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2013 Wastewater Treatment Plant Referendum
Recommendation
1. That a referendum be held on Wednesday, September 25, 2013 from 9
am to 8 pm.
2. That City Council approve one of the three options outlined in the body
of the report including the associated polling areas and polling places
for holding the referendum, provision of advance, special and mobile
polls and hours of same and mail-in ballot opportunities.
3. That depending on the option chosen, expenses between $300,000 and
$550,000 be funded through the General Fund Reserve.
4. That free transit and paratransit be provided to voters for advance voting
and referendum day whereby related expenses shall be reimbursed to
the Transit Department from the Referendum budget.
5. That the rates of remuneration for election officials summarized in
Appendix ‘B’ be approved.
6. That the voters be registered at the polls on Referendum Day.

Office of the City Clerk

7. That representations requesting the appointment of electors to be
authorized to attend at the polling place and at the final summing up of
the votes be received by the Returning Officer on Tuesday, September
10, 2013 at 11am on the Main Floor of City Hall.
8. That the City Solicitor be directed to prepare or amend any necessary
bylaws to facilitate the decisions of City Council related to the
referendum.
9. That to accommodate the staffing needs from the City Clerk’s
Department for the referendum, an Executive Committee meeting be
held on September 4, 2013, with reports from all main committees
being submitted to that meeting.
10.That the Council Meeting scheduled for September 23, 2013 be
rescheduled for September 9, 2013 to consider all necessary committee
reports, and that no further committee/council meetings be held until
the regularly scheduled meetings in October.

Committee Report
Executive Committee
CR13-111

Ratifying Collective Agreement with the International Association of Fire
Fighters, Local 181
Recommendation
That the agreement reached with the International Association of Fire
Fighters, Local 181 (IAFF) be approved.

Adjournment
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Good morning City Council, Regina Media, Regina Taxpayers, and City Administration:

My name is Chad Novak, and I am here on behalf of the Saskatchewan Taxpayers Advocacy
Group, which is a grassroots activist campaign working to improve transparency and
accountability in government, and reduce taxpayer apathy on important subjects such as the
one before you today.
I would like to begin by congratulating you for taking the first step to understanding just how
important it is to respecting democracy, and the will of the electorate. Putting forth the
recommendation for the referendum was a positive move and I applaud you for it, even though
you still incorrectly deemed the petition to be invalid. However, since then, I have noticed that
the City of Regina has been taking a very questionable approach to informing taxpayers of the
situation surrounding the Wastewater Treatment Plant Upgrades (NOTE: NOT SEWER PLANT –
You are selling the water after it’s been treated, not the remnants that are filtered out). To me,
the City of Regina Administration should be 100% independent from City Council and neutral
on providing the cold, hard facts to the electorate, and not just what it considers to be the
positives a P3. What’s worse is now, according to your Communications Department, it has
apparently been deemed acceptable for the Administration to incorporate a #VoteNo hashtag
to its tweets, which is highly questionable and certainly inappropriate in any situation like this.
As one gentleman noted recently, this would be like the Federal Government publicizing the
Canada Economic Action Plan with a “Vote Tory” after it! Surely given this comparison, you can
see why the public has a great concern about this.
When you add to the fact that, according to Municipal Relations, Referendums follow the Local
Government Elections Act, this is truly concerning because if the City of Regina feels it’s
appropriate to use City Administration to deliver one-sided messages to support one side of a
given vote, what’s next? As I’ve been told by Municipal Relations, there is no legislation that
explicitly forbids this kind of action, which seems to make sense. We shouldn’t have to have
legislation explicitly forbidding the City Administration from doing such actions.
Speaking directly towards the choices before you today, I would like to propose a fourth option
for your consideration. I have reviewed the reports before you today, and it appears that the
Special Polls are at least 2-3x the cost of regular polls, considering voter turnout. As such, I feel
that the City of Regina should only consider regular and advance polls, and eliminating special
polls. Based on the actual number of votes cast in each Ward last year, I have determined that
having up to 3 Polls should be ample, while having minimal impact on the ability for voters to
cast their ballot. I also recommend eliminating the communications budget. However, if you
feel you must have a communications budget, I would strongly urge you to implement strict
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guidelines as to what type of advertising can be done, and what content can be included. I
know I’m not alone when I say that I feel it is very inappropriate for the City to spend ANY
TAXPAYER MONEY on Advertising that endorses one side or the other. City Administration
should only be using Paid Advertising to advise people as to where they can vote, and to
provide neutral, fact-based information on the WWTP, including both the PROS and the CONS
of all options. This would include making moderate upgrades to the current facility, and
reviewing the other federal and provincial funding opportunities identified in Appendix A.
Certainly there is enough media interest that these kinds of communications can be done at
minimal out of pocket cost to taxpayers. For your reference, I have included a list of questions
(Appendix A) that remain unanswered from my December 2012 Council Address regarding the
WWTP upgrades, along with further concerns that have arisen since then (Appendix B). These
would be a great start to providing that neutral, fact-based communications strategy. Since it
is apparent that cost of the Referendum is one of your major concerns, I feel the fourth option
provided to you today should be very well received by both Council and Administration, as it
reduces costs by over 70% (Appendix C), while still providing an effective polling system, based
on the actual turnout for the 2012 Municipal Election.
Finally today, I would respectfully request that you add at least one additional question to the
Referendum, considering the efforts of the Stadium Petition that was submitted to you in
2012. It should be noted that given the fact that the petition organizers did not have the
financial backing of a large organization such as CUPE, or the manpower to accommodate large
petition campaigns, that the roughly 10,000 signatures received on that petition should be
respected and that Council act in good faith on behalf of those taxpayers that signed the
petition, even during the summer months, and during a municipal election. Not to mention
having to combat efforts by organizations that spent large amounts on advertising to simply tell
people NOT to sign the petition. Considering all of the obstacles faced, and the fact that the
City Clerk’s office would have presumably attempted the same validation techniques as they
did for the WWTP Petition, City Council should consider this issue as seriously, if not more
seriously, as the WWTP Petition. One concern that was brought up during that petition drive
was the cost of a referendum. Now that you are having a referendum, let’s kill two birds with
one stone, and ask the electorate their feelings on two of Regina’s largest capital projects in
our history. It is not too late to do this, even though you’ve already began plans for demolition
well before you have a firm design or construction contract awarded. Delaying that project by a
matter of matter of weeks should have minimal impact on your anticipated timeline, and if the
general public feels as strongly about the Stadium as Council has steadfastly stood by, then
you should have no concerns about putting it to a vote.
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Thank you for your time, and I will now consider any questions you may have.
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APPENDIX A – Chad Novak Delegation August 14, 2013 Re: WWTP Referendum
Unanswered Waste Water Treatment Plant Questions from Dec 17, 2012 Council Meeting

-

What has been done since 2008, and why the long delay in getting the project started?
Now, let’s consider the fact that we overlooked a very serious, yet basic, issue like inflation,
where the costs of this project went from $120 Million in 2008, to $150 Million, to $207 Million
and beyond by 2015. During my research, I found that we already increased our debt level in
2008 to finance the original estimated $120 Million construction cost, so how are we expecting
to make up the extra $87 Million+? Is this going to affect other major projects that we are
currently considering and future projects?
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-

-

-

-

-

I am not sure if this has been talked about yet, but considering the fact that we recently entered
into a contract to actually sell off our wastewater to a mining operation for $80 Million, I’m
hoping this money will be used to directly offset any extra costs.
The report notes that we will require at least $150M in debt financing to go ahead with this
project, which I should note is $50M more than expected in 2008. It also states that the inflation
is based on current markets. An obvious concern is what if the inflation goes even higher, and
the debt required is higher than our current debt ceiling?
Assuming we still need to spend the $207M+ on the WWTP, which of our capital projects are
going to take priority?
It should also be noted that the report cautions that the allocation of City debt to this project
will constrain the City’s ability to borrow for other major capital projects based on current
borrowing limits and where existing debt is currently committed. As a result, it states that the
City’s debt will need to be closely and strategically managed in the coming years. How can we,
as taxpayers, feel secure in knowing that this debt is being strategically managed, other than
taking your word? As your manager would reasonably expect to see from you, I would
respectfully request something to show us that this is being planned for. We have several recent
examples where planning wasn’t followed properly, and thus, I want to ensure we’ve actually
learned from those projects. (Plaza, WWTP inflation, GTH?, CP Land Purchase, Pension Shortfall,
etc.)
We keep hearing that there is a significant infrastructure deficit in our City, what is the total cost
to correct that deficit and what is our plan to address it?
If these new regulations were coming into effect soon, I would reasonably expect other cities in
Saskatchewan to be as concerned as Regina, as they should all be planning for the same
regulations. However, that doesn’t seem to be the case. I researched Saskatoon, Moose Jaw,
Prince Albert, Swift Current, and Yorkton. None of them seem to be spending on upgrades
anywhere near our estimated $200 M+. The Federal Government even stated that 75% of
Canadian cities already meet or exceed their future expectations, which is typically achieved by
having a secondary treatment system, which we have already in place.
In regards to recent funding and/or upgrades, I noticed on March 5, 2007, we received $3.3M in
funding from the Federal Government towards a $12M upgrade at the WWTP. Also, in 2012, we
budgeted $19.6 Million in upgrades to the Waste Water Treatment Plant. Were these done, and
if so, were they a part of these retrofit upgrades, or separate?
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The report states that we are upgrading the facility to be capable of handling 258,000 people by
2035, which I see is what we have used as a benchmark for our Official Community Plan. This is a
growth rate of 3,000 per year. While I commend the City for thinking big, I have to wonder is
this realistic? Are we building something that we may not require for far longer?
I have found that the increase/addition to the Federal Government has said that the Federal Gas
Tax Fund was also intended to be used for projects such as this. How much of the Building
Canada Fund and/or Gas Tax Fund have we used or are we using towards the WWTP Upgrades?

APPENDIX B – Chad Novak Delegation August 14, 2013 Re: WWTP Referendum
Further Questions and Concerns regarding WWTP Upgrades since December 2012
The following information is provided to you for reference only, and the Communications Strategy by
the City of Regina for the Wastewater Treatment Plant Upgrades should be centered around answering
the questions in Appendix A and below:
1) QUESTIONABLE COST FOR PROJECT:
Which is the actual cost of the current project? There are several different figures being used in a variety
of different documents, even up until July 2013. We are aware that the public explanation has been that
City Administration neglected to take into account the very simple factor of inflation, but based on the
varying figures this explanation is very difficult to believe.
This was provided to City Council from City Administration in July 2012:

This was found in a document through FCM Canada from 2012:
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While this is as per the Enterprise Saskatchewan website as of July 2013:

*Also note how other cities are funding their WWTP Upgrades

2) OTHER FUNDING AVAILABILITY:
Is the P3 Canada Fund the only Federal Funding (or Provincial) available for the WWTP upgrades? What
are other municipalities using for their upgrades?
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Per Federal Government:

Per FCM Canada:
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3) TIMELINE FOR NEW REGULATIONS:
We have been told that the upgrades are required by December 31, 2016. However, back in 2008, we
were told that they were required by December 31, 2012. Documents as per Environment Canada and
FCM Canada tell us a different story. Which is accurate, and what do we currently fall short on? Are
there other, acceptable solutions?
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4) OTHER CONCERNS:
Is Regina even affected by these new regulations??

We seem to already meet the requirements from #3 (Requiring Secondary System) – We even have a
Tertiary System:

Are we providing an open and transparent process, as is cautioned in the following document?
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APPENDIX C – Chad Novak Delegation August 14, 2013 Re: WWTP Referendum
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Analysis of CoR Referendum Costs and STAG Proposed Option #4
AS PER CITY OF REGINA DATA (SEE REPORT):

Date: Wednesday, September 25, 2013

Regular Poll Hours 9am to 8pm 9/25/13
# of Regular Polls
Cost Per Hour
Total Cost of Regular Polls
Special/Mobile Poll Hrs
# of Special and Mobile Polls
Cost Per Hour
Total Cost of Special Polls
Advance Poll Hours 10am to 5pm 9/21/13
# of Advance Polls
Cost Per Hour
Total Cost of Advance Polls
TOTAL COST OF ALL POLLS ABOVE

11 hours
Actual number of Voters
43,759
88.75%
30
3,978 voters per hour
$
575.00
133 voters/hr/poll
189,750.00 $ 4.34 per regular vote
3 hours
Actual number of Voters
2,134
4.33%
43
711 voters per hour
$
170.00
17 voters/hr/poll
21,930.00 $ 10.28 per special vote
237% more than regular
7 hours
Actual number of Voters
5,547
11.25%
4
792 voters per hour
$
765.00
198 voters/hr/poll
21,420.00 $ 3.86 per advance vote
$ 233,100.00 $ 5.33
$ 4.73
Cost of "Communications"
120,000.00 $ 2.43 per total voters
TOTAL CALCULATED COST OF REFERENDUM $ 353,100.00 $ 8.07 per regular vote
As Per CoR 2012 Election Results
$ 7.16 per total votes
CONSIDERATIONS:
- Would not having the special polls materially impact voter turnout?
- NEED TO HAVE REQUIREMENT to review mail-in ballots with same scrutiny as petition to ensure are valid voters.
- Does the remuneration for election workers impact their willingness to participate? Volunteer ?
- What was the number of mail-in ballots in 2012, and how were they verified to be valid voters?
- Assuming there is a cost with rental of mall locations, this would impact cost/benefit of polls significantly. (Not included above)
- Free public transit should be provided regardless of option , but frequency would be lower w/no advance polls. (Lower total cost)
- Why are there discrepancies between details of Municiapal Election "Registered Voters" and Summary?
- How did the City come up with the number of "registered" voters with no enumeration?

STAG PROPOSAL (OPTION #4):
Regular Poll Hours 9am to 8pm 9/28/13
# of Regular Polls
Cost Per Hour
Total Cost of Regular Polls
Advance Poll Hours 4pm to 9pm 9/25/13
# of Advance Polls
Cost Per Hour
Total Cost of Advance Polls
TOTAL COST OF STAG OPTION #4
Total Savings from above:
Cost of Polls
Cost of "Communications"
TOTAL SAVINGS

Date: Saturday, September 28, 2013
11 hours
Actual number of Voters
43,759
16 *Based on flexible # of polls per Ward, considering 2012 turnouts.
$
575.00
$ 101,200.00 $ 2.31 per regular vote
5 hours
Actual number of Voters
5,547
1 *At City Hall, including Drive Thru
$
765.00
$ 3,825.00 $ 0.69 per advance vote
$ 105,025.00 $ 2.40 per regular vote
29.74% of cost of 2012 Election
$ 2.13 per total votes
29.74% of cost of 2012 Election
$ 128,075.00
120,000.00
$ 248,075.00 $
$

5.67 per regular vote
5.03 per total votes

70.26% savings from 2012 Election
70.26% savings from 2012 Election

PROPOSAL JUSTIFICATIONS:
- Considering Media's desire to provide coverage of this issue, no Paid Advertising should be required.
- No Paid Advertising should be required even for notification of polls, as this is a very well-publicized topic.
- Serious concerns about what content the City of Regina would use in it's paid advertising, considering #VoteNo efforts.
- Removal of Paid Advertising by the City of Regina reduces chances of City Administration unduly influencing voters.
- As Special Polls are poorly attended, and costs are 2-3x higher than Regular/Advance Polls, Cost/Benefit does not justify.
- Question of fact: Does reducing the number of polls affect the ability of voters to turn out? Assumption: NO.
- Significant and measurable cost savings are realized by minimal measures, with minimal anticipated voter impact .
- Further savings could be realized if election staff would consider volunteer basis, to serve democracy. Consider shift work.
- NOTE: How much of "Communications" is reallocation of current resources, and how much is actually Paid Advertising?
- Consideration to provide online voting in future, considering security levels that are trusted by Federal Government Standards.
- NOTE: # of Polls: Ward 1 - 2, Ward 2 - 3, Ward 3 - 1, Ward 4 - 3, Ward 5 - 1, Ward 6 - 1, Ward 7 - 1, Ward 8 - 1, Ward 9 - 2, Ward 10 - 1
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Regina Water Watch
Presentation to City Council
CM13-4
Proposed Guidelines for the Referendum
August 14, 2013
My name is Jim Holmes and I represent Regina Water Watch.
Thank you for this opportunity to discuss the procedures for the Referendum on the
Waste Water Treatment Plant. I noticed you have recently de-euphemised it to the
Sewage Treatment Plant. When gathering signatures on the petition, I often had to
explain the City was planning to privatize the sewage treatment plant.
I would like to begin with some definitions. Privatization is often about the
transfer of ownership, but it can also about the transfer of control.
privatization, transfer of government services or assets to the private sector.
State-owned assets may be sold to private owners, or statutory restrictions on
competition between privately and publicly owned enterprises may be lifted.
Services formerly provided by government may be contracted out.
Encyclopedia Britannica
Privatization, also spelled privatisation, may have several meanings.
Primarily, it is the process of transferring ownership of a business,
enterprise, agency, public service or public property from the public sector (a
government) to the private sector, either to a business that operate for a
profit or to a non-profit organization. It may also mean government
outsourcing of services or functions to private firms, e.g. revenue
collection, law enforcement, and prison management.
Wikipedia, the free encyclopedia
Privatize
: to make private; especially : to change (as a business or industry) from
public to private control or ownership
Merriam Webster
To be clear, we agree the ownership of the Plant will remain with the City.
But the control will be transferred to a private corporation.

1
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Deloitte City of Regina Wastewater Treatment Plant Expansion & Upgrade
Project Summary of Delivery Model Assessment January 22, 2013
page 5 The model requires that the City transfer existing WWTP (Waste Water
Treatment Plant)staff to the contractor.
page 15 The P3 models are only feasible if the City is willing to transfer
operational responsibility for the WWTP (Waste Water Treatment Plant) to a
contractor for a 27 year period post-construction completion.
page 23 The DBFOM (Design Build Finance Operate and Maintain) model requires
transfer of operating responsibility to a contractor.
page 23 again The City should determine whether transfer of operating
responsibility to a contractor under a DBFOM (Design Build Finance Operate and
Maintain) contract is acceptable as this is a key determinant in the final selection
of delivery model.
Untreated waste water or sewage is 99% water. We live downstream from over 1.5
million people, mostly in Alberta, who discharge their treated waste water into our
drinking water source. We are upstream from hundreds of thousands of people. We
discharge our treated waste water into their drinking water source. All of us have a
responsibility to treat waste water with the same respect as drinking water.
REGINA WATER WATCH’S SUGGESTED GUIDELINES
1.) The City must follow the law governing referendums the Local Government
Election Act,
Election procedure bylaw•

115(1) The council or board shall, by an election procedure bylaw, fix
the day and terms for the taking of the vote and proceed in
accordance with the provisions of this Act, as nearly as may be,
with respect to the conduct of a general election.

2.) In the last general election there were 43 polling places. The ten polling places
proposed in Option 2 are not “as nearly as may be “ to 43 polling places. It is a
reduction of over 75%. The one polling place in Option 3 is even worse and
represents a reduction of 98%. It is unclear why the City would propose options
that would not meet the legal requirements.
3.) the City s proposed options 2 and 3 would have the effect of making it much
harder all citizens but particularly for seniors and people with mobility limitations
to vote.

2
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4.) Option 2 and 3 will not be cheaper. The true costs of each will be closer to $1
million once the cost of legal challenges and “do overs” are calculated. The
Saskatchewan Human Rights Code guarantees every citizen the right to vote in
elections and to be free from discrimination based on age or disability. The Local
Government Elections Act defines a referendum as an election 2 (1) (k) (iii). The
practice of special polling places for seniors and people with limited mobility has
been part of every municipal, provincial and federal election in my memory.
5.) City employees must not campaign for either YES or NO during working hours.
The City should follow its own Code of Conduct
7. No person to whom the Code of Conduct applies shall:
(h)
use their position with the City to actively campaign for the
election of or solicit funds for a potential or declared candidate for
elected public office. This clause shall not affect their right to actively
participate in the democratic process as a citizen during their own time.
This section literally applies to general elections when voters decide candidates not
resolutions, but the principle that public employees should not use their position to
influence voters is clear. It is consistent with the Local Authorities Election Act,
requirement for the referendum to proceed “as nearly as may be” to a general election.
5.) There should be at least one impartially moderated public debate. The local media
should be encouraged to cover it.
6.) The vote should be conducted on a paper ballot. It is a simple Yes or No question.
Machines will not simplify the counting. There will be representatives from both YES
and NO present, but they cannot observe the working of the electronic vote machines.
Given your recent history, it is important that all citizens accept the results of the vote
as fair .
7.) The City should release all assumptions and calculations supporting its claims of
savings in the privatization model. This would include assumptions on interest rates,
return on equity, transaction costs. Most importantly it must include the claimed “risk
transfer” savings of $25 million that are completely without any supporting evidence.
8.) The City should not release misleading figures. In the Cost section of its website the
City says the Plant will cost $224.3 million to construct. The federal P3 grant is for
25% of the construction cost. Twenty–five percent of $224.3 million is $56 million.
Only if the construction is $10.7 million over budget will the City receive the maximum
of up to $58.5 million claimed on the website. No part of any additional cost overruns
will be covered by the Federal Government.
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The referendum is an exciting example of citizen participation. Citizens must know the
outcome is fair. A paper ballot should be used. Unelected public employees should not
use their positions or public resources to influence voters. Proponents of YES or NO
should strive to be transparent and accurate in their use of figures.
As citizens we have the right to elections conducted to the highest legal standards.
As citizens we have the responsibility to ensure the highest standards.

4
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PRESENTATION TO CITY COUNCIL
AUGUST 14 2013
FLORENCE STRATTON
WANTED: A FAIR REFERENDUM
My name is Florence Stratton. I am here as a private citizen. There are many requirements that
need to be met for the referendum on Regina’s new waste water treatment plant to be fair. My
comments are limited to three of them.
1. First, for the referendum to be fair, it must be conducted in accordance with the Local
Government Election Act. This Act stipulates that a referendum must “as nearly as may be
[adhere] to the conduct of a general election” (Section 115.1).
Of the three options for the referendum laid out by the City Clerk, only option # 1 meets this
requirement. Under this option, there will be three polling stations per ward, along with special,
mobile, and advance polls – just as there were in the last municipal election.
By contrast, options 2 and 3 drastically deviate from the conduct of municipal elections, as they
severely reduce the number of polling locations and eliminate altogether special and mobile
polls. It is, no doubt, for a very good reason that these options are not authorized by the
Government Election Act: They would make it much more difficult for citizens to vote.
It is essential that voting in the referendum be made as easy as possible for citizens. Indeed, I
would argue that even option # 1 is not good enough and that there should be even more polling
stations than there were for the last municipal election. After all, the results of that election will
last a mere four years, while the results of the waste water treatment plant referendum may well
be with us for 30 years. As the Deloitte report warns: “The P3 models are only feasible if the
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City is willing to transfer operational responsibility for the waste water treatment plant to a
contractor for a 25 to 30 year period” (5).
2. Second, the referendum must not only be fair; it must also be seen to be fair. Because of the
City’s mishandling of the waste water treatment plant petition, many citizens have lost their trust
in City officials. As a result, the referendum needs to be conducted in as open a manner as
possible. That means paper ballots and manual human counting. The automated vote counting
equipment recommended by the City Clerk would presumably prevent observation of how votes
are tabulated. It must be possible for citizen observers to verify the results in a manner
independent of equipment.
3. Finally, for the referendum to be fair, both the Yes and No sides must be open and transparent
about the economic assumptions they have used to calculate the cost of the project.
According to the Yes side – that’s Regina Water Watch – the City of Regina should say “Thanks
but no thanks” to the $58.5 million in federal government P3 infrastructure funding and choose
the public model for the new plant. Doing so, Regina Water Watch claims, will save Regina
taxpayers about $13 million.
In its literature, Regina Water Watch supports this claim of savings by pointing out that cities
can borrow money more cheaply than private companies; that P3 loans are usually paid back
over a longer term than direct municipal borrowing; and that private companies need to make a
profit. Moreover, all of the calculations involved in the $13 million figure are publically
available in a report titled Flushing Money Away by Hugh Mackenzie.
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The No side – that’s Regina City Council – also claims it will save Regina taxpayers money. In
fact, the City has offered quite an array of cost-savings figures. The trouble is that very few of
these figures are explained or substantiated.
For example, on July 23 2013, the Mayor said in an interview with John Gormley: “We could
lose $58.5 million from the federal government [if we don’t do a P3]…Also over the course of
the life of this building virtually $80 million could be lost as well.” What is this $80 million that
will be lost, in addition to $58.5 million in federal funding, if the project is not a P3? Where did
this $80 million figure come from? John Gormley didn’t ask and the Mayor didn’t say.
Another example: Last Saturday, the Mayor, along with some City Councillors, had a booth at
the Farmers’ Market from which they were distributing a pamphlet saying the following: “Vote
No to losing $58.5 million in federal funding. Vote No to paying an additional $276 a year on
your utility bill.”
Where does this $276-a-year-added-to-your-utility-bill figure come from? For how many years
will it be added? The pamphlet doesn’t say.
Perhaps City officials are basing their claims about P3 savings on the Deloitte report – a report
paid for by Regina taxpayers, but which, in contrast to the Mackenzie report, is not available to
the taxpaying public except through a freedom of information request. Moreover, if a copy is
eventually obtained, it is heavily redacted with all the crucial assumptions and calculations
missing.
Transparency is an essential principle of democracy. Regina City Council must follow the good
example of Regina Water Watch. It must explain and substantiate all the claims it makes about
P3 savings. It must also make freely available to the public that paid for it the Deloitte report,
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unredacted. A fair referendum is, above all, one in which citizens are able to cast an informed
ballot.
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Thank you for the opportunity to speak tonight.
My name is Darren Grychowski and I am here as a private citizen.
I am here tonight to speak with regard to council’s decision concerning the format and procedure for the
waste water treatment plant referendum.
The fact that council is even considering options that are illegal according to the Local Government
Elections Act speaks volumes.
As Thomas Jefferson so eloquently put it, “the will of the people is the only legitimate foundation of any
government, and to protect its free expression should be our first object”. Any attempt to reduce the
number of polls (43) and access to them as compared to the most recent municipal election is a serious
attack on the democratic rights of the citizens of Regina and a serious undermining of the legitimacy of
this council.
According to Thomas Jefferson, “To inform the minds of the people, and to follow their will, is the chief
duty of those placed at their head”. This is the role of an elected representative.
This council has failed miserably to inform the minds of the public. You STILL refuse to make public the
assumptions and calculations from the DeLoitte report (the case arguing privatization) for critical public
scrutiny and analysis. Instead you release vague and general figures not backed up with any calculations
or supporting arguments. What is this council SO afraid of if the P3 privatization deal is truly the best
option as you say? That it won’t stand up to critical analysis? That it will be shown to be a bad deal? That
it will show council made a bad decision and cannot admit it? Make the UNREDACTED DeLoitte report
PUBLIC! As Thomas Paine, author of Common Sense, stated, “It is error only, and not truth, that shrinks
from inquiry”. You are our elected representatives. As citizens, we demand access to the truth and we
demand answers. “Information is the currency of democracy” as Thomas Jefferson pointed out and the
public demands ready access to the information needed to analyze and evaluate the merits of the P3
privatization deal. As Thomas Jefferson so famously stated, “Government exists for the interests of the
governed, not for the governors”.
Added to this information deficit is the fact that the proposed deal will lock us into a 30 year contract.
To lock future generations into a deal that they had no say on is morally bankrupt and illegitimate. As
Thomas Jefferson famously said the dead should never rule the living. This council was only elected for a
4 year term and has no business negotiating such long term deals without OPEN and TRANSPARENT
dialogue with the citizens of Regina.
The fact that this council is once again contemplating the muzzling of democratic expression in this city
is very disturbing. According to Thomas Jefferson, “The force of public opinion cannot be resisted when
permitted freely to be expressed”. Do the RIGHT thing. Hold this referendum with the 43 polling
stations, just like the recent municipal election. Make the DeLoitte report available to the public in its
full, UNREDACTED form for critical analysis and evaluation. Release the information necessary to make
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an educated and informed decision and hold a vote that allows the free expression of public opinion and
the public will. Thank you.

DE13-113
August 14, 2013 Presentation to City Council
I appreciate the opportunity to make a presentation today. My name is Catherine
Gibson and I am here as a private citizen.
I want to begin with the subject at hand and urge Council to choose option one. I
would also urge Council to spend some of my tax-payer money in advertising the
free transit and para-transit service on the September 25th voting day. I support
your decision to enable and encourage citizens to get out and vote.
At the July 22 special meeting of City Council, I expressed my concern that the
cause of the serious infrastructure deficit felt by Regina and many other cities was
the result of decades of federal governments off-loading their responsibilities to
adequately provide infrastructure funding. Compounding this situation is the
ideologically driven PPP Canada grant system. Further complicating the issue is
that not all P-3s are the same and that there are several definitions of “public
private partnerships”. Not all P-3s involve private financing; for those that do it is
imperative that the general public be made aware that the private financing is
NOT a gift NOR an interest free loan. The lenders have every right to ensure that
they get the money back plus interest and, in the case of an investment plan
being the lender, there is an obligation to get a good return on the monies
invested. Believe me, if I had 20 million dollars I would jump at the chance of
investing it in a low risk, high return infrastructure project knowing I could easily
double my money in ten years.
Luckily I don’t have 20 million dollars because it would mean that I would be
involved in “taking money from the poor to give to the rich” and that was
something I preached against in my July 22 presentation. Also in that presentation
I pointed out that, because our “water” bills are based on volume of water used,
low income households are paying them with a much higher percentage of their
income. As of last month this higher percentage has increased with the recycle
charge, given that it is the same amount regardless of the value of the house or
the income of the occupants from which the recycling is being collected. I know
that in the past four years my water bill has increased by a vastly larger percent
than my income. In July, the OAS payment increased by a mere 0.7 %; it will take
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several months to pay for a water saving devise using the pittance that this
increase provides. I might add that my water consumption has decreased over the
past four years. I will also add that the increase on the water bills was something
that the city was open and transparent about.
I am certain there are many others who feel the same way as I do regarding the
lack of openness and transparency from city council and administration. Please,
tear down your wall of secrecy! We need to know the financial details of the cost
of writing the contracts, monies already paid to outside consultants and
accounting firms along with the amounts yet to be paid to them, and the risk
premiums added to the cost estimates. We need to know if, and how many, jobs
will be filled by local contractors. We need to know which country and/or
province will be the recipients of taxes paid on corporate income. We need to
know a lot more about the final cost to each household in order to make an
informed decision on how to vote. I would like to know what the circumstances
were which caused the City Council and City Administration to believe that the
public system of waste water management which has served us so well for lo
these many years would not be up to the task of continuing to do so. I would like
to know, but I doubt that I ever will. Nevertheless I will continue to stand behind
my July 22 comment that the BE IT RESOLVED statement of the petition (and now
referendum) is a resounding vote of confidence in the City of Regina and its
employees in the manner in which they have financed, operated and maintained
the waste water treatment plant in the past and that they should continue to do
so into the future.
Surely we can agree on the need to facilitate open and transparent debates at a
number of venues across the city. Surely we can agree that informed votes are
good votes.
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August 14, 2013
Re:

2013 Wastewater Treatment Plant Referendum

Good afternoon Your Worship, members of Regina City Council, my name is John Hopkins and I am the
Chief Executive Officer of the Regina & District Chamber of Commerce, a post that I have held for 13
years of our organization’s 125 plus year history.
Your Worship, we have not always agreed on the issues facing this city. We initially disagreed on the
closing of 12th Avenue downtown, we disagreed on the rate of expenditure increases at City Hall during
a number of budgets, and we still disagree on things like the relative tax rate. However, having said that
we have worked together on many files for the overall betterment of this community, the city image
campaign, numerous factors related to property assessment, city budgets, transit reviews, the RRI,
parking and the list goes on and on. In short we don’t always agree but we agree on one thing and that
is to make this community the best community it can be.
While some may attack the Regina Chamber with having various hidden agendas, the reality is that we
are concerned about the total cost of this project upon completion, the cost to our members as well as
the cost to home owners given the reality that most of our members actually live in this city.
Moreover, we are concerned about the potential for cost overruns which are quite common on these
types large infrastructure projects. In fact according to research done in the UK which is the global
leader in the use of P3s, 20% of P3s have gone over budget. However, 70% of traditional design, bid,
build projects have gone over budget. Still further the research indicates that some large infrastructure
projects go over budget on average by 28% which in our case would amount to an extra $62 plus million.
So if citizens vote yes it will mean rejecting the federal government’s $58.5 million and if we simply go
over budget by an average of say 28% or $62 million we would actually have to come up with an
additional $120.5 million for a $224 million project and that is just if the cost overrun is 28%. It could be
much higher.
Is Regina doing something cutting edge? Is this something that has never been done before? No, in fact
the opposite is true, most P3 projects have been successful and are being increasingly used as another
tool for local governments to use to address our infrastructure deficit. British Columbia, Alberta,
Manitoba, Ontario, Quebec and the list goes on are provinces where P3s have been successfully used.
There is absolutely no doubt that this Public Private Partnership will be successful in our community.
Your Worship, this referendum will be a monumental task given the enormous resources of the
Canadian Union of Public Employees, part of which we saw during the petition drive as well as what we
are seeing now with the full page ads and the commercials. Moreover, while Regina Water Watch has
positioned itself as a grass roots movement the truth is there are many other water watches in Canada
which are backed by CUPE. The truth is some of the exact same tactics being used here have been used
in other communities in Canada.
As we embark upon this referendum let the truth be heard!
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This project is about public ownership and private management which is not privatization! The citizens
of the City of Regina retain full ownership of this facility as well as what goes in and what goes out of the
facility.
The truth is this project is about what happens when we flush our toilet not the water we drink.
The truth is if Regina citizens vote yes they will lose $58.5 million from the Government of Canada.
The truth is that money will have to be made up by the citizens of this city through rate increases.
The truth is if Regina citizens vote yes and there are cost overruns those costs will have to be made up
by citizens of our community.
On September 25, we encourage everyone to:
Vote No and save at least $276 annually
Vote No and preserve $58.5 million in Federal Funding
Vote No to paying for cost overruns
Vote No to CUPE’s National Agendas

Thank you,
John Hopkins
Chief Executive Officer
Regina & District Chamber of Commerce
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August, 14, 2013

To:

His Worship the Mayor
and Members of City Council

Re:

2013 Wastewater Treatment Plant Referendum

1. That a referendum be held on Wednesday, September 25, 2013 from 9 am to 8 pm.
2. That City Council approve one of the three options outlined in the body of the report
including the associated polling areas and polling places for holding the referendum,
provision of advance, special and mobile polls and hours of same and mail-in ballot
opportunities.
3. That depending on the option chosen, expenses between $300,000 and $550,000 be funded
through the General Fund Reserve.
4. That free transit and paratransit be provided to voters for advance voting and referendum day
whereby related expenses shall be reimbursed to the Transit Department from the
Referendum budget.
5. That the rates of remuneration for election officials summarized in Appendix ‘B’ be
approved.
6. That the voters be registered at the polls on Referendum Day.
7. That representations requesting the appointment of electors to be authorized to attend at the
polling place and at the final summing up of the votes be received by the Returning Officer
on Tuesday, September 10, 2013 at 11am on the Main Floor of City Hall.
8. That the City Solicitor be directed to prepare or amend any necessary bylaws to facilitate the
decisions of City Council related to the referendum.
9. That to accommodate the staffing needs from the City Clerk’s Department for the
referendum, an Executive Committee meeting be held on September 4, 2013, with reports
from all main committees being submitted to that meeting.
10. That the Council Meeting scheduled for September 23, 2013 be rescheduled for September 9,
2013 to consider all necessary committee reports, and that no further committee/council
meetings be held until the regularly scheduled meetings in October.
CONCLUSION
The Cities Act, under section 112.1 states that when, by this Act or any other Act, a vote of a
city’s electors is to be conducted respecting a bylaw, resolution or question:

-2(a) the council shall conduct the vote in accordance with Part V of The Local Government
Election Act; and
(b) all procedures or preparations, the conduct of the vote and the procedures at the close of
the poll are to be carried out in accordance with Part V of that Act and all forms set out in
the Act apply, with any necessary modification.
The Local Government Election Act provides City Council with a number of options related to
conducting an election. A decision is required by City Council on the following items:
-

-

The polling areas and places for the election
The use of mail-in ballots for voters receiving care in a hospital, personal care facility or similar
institution and for those who will be absent from the municipality on Election Day or during advance
polls
The establishment of special polls
The provision of an advance and mobile poll
The hours for the special, advance and mobile polls
The remuneration for election workers
How voters will be registered to vote

BACKGROUND
City Council, at its meeting held on July 22, 2013 resolved the following:
1. A referendum be held on the construction of the Wastewater Treatment
Plant; and
2. The resolution on the ballot be:
“THAT the Council of the City of Regina publicly finance, operate and maintain the new
wastewater treatment plant for Regina through a traditional Design, Bid, Build (DBB)
approach.”
Section 110(3) of The Cities Act requires that the wording of the resolution as it will appear on
the ballot must be set by council at least eight weeks before the vote. The above motion started
that eight week time period.
The Local Government Election Act (The Act), provides that City Council must make decisions
on a number of matters related to the holding of a referendum. This report addresses these items
for the referendum proposed to be held on Wednesday, September 25, 2013.
DISCUSSION
The referendum will be held in accordance with the provisions of The Act.
Returning Officer
Section 28 of The Act provides that the City Clerk shall act as the Returning Officer of municipal
elections unless Council, at least 90 days prior to Election Day appoints another person as
Returning Officer. The City Clerk shall act as Returning Officer for the referendum.

-3-

Representatives
Section 118 of The Act states as follows:
118(1) At the time and place appointed pursuant to clause 115(3)(d), the
returning officer shall attend to receive representations requesting the appointment
of electors to be authorized to attend at the polling place and at the final summing
up of the votes and shall, from among those representations, designate in writing,
in the prescribed form, no more than:
(a) one elector to attend at the final summing up of the votes; and
(b) two electors to attend at each polling place;
on behalf of voters in favour of and the same number on behalf of voters against the
bylaw or question.
(2) The returning officer is not required to appoint electors pursuant to
subsection (1) if he receives no representations as described in that subsection.
(2.1) An elector designated pursuant to clause (1)(a) is eligible to attend at the
final summing up of the votes by the returning officer and an elector designated
pursuant to clause (1)(b) is eligible to attend at the several polling places during the
taking of the vote.
(3) Every elector appointed under subsection (1) shall:
(a) before he is designated, make a declaration in the prescribed form before
the returning officer;
(b) before being admitted to the polling place or to the summing up of the
votes, produce his written appointment to the deputy returning officer at the
poll or to the returning officer, as the case may require.
(4) In the absence of an elector authorized to attend at the final summing up of
the votes, any voter representing the same interest as the absent elector may, upon
making a declaration in accordance with clause (3)(a), be admitted to attend and
act on behalf of the absent elector.
Election Polls
Regular Polls
Pursuant to Section 18(1) of The Act, Council shall divide the municipality into as many polling
areas as necessary for the convenience of voters and name the polling place for each polling area
so established. Section 67(1) of The Act provides that regular polling places shall be open from

-49 am to 8 pm on Election Day.
For the referendum, City Council is presented with three options for consideration.
Option 1 – Process Similar to the 2012 Municipal/School Board Election
30 polling locations (3 per ward) as outlined in Appendix A
40 special polls (does not include Wascana Rehabilitation Centre, Regina General Hospital and
Pasqua Hospital) or
43 including Wascana Rehabilitation Centre, Regina General Hospital and Pasqua Hospital
Mobile polls (note: applications would have to be received by September 6, 2013 to facilitate
the written notification requirements under The Act and Mobile and Special polls can only be
operated during the time when polls are open for voting)
Advance polls – Saturday, September 21, 2013 from 10 am to 5 pm at the Golden Mile Shopping
Centre, 3806 Albert Street, Northgate Mall, 489 Albert Street, Normanview Shopping Centre,
MCCarthy Boulevard & 9th Avenue North and Victoria Square Mall, 2223 E Victoria Avenue.
Cost: $550,000
Advantages
- voters are accustomed to this from previous election
- offers relative ease for voters within their respective wards
- offers advance voting at several areas throughout the City
Disadvantages
- requires the greatest number of workers to be hired and trained
- requires rental of additional vote counting equipment (not currently contemplated in existing
rental agreement)
- highest cost
- greatest number of representatives being required equaling the same number on behalf of
voters in favour of and against the question
- very restricted time frame to successfully conduct “full-fledged” election
This option is dependant on 600 workers being recruited and trained by early September.
Letters have been sent to previous election workers. To date, 307 have confirmed their ability
to work.
A viable alternative to this option would be to use the Council approved mail-in ballot option
instead of special and mobile polls, thus reducing the staffing needs on Referendum Day and
providing for quicker results at the end of the day.
Option 2 – One polling area per ward with no special and mobile polls
In this option, advance polls would be held for one day only in the malls indicated above on
Saturday, September 21, 2013. If more polling locations are required in this option, polls could
also occur in the malls on Referendum Day as well and a drive thru option at City Hall.

-5Polls for each ward were chosen based on being centrally located within each ward. The
proposed locations are as follows:

Regular Polls
Ward 1 St. Anne’s Church
Ward 2 St. Pius X School
Ward 3 YMCA
Ward 4 Wilfred Walker School
Ward 5 FW Johnson Collegiate
Ward 6 Albert Scott Community Centre
Ward 7 Gladys McDonald School
Ward 8 St. Francis School
Ward 9 Northwest Leisure Centre
Ward 10 St. Timothy School

1701 Cowan Crescent
3301 Garnet Street
2400 13th Avenue
2102 E Wagman Drive
400 Fines Drive
1264 Athol Street
335 N Garnet Street
45 Mikkelson Drive
1127 N Arnason Street
280 Sangster Boulevard

Shopping Centres
Golden Mile Shopping Centre
Northgate Mall
Normanview Shopping Centre
Victoria Square Mall

Drive Thru
City Hall

Cost: $350,000
Advantages
- reduces the number of workers required
- does not require rental of additional vote counting equipment
- still provides a voting location within each ward
- provides for additional “centrally located” voting opportunities
- allows for the drive thru option at City Hall, which was well received in 2012
- allows for residents at special care facilities or those individuals who are disabled and unable
to attend regular or advance voting opportunities, to utilize mail-in ballots
Disadvantages
- could make for congestion at the one location per ward, if voters did not take the opportunity
to use the advance voting or “centrally located” voting opportunities
Option 3 – one City wide polling location at a large venue such as the Queensbury
Convention Centre to be operated for three advance voting days and on Referendum Day
with free transit service being provided and drive thru voting options being offered on-site.
Cost: $300,000
Advantages
- requires the smallest number of workers to be hired
- requires the smallest amount of equipment and supply coordination
- does not require rental of additional vote counting equipment
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allows for large volumes of voters at any one time
allows for the drive thru option which was well received in 2012
allows for residents at special care facilities or those individuals who are disabled and unable
to attend regular or advance voting opportunities, to utilize mail-in ballots
lowest cost

Disadvantages
- does not provide a voting location within each ward
- would not provide statistical information on voter turn out per ward
Mail-in Ballots
It is suggested that the Mail-In Ballot Bylaw be amended as necessary to facilitate this as a
viable alternative to special and mobile voting opportunities.
Mobile and Special Polls
In an effort to hold the referendum as expediently as possible and to reduce some of the cost
associated with holding the referendum, use of a mobile and special polls are not being
recommended in option two or three, with encouragement in all options to utilize the mail-in
ballot process.
Advance Polls
Section 92 of The Act requires Council to authorize the establishment of an advance poll for
voters at least three days and not more than 15 days before the day of the election. An elector is
eligible to vote at an advance poll if the elector:
(a) has a disability or limited mobility;
(b) has been appointed as an election official; or
(c) anticipates being unable to vote on election day
Depending on the option selected advance polls and hours may occur on one or three days as
follows;
One day poll, Saturday, September 21, 2013 from 10 am to 5 pm.
Three day poll, Thursday, September 19 to Saturday, September 21, 2013 from 10 am to 7 pm.
Official Results
The Returning Officer shall declare and have available for distribution the official results of the
referendum at 1 pm on Friday, September 27, 2013 on the main floor of City Hall.
Referendum Worker Remuneration
Section 33 of The Act authorizes Council to set the remuneration to be paid to election officials
acting in respect of an election. It is recommended that the rates approved for the 2012
municipal election be approved for the referendum as outlined in Appendix “B”.

-7Remuneration is based on a daily rate and would be calculated at an hourly rate if required. The
expectation is individuals will work between 9 and 12 hours on Referendum Day. There are
typically no breaks allotted to ensure the secrecy of ballots and integrity of the referendum
processes.

Enumeration and Voters’ List
Section 36(1) of The Act provides that Council may at least 55 days prior to the day on which a
general election is held, provide for the enumeration of the names of voters and the preparation
of a voters’ list. If the September 25th date is approved, enumeration is not possible.
The last door to door enumeration and preparation of a voter’s list in Regina was conducted in
1985 at an estimated cost of $160,000. Since 1985, voters have been registered to vote at the
polls on Election Day rather than by way of an enumeration. Registering at the poll has proven
to be a very cost-effective process that does not provide any impact in service to voters, and will
make the verifying of identification easier for Officials on Referendum Day. It is recommended
that registering at the poll be continued for the referendum.
Vote Counting Equipment
On March 6, 2000 City Council adopted The Automated Vote Counting Bylaw No. 10197 to
establish procedures for using vote counting equipment in Regina. Automated vote counting
equipment will be used in the referendum as was done in the 2012 Municipal Election.
No bylaw amendments are required.
RECOMMENDATION IMPLICATIONS
Financial Implications
The cost of the referendum will have to be funded through the General Fund Reserve, as no
budget allocations were made in this regard. Depending on the option chosen, the cost will be
between $300,000 and $550,000.
Environmental Implications
None related to this report.
Strategic Implications
The referendum will be held in accordance with the provisions of The Act.
Other Implications
None related to this report.
Accessibility Implications
All polls are accessible to persons with a disability.

-8COMMUNICATIONS
A public information plan is developed with the overall goal to inform the public of voting
information. Communications activities will include print, radio, media and the use of the City's
social media tools. All options include a communication budget of $100,000 to $120,000.

DELEGATED AUTHORITY
This report requires the approval of City Council.
Respectfully submitted,

Joni Swidnicki,
City Clerk
Report prepared by:
Joni Swidnicki, City Clerk

- A.1 APPENDIX A
2013 Referendum
Criteria for Establishing Polling Areas and Places
Polling Areas and Places
Pursuant to Section 18 of The Local Government Election Act, the criteria for establishing
polling areas and places is as follows:
“18(1) Subject to sections 20 to 22.2, polling areas shall be established, and polling
places named, in such a way that:
(a) all polling areas contain, as nearly as is practicable, an equal number of
electors;
(b) each elector may vote at one polling place on all matters on which he is
entitled to vote;
(c) there is at least one polling place situated within or close to each polling
area;
(d) a polling place is located, where possible, in a place allowing convenient
access to disabled persons;
(e) if practical, a polling place is located in each municipality; and
(f) where wards are established, each polling area is within only one ward.
(2) One polling place may be used as the polling place for two or more polling
areas.”
1982-83, c.L-30.1, s.18; 1983-84, c.26, s.3;
1984-85-86, c.51, s.11; 1988-89, c.45, s.7; 2005,
c.19, s.9.

Special Polling Places
Special polling places will be provided in hospitals, personal care homes or other similar
institutions as defined by section 22(1) of The Act.
A seniors complex is defined by the criteria outlined below:
-

The facility houses seniors only.
The facility is occupied by December 31st of the year prior to the election
The facility is a rental accommodation with a minimum capacity of 40 residents
There is space within the facility to conduct an election.
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POLL REVIEW CONDUCTED FOR
2012 MUNICIPAL ELECTION
TO BE USED FOR 2013 REFERENDUM

WARD # ESTIMATED VOTERS

# OF REGULAR
POLLS

# OF SPECIAL POLL
FACILITIES

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

18,234
16,070
20,454
15,467
16,676
14,854
15,905
16,110
15,145
14,394

3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3

8
4
17
1
3
2
2
4
1
1

TOTAL

163,309

30

43
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2012 MUNICIPAL ELECTION
POLL REVIEW
TO BE USED FOR 2013 REFERENDUM
Ward Poll Type Poll #
1
REGULAR
1
2
3

SPECIAL

2

REGULAR

SPECIAL

31A
31B
31C
31D
31E
31G
31H
31I

4
5
6

31J
31K
31L
31N

Poll Name
St. Matthew School
St. Anne’s Catholic Church
Douglas Park Elementary School
Subtotal – 17,103

Broadway Terrace
Cedar Wood Manor
Faith Baptist Place
Marian Chateau
Martin Luther Manor
Selo Gardens/Selo Gardens Pers.Care
The Bentley
Wascana Rehabilitation Centre
Subtotal – 1,076

Estimated Voters Accessible
5,704
Yes
5,367
Yes
6,032
Yes

170
150
40
150
44
95
120
307

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

TOTAL ESTIMATED VOTERS

18,179

Dr. A.E. Perry School
Deshaye Catholic School
St. Pius X School
Subtotal – 15,264

5,112
5,111
5,041

Yes
Yes
Yes

62
228
147
217

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

Elmview Extendicare
Parkside Extendicare
Santa Maria Senior Citizens Home
Wintergreen Estates
Subtotal – 654
TOTAL ESTIMATED VOTERS

15,918
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3
REGULAR
7
8
9

SPECIAL

4

REGULAR

SPECIAL

31O
31P
31Q
31R
31S
31T
31U
31V
31X
31Z
31AA
31BB
31CC
31DD
31EE
31FF
31GG

10
11
12

Poll Name
Connaught School
YMCA 13th Avenue
Trinity Evangelical Church
Subtotal – 18,093

Cornwall Village
Davis Mews
Embury Heights
First Baptist Place
Forman House
Grace Lutheran Place
Hamilton Plaza
Mary Helen Herchmer Place
Palliser Place
Prairie Place
Regina General Hospital
Regina Renaissance Retirement Res.
South SK Independent Living Centre
St. Basil’s Manor
The Heritage
The Horizon
Trianon Tower
Subtotal – 2,361

Estimated Voters Accessible
6,037
Yes
6,038
Yes
6,018
Yes

102
158
105
100
38
80
175
159
199
176
402
173
40
57
132
143
122

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

TOTAL ESTIMATED VOTERS

20,454

Wilfrid Walker School
W.S. Hawrylak School
Jack MacKenzie School
Subtotal – 15,406

5,157
5,138
5,111

Yes
Yes
Yes

61

N/A

31HH Storie Manor
Subtotal – 61
TOTAL ESTIMATED VOTERS

15,467
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5
REGULAR 13
14
15

SPECIAL

6

REGULAR

SPECIAL

7

REGULAR

SPECIAL

Poll Name
F.W. Johnson Collegiate
St. Theresa School
Glen Elm Church of Christ
Subtotal – 16,322

31II Oxford Manor/Stewart Court
31JJ Queen Victoria Estates
31KK Victoria Park Personal Care Comm.
Subtotal – 354

16
17
18

120
130
104

N/A
N/A
N/A

TOTAL ESTIMATED VOTERS

16,676

Core/Ritchie Neighbourhood Centre
Albert Community School
Albert Scott Community Centre
Subtotal – 14,589

5,521
4,171
4,897

Yes
Yes
Yes

40
225

N/A
N/A

31LL Lovering Place
31MM Pasqua Hospital
Subtotal – 265

19
20
21

Estimated Voters Accessible
5,494
Yes
5,393
Yes
5,435
Yes
Yes

TOTAL ESTIMATED VOTERS

14,854

Imperial School
Gladys McDonald School
Elsie Mironuck School
Subtotal – 15,639

5,323
5,153
5,163

Yes
Yes
Yes

58
125

N/A
N/A

31NN Highland Manor
31OO Regina Lutheran Home
Subtotal – 183
TOTAL ESTIMATED VOTERS

15,822
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8
REGULAR 22
23
24

SPECIAL

9

REGULAR

SPECIAL

10

REGULAR

SPECIAL

31QQ
31W
31Y
31 F

Poll Name
Martin Collegiate
St. Francis School
St. Joan of Arc School
Subtotal – 15,525

Benson Manor
Mutchmore Lodge
Pioneer Village/Order of Eastern Star
Regina Village
Subtotal – 692

Estimated Voters Accessible
5,039
Yes
5,179
Yes
5,200
Yes

65
130
390
107

N/A

Yes

TOTAL ESTIMATED VOTERS

16,110

St. Josaphat School
Northwest Leisure Centre
Holy Family Parish
Subtotal – 14,990

5,566
4,246
5,178

Yes
Yes
Yes

31RR Lakewood Manor/Norwest Place
Subtotal – 155

155

N/A

25
26
27

28
29
30

TOTAL ESTIMATED VOTERS

15,145

Henry Janzen School
St. Timothy School
St. Gregory School
Subtotal – 14,338

4,979
4,940
4,419

Yes
Yes
Yes

56

N/A

31SS Huston Heights
Subtotal – 56
TOTAL ESTIMATED VOTERS

14,394
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2013 REFERENDUM POLL HOURS
REGULAR
For the purpose of taking the votes of qualified electors of the City of Regina, polling places shall be
open from 9 am to 8 pm on Wednesday, September 25, 2013.
SPECIAL
For the purpose of taking the votes of qualified electors of the City of Regina, the following polling
places shall be open on Wednesday, September 25, 2013 during the hours noted below:
Time
10 am to Noon

Poll

Poll Name
Benson Manor
Regina Village
Victoria Park Personal Care

Poll Address
1333 McIntosh Street
430 Pioneer Drive
2400 Arens Road

10 am – 1 pm

Davis Mews
Mary Helen Herchmer Place
Palliser Place
Parkside Extendicare
Pioneer Village/Eastern Star
Prairie Place
Trianon Tower

2060 Cameron Street
2121 Rose Street
1740 Hamilton Street
4540 Rae Street
430 Pioneer Drive
2242 McIntyre Street
2400 12th Avenue

10 am – 2 pm

Broadway Terrace
Marian Chateau
Regina Renaissance Retirement

1150 Broadway Avenue
3651 Albert Street
1801 McIntyre Street

9 am – 7 pm
9 am – 7 pm
11 am – 7 pm

Pasqua Hospital
Regina General Hospital
Wascana Rehabilitation

4101 Dewdney Avenue
1400 14th Avenue
2180 23rd Avenue

1 – 3 pm

Faith Baptist Place
Regina Lutheran Home

2616 Central Street
1925 5th Avenue North

1– 4 pm

Lakewood Manor/Norwest Place
Queen Victoria Estates
Wintergreen Estates

1123 N Devonshire Drive
2025 Heseltine Road
4950 Pasqua Street
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SPECIAL
Time

Poll

Poll Name

Poll Address

2 – 4 pm

Cornwall Village
Elmview Extendicare
Embury Heights
First Baptist Place
Mutchmore Lodge
St. Basil’s Manor
The Horizon

2141 Cornwall Street
4125 Rae Street
2122 Winnipeg Street
2153 Smith Street
328 Century Crescent
1722 Montreal Street
2141 McIntyre Street

3 – 5 pm

The Bentley

3105 Hillsdale St.

3 – 6 pm

Cedar Wood Manor
Hamilton Plaza

1510 Broadway Avenue
2243 Hamilton Street

4 – 6 pm

Highland Manor
Selo Gardens/Personal Care

2221 5th Avenue
1110 McNiven Avenue

5 – 7 pm

Forman House
Grace Lutheran Place
Huston Heights
Lovering Place
Martin Luther Manor
Oxford Manor/Stewart Court
Santa Maria Sr. Citizens Home
South Sk Independent Living Centre
Storie Manor
The Heritage

1860 Ottawa Street
1025 Victoria Avenue
702 Sangster Blvd.
1319 Rae Street
2526 Parliament Avenue
1717 Oxford Street
4215 Regina Avenue
2240 Albert Street
3333 Park Street
2153 Lorne Street
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ADVANCE
For the purpose of taking the votes of qualified electors in the City of Regina, Advance Polls shall be
held on Saturday, September 21, 2013 at the Golden Mile Shopping Centre, 3806 Albert Street,
Northgate Mall, 489 Albert Street, Normanview Shopping Centre, MCCarthy Boulevard & 9th Avenue
North and Victoria Square Mall, 2223 E Victoria Avenue from 10 am until 5 pm.
MOBILE
For the purpose of taking the votes of qualified electors in the City of Regina, Mobile Poll shall be
held on the same day as the Advance Poll at the discretion of the Returning Officer.
Poll

Name

Address

Date

32A

Mobile

N/A

Saturday, September 21

Time
As required

APPENDIX B
2012 Municipal Election
Election Official – Rates of Remuneration
To be used for the 2013 Referendum
Training
Hourly overtime rates for staff performing election duties on election
day
Hourly rates for other Election Office staff

$40
$30
$17.50

Regular Polls
Supervisor
Deputy Returning Officer (Issuing and/or Receiving)
Poll Clerk

$265
$170
$140

Special & Mobile Polls
Deputy Returning Officer (Issuing)

$170

Advance Poll
Supervisor
Deputy Returning Officer (Issuing and/or Receiving)
*Election officials must work at least one of the two weeks of
advance polls up to 5 days.

$425
$340

Mobile Poll
Deputy Returning Officer (Issuing)
Remuneration for Regular, Special and Mobile Polls is based on
eight to 12 hours of work. Should hourly rates need to be applied for
less than 8 hours of work, the full day salary will be divided by the
total scheduled hours for the day.

$55 (minimum)

CR13-111
August 14, 2013

To:

His Worship the Mayor
and Members of City Council

Re:

Ratifying Collective Agreement with the International Association of Fire Fighters,
Local 181

RECOMMENDATION OF THE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE
- JULY 23, 2013
That the agreement reached with the International Association of Fire Fighters, Local 181 (IAFF)
be approved.

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE – JULY 23, 2013
The Committee adopted a resolution to concur in the recommendation contained in the report.
Mayor Michael Fougere, Councillors: Bryon Burnett, John Findura, Jerry Flegel, Shawn Fraser,
Bob Hawkins, Wade Murray, 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 July 23, 2013,
considered the following report from the Administration:
RECOMMENDATION
That the agreement reached with the International Association of Fire Fighters, Local 181 (IAFF)
be approved.
CONCLUSION
An agreement has been reached with the IAFF. The details of the agreement are outlined in this
report and include a wage settlement over three years, inclusion of Fire employees in the City’s
medical plan and the termination of the sick leave payout for employees with more than 10 years
of service. The agreement also includes some fairly substantive changes to the agreement,
pertaining to promotions and various other housekeeping items. It is the position of the
Administration that the deal is responsible, reasonable and fair for all stakeholders.
BACKGROUND
The last time the City of Regina and the IAFF negotiated a collective bargaining agreement was
for the contract period of 1998 to 2000. Since 2000, four rounds of bargaining have concluded
in interest arbitration.

-2The collective bargaining agreement between the City and the IAFF expired on December 31,
2012.
The purpose of this report is to provide information related to recent bargaining with the IAFF
and to seek the Executive Committee’s approval of the agreement.
DISCUSSION
The City of Regina and the IAFF commenced collective bargaining on July 11, 2013.
Historically, the City and the IAFF have not commenced face to face bargaining until well into
the second year after the expiry of the contract, with the conclusion of a contract through
arbitration often not occurring until the final year of the contract.
During bargaining, the Administration and the IAFF were able to reach agreement with respect
to several housekeeping items that would assist in clarifying and modernizing the language of the
collective agreement. In addition, the City was able to achieve a change to the promotion
language that would see individual members promoted being able to maintain their seniority in
the Operations Branch for five years, instead of for six months. This makes promotion to the
Training and Inspections branches more attractive, and in turn assists in the creation of a more
well-rounded fire fighter. The parties were able to have fulsome and frank discussions on a
number of other initiatives, with the Administration communicating to the IAFF that cost
containment was becoming a priority that both parties should address collaboratively, rather than
having to face the possibility of cuts to service delivery in the future. All parties are well aware
of the scrutiny being faced by workers in the emergency services sector.
The two parties have agreed to the following:
•
•
•
•

Wage increases: 3.1% for 2013, 3.1% for 2014 and 3.0% for 2015. A First Class Fire
Fighter’s salary would be: 2013 - $88,552.59, 2014 - $91,297.72, 2015 - $94,036.65.
IAFF members will join the City of Regina medical plan (increase of approximately
0.35% in 2014).
IAFF employees hired after January 1, 2014 will not be eligible for a sick leave payout.
Various housekeeping items including those described above (e.g. promotions).

The Administration recommends approval of this agreement.
RECOMMENDATION IMPLICATIONS
Financial Implications
Under Financial Implications it should read: The 2013 increase of 3.10% exists in this years'
budget and results in additional salary and benefits costs of approximately $989,500. By
approving the recommendations in this report, City Council will be completing the ratification
process.
Environmental Implications
None related to this report.
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With the final settlement of a second bargaining unit, a framework of settlement is established
for the remaining bargaining units. The recommendations in this report allow the City to
continue to improve employee engagement and advance the City towards achieving its strategic
goals.
Other Implications
Approval of the recommendation in this report will serve to improve relationships with the
employer and the employees within this Bargaining Unit, and could spur quick settlement of the
other three outstanding agreements.
Accessibility Implications
None related to this report.
COMMUNICATIONS
The City of Regina will publicly announce the terms of the agreement in the near future to
ensure residents are aware of this important development.
DELEGATED AUTHORITY
This item requires City Council approval.
Respectfully submitted,
EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE

Joni Swidnicki, Secretary

