PUBLIC WORKS AND
INFRASTRUCTURE
COMMITTEE
Thursday, April 9, 2015
4:00 PM

Henry Baker Hall, Main Floor, City Hall

Office of the City Clerk

Public Agenda
Public Works and Infrastructure Committee
Thursday, April 9, 2015

Approval of Public Agenda
Minutes of the meeting held on February 12, 2015

Administration Reports
PWI15-3

Edward Street Sewer and Drainage Update
Recommendation
1. That $1.5 million be transferred from the General Utility Reserve to
the Capital Account U7033 to allow the detailed design and
construction of the following upgrades to proceed:
a) Installation of isolation valves on the sanitary mains of Edward
Street, Pasqua Street, and Wascana Street (Sanitary Sewer
Option 1);
b) Installation of a new pump station, storage and underground
sanitary mains to accommodate wastewater flows during wet
weather events (Sanitary Sewer Option 3); and
c) Upgrades to the overland flow storm system to allow
stormwater to enter the Wascana Creek (Storm Sewer Option 1).
2. That this report be forwarded to the April 27, 2015 meeting of City
Council for approval.

PWI15-4

Amendments to The Regina Traffic Bylaw, 1997 No. 9900
Recommendation
1. That City Council approve the amendments to The Regina Traffic
Bylaw, 1997, No. 9900 (the “Traffic Bylaw”) contained within
Appendix A to this report.
2. That the City Solicitor be instructed to amend the Traffic Bylaw to
reflect the changes proposed in Appendix A to this report.
3. That this report be forwarded to the April 27, 2015 meeting of City
Council for approval.

Office of the City Clerk

PWI15-5

Wastewater Trunk Relief Initiative – Issue and Award RFP
Recommendation
1. That City Council authorize initiating the process to engage
consulting and professional engineering services for the Wastewater
Trunk Relief Initiative, pursuant to delegated authority contained in
The Regina Administration Bylaw No. 2003-69 with respect to
awarding contracts and funding as approved in the Water and Sewer
Utility 2015 to 2019 Capital Budget.
2. That City Council authorize the Executive Director of
Transportation and Utilities to negotiate, award and enter into the
contract with the highest ranked proponent from the Request for
Proposal (RFP) process and, to award subsequent phases of work to
the successful proponent based on the satisfactory performance on
the previous phase of work.
3. That the City Clerk be authorized to execute the contract with the
highest ranked proponent upon approval of the Executive Director
of Transportation and Utilities; and
4. That this report be forwarded to the April 27, 2015 meeting of City
Council for approval.

PWI15-6

Wastewaster Master Plan - Issue and Award RFP
Recommendation
1. That City Council authorize initiating the process to engage
consulting and professional engineering services for the Wastewater
Master Plan, pursuant to delegated authority contained in The
Regina Administration Bylaw No. 2003-69, with respect to
awarding contracts, and funding as approved in the Water and
Sewer Utility 2015 to 2019 Capital Budget.
2. That City Council authorize the Executive Director of
Transportation and Utilities to negotiate, award and enter into the
contract with the highest ranked proponent from the Request for
Proposal (RFP) process for the Wastewater Master Plan.
3. That the City Clerk be authorized to execute the contract with the
highest ranked proponent upon approval of the Executive Director
of Transportation and Utilities.
4. That this report be forwarded to the April 27, 2015 meeting of City
Council for approval.

Office of the City Clerk

PWI15-7

Water Master Plan - Award RFP
Recommendation
1. That City Council approve the transfer of $150,000 from the
General Utility Reserve to Capital Account U4023 to bring the
budget for the Water Master Plan from $500,000 to $650,000.
2. That City Council approve the award of a Request for Proposals
(RFP) for professional engineering services to the highest ranked
proponent, AECOM, for the Water Master Plan at a cost of
$615,255.
3. That this report be forwarded to the April 27, 2015 meeting of City
Council for approval.

PWI15-8

Increase in Engineering Services for the Design and Construction of Master
Plan Drainage Area 2B (Albert Park)
Recommendation
That this report be forwarded to the April 27, 2015 meeting of City Council
for information purposes only, as required by the Purchasing Procedure
Manual – Appendix C – Delegation of Authority and Authorization Levels,
Page C-3.

Informational Reports
PWI15-9

Victoria Avenue East Between Prince of Wales Drive and Coleman
Crescent – Bridge Replacements and Roadway Widening and
Improvements
Recommendation
That this report be received and filed.

Adjournment

AT REGINA, SASKATCHEWAN, THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 12, 2015
AT A MEETING OF THE PUBLIC WORKS AND INFRASTRUCTURE
COMMITTEE
HELD IN PUBLIC SESSION
AT 4:00 PM
These are considered a draft rendering of the official minutes. Official minutes can be
obtained through the Office of the City Clerk once approved.
Present:

Councillor Sharron Bryce, in the Chair
Councillor John Findura
Councillor Bob Hawkins
Councillor Barbara Young

Regrets:

Councillor Terry Hincks

Also in
Council Officer, Linda Leeks
Attendance: Legal Counsel, Chrystal Atchison
Executive Director, Transportation & Utilities, Karen Gasmo
Director, Solid Waste, Lisa Legault
Approval of Public Agenda
Councillor Bob Hawkins moved, AND IT WAS RESOLVED, that the agenda for this
meeting be approved, as submitted.
Minutes of the meeting held on January 15, 2015
Councillor Barbara Young moved, AND IT WAS RESOLVED, that the minutes for
the meeting held on January 15, 2015 be adopted.
Administration Reports
PWI15-2

Response to Motion #14-3 from January 27, 2014, regarding Waste Plan
Regina
Recommendation
1. That MN#14-3 be removed from this committee’s list of outstanding
items; and
2.

That this report be forwarded to City Council for informational purposes.

Lisa Legault, Director, Solid Waste provided a power-point presentation, addressed and
answered questions of the Committee. A copy of the presentation is on the file of the City
Clerk.
Councillor Barbara Young moved that the recommendations contained in the report
be concurred in.
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Thursday, February 12, 2015

Councillor Barbara Young withdrew her motion of concurrence.

Councillor Bob Hawkins moved, AND IT WAS RESOLVED, that this item be
referred to the Administration for a comprehensive report to the Public Works and
Infrastructure Committee regarding an update on the status and progress of the
programs surrounding Waste Plan Regina in the first quarter of 2016.
Adjournment
Councillor Barbara Young moved, AND IT WAS RESOLVED, that the meeting
adjourn.
The meeting adjourned at 5:02 p.m.

Chairperson

Secretary

PWI15-3
April 9, 2015

To:

Members,
Public Works and Infrastructure Committee

Re:

Edward Street Sewer and Drainage Update

RECOMMENDATION
1. That $1.5 million be transferred from the General Utility Reserve to the Capital Account
U7033 to allow the detailed design and construction of the following upgrades to
proceed:
a) Installation of isolation valves on the sanitary mains of Edward Street, Pasqua
Street, and Wascana Street (Sanitary Sewer Option 1);
b) Installation of a new pump station, storage and underground sanitary mains to
accommodate wastewater flows during wet weather events (Sanitary Sewer
Option 3); and
c) Upgrades to the overland flow storm system to allow stormwater to enter the
Wascana Creek (Storm Sewer Option 1).
2. That this report be forwarded to the April 27, 2015 meeting of City Council for approval.
CONCLUSION
The Administration has completed: (i) pre-design work on the 2200 block of Edward Street,
Pasqua Street and Wascana Street, from the Area 11 and 14B pre-design work; and, (ii)
calibration of the wastewater system model. Following this work, it was determined that a
localized solution for this area is required to improve the level of service to a reasonable level.
The Administration recommends progressing with detailed design and construction of the
following upgrades in the vicinity of the 2200 blocks of Edward Street, Pasqua Street and
Wascana Street:
• Installation of isolation valves on the sanitary mains of Edward Street, Pasqua Street
and Wascana Street;
•

Installation of a new pump station, storage and underground sanitary mains to
accommodate wastewater flows during wet weather events; and

•

Upgrades to the overland flow storm system to allow stormwater to enter Wascana
Creek.

The Sanitary Sewer Backup Prevention Subsidy Program intake period closed December 31,
2014. Thirty five applicants were eligible for the program and the City received eight
applications. Of the eight applicants, the City reimbursed seven residents and denied one
application as the flood control device did not pass inspection. The Administration confirmed
that five residents who received the rebate were protected during the rain storms this summer
because they had the proper flood control device properly installed, thereby preventing sewage
from entering their basement. One applicant reports experiencing a sewer backup with a flood
control device and one applicant has not responded to the survey. Administration will review
this program and follow up, throughout 2015, with the successful applicants to determine the
effectiveness of the program.
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(Interconnector Trunk) to ensure the wastewater system is performing at optimal efficiency, and
it was determined that the Interconnector Trunk was approximately one third full of debris. This
cleaning will improve the hydraulic capacity of the wastewater system and in particular, the area
around the 2200 block of Edward Street, Pasqua Street and Wascana Street.
BACKGROUND
Residents in the 2200 block of Edward Street and Pasqua Street have expressed concern over the
level of service they experience during storm events. More specifically, residents identified
overland drainage and domestic sewer backup issues as major concerns. In 2006, residents
provided correspondence to the City stating that drainage flows south down Pasqua Street,
ponds, then drains to the west through the lane. In 2013, residents were concerned that the
development of 2220 Edward Street may block the drainage path.
Installed in the 1960s, Edward Street is serviced by a 150mm diameter domestic sewer line and a
40mm diameter copper water line installed in a common trench, which would not satisfy current
City standards. Edward Street also utilizes a manhole style lift station, which services only three
houses on the south end of the block. The domestic sewer lines on both Edward Street and
Pasqua Street flow into the Wascana Trunk Sewer Main (the “Wascana Trunk”).
There is a limited drop in elevation between the Wascana Trunk and the Edward Street and
Pasqua Street sewer mains. This small elevation drop creates a situation in which the sanitary
pipelines on Edward Street and Pasqua Street may fill due to backwater conditions should the
Wascana Trunk fill and start to surcharge. This situation is further aggravated by the shallow
depth of the lines on Edward Street and Pasqua Street. These compounding circumstances result
in surcharging of the sewer mains which translates into potential basement flooding.
Some properties within the study area experience sewer backups during storm events as a result
of surcharging in the Wascana Trunk. The Wascana Trunk surcharges because a significant
amount of rainfall enters the sanitary system through: (i) infiltration (groundwater enters the
pipes); and, (ii) inflow (direct connection of sump pumps and eaves troughs to the sanitary
system). Inflow and infiltration causes the shallow mains on Edward Street and Pasqua Street to
backup, which contributes to basement flooding.
In 2000, Agra Earth and Environmental Ltd. developed a Master Plan Drainage Study for Area
#14B (encompassing both Edward Street and Pasqua Street). This master plan was incorporated
into the overall master plan that KGS Group Consulting Engineers later developed in 2009.
Under the 2009 plan, this area was prioritized as above average, ranking 8 out of the 17 areas,
but was not identified as an immediate priority due to larger issues and broader impacts in other
areas. Pre-design work within the Master Plan Drainage Study for Area #11 and 14B was
included in the Utility Capital Budget in 2014.
At the July 8, 2013 meeting, City Council requested an informational report related to drainage
and domestic sewer concerns for this area. On August 8, 2013, the Administration submitted a
response to the Public Works Committee. The conclusion of this report stated that the use of
inline backup prevention devices could mitigate the issues experienced by residents. The Public
Works Committee requested Administration to further examine domestic sewer and drainage
conditions within the vicinity of 2220 Edward Street.
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drainage in this area. The main purpose of the study was to: (i) define the current level of service
area residents receive; and, (ii) to provide options for improvement to the existing domestic
sewer and overland drainage conditions. A review of the engineer’s work concluded that more
detailed analysis was required as recommended in CR14-28. This work included progressing
with pre-design of the Area #11 and 14B. Associated Engineering Ltd. (Associated Engineering)
completed this pre-design work and through this report, the Administration provided
recommendations on the plan going forward.
DISCUSSION
In the study and pre-design report, the consultant identified full or surcharged conditions in the
Wascana Trunk as the leading cause of basement flooding in the area. These surcharged
conditions prevent flow from entering the pipe, which impacts the residential sewer mains that
feed into it. As downstream flow is restricted during backwater conditions, wastewater may be
forced up into nearby basements. Surcharge conditions in the Wascana Trunk also make it more
difficult for the Edward Street Lift Station to operate. The lift station’s existing pumps may be
incapable of overcoming the additional pressure within the pipeline, meaning the lift station may
have difficulty emptying during large wet weather events.
Further, overland flow originating in the north end of the study area generally travels towards the
south. Ponding from this overland flow then occurs in some low lying areas on Pasqua Street,
14th Avenue and 15th Avenue, which further exacerbates the amount of rainwater in the area that
ends up in the sanitary sewer system. Currently, overland drainage is designed to travel
southwest until it passes 2220 Edward Street along the property’s north boundary and then flows
towards the south. Much of the flow ultimately drains to the ditch on the east side of Lewvan,
north of Wascana Creek. This flow is unable to effectively drain to the Wascana Creek through
the Lewvan ditch.
Sanitary Sewer
Following the study report, the more detailed, pre-design report from Associated Engineering
considered four options for targeted improvement to the sanitary system in this study area.
These four options are discussed below.
Sanitary Sewer Option 1: Installation of Isolation Valves
To alleviate basement flooding of the area due to surcharging from the Wascana Trunk, the
engineer’s analysis indicates the local wastewater mains on Edward Street, Pasqua Street and
Wascana Street require hydraulic separation from the trunk. This separation can occur by
installing isolation valves to prevent the flows from the Wascana Trunk from surcharging into
the local mains. When the Wascana Trunk surcharges, the isolation valves are designed to close
and prevent wastewater from the Wascana Trunk surcharging into the local mains. The local
mains will then begin to fill with wastewater from the residents and any inflow and infiltration.
Once the local mains are full the homeowners backflow preventer valves will close, preventing
wastewater from entering homeowner’s basements. Residents will then be without wastewater
service until the surcharging in the Wascana Trunk subsides. The estimated cost for this option
is approximately $100,000. The Administration recommends this option.
Sanitary Sewer Option 2: Connection of a Relief Main to the Interconnector Trunk
This alternative also involves isolation of the Edward Street, Pasqua Street and Wascana Street
wastewater mains from the Wascana Trunk. When the Wascana Trunk surcharges, the isolation
valves would close and prevent wastewater from the Wascana Trunk surcharging into the local
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Pasqua Street and Wascana Street to the Interconnector Trunk. The intent is that the wastewater
would be allowed to flow towards the Interconnector Trunk during wet weather events. The
estimated cost for this option is $1.0 million. The Administration’s 2015 budget request of $2.0
million was based on the assumption that this option would be feasible. However, after the
engineer’s completion of detailed modelling, the engineer determined that during extreme wet
weather events there is not sufficient capacity in the Interconnector Trunk to accommodate any
additional flow. Therefore, the Administration does not recommend this option.
Sanitary Sewer Option 3: Creation of Domestic Storage and Pumping
This alternative also involves isolation of the Edward Street, Pasqua Street and Wascana Street
wastewater mains from the Wascana Trunk. When the Wascana Trunk surcharges, the isolation
valves are designed to close and prevent wastewater from the Wascana Trunk from surcharging
into the local mains. A gravity main would be connected from the south end of the mains on
Edward Street, Pasqua Street and Wascana Street to a newly constructed pump station. This
pump station would replace the existing pump station on Edward Street and service a larger area.
The intent is that the wastewater would be allowed to flow towards the new pump station during
wet weather events. The pump station would be built to accommodate some storage of the
wastewater during wet weather events. The pump station would pump the wastewater back into
the Wascana Trunk and reduce the risk of basement flooding due to sanitary sewer surcharging.
The estimated cost to complete this work is $3.0 million. The Administration recommends this
option.
Sanitary Sewer Option 4: Re-grading Wastewater Mains and Domestic Storage and
Pumping
This option involves a newly constructed pump station with storage similar to option 3.
However in this option, instead of installing isolation valves on the wastewater mains, the mains
would be disconnected from the Wascana Trunk. The mains would be re-installed and re-graded
to allow the wastewater to flow to the south on a continual basis. This would prevent the
Wascana Trunk from surcharging into the local mains. This option would have a higher
operating cost as all the wastewater generated in this area would be continually pumped. Reinstalling and re-grading the wastewater mains would involve extensive road work in addition to
the upgrades to the wastewater mains. The estimated cost for this option is $5.0 million. The
Administration does not recommend this option.
Storm Sewer
Associated Engineering’s pre-design report considered two options for targeted improvement to
the storm system in the study area. The primary concern for the storm system in the area is the
lack of a discharge point into Wascana Creek. The large Interconnector Wastewater Trunk is
also in this vicinity, and therefore, the engineer reviewed constructability options. The engineer
reviewed two options to create a discharge point into Wascana Creek. These two options are
discussed below.
Storm Sewer Option 1: Replace and Deepen Existing Culvert
This option would involve replacing and lowering the inlet elevation of the existing culvert to
achieve improved drainage in the area. Should additional storage be needed or desired, the
volume could be accommodated by reshaping the area to the west and southwest of the baseball
diamonds and north of the berm. This solution optimises the existing characteristics of the area
and should address many of the drainage issues currently impacting residents. The estimated
cost of this option is $150,000. This option is recommended.
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This option would involve the construction of two catch basin manhole structures on either side
of the Interconnector pipe. For ideal surface drainage, the inlet and outlet elevations of the catch
basin manholes would be set at the same elevations as the initial inlet and outlet elevations of the
originally proposed culvert. A 450mm diameter pipe would connect the two manholes which, at
the noted elevations, would have sufficient clearance below the interconnector and provide some
grade in the pipe for flushing and cleaning. A valve would be installed to prevent Wascana
Creek from backing up during high spring flows.
The advantage of the Inverted Siphon option would be that the inlet elevation can be set to
optimize the drainage obtained in the Edward Street area. Disadvantages of this option are:
construction would be adjacent to the creek and the bottom of the manholes and construction pits
would be below the water level of the creek, which may require additional site management and
geotechnical analysis. As well, the siphon would create difficulty for future maintenance and
cleaning. These factors would contribute to significantly more risk with this option. The
estimated cost of this option is $165,000. The Administration does not recommend this option.
In summary, the Administration recommends progressing with detailed design and construction
of the following upgrades in the vicinity of the 2200 blocks of Edward Street, Pasqua Street and
Wascana Street:
• Installation of isolation valves on the sanitary mains of Edward Street, Pasqua Street,
and Wascana Street (Sanitary Sewer Option 1);
•

Installation of a new pump station, storage and underground sanitary mains to
accommodate wastewater flows during wet weather events (Sanitary Sewer Option
3); and

•

Upgrades to the overland flow storm system to allow stormwater to enter Wascana
Creek (Storm Sewer Option 1).

As outlined in the Wastewater Master Plan and Wastewater Trunk Relief Initiative reports,
planning and design for system wide improvements for the wastewater collection system are
recommended. The combination of the recommended localized improvements and the long term
system wide improvements will provide an increased level of service to residents in the area of
2200 block of Edward Street, Pasqua Street and Wascana Street and all residents within the city.
Pilot Sanitary Sewer Backup Prevention Subsidy Program
City Council approved and the Administration implemented a pilot program, The Sanitary Sewer
Backup Prevention Subsidy Program. The Administration plans to review this pilot program to
determine the effectiveness of offering a subsidy to residents to encourage them to install
approved backup prevention devices (backup preventers, sump pumps/pits, manual/automatic
shutoff valves, and other improvements deemed appropriate by the City). The current form of
the program was designed to provide a full rebate of their improvements costs, up to $3,000.
This pilot program targeted residents in the study area who have experienced sewer backups to
reduce the risk of future backups. Twenty seven houses in the area bounded by 14th Avenue and
15th Avenue, between Edward Street and Pasqua Street, as well as eight nearby properties, were
identified as candidates for the pilot program. In April 2014, the Administration mailed residents
information packages that included a subsidy form. The Administration mailed residents
reminding them of the program in September 2014 again informing them that the pilot program
would run until the end of 2014.
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2014. Thirty five applicants were eligible for the program and the City received eight
applications. Of the eight applicants, the City reimbursed seven residents, and denied one
application as the flood control device did not pass inspection. The Administration confirmed
that five residents who received the rebate were protected during the rain storms this summer
because they had the proper flood control device properly installed, thereby preventing sewage
from entering there basement. One applicant reports experiencing a sewer backup with a flood
control device and one applicant has not responded to the survey.
Overall, approximately 23 per cent of the eligible applicants applied for a subsidy through the
pilot Sanitary Sewer Backup Prevention Subsidy Program, which was fewer than expected
considering this area is known to be at high risk of basement flooding. This lower than expected
participation rate may be due to the majority of residents having already taken measures to
properly protect their homes, or the basement flooding only occurring in a select number of
homes. The Administration will review the program and follow up with successful applicants to
determine the effectiveness of the program. In order to evaluate the effectiveness of the
program, data will be collected through 2015. Based on this evaluation, the Administration will
bring back a recommendation to this committee.
Long-Term Utility Capital Plan
As the City’s infrastructure ages, there is increasing competition for limited capital dollars. In
addition to larger projects that provide substantial benefit to a large number of residents, there
are situations where past building practices or standards have resulted in current issues for a
localised area. As time passes and standards change, existing infrastructure is not automatically
upgraded. In order to manage upgrades of this nature, a targeted program and dedicated funding
would be required in order to ensure that funds are not redirected from other priority projects and
programs.
Work is currently underway as part of the long-term Utility Capital Plan that is expected to
identify capital projects that will provide overall system improvements. These broad-based
system improvements will provide benefits to large areas of the City, including the properties in
the study area. Since these improvements will be implemented over a number of years, there is a
need for the City to consider options to address immediate concerns for customers who
experience localized service issues. The Administration believes that this current plan of action
will provide an increased level of service to residents in the identified area, while still focussing
on the system wide improvements that will benefit all residents in Regina.
RECOMMENDATION IMPLICATIONS
Financial Implications
The 2015 Utility budget included $2.0 million that will be used to implement the localized
improvements as described above. After further analysis, it was determined that additional
funding of $1.5 million is required to improve the level of service in the described localized area.
Therefore, the recommendation is to authorize the transfer of $1.5 million from the General
Utility Reserve to the Capital Account U7033.
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$1.6 million that was returned in December 2014 from other capital projects that experienced
cost savings. Proceeding with this initiative would offset this transfer and not have an effect on
the balance in the reserve as projected in the 2015 budget. Nonetheless, this initiative will cause
the General Utility Reserve to be reduced by $1.5 million.
Environmental Implications
Providing an improved level of wastewater service to this localized area will reduce the
likelihood of future basement flooding. Overall, this is an environmental improvement as
basement flooding damages properties and contents, which requires disposal and replacement.
Policy and/or Strategic Implications
The City has adopted a Water and Sewer Utility Asset Management Policy. This policy
establishes principles, including risk-based prioritization of capital investments, enabling the
City to use limited capital dollars to maximize customer levels of service.
By completing the recommended upgrades, the City can support further development in the area.
Other Implications
None with respect to this report.
Accessibility Implications
None with respect to this report.
COMMUNICATIONS
Throughout 2015, the Water Works Department will continue to be in contact with the residents
who have received a subsidy through the Sanitary Sewer Backup Prevention Subsidy Program.
As broader solutions for the wastewater and drainage systems are identified, the City will
provide information through the utility budget process and on Regina.ca.
DELEGATED AUTHORITY
The recommendations contained in this report require City Council approval.
Respectfully submitted,

Respectfully submitted,

Pat Wilson, Director
Water Works

Karen Gasmo, P.Eng., Executive Director
Transportation and Utilities

Report prepared by:
Kurtis Doney, Manager, Water and Sewer Engineering
KD/cp

PWI15-4
April 9, 2015

To:

Members,
Public Works & Infrastructure Committee

Re:

Amendments to The Regina Traffic Bylaw, 1997 No. 9900

RECOMMENDATION
1. That City Council approve the amendments to The Regina Traffic Bylaw, 1997, No. 9900
(the “Traffic Bylaw”) contained within Appendix A to this report.
2. That the City Solicitor be instructed to amend the Traffic Bylaw to reflect the changes
proposed in Appendix A to this report.
3. That this report be forwarded to the April 27, 2015 meeting of City Council for approval.
CONCLUSION
The Traffic Bylaw Working Group, which critically reviews all sections of the Traffic Bylaw,
present these proposed changes for approval.
BACKGROUND
The Traffic Bylaw Working Group consists of representatives from the Regina Police Services,
Office of the City Solicitor, Bylaw & Licensing Branch, Parking Services Branch, Infrastructure
Planning Branch and the Traffic Branch. It reviews the Traffic Bylaw and submits any
recommended bylaw amendments for consideration and adoption to the Public Works &
Infrastructure Committee (PWI) and ultimately City Council.
Reasons for amending the Traffic Bylaw are as follows:
1. To add new clauses or change intent of existing clauses – changes may be necessary to
adapt to provincial legislation, changing conditions or public attitudes; and
2. To clarify intent – changes may be necessary because certain sections may be ambiguous
or difficult to understand.
DISCUSSION
Over the course of the last six months, members of the Traffic Bylaw Working Group have
considered multiple proposals for changes to the Traffic Bylaw and have come with
recommendations. The following bylaw changes are recommended to sections within the
existing Traffic Bylaw. The details of the proposed changes are elaborated on in Appendix A to
this report. The proposed changes are summarized briefly below:
1. Section 9 - Bus Lanes – Proposed amendments are to serve two main purposes, the first
to remove the bus lanes on both sides of 11th Avenue from Albert Street to Broad Street.
The second is to remove the bus lanes on both sides of 12th Avenue from Albert Street to
Lorne Street.

2. Section 38 – Metered Parking Restrictions – Proposed amendment to reflect the new
parking meter symbols and wording to indicate a meter is malfunctioning and/or out of
order.
3. Section 54 – Further Offence – Proposed amendment to include “stopped” vehicles so
that further offence tickets (2nd ticket) can be issued for vehicles which continue to be left
parked in violation of section 36 (1) (a).
4. Section 60 – Privilege Parking Permit – Proposed amendment eliminates the discrepancy
between Section 40(c) and Section 60, to allow vehicles with certain permits to park in a
metered parking space longer than allowed provided that the time limit on the meter is
one hour or more.
5. Section 80 – Bicycle License – Proposed amendment to terminate the City’s bicycle
licensing program and removal of Section 80(1) to 80(5) in the Traffic Bylaw.
6. Schedule A – Proposed amendment to update the Pickup & Delivery Vehicle Routes &
Areas (map) to reflect current City boundaries. This will provide a more comprehensive
understanding of routes and areas and enable a higher, more accurate level of service.
7. Schedule B – Proposed amendments serve two main purposes. The first is to update the
map to reflect current City boundaries, similar to Schedule A. The second is to remove
the following sections from the “Heavy and Long Combination Vehicle Routes Areas”
which include Dewdney Avenue, between Lewan Drive to West City Limits, and Gordon
Road, between Albert Street and Lewan Drive.
8. Schedule C – Proposed amendment to update the Dangerous Goods Routes & Areas
(map) to reflect current City boundaries.
9. Schedule K – Removal of the notice of violation “68(2): $70 – Leave cord or cable on
public highway or sidewalk while attached to a vehicle.” Removal of this section is a
house keeping issue to align with previous changes to Section 68 of the Bylaw.
RECOMMENDATION IMPLICATIONS
Financial Implications
None with respect to this report.
Environmental Implications
None with respect to this report.
Policy and/or 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
All amendments will be communicated through a Public Notice in the Leader Post and available
on the City of Regina website.
DELEGATED AUTHORITY
Amendments to The Regina Traffic Bylaw, 1997, No. 9900 require City Council approval.
Respectfully submitted,

Respectfully submitted,

Les Malawski, Acting Director
Roadways & Transportation

Karen Gasmo, Executive Director
Transportation & Utilities

Report prepared by:
Ravi Seera, Manager, Traffic
RS/aeb
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TRAFFIC BYLAW AMENDMENTS
Detailed Description
SECTION 9 – BUS LANES
The main purpose of this bylaw amendment is to remove the bus lanes on both sides of 11th
Avenue (from Albert Street to Broad Street) and on both sides of 12th Avenue (from Albert Street
to Lorne Street).
This change would allow vehicles to legally use the parking lanes on 11th Avenue to bypass other
vehicles turning left at busy intersections in the downtown core. These sections of 11th Avenue
and 12th Avenue will be signed with “No Stopping Except Buses During Peak Hours” signage to
ensure that the lanes will continue to operate primarily as transit lanes during peak hours. Parking
and loading zones will not be affected.
The proposed revision will include:
Section 9(1):
Remove the following from the Bus Lane table:
• 11th Avenue North Side from Albert Street to Broad Street
• 11th Avenue South Side from Albert Street to Broad Street
• 12th Avenue North Side from Albert Street to Lorne Street
• 12th Avenue South Side from Albert Street to Lorne Street

Existing Wording:
9. (1) The following parking lanes are hereby established as bus lanes:
STREET
11th Avenue
12th Avenue
Albert Street
Broad Street

SIDE
North
South
North
South
West
East
East
West

FROM
Albert Street
Albert Street
Albert Street
Albert Street
5th Avenue
5th Avenue
4th Avenue
4th Avenue

West

11th Avenue

TO
Broad Street
Broad Street
Lorne Street
Lorne Street
College Avenue
College Avenue
College Avenue
Saskatchewan
Drive
College Avenue

(2) No person shall operate a vehicle, other than a City Transit bus or an
emergency vehicle, in a bus lane except for the purpose of making a right
turn onto or off of a street block where a bus lane is in effect.
(3) No person shall drive a vehicle, other than a City Transit bus or an
emergency vehicle, across a street intersection while travelling in a bus lane.

-A.2(4) No person shall stop a vehicle, other than a City Transit bus or an
emergency vehicle, in a bus lane.
(5) Bus lanes are in operation Monday to Friday from 07:00 hours to 08:30
hours and 15:30 hours to 17:30 hours.
(6) Bus lanes are parking lanes intended for the exclusive use of buses
operated by the Transit Department of the City and emergency vehicles.
(7) Notwithstanding subsection (4), any Accessible Taxicab may stop in a
bus lane for the purpose of loading or unloading non-ambulatory passengers.

Proposed Wording:
9. (1) The following parking lanes are hereby established as bus lanes:
STREET
Albert Street
Broad Street

SIDE
West
East
East
West

FROM
5th Avenue
5th Avenue
4th Avenue
4th Avenue

West

11th Avenue

TO
College Avenue
College Avenue
College Avenue
Saskatchewan
Drive
College Avenue

(2) No person shall operate a vehicle, other than a City Transit bus or an
emergency vehicle, in a bus lane except for the purpose of making a right
turn onto or off of a street block where a bus lane is in effect.
(3) No person shall drive a vehicle, other than a City Transit bus or an
emergency vehicle, across a street intersection while travelling in a bus lane.
(4) No person shall stop a vehicle, other than a City Transit bus or an
emergency vehicle, in a bus lane.
(5) Bus lanes are in operation Monday to Friday from 07:00 hours to 08:30
hours and 15:30 hours to 17:30 hours.
(6) Bus lanes are parking lanes intended for the exclusive use of buses
operated by the Transit Department of the City and emergency vehicles.
(7) Notwithstanding subsection (4), any Accessible Taxicab may stop in a
bus lane for the purpose of loading or unloading non-ambulatory passengers.

-A.3SECTION 38 - METERED PARKING RESTRICTIONS
Existing wording in the bylaw refers to the symbols and wording that appeared on an old
style mechanical meter. The City’s parking meter infrastructure have since been upgraded
to digital technology, and the proposed amendment is to reflect the new parking meter
symbols and wording to indicate a meter is malfunctioning and/or out of order
Existing Wording:
38 (1) No person shall park a vehicle in a metered parking stall:
(a) subject to section 39, for any period of time while the parking meter for that
parking stall shows “violation” or “time expired”;
Proposed Wording:
38 (1) No person shall park a vehicle in a metered parking stall:
(a) subject to section 39, for any period of time while the parking meter for that
parking stall shows “violation”, “time expired”, “out of order” or “failed”;
SECTION 54 – FURTHER OFFENCE
Proposed amendment to include “stopped” vehicles so that further offence tickets (2nd
ticket) can be issued for vehicles which continue to be left parked in violation of section
36 (1) (a).
Existing Wording:
54(1) Where a vehicle is parked in a metered parking stall or zone where parking is
prohibited or limited by this Bylaw for more than one hour after the issuance of a
previous parking ticket, a further offence shall be deemed to have occurred.
Proposed Wording:
54(1) Where a vehicle is parked or stopped in a metered parking stall or zone where
parking is prohibited or limited by this Bylaw for more than one hour after the issuance
of a previous parking ticket, a further offence shall be deemed to have occurred.
SECTION 60 – PRIVILEGE PARKING PERMIT
Section 40 (c) states that vehicles with certain permits (i.e.: Privilege, Daily, Convention
and Special Occasion) may park in a metered parking space longer than allowed provided
that the time limit on the meter is one hour or more. The proposed amendment will fix the
discrepancy between Section 40(c) and 60 (1).

-A.4Existing Wording:
60 (1) The Deputy City Manager is hereby authorized to issue annual Privilege Parking
Permits to park at metered parking spaces without coin deposit for up to 24 hours and
non-metered limited time parking zones for up to four hours.
Proposed Wording:
60 (1) The Deputy City Manager is hereby authorized to issue annual Privilege Parking
Permits to park at metered parking spaces with time limits of one hour or more without
coin deposit for up to 24 hours and non-metered limited time parking zones for up to four
hours.
SECTION 80 – BICYCLE LICENSE
The proposed bylaw amendment has one main purpose. To remove this section in the
Bylaw as it is difficult to enforce and the return of stolen bicycles to licensed owners has
become inefficient.
The North Central Community Association has discontinued its role in the sale,
distribution, and administration of bicycle licences on behalf of the City and have handed
these responsibilities over to the Bylaw and Licensing branch as of January 2014. The
primary purpose of the program is to assist Regina Police Service (RPS) in ownership
identification for the return of stolen bicycles. Approximately 150-200 licences are sold
per year.
A review of the bicycle licensing program has determined that of the approximately 150
bicycles recovered by RPS each year only 5 are returned to owners using the licence
registry. A 3% return rate does not indicate a successful program. Additionally, while it is
presumed the vast majority of bicycles on the road are unlicensed, RPS has not issued a
no-license bylaw charge in the last 5 years.
Existing Wording:
Bicycle License
80. (1) Every owner of a bicycle shall obtain a City license for that bicycle, which bicycle
must have a serial number stamped on the frame, from the Deputy City Manager on
payment of a license fee as set by resolution of Council and completion of a bicycle
license application.
(2) Bicycle licenses shall be valid for the lifetime of the bicycle or until ownership of the
bicycle is transferred.

-A.5(3) Where ownership of a licensed bicycle is transferred, the bicycle license may be
continued on payment of a bicycle license transfer fee as set by resolution of Council and
completion of a bicycle license transfer application.
(4) No person may operate or park a bicycle on public property unless that bicycle bears a
valid City license issued to that bicycle.
(5) Where a bicycle license is lost or defaced, the owner of the bicycle may obtain a new
bicycle license on payment of a duplicate bicycle license fee as set by resolution of
Council and completion of a duplicate bicycle license application.
Proposed Wording:
The Bylaw and Licensing Branch, in conjunction with Regina Police Service,
recommends the termination of the City’s bicycle licensing program and the removal of
Section 80 in the Traffic Bylaw.
RPS will continue to keep a record of previously purchased bicycle licences; however, no
new licences will be issued going forward. Alternatively, bicycle owners interested in
lowering risk of theft may choose to voluntarily submit bicycle serial numbers for
inclusion on free online registry databases.

-A.6SCHEDULE “A” – PICKUP & DELIVERY VEHICLE ROUTES & AREAS
The main purpose of this amendment is to update the Pickup & Delivery Vehicle Routes
& Areas (map) to reflect current City boundaries.
Existing Map:

-A.7Proposed:

-A.8SCHEDULE “B” – HEAVY OR LONG COMBINATION VEHICLE ROUTES &
AREAS
The proposed bylaw amendment has two main purposes. To update the sections of the
map to be consistent with the current City boundaries and remove the sections of
Dewdney Avenue (between Lewan Drive and West City limits) and Gordon Road
(between Albert Street and Lewan Drive) from the heavy and long combination vehicle
routes.
Existing:

-A.9Proposed:

-A.10SCHEDULE “C” – DANGEROUS GOODS ROUTES & AREAS
The main purpose of this amendment is to update the Dangerous Goods Routes & Areas
(map) to reflect current City boundaries.
Existing:

-A.11Proposed:

-A.12SCHEDULE K - NOTICE OF VIOLATION
The main purpose of this amendment is to remove the notice of violation “68(2): $70 –
Leave cord or cable on public highway or sidewalk while attached to a vehicle”. When
the section 68 on extension cords have been removed in the last bylaw update, this item
from schedule K should have been removed.
Existing:
Section
9(4)
32(1)
33(1)(1)
33(1)(b)
33(2)
34(1)(a)
34(1)(b)

Amount
$70.00
$60.00
$60.00
$60.00
$60.00
$60.00
$60.00

34(1)(c )

$60.00

34(2)
35(1)(a)
35(1)(b)
35(2)
35(3)
35(4)(a)
35(4)(b)

$60.00
$60.00
$60.00
$70.00
$70.00
$60.00
$60.00

35(4)(c)
35(4)(d)

$60.00
$60.00

35(4)(e )
35(5)(a)

$60.00
$60.00

35(5)(b)

$60.00

35(5)(c)
36(1)(a)
36(1)(b)
36(1)(c )
36(1)(d)
36(1)(e)
36(1)(f)
36(1)(g)
36(1)(h)
36(1)(i)
36(1)(a)
36(3)
38(1)(a)

$60.00
$60.00
$70.00
$60.00
$60.00
$60.00
$100.00
$60.00
$60.00
$60.00
$60.00
$110.00
$55.00

Description
9(4) $70.00 Stopped in a bus lane.
32(1) $60.00 Failing to park at curb in the direction of traffic.
33(1)(a) $60.00 Parked more than 0.6 metres away from the curb.
33(1)(b) $60.00 Parked at a curb within 0.6 metres in front or behind any vehicle.
33(2) $60.00 Improperly parked motorcycle.
34(1)(a) $60.00 Improperly parked in an angle parking stall.
34(1)(b) $60.00 Parked in angle parking stall with the leading edge of vehicle
more than 0.3 meters away from curb.
34(1)(c) $60.00 Parked a vehicle exceeding 6.0 metres where angle parking is
provided.
34(2) $60.00 Backing a vehicle into a parking stall that is less than 90 degrees.”
35(1)(a) $60.00 Parked where prohibited.
35(1)(b) $60.00 Over parked in limited parking area
35(2) $70.00 Parked on an alley.
35(3) $70.00 Parked in a school zone.
35(4)(a) $60.00 Parked on any sidewalk.
35(4)(b) $60.00 Parked on a boulevard or other place not accessible to a public
highway by a curb crossing.
35(4)(c) $60.00 Parked upon an area adjacent to a centre median or island.
35(4)(d) $60.00 Parked on a shoulder or curb lane where speed limit exceeds 50
km/h.
35(4)(e) $60.00 Parked in a traffic lane of any street.
35(5)(a) $60.00 Parked on any public highway signed as “Temporary No
Parking”.
35(5)(b) $60.00 Parked on any public highway which has been temporarily
closed.
35(5)(c) $60.00 Parked on any street longer than 24 hours.
36(1)(a) $60.00 Stopped where prohibited.
36(1)(b) $70.00 Stopped in a bus stop.
36(1)(c) $60.00 Stopped in a traffic lane.
36(1)(d) $60.00 Stopped in an alley within 2.0 metres of a property access.
36(1)(e) $60.00 Stopped within 10.0 metres of a street intersection.
36(1)(f) $100.00 Stopped within 2.0 metres of a fire hydrant.
36(1)(g) $60.00 Stopped within 5.0 metres of a railway track.
36(1)(h) $60.00 Stopped within 10.0 metres of a pedestrian crosswalk
36(1)(i) $60.00 Stopped within 3.0 metres of an alley intersection.
36(1)(j) $60.00 Stopped within 2.0 metres of a curb crossing.
36(3) $110.00 Stopped in a school zone where prohibited.
38(1)(a) $55.00 Parked in a metered stall where meter showed violation or time
expired.

-A.1338(1)(b)

$55.00

38(1)(c )
38(1)(d)

$55.00
$55.00

38(1)(e)
38(1)(f)

$55.00
$55.00

38(1)(g)
38(1)(h)
38(2)
42

$55.00
$55.00
$70.00
$55.00

43(1)

$60.00

43(2)

$200.00

43(3)
44(1)
45(1)
47
48(1)
49(1)
50(1)

$70.00
$60.00
$60.00
$70.00
$70.00
$70.00
$200.00

50(2)

$60.00

51
52(1)

$60.00
$60.00

53(1)
53(2)

$60.00
$60.00

64(2)
67(2)
68(2)

$110.00
$70.00
$70.00

69(3)(c )

$60.00

70(1)
83(1)

$60.00
$55.00

83(2)

$55.00

38(1)(b) $55.00 Parked in a metered stall for a period exceeding the maximum
time of the meter.
38(1)(c) $55.00 Parked in a metered stall for longer than two hours on a Saturday.
38(1)(d) $55.00 Failed to move vehicle to a new location on opposite side of
street or other block.
38(1)(e) $55.00 Parked a vehicle in a metered stall for longer than 2 hours.
38(1)(f) $55.00 Parked where a meter is covered by a white meter bag (Permit
parking only).
38(1)(g) $55.00 Parked except wholly within a metered stall.
38(1)(h) $55.00 Parked more than 2.0 metres from the nearest meter pole.
38(2) $70.00 Parked where a meter is covered by an orange meter bag.
42 $55.00 Enter, leave or park in an off-street parking area in contravention of
direction signs posted.
43(1) $60.00 Parked on private property in a zone marked as “no parking” or “no
stopping”.
43(2) $200.00 Parked on private property in a stall marked by signs as reserved
for persons with disabilities.
43(3) $70.00 Stopped or parked on private property without consent of owner.
44(1) $60.00 Parked on public property other than a public highway.
45(1) $60.00 Oversized vehicle parked longer than 2 hours.
47 $70.00 Restricted parking in Taylor Field area.
48(1) $70.00 Parked in a loading zone for longer than maximum time permitted.
49(1) $70.00 Parked or stopped in a Taxicab Parking Zone.
50(1) $200.00 Parked in a stall or zone marked by signs as reserved for persons
with disabilities.
50(2) $60.00 Parked at a parking stall for persons with disabilities for longer than
the time specified.
51 $60.00 Engine running without operator present.
52(1) $60.00 Vehicle backed up to curb obstructing more than 3. 0 metres of
roadway.
53(1) $60.00 Opening door of vehicle before safe to do so.
53(2) $60.00 Leave door of vehicle open longer than necessary to load or unload
passengers.
64(2) $110.00 Parked within a temporarily closed or restricted public highway.
67(2) $70.00 Leave vehicle on jack or block or blocks longer than 3 hours.
68(2) $70.00 Leave cord or cable on public highway or sidewalk while
attached to a vehicle.
69(3)(c) $60.00 Recreational vehicle parked on a driveway 2.0 metres from any
curb or sidewalk
70(1) $60.00 Parked on street without a valid license plate.
83(1) $55.00 Secured bicycle to any structure on public right of way other than a
bicycle stand.
83(2) $55.00 Failed to leave bicycle in an upright position.
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Section
9(4)
32(1)
33(1)(1)
33(1)(b)
33(2)
34(1)(a)
34(1)(b)

Amount
$70.00
$60.00
$60.00
$60.00
$60.00
$60.00
$60.00

34(1)(c )

$60.00

34(2)
35(1)(a)
35(1)(b)
35(2)
35(3)
35(4)(a)
35(4)(b)

$60.00
$60.00
$60.00
$70.00
$70.00
$60.00
$60.00

35(4)(c)
35(4)(d)

$60.00
$60.00

35(4)(e )
35(5)(a)

$60.00
$60.00

35(5)(b)

$60.00

35(5)(c)
36(1)(a)
36(1)(b)
36(1)(c )
36(1)(d)
36(1)(e)
36(1)(f)
36(1)(g)
36(1)(h)
36(1)(i)
36(1)(a)
36(3)
38(1)(a)

$60.00
$60.00
$70.00
$60.00
$60.00
$60.00
$100.00
$60.00
$60.00
$60.00
$60.00
$110.00
$55.00

38(1)(b)

$55.00

38(1)(c )
38(1)(d)

$55.00
$55.00

38(1)(e)
38(1)(f)

$55.00
$55.00

Description
9(4) $70.00 Stopped in a bus lane.
32(1) $60.00 Failing to park at curb in the direction of traffic.
33(1)(a) $60.00 Parked more than 0.6 metres away from the curb.
33(1)(b) $60.00 Parked at a curb within 0.6 metres in front or behind any vehicle.
33(2) $60.00 Improperly parked motorcycle.
34(1)(a) $60.00 Improperly parked in an angle parking stall.
34(1)(b) $60.00 Parked in angle parking stall with the leading edge of vehicle
more than 0.3 meters away from curb.
34(1)(c) $60.00 Parked a vehicle exceeding 6.0 metres where angle parking is
provided.
34(2) $60.00 Backing a vehicle into a parking stall that is less than 90 degrees.”
35(1)(a) $60.00 Parked where prohibited.
35(1)(b) $60.00 Over parked in limited parking area
35(2) $70.00 Parked on an alley.
35(3) $70.00 Parked in a school zone.
35(4)(a) $60.00 Parked on any sidewalk.
35(4)(b) $60.00 Parked on a boulevard or other place not accessible to a public
highway by a curb crossing.
35(4)(c) $60.00 Parked upon an area adjacent to a centre median or island.
35(4)(d) $60.00 Parked on a shoulder or curb lane where speed limit exceeds 50
km/h.
35(4)(e) $60.00 Parked in a traffic lane of any street.
35(5)(a) $60.00 Parked on any public highway signed as “Temporary No
Parking”.
35(5)(b) $60.00 Parked on any public highway which has been temporarily
closed.
35(5)(c) $60.00 Parked on any street longer than 24 hours.
36(1)(a) $60.00 Stopped where prohibited.
36(1)(b) $70.00 Stopped in a bus stop.
36(1)(c) $60.00 Stopped in a traffic lane.
36(1)(d) $60.00 Stopped in an alley within 2.0 metres of a property access.
36(1)(e) $60.00 Stopped within 10.0 metres of a street intersection.
36(1)(f) $100.00 Stopped within 2.0 metres of a fire hydrant.
36(1)(g) $60.00 Stopped within 5.0 metres of a railway track.
36(1)(h) $60.00 Stopped within 10.0 metres of a pedestrian crosswalk
36(1)(i) $60.00 Stopped within 3.0 metres of an alley intersection.
36(1)(j) $60.00 Stopped within 2.0 metres of a curb crossing.
36(3) $110.00 Stopped in a school zone where prohibited.
38(1)(a) $55.00 Parked in a metered stall where meter showed violation or time
expired.
38(1)(b) $55.00 Parked in a metered stall for a period exceeding the maximum
time of the meter.
38(1)(c) $55.00 Parked in a metered stall for longer than two hours on a Saturday.
38(1)(d) $55.00 Failed to move vehicle to a new location on opposite side of
street or other block.
38(1)(e) $55.00 Parked a vehicle in a metered stall for longer than 2 hours.
38(1)(f) $55.00 Parked where a meter is covered by a white meter bag (Permit
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38(1)(g)
38(1)(h)
38(2)
42

$55.00
$55.00
$70.00
$55.00

43(1)

$60.00

43(2)

$200.00

43(3)
44(1)
45(1)
47
48(1)
49(1)
50(1)

$70.00
$60.00
$60.00
$70.00
$70.00
$70.00
$200.00

50(2)

$60.00

51
52(1)

$60.00
$60.00

53(1)
53(2)

$60.00
$60.00

64(2)
67(2)
69(3)(c )

$110.00
$70.00
$60.00

70(1)
83(1)

$60.00
$55.00

83(2)

$55.00

parking only).
38(1)(g) $55.00 Parked except wholly within a metered stall.
38(1)(h) $55.00 Parked more than 2.0 metres from the nearest meter pole.
38(2) $70.00 Parked where a meter is covered by an orange meter bag.
42 $55.00 Enter, leave or park in an off-street parking area in contravention of
direction signs posted.
43(1) $60.00 Parked on private property in a zone marked as “no parking” or “no
stopping”.
43(2) $200.00 Parked on private property in a stall marked by signs as reserved
for persons with disabilities.
43(3) $70.00 Stopped or parked on private property without consent of owner.
44(1) $60.00 Parked on public property other than a public highway.
45(1) $60.00 Oversized vehicle parked longer than 2 hours.
47 $70.00 Restricted parking in Taylor Field area.
48(1) $70.00 Parked in a loading zone for longer than maximum time permitted.
49(1) $70.00 Parked or stopped in a Taxicab Parking Zone.
50(1) $200.00 Parked in a stall or zone marked by signs as reserved for persons
with disabilities.
50(2) $60.00 Parked at a parking stall for persons with disabilities for longer than
the time specified.
51 $60.00 Engine running without operator present.
52(1) $60.00 Vehicle backed up to curb obstructing more than 3. 0 metres of
roadway.
53(1) $60.00 Opening door of vehicle before safe to do so.
53(2) $60.00 Leave door of vehicle open longer than necessary to load or unload
passengers.
64(2) $110.00 Parked within a temporarily closed or restricted public highway.
67(2) $70.00 Leave vehicle on jack or block or blocks longer than 3 hours.
69(3)(c) $60.00 Recreational vehicle parked on a driveway 2.0 metres from any
curb or sidewalk
70(1) $60.00 Parked on street without a valid license plate.
83(1) $55.00 Secured bicycle to any structure on public right of way other than a
bicycle stand.
83(2) $55.00 Failed to leave bicycle in an upright position.
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April 9, 2015

To:

Members
Public Works and Infrastructure Committee

Re:

Wastewater Trunk Relief Initiative – Issue and Award RFP

RECOMMENDATION
1. That City Council authorize initiating the process to engage consulting and professional
engineering services for the Wastewater Trunk Relief Initiative, pursuant to delegated
authority contained in The Regina Administration Bylaw No. 2003-69 with respect to
awarding contracts and funding as approved in the Water and Sewer Utility 2015 to 2019
Capital Budget.
2. That City Council authorize the Executive Director of Transportation and Utilities to
negotiate, award and enter into the contract with the highest ranked proponent from the
Request for Proposal (RFP) process and, to award subsequent phases of work to the
successful proponent based on the satisfactory performance on the previous phase of work.
3. That the City Clerk be authorized to execute the contract with the highest ranked proponent
upon approval of the Executive Director of Transportation and Utilities; and
4. That this report be forwarded to the April 27, 2015 meeting of City Council for approval.
CONCLUSION
This report presents the Administration’s current plan for the Wastewater Trunk Relief Initiative.
An RFP will be issued for conceptual design, pre-design, detail design and construction
engineering services for the project. The proposals will be received and reviewed and the
successful firm will be awarded the project. City Council’s delegated authority is required to
issue and award the RFP, as the consultant’s fees are expected to exceed $500,000.
BACKGROUND
The City of Regina’s (City’s) wastewater system conveys domestic and industrial wastewater to
the City’s Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) through the McCarthy Boulevard Pumping
Station (MBPS). The city has experienced unprecedented growth in recent years and this
growth, coupled with an aging infrastructure, has created increased stresses on the wastewater
collection system, particularly during heavy precipitation events.
The wastewater collection system generally performs well during dry weather conditions;
however, it experiences severe surcharging during wet weather events. The consequence of
severe surcharging is an unacceptable level of service (i.e. sewer overflow, surface flooding and
occasional basement flooding) provided to the public in certain situations.

-2In 2014, the City completed calibration of its wastewater model to better understand the
functioning of the wastewater system under dynamic flow conditions. The City of Regina
Strategic Sanitary Sewer Assessment Report (Stantec 2014) was then completed using the
calibrated model, to identify the level of service being offered by the existing system and
determine hydraulic capacity constraints.
The assessment indicated that overall, the wastewater collection system is only capable of
managing approximately a 1:5 year storm event, well below the City’s target of a 1:25 year
storm event. This means that, statistically, once every five years a storm event occurs that will
exceed the hydraulic capacity of our wastewater collections system. The assessment indicated
that the capacity at the MBPS is insufficient to convey the full 1:25 year flow and many sections
of the collection system did not meet the 1:25 year target.
DISCUSSION
During heavy precipitation events at the end of June 2014, there was widespread basement
flooding and bypassing of wastewater at some wastewater pumping stations. The storm event
has been classified by the City and the Water Security Agency as approximately a 1:10 year
storm event. A review of the flow data from the June 2014 event found that the MBPS did not
have sufficient capacity to accommodate the flows during this heavy precipitation event. The
sanitary trunk mains were also assessed and were found to have levels of service less than the
desired target. The most significant hydraulic restriction is in the South Trunk, having a less
than 1:2 year level of service.
The assessment described a phased approach to improving the overall level of service in the
wastewater collection system. The initial phase involves upgrading the hydraulic capacity of the
MBPS and forcemains to the WWTP and improvements to the South Trunk. Further trunk
capacity upgrades are recommended in subsequent phases, based on their estimated level of
service. Increasing the capacity of the MBPS would reduce the backwater effect on the entire
collection system and provide the greatest system wide benefit, while trunk improvements would
have more benefits to particular quadrants of the city.
The City requires the services of a consulting engineering firm to implement the initial phase of
the assessment by confirming the City of Regina Strategic Sanitary Sewer Assessment Report
recommendations and prioritizing improvements. This engineering commission will also include
performing conceptual design, pre-design, detail design and construction engineering services for
the Wastewater Trunk Relief Initiative, which will include detailed cost estimates and
construction schedules. The engineering fees for this commission are expected to exceed
$500,000. The proposals will be evaluated by a two stage qualification based selection process.
The process involves evaluating all the proposals on criteria such as technical expertise,
corporate experience, personnel availability, general understanding of the scope of work and
overall cost. The highest ranking team is then invited to submit a detailed stage 2 proposal that
is evaluated. The City and the consultant will then negotiate the scope of work and, if acceptable
to the City, the work will be awarded to the consulting engineering firm.
RECOMMENDATION IMPLICATIONS
Financial Implications
Funding in the amount of $1,500,000 was approved for the initial engineering services portion of
this project in the Water and Sewer Utility 2015 to 2019 Capital Budget. Consulting engineering
fees are expected to exceed $500,000 for this commission; and therefore, Council’s approval is

-3required to award the contract as required by The Regina Administration Bylaw No. 2003-69,
Schedule D, Section 7. Funding for future phases of work, as identified through this commission
and through the Wastewater Master Plan, will be requested through future budget submissions.
Environmental Implications
Completing the design and construction of the Wastewater Trunk Relief Initiative will reduce the
frequency and intensity of any future wastewater bypasses. This will have a positive effect on
the environment and downstream users.
Policy and/or Strategic Implications
The completed Wastewater Trunk Relief Initiative would help achieve the City’s strategic
objectives by supporting the goals of:
• Optimizing existing infrastructure; and
•

Providing reliable, environmentally sound and sustainable infrastructure solutions.

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 recommendations contained in this report require City Council approval.
Respectfully submitted,

Respectfully submitted,

Pat Wilson, Director
Water Works

Karen Gasmo, P.Eng., Executive Director
Transportation and Utilities

Report prepared by:
Kevin Syrnick, Senior Engineer, Water and Sewer Engineering
Kurtis Doney, Manager Water and Sewer Engineering
KS/KD/cp
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April 9, 2015

To:

Members
Public Works and Infrastructure Committee

Re:

Wastewater Master Plan - Issue and Award RFP

RECOMMENDATION
1. That City Council authorize initiating the process to engage consulting and professional
engineering services for the Wastewater Master Plan, pursuant to delegated authority
contained in The Regina Administration Bylaw No. 2003-69, with respect to awarding
contracts, and funding as approved in the Water and Sewer Utility 2015 to 2019 Capital
Budget.
2. That City Council authorize the Executive Director of Transportation and Utilities to
negotiate, award and enter into the contract with the highest ranked proponent from the
Request for Proposal (RFP) process for the Wastewater Master Plan.
3. That the City Clerk be authorized to execute the contract with the highest ranked proponent
upon approval of the Executive Director of Transportation and Utilities.
4. That this report be forwarded to the April 27, 2015 meeting of City Council for approval.
CONCLUSION
This report presents the Administration’s plan to develop a Wastewater Master Plan for the City
of Regina (City). An RFP will be issued for consulting engineering services for the Wastewater
Master Plan. City Council approval is required as the fees are expected to exceed $500,000.
BACKGROUND
The City’s wastewater system conveys domestic and industrial wastewater to the City’s
Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) through the McCarthy Boulevard Pumping Station
(MBPS). The city has experienced unprecedented growth in recent years and this, coupled with
aging infrastructure, has created increased stresses on the collection system particularly during
heavy precipitation events.
There have been several studies in recent years that have outlined serviceability solutions on a
sector basis but with little analysis of their impact on the overall wastewater collection system.
The dynamic operation of the existing system needs to be better understood to optimize the
existing infrastructure.
Recent pipeline inspections and flow monitoring programs have provided some insight into the
capacity and condition of the wastewater collection system. This initial analysis has determined
that significant investment is required to ensure the wastewater collection system is capable of
meeting future demands.

-2The City does not have a documented minimum level of service for the wastewater utility to
serve as a planning and operations benchmark.
The City currently does not have a comprehensive plan for the wastewater system with an
itemized list of capital projects to maintain the level of service in the existing system while
accommodating the densification and growth targets outlined in Design Regina.
A Wastewater Master Plan is required to establish a level of service, review and recommend
upgrades to the existing system to maintain that level of service, provide a plan to reduce risk
and vulnerability, and accommodate growth as described in Design Regina.
DISCUSSION
A Wastewater Master Plan is an official document that will complement Design Regina: The
Official Community Plan. This is accomplished by providing a timely servicing plan to support
growth in the city, while maintaining a predefined level of service within the existing system.
A key component of the Wastewater Master Plan will be the development of a level of service to
evaluate the operation of the existing system, particularly during heavy precipitation events.
This key metric will guide the development of a capital upgrade plan to maintain and improve
the level of service and reduce risk and vulnerabilities. The capital plan will follow the growth
patterns and policies outlined in Design Regina to ensure adherence to the City’s Vision and
Community Priorities.
Key elements of the wastewater master plan will include:
• Developing a Level of Service;
•

Updating the dynamic wastewater collection system computer model;

•

Reviewing the official growth plan and population servicing needs presented in Design
Regina;

•

Developing an infrastructure renewal plan based on sound asset management principles;

•

Identifying and collaborating with key stakeholders;

•

Modeling close interactions and influence with the drainage system;

•

Integrating and confirming the Trunk Relief Initiative;

•

Developing solution options and recommending a preferred alternative; and

•

Incorporating preferred solution(s) into the Utility and Service Agreement Fee (SAF)
models.

The City requires the services of a consulting engineering firm to complete the Wastewater
Master Plan and fees are expected to exceed $500,000. The proposals will be evaluated by a two
stage qualification-based selection process. The process involves evaluating all the proposals on
criteria such as technical expertise, corporate experience, personnel availability, general
understanding of the scope of work and overall cost. The highest ranking team is then invited to
submit a detailed stage 2 proposal that is evaluated. The City and the consultant will then
negotiate the scope of work and, if acceptable to the City, the work will be awarded to the
selected consulting engineering firm.
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Financial Implications
Funding in the amount of $1,000,000 was approved for this project in the 2015 Utility Capital
Budget. Consulting engineering fees are expected to exceed $500,000 for this commission;
therefore, Council’s delegated authority is being sought to award the contract as required by The
Regina Administration Bylaw No. 2003-69.
Environmental Implications
None with respect to this report.
Policy and/or Strategic Implications
The completed Wastewater Master Plan would help achieve the City’s Strategic Objectives by
supporting the goals of:
•

Optimizing existing infrastructure; and

•

Providing reliable, environmentally sound and sustainable infrastructure solutions.

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 recommendations contained in this report require City Council approval.
Respectfully submitted,

Respectfully submitted,

Pat Wilson, Director
Water Works

Karen Gasmo, P.Eng., Executive Director
Transportation and Utilities

Report prepared by:
Kevin Syrnick, Senior Engineer, Water and Sewer Engineering
Kurtis Doney, Manager, Water and Sewer Engineering
KS/KD/cp
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April 9, 2015

To:

Members
Public Works and Infrastructure Committee

Re:

Water Master Plan - Award RFP

RECOMMENDATION
1. That City Council approve the transfer of $150,000 from the General Utility Reserve to
Capital Account U4023 to bring the budget for the Water Master Plan from $500,000 to
$650,000.
2. That City Council approve the award of a Request for Proposals (RFP) for professional
engineering services to the highest ranked proponent, AECOM, for the Water Master Plan at
a cost of $615,255.
3. That this report be forwarded to the April 27, 2015 meeting of City Council for approval.
CONCLUSION
The City of Regina (City) initiated a public procurement process to engage engineering services
for the Water Master Plan on October 6, 2014. At the time of issuing the RFP, the City
estimated the scope of work to cost less than $500,000. Therefore, with anticipated fees less
than $500,000, City Council approval was not required to issue the RFP in accordance with The
Regina Administration Bylaw No. 2003-69.
On November 05, 2014, the City received proposals for the engagement of consulting and
professional engineering services for the Water Master Plan. The Steering Committee selected
AECOM, as the highest ranked proposal, to submit a Stage 2 proposal on the basis of criteria set
out in the RFP. Pricing from the highest ranked proposals exceeded the City’s estimate of
$500,000 and therefore, City Council approval is now needed in accordance with The Regina
Administration Bylaw No. 2003-69.
Options to keep the professional engineering services below $500,000 were reviewed. In order
to keep the engineering commission below $500,000 the services would not include some key
areas of scope including developing business cases for the recommended upgrades, extending the
Water Master Plan to a population beyond 300,000 to align with the OCP vision and, reviewing
and providing recommended updates to Operation, Maintenance and Safety Procedures. The
Administration recommends including this scope of work within the commission and as such, the
fees will exceed $500,000.
The Administration recommends transferring $150,000 from the General Utility Reserve to
Capital Account U4023, which is the account for the Water Master Plan. This transfer will bring
the budget for the Water Master Plan to $650,000.
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BACKGROUND
The City’s Long-Term Water Utility Study (LTUS) was last updated in 2006 and it is best
practice to update the study/plan every 10 years. The Water Master Plan includes the LTUS
update and will provide a comprehensive assessment of water treatment and distribution systems,
and analyse the impacts of the recommended upgrades on the water utility. A Water Master Plan
is a long-term water utility infrastructure plan that ensures a reliable, cost-effective supply and
distribution of treated water to meet present and future needs.
The City does not have a documented minimum level of service for the Water Utility to serve as
a planning and operations benchmark. A Water Master Plan is required to establish a level of
service, review and recommend upgrades to the existing system to maintain that level of service,
provide a plan to reduce risk and vulnerability, and accommodate growth as described in Design
Regina: The Official Community Plan (OCP).
DISCUSSION
A Water Master Plan is an official document that will complement the OCP and will guide the
Utility in the development of a sustainable Water Capital Plan. This is accomplished by
providing a timely servicing plan to support growth in the city, all while maintaining a
predefined level of service within the existing system.
A key component of the Water Master Plan is to review and analyse the water system as a
complete system and generate a new multi-year Capital Plan that reduces risk and allows
sustainable growth that meets financial, operational and regulatory requirements. The Water
Master Plan will guide the City for current and future infrastructure requirements for its growing
population while managing its assets and investments in a sound environmental, social and
economic fashion. This key metric will guide the development of a capital upgrade plan to
maintain and improve the level of service and reduce risk and vulnerabilities. The capital plan
will follow the growth patterns and policies outlined in the OCP to ensure adherence to the
City’s Vision and Community Priorities.
Key elements of the water master plan will include:
• Developing a Level of Service;
• Developing a Capital Upgrade Plan for a population of over 300,000;
• Performing a Water System Review and updating the Water Conservation Plan;
• Updating the Emergency Response Plan;
• Updating the Water Demand Model;
• Reviewing the official growth plan and population servicing needs presented in the OCP;
• Developing an infrastructure renewal plan based on sound asset management principles;
• Identifying and collaborating with key stakeholders;
• Developing solution options and recommending a preferred alternative; and
• Incorporating preferred solution(s) into the Utility and Service Agreement Fee (SAF)
models.
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The City initiated a public procurement process to engage engineering services for the Water
Master Plan on October 6, 2014. At the time of issuing the RFP, the City estimated the scope of
work to cost less than $500,000. With anticipated fees less than $500,000, City Council
approval was not required to issue the RFP in accordance with The Regina Administration Bylaw
No. 2003-69. On November 05, 2014, the City received proposals for the engagement of
consulting and professional engineering services for the Water Master Plan. The Steering
Committee selected AECOM, as the highest ranked proposal, to submit a Stage 2 proposal on the
basis of criteria set out in the RFP.
The qualification based selection criteria as set out in the RFP includes:
1. Qualification and experience of key personnel in all disciplines;
2. General understanding of the project scope, objectives and the proposed methodology or
approach;
3. Corporate qualifications and qualifications of key personnel;
4. Performance on other City of Regina assignments;
5. Proposed methods of communication with the City; and
6. Consulting team’s per diem fees for all key team members including sub consultants.
Pricing from the highest ranked proposal from AECOM exceeded the City’s estimate of
$500,000 and therefore, City Council approval is now needed in accordance with The Regina
Administration Bylaw No. 2003-69. Options to keep the professional engineering services below
$500,000 were reviewed. In order to keep the commission below $500,000, the services would
not include some key areas of scope including developing business cases for the recommended
upgrades, extending the Water Master Plan to a population beyond 300,000 to align with the
OCP vision and, reviewing and providing recommended updates to Operation, Maintenance and
Safety Procedures. The Administration recommends including this scope of work within the
commission and as such the fees will exceed $500,000.
RECOMMENDATION IMPLICATIONS
Financial Implications
Funding in the amount of $500,000 was approved for this project in the Utility Capital Budget.
An additional $150,000 is requested, from the Utility Reserve, to allow the project to meet the
predefined objectives.
Consulting engineering fees are now expected to exceed $500,000 for this commission, and
therefore, Council’s authority is being sought to approve the expenditure in excess of $500,000
for professional and consulting engineering services for the Water Master Plan as such approval
is required by The Regina Administration Bylaw No. 2003-69.
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The projected 2015 year-end balance in the General Utility Reserve is $56.7 million and includes
$1.6 million that was returned in December 2014 from other capital projects that experienced
cost savings. Proceeding with this initiative would offset this transfer and have a minimal effect
on the balance in the reserve.
Environmental Implications
None with respect to this report.
Policy and/or Strategic Implications
The completed Water Master Plan would help achieve the City’s Strategic Objectives by
supporting the goals of:
•

Optimizing existing infrastructure; and

•

Providing reliable, environmentally sound and sustainable infrastructure solutions.

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 recommendations contained in this report require City Council approval.
Respectfully submitted,

Respectfully submitted,

Pat Wilson, Director
Water Works

Karen Gasmo, P.Eng., Executive Director
Transportation and Utilities

Report prepared by:
Amir Agha, Senior Engineer, Water and Sewer Engineering
Kurtis Doney, Manager, Water and Sewer Engineering
AA/KD/cp
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April 9, 2015

To:

Members,
Public Works and Infrastructure Committee

Re:

Increase in Engineering Services for the Design and Construction of Master Plan
Drainage Area 2B (Albert Park)

RECOMMENDATION
That this report be forwarded to the April 27, 2015 meeting of City Council for information
purposes only, as required by the Purchasing Procedure Manual – Appendix C – Delegation of
Authority and Authorization Levels, Page C-3.
CONCLUSION
On April 24, 2014, the City of Regina (City) awarded AECOM Canada Ltd. (AECOM) the
commission to provide engineering services for detail design, tender preparation, and
construction supervision of the Albert Park neighbourhood and surrounding areas (Area 2B)
stormwater improvement project for $370,715. As part of the scope of work, AECOM reviewed
and evaluated improvement options from the preliminary design study. Through AECOM’s
detailed analysis and recent data/observation from the June 30, 2014 storm event, it was
determined that the scope of work needed to be expanded to address the need for stormwater
improvements in this area.
Scope Change #1 in the amount of $70,725 was approved to allow AECOM to expand their
study area and develop alternative improvement options to improve the level of service (reduce
the risk of flooding) in many of the at-risk areas in southwest Regina. Due to significant changes
in the project from what was originally planned, it was agreed that once the alternative
improvement option was developed and selected, adjustments to engineering fees for the Design,
General Engineering, and Construction Engineering tasks would be made via another scope
change.
Scope Change #2 in the amount of $148,605 was approved after the City and AECOM finalized
an alternative improvement option for Albert Park. Part of the increased cost for completing the
engineering work includes road rehabilitation (design and construction management). Roadways
Preservation identified the roads impacted by the storm water improvements and determined that
the work would cause premature deterioration of the roads that have already been identified to be
in poor condition. Completing the road rehabilitation in conjunction with the storm water
improvements will provide expected cost savings and have less impact on residents as the work
will be completed simultaneously rather than staged over several years.
Adjustments in engineering fees were made to accommodate the proposed infrastructure
upgrade. This increased the engineering services upset fee to $590,045 (The original upset fee of
$370,715 plus Scope Change 1 of $70,725 plus Scope Change 2 of $148,605).
As per the City’s Purchasing Policy, The Regina Administration Bylaw No. 2003-69, and the
Purchasing Procedure Manual – Appendix C – Delegation of Authority and Authorization
Levels, Page C-3, if the amendment to a contract for consulting or professional services increases
the value of the contract in excess of $500,000, an informational report must be taken to Council
to describe the circumstances for the increase.
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The City is aware of deficiencies in stormwater capacity in Albert Park (Area 2B). These areas
are subject to flooding under heavy rainfall events. In particular, the City is concerned about
flooding that occurs in the southwest corner of Albert Park.
The City had completed a preliminary design study to determine the extent of flood risks and to
provide solutions that would improve the level of service in the southwest corner of Albert Park.
The consultant developed and analyzed two improvement options and concluded that
constructing a stormwater detention pond at Queen Street Park was the preferred option, based
on superior hydraulic performance and lower construction cost. The preliminary design study
was completed in late 2013 and its recommendation was for the City to procure engineering
services for detailed design of this improvement option.
On April 24, 2014, the City awarded the engineering services for detailed design, tender
preparation, and construction supervision of the Area 2B stormwater improvement project to
AECOM for $370,715. The scope of work included reviewing and evaluating improvement
options from the preliminary design study for feasibility, viability, and completeness using
hydraulic modeling.
On August 21, 2014, a proposal for scope change (Scope Change #1) in the amount of $70,725
was received from AECOM. The scope change was provided to address the following issues:
•

AECOM identified that the stormwater model provided by the City required additional
refining/updating in order to complete the review of the preliminary design options.

•

Using the updated stormwater model, AECOM identified that the recommended
improvement option in Queen Street Park did not function as initially anticipated.

•

Significant flooding occurred in southwest Regina during the June 30, 2014 storm event.
The storm event reinforced the need for stormwater improvements in known high risk areas
and highlighted issues in previously unknown high risk areas.

Based on the above issues, the Queen Street Park option was dismissed. AECOM was asked to
expand their study area and develop alternative improvement options to improve the level of
service in many of the high risk areas in southwest Regina. Consequently, the scope change was
deemed justified and approved by the Executive Director of Transportation and Utilities on
September 3, 2014. The engineering services upset fee was increased by $70,725, from
$370,715 to $441,440.
The second scope change was required to allow AECOM to complete Design, General
Engineering, and Construction Engineering tasks for the selected option.
DISCUSSION
The City and AECOM finalized a stormwater improvement project that will increase the storm
sewer system’s level of service in Albert Park, in particular the southwest corner of the
neighborhood. The project consists of the following:
•

Construction of a stormwater detention pond (in the green space south of Parliament
Avenue, between Lewvan Drive and Pasqua Street);

•

Construction of a lift station adjacent to the detention pond;
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Supply and installation of a new storm trunk (1.3 km) in the green space to the east of
Lewvan Drive, from Gordon Road to Parliament Avenue;

•

Replacement of the existing 200 mm diameter storm sewer on Wesson Bay with 600 mm
diameter storm sewer; and

•

Supply and installation of new storm sewers on Jupp Place and Wilkie Road.

Roadways Preservation has identified roads in the Albert Park area that are in poor condition and
are selected for rehabilitation. Among those roads identified are Wesson Bay, Jupp Place and
Wilkie Road. Due to the combination of isolated repairs related to storm water work, heavy
equipment using these streets to access the construction zone, and current conditions of the
roadways, a full rehabilitation of this roadway following the storm water work is recommended.
Full rehabilitation of these roads would include sewer and water upgrades as required, concrete
replacement and full road reconstruction. The administration is planning to complete full road
rehabilitation as it will reduce service disruptions experienced by residents in the area, improve
the overall level of service received by residents, and reduce the whole life cycle cost of the
assets.
As mentioned above, significant changes have occurred in this project and adjustments to
engineering fees were required. A proposal for scope change (Scope Change #2) in the amount
of $148,605 was provided by AECOM on January 24, 2015. Scope Change #2 was reviewed by
the Water and Sewer Engineering Branch, deemed acceptable, and approved by the Executive
Director of Transportation and Utilities on February 2, 2015. The engineering services upset fee
was increased by $148,605, from $441,440 to $590,045.
As per the City’s Purchasing Policy, The Regina Administration Bylaw No. 2003-69, and the
Purchasing Procedure Manual – Appendix C – Delegation of Authority and Authorization
Levels, Page C-3, if the amendment to a contract for consulting or professional services increases
the value of the contract in excess of $500,000, an informational report must be taken to Council
to describe the circumstances for the increase.
RECOMMENDATION IMPLICATIONS
Financial Implications
The original engineering services upset fee with AECOM was $370,715 (excluding taxes). This
amount was increased to $590,045 following acceptance of Scope Change #1 and #2. The
current pre-tender cost estimate of the proposed construction work is approximately $9.0 million.
There is currently $9.6 million budgeted to complete this project and therefore this engineering
commission is within the planned budget. Construction costs associated with concrete
replacement and road reconstruction will be shared by Water and Sewer Engineering and
Roadways Preservation. Contribution details will not be known until the tender closes and will
be provided in the Approval Memo to Award Tender.
Environmental Implications
There are no environmental implications due to increasing the upset fees.
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This project is consistent with the Official Community Plan as it will “Support runoff infiltration
and retention by: continuing to reduce the incidence of water runoff being directed to the sanitary
system”. Additionally, improvements to our financial viability will be made through
collaboration with the underground infrastructure and the residential road program, and will
ultimately reduce cost from a whole life cycle perspective.
Other Implications
This report is being provided for informational purposes only.
Accessibility Implications
Roadways that will be affected by construction activities (open cut areas) will be fully
reconstructed and replaced with new curb, gutter, and sidewalk. Traffic accommodation plans
have been developed and will be implemented for these locations. The City will provide
advanced notice to the public prior to commencing traffic restrictions.
COMMUNICATIONS
A full communication plan has been developed for this project to ensure the public is adequately
informed of the upcoming construction work.
DELEGATED AUTHORITY
As per the City’s Purchasing Policy, The Regina Administration Bylaw No. 2003-69, if the
amendment to a contract for consulting or professional services increases the value of the
contract in excess of $500,000, an informational report must be taken to Council to describe the
circumstances for the increase.

Respectfully submitted,

Respectfully submitted,

Pat Wilson, Director
Water Works

Karen Gasmo, P.Eng., Executive Director
Transportation and Utilities

Report prepared by:
Wayne Chung, P.Eng., A/Senior Engineer, Water and Sewer Engineering
Kurtis Doney, P.Eng., Manager , Water and Sewer Engineering
WS/KD/cp
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April 9, 2015
To:

Members,
Public Works & Infrastructure Committee

Re:

Victoria Avenue East between Prince of Wales Drive and Coleman Crescent – Bridge
Replacements and Roadway Widening and Improvements

RECOMMENDATION
That this report be received and filed.
CONCLUSION
The purpose of this report is to provide members with an update on the scope of the Victoria
Avenue East bridge replacements, roadway widening and rehabilitation, and pedestrian crossing
improvements.
Tendering is scheduled for spring 2015 with construction expected to start June 1, 2015..
Roadway widening will address capacity issues and will make this section of Victoria Avenue
consistent through to the west of Coleman Crescent. Engaging in this work also provides an
opportunity to make enhancements to the existing pedestrian crossing. Options for a below
grade pathway connection were considered however, a design could not be found that would
meet required design standards, accommodate accessibility requirements or that would function
year round. Enhancements to the at-grade crossing will include space for a mid-crossing refuge
for cyclists and pedestrians and enhanced signals with improved signal timing. This crossing
would be similar to the intersections of Victoria Avenue and Truesdale Drive and University
Drive, which all experience even higher traffic volumes than Coleman Crescent.
Intersection safety concerns will also be addressed by closing access to Eastgate Drive to the east
of Coleman Crescent. Access to properties along Eastgate drive will be provided from
westbound Victoria Avenue or from Prince of Wales Drive. Closing access to Eastgate Drive
eliminates the need for the Eastgate Drive bridge, changing the scope of the work from
repairing/replacing to removing the bridge.
BACKGROUND
The planning involved in replacing and upgrading the infrastructure around the Victoria Avenue
bridges over Pilot Butte Creek east of Coleman Crescent has been underway for several years.
In July 2013, the replacement of the bridges became critical after an engineering report indicated
structural capacity issues with the timber bridge on eastbound Victoria Avenue.
In April 2014, the City commissioned an engineering consultant to design replacement options
for the bridges. The drawings and specifications for the recommended design were finalized in
late August 2014, which did not allow enough time to tender and replace the bridges in 2014.
Project tendering was delayed until spring 2015, which provided an opportunity for the contract
to include portions of proposed future roadway widening and improvements between Coleman
Crescent and Prince of Wales Drive. Combining the two projects significantly reduces
inconveniences for commuters. Significant cost savings are likely to occur, as portions of the
road widening and improvements can occur simultaneously with stages of the bridge
replacements.
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• Replacing the two bridges on Victoria Avenue that cross Pilot Butte Creek;
• Roadway widening on Victoria Avenue between Coleman Crescent and Prince of Wales
Drive due to increasing traffic demands;
• Addressing the safety concerns at the intersection of Eastgate Drive and Coleman
Crescent, which will eliminate the need for the bridge on Eastgate Drive;
• Rehabilitating the existing but severely rutted lanes on Victoria Avenue between
Coleman Crescent and Prince of Wales Drive; and
• Enhancements to the pedestrian/cycling crossing across Victoria Avenue.
DISCUSSION
Bridge Replacement
The most critical element of this project are the bridge replacements because any further delay in
replacing these structures could lead to possible closure or weight restrictions on the timber
bridge on the eastbound lanes. An engineering study was conducted and the use of precast
concrete box culverts was chosen as the best option. A detailed cost-benefit analysis of all the
options is included in Appendix A.
Compared to a traditional bridge, precast concrete box culverts have a longer service life (100
versus 75 years), lower annual maintenance and operating costs, lower construction costs,
significantly lower long-term rehabilitation costs (up to $10M over the life of the culvert), are
able to support heavier loads, and can be built over a shorter construction time (one season
versus two).
None of the options could provide a below grade pathway that would meet City of Regina design
standards, accommodate accessibility requirements or function year round.

Pedestrian Crossing Enhancements
The connectivity for the Pilot Butte pathway system across Victoria Avenue is currently
provided by an existing at-grade crossing at Coleman Crescent. The crossing does not allow
sufficient time for slower pedestrians and cyclist to cross the road and it does not provide safe
refuge if they fail to cross in the time provided. Given the other infrastructure upgrades, the
opportunity exists to improve the current level of service of the crossing.
There are a number of options to enhance the safety and effectiveness of the at-grade crossing,
including: space for mid-crossing refuge for cyclists and pedestrians; enhanced pedestrian
signals and signs; improved pavement marking or crossing delineation; and changes to signal
timing to ensure comfortable crossing times.
A pedestrian underpass was considered however the option comes with substantial operational
and functional challenges. The pathway would not meet City of Regina design standards, and
would pose safety concerns. Steep grades would require using switch-backs, which are
challenging for cyclists and snow clearing equipment while only meeting the minimum
accessibility requirements. To function year round, the underpass would also require a sump
pump and would still flood during seasonal and wet weather.
A pedestrian overpass was also considered however the option comes with substantial long-term
maintenance and rehabilitation costs. When assessed against the Transportation Master Plan, the
existing crossing provides an adequate level of service that does not warrant the costs associated
with operating and maintaining an overpass.
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including across Victoria Avenue. The commercial and residential developments north and
south of Victoria Avenue along Prince of Wales Drive generate pedestrian and cyclist demand
that is expected to exceed the demand at Coleman Crescent. In accordance with the proposed
TMP, the Administration has chosen to maintain the existing at-grade crossing but with
enhanced amenities. A detailed cost-benefit analysis of the available options is included in
Appendix B.
It should be noted that replacing the existing bridges with concrete box culverts and the above
recommendation for enhancements at the existing at-grade crossing do not preclude the option to
construct a pedestrian overpass at this location at a future date.
Roadway Widening and Safety Issues on Eastgate Drive
Previous engineering studies have identified traffic related safety issues at the intersection of
Coleman Crescent and Eastgate Drive. The current configuration of the intersection, and its
close proximity to Victoria Avenue, increase the potential for traffic accidents as it results in
frequent unsafe turning, weaving, and crossing movements. The current configuration needs to
be altered in order to mitigate the safety issues that would be created by roadway widening. The
alteration will involve closing access to Eastgate Drive to the east of Coleman Crescent and
providing access to properties along Eastgate Drive either from westbound Victoria Avenue or
from Prince of Wales Drive.
This also eliminates the need to repair or replace the Eastgate Drive timber bridge that crosses
over Pilot Butte Creek. Eliminating the need to replace or repair the bridge is advantageous
because the bridge is in poor condition and will require replacement within the next five years
with a recent engineering analysis recommending that load restrictions for certain types of truck
configurations be put in place.
After considering multiple options, the Administration will proceed with the realignment of
Eastgate Drive to connect to the westbound lanes of Victoria Avenue. This option provides the
best safety solutions and costs $500,000, which is $700,000 to $1,200,000 less than the other
options considered. It will also save the City an estimated $800,000 in future replacement costs
by removing the existing deteriorated bridge on Eastgate Drive. Figures and a detailed costbenefit analysis of the available options are included in Appendix C.
RECOMMENDATION IMPLICATIONS
Financial Implications
The overall estimated cost for the project is $9.8M. A summary of the breakdown of the
project’s main components and funding sources is as follows:
•

The total estimated cost to replace the existing bridges with concrete box culverts is
$3.5M and is fully recoverable from the Ministry of Highways and Infrastructure up to
$6.5M. The remaining $3M could potentially be allocated towards other Urban Highway
Connector Program related projects, subject to approval of the Ministry.

•

The cost of the roadway widening elements and improvements are estimated at $5.1M.
This portion of the project will be funded by a combination of current contributions and
the Service Agreement Fund up to $5.6M.
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The estimated cost to repair and repave the existing rutted lanes on Victoria Avenue
between Coleman Crescent and Prince of Wales Drive is $1.2M and will be funded out of
capital budget for the Roadways Street Infrastructure Renewal program.

Environmental Implications
There are no environmental implications related to this report. There will be no adverse impacts
to Pilot Butte Creek and all necessary regulatory approvals for the bridge replacements have
been obtained.
Policy and/or Strategic Implications
The project directly aligns with the OCP sections on managing growth and improving financial
viability.
Manage Growth: The addition of the growth related infrastructure is directly aligned with
managing growth. The infrastructure will allow for the expected increase in traffic volumes and
extend the functional lifespan of the Victoria Avenue corridor.
Improve Financial Viability: The combination of work into a single project will ultimately
reduce costs by taking advantage of economies of scale.
Other Implications
Delaying the bridge replacement project further could have the following implications:
•
•
•
•

The loss of up to $6.5M in funding from UHCP;
Increased tender pricing;
Postponing construction to 2016; and
Possible closure or weight restrictions on the timber bridge on eastbound lanes.

The scope of the project will affect traffic along Victoria Avenue, however, the design of the
bridge replacements and roadway widening elements will minimize traffic disruptions.
Accessibility Implications
The design of the additional roadway widening elements will provide accessibility that is
consistent with North American design standards.
COMMUNICATIONS
Given the project’s complexity, Provincial funding interests, high volume of traffic (30,00050,000 vehicles per day each direction), and potential changes to access on Eastgate Drive, a
detailed communications strategy has been developed to ensure the public is adequately
informed of the upcoming work and understand the rationale of the selected options.
Communication strategy components include but are not limited to:
•

A Public Information Session – a public info open house will be held prior to the start of
construction. Poster boards illustrating the proposed work, potential changes to access to
Eastgate Drive and corresponding traffic accommodation plans will be available for
public viewing.
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A Stakeholder Flyer Drop – prior to the public info open house, a flyer drop will be
distributed to local business and residents adjacent to project area providing details of the
upcoming work and potential impacts it may have on them. The flyer will also include
the date and location of the informational open house.

•

Advance signage including variable message boards will be placed along project route to
notify travelling public of the work and anticipated schedule prior to start of construction

•

The Saskatchewan Trucking Association will be contacted prior to construction starting
to inform their members of the proposed traffic accommodations.

•

A joint media event with the Province will also be held prior to launching the project.

DELEGATED AUTHORITY
There is no delegated authority associated with this report and it is for informational purposes
only.
Respectfully submitted,

Respectfully submitted,

Les Malawski, P.Eng
A/Director
Roadways & Transportation

Karen Gasmo, P.Eng
Executive Director
Transportation & Utilities

Report prepared by:
Brad Walter, P.Eng, Senior Engineer
Nigora Yulyakshieva, P.Eng. Manager, Roadways Preservation

APPENDIX A
Cost- Benefit Analysis of the Bridge Replacement Options
Option

Estimated
Cost

1
Concrete
box culverts

$3,500,000

Advantages

•
•

Recommended
Option

•

•
•

•

Bridge

$6,500,00 $7,500,00

•

•
•
•

Lowest cost option ($3M-$4M
lower initial cost that bridge
replacement option)
Service life estimates for
concrete box culverts are 30-50%
longer than for bridges (100
years vs 75 years for bridge)
Long term
maintenance/rehabilitation costs
of concrete box culverts is
considerably less than bridges
(up to $10M cost reduction over
the life of the culvert)
Concrete box culverts are able to
sustain heavier overloads than
bridges without damage
Culverts will have to be built to
accommodate the ultimate
roadway width as it is not
technically feasible to install
additional sections in the future
due to settlement, erosion, and
potential installation issues
Built in one construction season
compared to two construction
seasons for a bridge
Construction is less sensitive to
weather and spring runoff than
culverts therefore could start
earlier
Bridges are less prone to
settlement than culverts
Pathway accommodation could
be achieved without creating a
tunnel effect
Pedestrian can cross below
grade, no conflicts with vehicles.
No time allocated in traffic
signals for pedestrians to cross
(some exceptions)

Disadvantages

•
•

•

•

•
•
•

•
•
•

The installation requires more backfill
than bridges
Some settlement of the culverts will
occur which will require future
maintenance and minor asphalt repairs.
This risk will be mitigated by ensuring
proper compaction of the backfill
Pedestrians cross at existing at-grade
crossing, potential conflicts with
vehicles. Requires time allocated in
traffic signals for pedestrians to cross
and pedestrian refuge at the mid point.
Below grade pathway could be
accommodated with an extra barrel but
would not be compliant with the Regina
Development Standards Manual and
would create an undesirable tunnel
effect

Service life estimates for bridges are
30-50% less than that for box culverts
Double cost of culvert option
Long term maintenance costs of bridges
will be considerably more than concrete
box culverts (bridge typically needs
major rehab every 20-25 years) up to
$10M more as compared to culvert
Bridge are more sensitive to any
overloads compared to concrete box
culverts
Built in two construction seasons
compared to one construction seasons
for the culverts
In order to provide below grade
crossing, would require a concrete cutoff wall separating creek from pathway
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Cost-Benefit Analysis of the Pedestrian Crossing Enhancements
Option
1
Existing atgrade
crossing
without
enhancement
2
Enhance ments to
existing

Estimated
Cost
No cost

•

No additional cost

Disadvantages
•

•
Less that
$50,000

•
•
•

Recommended
Option

3
Pedestrian
underpass

Advantages

•
$4,000,000
$5,000,000

•

•

•

Minimal incremental cost to include
(already allocated in budget).
Space available for mid-crossing
refuge for cyclists and pedestrians.
Enhanced pedestrian signals and signs
easy to install.
Changes to signal timing to ensure
comfortable crossing times easy to
adjust.
Eliminates need for at-grade crossing
and no time allocated in traffic signals
for pedestrians crossing improves
intersection signalization (exception if
flooded).
Pedestrians can cross safely below
grade, no conflicts with vehicles
(exception if flooded).
Reduced travel time for pedestrians as
don’t have to wait for allotted signal
time to cross Victoria Ave (exception
if flooded).

•

•
•

•

•
•

•

•

•

•
•
4
Pedestrian
overpass

$2,500,000
$3,500,000

•

•
•
•

Eliminates need for at-grade crossing
and no time allocated in traffic signals
for pedestrians crossing improves
intersection signalization
Pedestrian can cross safely above
grade, no conflicts with vehicles.
Year round operation, no disruptions
due to flooding.
Can be built to meet all design and
accessibility requirements.

•

•
•

•

Difficult for cyclists and pedestrians to
cross Victoria Ave. within time
provided.
No safety refuge if pedestrian or cyclist
fails to cross in the time provided
causing a safety hazard.
At-grade crossing requires pedestrian
crossing time allocated in traffic
signals.
Pedestrians cross at at-grade crossing,
potential conflicts with vehicles.
Pedestrians must wait for allotted signal
time to cross Victoria Ave.

Would be longest underpass in the City
with an approx. length of 60m and
exceed City’s Development Standards
Manual’s limit of 50m for pedestrian
underpasses.
High initial cost.
Grades on the south side pathway
would be steep, and would require
“switch-backs.”
The tight turns of switchbacks can be
challenging for cyclists and snow
clearing equipment.
Even with a sump pump system, the
pathway would flood in seasonal and
wet weather.
Increased operation costs due to sump
pump and potential issues with freezing
during cold weather.
Still requires need for at-grade crossing
during flooding.
Underpasses are often underused,
mainly due to safety concerns.
Potential of damage from over height
hits (potential safety risk for
pedestrians).
Increased seasonal maintenance (i.e.
snow removal).
Accessibility requirements require long
approach spans. Overall length nearly
4 times than at-grade crossing,
increases time to cross.
Long-term maintenance costs of
overpass higher than at-grade or below
grade crossing.

APPENDIX C
Cost-Benefit Analysis of the Options for Realignment of Eastgate Drive
Option 1
Estimated
Advantages
Disadvantages
Cost
Realign Eastgate Drive $500,000 • Eliminates need for a bridge on Eastgate Drive
• Propagation of access onto busy corridor
to connect to the
• No future maintenance/rehabilitation costs for
• Breaks continuity of Eastgate Drive
westbound lanes of
bridge
• Eastbound traffic needs to use Prince of
Victoria Ave
• Improves safety of the intersection of Coleman
Wales to access the commercial area east of
(see below)
and Eastgate Drive
Coleman, a detour of approx. 850m.
• Improves ability to accommodate a pedestrian
underpass or overpass
Recommended Option
• Lowest initial cost
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Dead-end Eastgate
Drive and create new
connection with Fine
Drive
(see below)

Option 2

Estimated
Cost
$1,200,000

•

•

•

Removes existing bridge on Eastgate Drive
(liability reduction)
Improves safety of the intersection of Coleman
and Eastgate Drive
Improves ability to accommodate a pedestrian
underpass or overpass

Advantages
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•
•
•

•

Requires a new section of road and a new
bridge over Pilot Butte Creek
Future maintenance costs of new bridge
Breaks continuity of Eastgate Drive
Eastbound and westbound traffic on Victoria
Ave could access the commercial area east of
Coleman via Fines Drive (a residential bus
route) – additional traffic on Fines Drive will
not be welcomed by residents

Disadvantages

Realigned connection
to Victoria Avenue
and the connection to
Fines Drive
(see below)

Option 3

Estimated
Cost
$1,700,000

•

•

•
•

Removes existing bridge on Eastgate Drive
Improves safety of the intersection of Coleman
and Eastgate Drive
Improves ability to accommodate a pedestrian
underpass or overpass
Westbound traffic on Victoria Ave could access
the commercial area east of Coleman via “rightin/right-out” thus reducing some traffic on Fines
Drive compared to Option 2 alone

Advantages
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•

•
•
•

•
•

Propagation of access onto busy corridor
Requires a new section of road and a new
bridge over Pilot Butte Creek
Future maintenance costs of new bridge
Breaks continuity of Eastgate Drive
Eastbound traffic on Victoria Ave could
access the commercial area east of Coleman
via Fines Drive (a residential bus route) ) –
additional traffic on Fines Drive will not be
welcomed by residents
Highest initial cost

Disadvantages

Realign Eastgate Drive
to intersect with
Coleman Crescent
north of its current
location
(see below)

Option 4

Estimated
Cost
$1,500,000

•

•
•

Removes existing bridge on Eastgate Drive
Improves ability to accommodate a pedestrian
underpass or overpass
Least impact to eastbound access to the
commercial area on Eastgate Drive

Advantages
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•

•
•
•

•

Requires a new section of road and a new
bridge over Pilot Butte Creek
Future maintenance costs of new bridge
Breaks continuity of Eastgate Drive
Creates a weaving movement for through
traffic on Eastgate
Likely to be detrimental to the safety of traffic
flow in the immediate area

Disadvantages
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