a threat to public safety.” 

 
5 Clause 10(1) is repealed and the following substituted: 
 

“10. (1) No person shall operate a vehicle on any public highway in excess of  
  the speed limit established as follows: 
 
  (a) The speed limits for the following streets are set out in the  
   table below: 
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6 Section 34 is repealed and the following substituted: 

Description From To Limit (km/h) 
9th Avenue North Pasqua Street West City Limit 70 
12th Avenue Lorne Street Scarth Street 20 
13th Avenue 150 m. West of Campbell Street West City Limit 70 
25th Avenue Campbell Street Lewvan Drive 70 
Albert Street South City Limit 400 m. South of Gordon Road 70 
Albert Street 400 m. North of Ring Road 200 m. South of North City  

Limits 
70 

Albert Street 200 m. South of North City 
 Limits 

North City Limits 100 

Arcola Avenue 50 m. East of Victoria Avenue Hwy #1 Entrance Ramp 60 
Arcola Avenue 150 m. East of Prince of Wales 

Drive 
Hwy #1 Entrance Ramp 70 

Arcola Avenue East City Limit 150 m. East of Prince of Wales  
Drive 

80 

Broad Street 150 m. South of Hillsdale Street 23rd Avenue 70 
Campbell Street Hill Avenue 25th Avenue 70 
Century Crescent All All 30 
Courtney Street Hill Avenue Dewdney Avenue 70 
Dewdney Avenue West City Limit Courtney Street 80 
Frederick W. Hill 
Mall 

All All 20 

Fleet Street 50 m. North of the CNR tracks 50 m north of Highway No. 46  60 
Fleet Street 50 m. North of Highway No. 46  North City Limit 70 
Fleming Road Dewdney Avenue South City Limit 60 
Highway #1 Bypass 780 m. East of Albert Street Victoria Avenue 100 
Hill Avenue Campbell Street Courtney Street 70 
Lewvan Drive 150 m. North of Parliament 

 Avenue 
150 m. South of 13th Avenue 80 

Lewvan Drive South City Limit 150 m. North of Parliament 
 Avenue 

70 

McDonald Street East City Limit 100 m. East of Kress Street 70 
Pasqua Street 150 m. North of 9th Avenue 

 North 
150 m. North of Pasqua Gate 60 

Pasqua Street 150 m. North of Pasqua Gate North City Limit 70 
Pinkie Road Dewdney Avenue North City Limit 70 
Pinkie Road South City Limit Dewdney Avenue 80 
Pioneer Drive All All 30 
Prince of Wales 
 Drive 

50 m. North of Assiniboine 
 Avenue 

50 m. South of Quance Street 60 

Ring Road 200 m. East of Pasqua Street Pasqua Street 70 
Ring Road  Victoria Avenue 200 m. East of Pasqua Street 100 
Ross Avenue 150 m. West of Park Street 150 m. East of Winnipeg Street 70 
Saskatchewan Drive 150 m. West of McTavish Street Lewvan Drive 70 
St. Chads Crescent All All 40 
Victoria Avenue East City Limit 150 m. East of Park Street 70 
Wascana Parkway 150 m. North of Grant Road 23rd Avenue 70 
Winnipeg Street 50 m. North of 9th Avenue North North City Limit 60 
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“34. (1) No person shall park a vehicle on any street where angle parking is  
  provided except: 
 

a) in accordance with signs or markings designating a parking  
stall; 

 
b) where the angle of the parking stall is less than 90 degrees  

with the leading edge of the vehicle’s bumper within 0.3 
meters of the curb; and 

 
c) where the vehicle measures less than six meters in overall  

length. 
 
 34. (2) No person shall back a vehicle into a parking stall that is less than 90  
   degrees.” 
 
7 Subsection 43(2) is repealed and the following substituted: 
 

“43. (2) No person shall park or stop a vehicle on private property within a 
stall on private property marked by signs as reserved for persons with 
disabilities, unless the vehicle displays: 

 
a) a valid Disability Parking Permit; and 
 
b) if the stall is contained within a lot for which payment for 

parking is required, a valid permit (ticket) or other proof of 
payment as is required for that lot is prominently displayed in 
the front windshield of the vehicle.” 

 
8 Subsection 50(1) is repealed and the following substituted: 
 

“50. (1) No person shall park or stop a vehicle in any on-street parking stall 
or zone marked by signs as reserved for persons with disabilities 
unless the vehicle prominently displays, in the front windshield, a 
Disability Parking Permit.” 

 
9 Section 62 is repealed and the following substituted: 
 

“62. (1) The Deputy City Manager is hereby authorized to issue monthly or 
annual parking permits to any person who has been issued a 
Disability Permit. 

 
 (2) Any vehicle prominently displaying, in the front windshield, a 

Disability Parking Permit and a valid City of Regina Parking Permit 
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for Persons with Disabilities issued for that vehicle by the Deputy 
City Manager pursuant to subsection (1), may park for up to three 
hours in a metered parking stall with a time limit of one hour or 
more, on payment of a fee set forth in Schedule “J”. 

 
 (3) This permit is not valid in Wascana Centre, University of Regina, 

Regina Airport or at any Hospital. 
 
 (4) This permit must be prominently displayed on the front windshield 

of the vehicle so as to be clearly visible.” 
 
10 Subsection 65(1) is repealed and the following substituted: 
 

“65 (1) No person shall occupy any public highway, pedestrian mall, 
sidewalk or boulevard or cause any encroachment or obstruction 
thereon.” 

 
11 Subsection 65(2) is repealed and the following substituted: 
 

“65 (2) Notwithstanding subsection (1), the Director may issue a temporary 
street use permit for temporary use of a public highway, sidewalk, 
boulevard or pedestrian mall.” 

 
12 Section 68 is repealed. 
 
13 Schedule “J” is amended as follows: 
 
“Section Description Fee  

63.1 Business Motor Vehicle Parking Permit $65.00/vehicle/year 
72 Overdimensional Load Permit $50 for any load over 3.7 meters in width, 25 

meters in length or 4.2 meters in height” 

 
14 Schedule “K” is amended as follows: 
 
  “Section Amount Description 
34(1)(b) $50.00 Parked in angle parking stall with the leading edge of vehicle more than 0.3 meters away 

from curb. 
34(2) $50.00 Backing a vehicle into a parking stall that is less than 90 degrees.” 
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Coming Into Force 
15 This Bylaw comes into force on the day of passage. 
 
 
READ A FIRST TIME THIS 25th DAY OF February 2013. 
 

READ A SECOND TIME THIS 25th DAY OF February 2013. 
 

READ A THIRD TIME AND PASSED THIS 18th DAY OF  March 2013. 
   

Mayor City Clerk (SEAL)
 

 CERTIFIED A TRUE COPY 
  

 City Clerk 
 
 



 

 
ABSTRACT 

 
BYLAW NO.  2013-7 

 
THE REGINA TRAFFIC AMENDMENT BYLAW, 2013 

 
_____________________________________________ 

 
 
PURPOSE: To amend The Regina Traffic Bylaw No. 9900. 
 
ABSTRACT: The Bylaw amends a variety of sections of the bylaw dealing 

with cords across sidewalks, speed limits, angle parking, 
private property, parking zones for people with disabilities, 
parking permit for persons with disabilities, temporary street 
use permits, fees and charges and notice of violation. 

 
STATUTORY 
AUTHORITY: Section 8 of The Cities Act 
 
MINISTER’S APPROVAL: N/A 
 
PUBLIC HEARING: N/A 
 
PUBLIC NOTICE: N/A 
 
REFERENCE: Public Works Committee, February 14, 2013, PW13-4 
 
AMENDS/REPEALS: Bylaw No. 9900 
 
CLASSIFICATION: Administrative 
 
INITIATING DIVISION:  City Operations 
 
INITIATING DEPARTMENT: Traffic Control and Parking 
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