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1.0 Introduction 

The Township of Wellington North (Township) has retained Triton Engineering Services Limited (Triton) to 
undertake this review of the roads and servicing general arrangement strategy options for the Arthur Northwest 
development area that is bound by the unopened Wells Street East ROW, Eliza Street and the Rail Trail as 
shown in Figure 1 below.   

 

 

Figure 1 – Study Area. 

1.1 Reviewed Background Documents 

• Water and Sanitary Systems Technical Study - Arthur prepared by Triton Engineering Services 
Limited, dated November 2020 and update October 2025. 

• 2023 Road Needs Study prepared by Triton Engineering Services Limited, dated December 2023. 

• Development Charges Study (2021) 

• Development Concept 1, North Arthur Industrial Lands (2094940 Ontario Inc - Coffey), dated January 
27, 2025, prepared by GSP Group. 

• Tribute/Sorbara Arthur Holdings Concept, dated January 14, 2025, prepared by Biglieri Group 
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• Township of Wellington North Growth Management Action Plan (2024). 

2.0 Evaluation Assumptions & Criteria 

2.1 Developments 

• The IL2-1 development is generally bound by the Rail Trail, and Wells East & Macaulay Street ROWs 
and the IL3-1 industrial lands to the east. This parcel is zoned industrial.  
  

• The IL3-1 development is generally bounded by the Rail Trail, Macaulay Street, Tucker Street and the 
IL2-1 lands to the west.  This parcel is currently zoned industrial.  
 

• The UFD4-1 development is generally bounded by Wells Street East, Macaulay Street and Eliza Street. 
These lands are currently zoned future development.   

2.2 Assumptions/Considerations 

• A new well and potential water tower is expected to be constructed at the corner of Wells Street East 
and Macaulay Street. As such, a trunk watermain connection(s) will be required.  Sanitary service is 
also required at the new well site. 
 

• Sanitary servicing for these lands will be directed to the Preston trunk sewer through the outlet at the 
existing sanitary easement at Wells Street East, north of Domville Street. Sanitary extensions need to 
preserve sewer depth to ensure maximum future gravity service area, this entails achieving the most 
direct route to the Preston outlet as feasible. 
 

• Sanitary servicing for Tribute and Cachet lands will be provided from the mid-point of Macaulay (Wells 
East – Eliza). Therefore, Macaulay sanitary sewer does not need to extend east of this point. 
   

• A major generator of truck traffic on Wellington Road 14/Eliza Street is Ivan Armstrong Trucking 
transporting goods from Musashi Auto Parts (333 Domville Street, Arthur) to their warehouse (8035 2nd 
Line, Arthur) for distribution.  
 

• The west side of Wells Street East is outside of the urban boundary with no current development 
potential.  

• A significant consideration for these alternative routes is their functionality as a truck bypass route. 
The truck bypass route will redirect heavy vehicles down Wells Street East to access Smith Street 
(Highway 6), thereby reducing truck traffic through residential streets such as Eliza, Frederick, Domville 
and Preston. All roads being evaluated will have a posted speed limit of 50 km/hr.   
 

• Road design to be in accordance with Transportation Association of Canada’s (TAC) Geometric Design 
Guide for Canadian Roads (2017).  
 

• Road cross sections (i.e., rural/urban) will not be confirmed as part of this review as this will be 
dependent development concept details. However, this is not considered critical to the evaluation of the 
servicing/roads options.  

2.3 Costing 

• Cost comparisons for roads and servicing for the various options will be based on linear benchmark 
costs assuming requirements are similar for each option. 
 

• Road construction costs will be based on length of road required assuming all roads have similar 
sections.  
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• It has been noted that either traffic signals or a roundabout may be applicable at the Macaulay and Eliza 
Street intersection. Given that this feature is common to all options, it will not effect the relative costing 
comparison.  
   

• Roads/servicing within the various developments are to be constructed at developers’ expense unless 
there is a function beyond the needs of that development (i.e. oversizing servicing, increased road 
standard) to accommodate external developments.  

2.4 Miscellaneous Considerations 

 

• Ability to implement, is phasing of the strategy feasible and conducive to anticipated development 
priorities?  
 

• Utilizes existing right-of-ways. 
 

• Other issues that favor/detract the various options.  

2.5 Scoring System Breakdown 

A scoring system was created to quantitatively compare the various options. Although this system does not 
consider all aspects of these options, the main objectives/goals and impacts are included in the system. 
Categories within this scoring system are as follows: 

 2.5.1 Transportation: 

• This will consider the options’ ability to achieve the primary objectives including truck bypass and 
access/egress to industrial developments from arterial routes.  
 

• Achieving transportation objectives is a significant goal of the strategy. Therefore, scoring for this 
category will be 0-6, with 6 representing option that best satisfies transportation objectives.   
 

2.5.2 Serviceability: 

• This will consider the options’ ability to satisfy servicing requirements to the study area primarily water 
and sanitary. Additional consideration will be given to servicing that can improve servicing for 
existing/potential development outside the study area and conformance with previously identified 
servicing strategy.  
 

• Scoring for this category will be 0-3 for each of water and sanitary, with 3 representing the option that 
best satisfies servicing objectives.     
 

2.5.3 Cost: 

• This will consider the cost to implement various road/servicing strategies.  
 

• Given the high-level nature of this study and unknowns, detailed cost estimates were not determined 
for each option. Rather a comparison of cost potential based on linear requirements was undertaken. 
 

• Scoring for this category will be 0-3, with 3 representing option with the least cost.  
 

2.5.4 Miscellaneous: 
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• This will consider other issues not covered by the other categories, that the Township considers relevant 
to the various options being considered.  
 

• There is not a formal score to this category, rather it will be considered, as applicable, under the other 
categories.   

 
3.0 Options Description and Discussion 

3.1 Transportation  

Three alternative road alignments have been developed for the proposed future truck routes to provide 
access/egress/bypass functions for consideration. These are based on development concepts previously 
presented to the Township and are illustrated in Figure 2 and summarized below: 

 

Figure 2 – Road alignment options. 

 

3.1.1 Option A 

• Option A would require a sharp bend/curve/turn at the proposed cul-de-sac of Street A in the IL2-1 
industrial lands and at the intersection with Macaulay Street. For ideal traffic flow, these curves would 
conform to at least a 60km/h design speed (10km/h above posted speed) with a large radius and 
superelevation based on the 2017 TAC Guide. These radii would result in less-than-ideal lot shapes for 
the adjacent lands due to the curved frontages and limit the number and clearance between accesses 
for individual industrial lots due to reduced sightlines around the curves. The alternative is to construct 
intersections at these locations, but they would require stop control on both approaches, which would 
reduce traffic flow efficiency further.  
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• The intersection of Macaulay Street with Eliza Street would have poor approach angles which are a 
greater concern with the current 80km/h posted speed on Eliza Street. If a stop-controlled intersection 
is implemented at this intersection, the minor approach (Macaulay) should be re-aligned as close to 90° 
as feasible.  
 

• Option A would require four intersections/curves: 
 

o Well Street East and Street A intersection 
o Street A and Street A at the end of the proposed cul-de-sac 
o Street A and Macaulay Street intersection/curve 
o Macaulay Street and Eliza Street intersection 

 
Trucks using this as a truck route to access Highway 6/Wellington Road 14 would need to make turning 
maneuvers at all four of the intersections.  
 

• Option A would require the following roads to be constructed: 
 

o Wells Street East: Domville Street - Street A 
o Street A: Wells Street East - Macaulay Street   
o Macaulay Street:  Street A - Eliza Street  

 

• This option would not require the construction of Wells Street East between Street A and Eliza/WR14. 
 

• Results in the least direct route from Wellington Road 14/Eliza to lower Wells Street East as there would 
be four intersections/sharp bends and a longer route. 
 

Based on the above, Option A is given a score of 1 out of 6 within the category of Transportation.  

 

3.1.2 Option B 

 

• The intersection of Macaulay Street with Eliza Street has poor approach angles and are a greater 
concern with the current 80km/h posted speed on Eliza Street. If a stop-controlled intersection is 
implemented at this intersection, it should be reviewed if the minor approach can be re-aligned to 90°.  
 

• Option B would require three intersections: 
o Wells Street East and Street A intersection 
o Wells Street East and Macaulay Street 
o Macaulay Street and Eliza Street 

 
Trucks using this as a truck route to access Highway 6/Wellington Road 14 would need to make turning 
maneuvers at two of the intersections.  
 

• Option B would require the following roads to be constructed: 
 

o Wells Street East: Domville Street - Macaulay Street   
o Macaulay Street: Wells Street East - Eliza Street  

 

Based on the above, Option B is given a score of 3 out of 6 within the category of Transportation.  
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3.1.3 Option C 

• Option C would require three intersections: 
o Wells Street East and Street A intersection 
o Wells Street East and Macaulay Street 
o Wells Street East and Eliza Street 

 

• Trucks using this as a truck route to access Highway 6/Wellington Road 14 would need to make turning 
maneuvers at only one of the intersections. This option would be the most direct/efficient route for truck 
route users. 
 

• Option C would require the following roads to be constructed: 
 

o Wells Street East: Domville Street - Wellington Road 14   
o Macaulay Street: Mid-point Macaulay - Eliza Street  

 

• The intersections of Macaulay Street with Eliza Street and Wells Street East with Eliza Street have poor 
approach angles and are a greater concern with the current 80km/h posted speed on Eliza Street. If a 
stop-controlled intersection is implemented at either of these intersections, it should be reviewed if the 
minor approach can be re-aligned to 90°.  
 

• A roundabout or traffic lights at the Wells Street East and Wellington Road 14 intersection has some 
challenges: 

o May require property from the northwest and east sides. 
o Will require a fourth leg to accommodate an existing private entrance.  
o It’s in close proximity to the road crossing culvert on Wellington Road 14 immediately north of 

the intersection and conflicts with the guiderail on the culvert approaches.  
o Despite the above, a roundabout would provide a “gateway feature” to provide traffic calming as 

motorists enter Arthur.  
 

Based on the above, Option C is given a score of 6 out of 6 within the category of Transportation.  
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3.2 Servicing  

 

3.2.1 Option A 

Major servicing route would be north on Wells Street East from Domville Street to Street A within the IL2-1 
industrial lands , Street A to Macaulay Street, Macaulay Street easterly to Eliza Street. 

 

Figure 3 – Option A Servicing Route. 

3.2.1.1 Water Serviceability  

• Recommended routing of trunk watermain for this option includes along Wells Street East (Domville – 
Street A), Street A (Wells E – Macaulay), Macaulay (Street A – Eliza) and Eliza (Macaulay – Tucker).  
 

• Trunk main would be extended to future Well/Tower site from Street A/Macaulay intersection.   
 

• No watermain is required along Wells Street East past Street A since there is no development potential. 
However, consideration to be given to extending a main along Wells Street East from Street A to the 
potential Well/Tower site to provide a secondary feed.   
 

• Utilizing Street A as a trunk route eliminates the need for duplication of local main on Street A. This 
reduces capital/O&M costs and reduces volume of standing water in the system. 
 

• Street A is not currently a municipal ROW, therefore, this would need to be established as part of the 
IL2-1 development. 
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Based on the above, Option A is given a score of 2 out of 3 within the category of Water 
Serviceability. 

 

3.2.1.2 Sanitary Serviceability 

 

• Limits of sewer on Macaulay are unknown at this time; based on the Tribute concept only a small portion 
would be required to service their concept. Also, it is unlikely that development east of Eliza could be 
serviced back to Macaulay due to topography limitation. Given this, it is assumed that only sewer from 
Street A to Macaulay mid-point will be required.  
 

• Recommended routing of sanitary sewer for this option includes along Wells Street East (Existing – 
Street A), Street A (Wells E – Macaulay), Macaulay (Street A – Macaulay mid-point).  
 

• No sewer is required along Wells Street East north of Street A since there is no development potential. 
 

• Utilizing Street A as a trunk route eliminates the need for duplication of local main on Street A. This 
reduces capital/O&M costs. However, it does mean the Street A sewer will need to be oversized. 
 

• Street A is not currently a municipal ROW, therefore, this would need to be established as part of the 
IL2-1 development. 
 

Based on the above, Option A is given a score of 2 out of 3 within the category of Sanitary 
Serviceability. 
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3.2.2 Option B / Option C 

Although the transportation routes for Option B and Option C differ, the servicing strategies are the same. Major 
servicing route would be north on Wells Street East from Domville Street to Macaulay Street and Macaulay 
Street easterly to Eliza Street. 

 

 

Figure 4 – Option B / Option C Servicing Route. 

 

3.2.2.1 Water Serviceability 

• Recommended routing of trunk watermain for this option includes along Wells Street East (Domville – 
Macaulay), Macaulay (Wells E – Eliza) and Eliza (Macaulay – Tucker), as recommended in the Water 
and Sanitary Systems Technical Review.  
 

• Trunk main would be extended to future Well/Tower site from the Wells East main. A secondary 
service/main could also be extended from Macaulay Street.   
 

• No watermain is required along Wells Street East north of Macaulay since there is no development 
potential as the west side is currently outside the urban boundary. Additionally, no water service is 
envisioned to support the future development lands (UFD4-1) to the east  
 

• A local main would be required on Street A. If Street A is not proposed as a through road, consideration 
to be given to providing a main connection to either Wells East or Macaulay or the potential Well/Tower 
site. This will eliminate a dead-end and provide redundancy for industrial development. 
 

Based on the above, Option B and Option C are given a score of 2 out of 3 within the category of 
Water Serviceability. 
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3.2.2.2 Sanitary Serviceability 

• Limits of sewer on Macaulay are unknown at this time; based on the Tribute concept only a small portion 
would be required to service their concept. Also, it is unlikely that development east of Eliza could be 
serviced back to Macaulay due to topography limitation. Given this, it is assumed that only sewer from 
Wells Street East to Macaulay mid-point will be required.  
 

• Recommended routing of sanitary sewer for this option includes along Wells Street East (Existing – 
Macaulay), Macaulay (Wells East – mid-point Eliza).  
 

Based on the above, Option B and Option C are given a score of 2 out of 3 within the category of 
Sanitary Serviceability. 

 

3.3 Costing 

 

3.3.1 Option A 

• Primary advantage of this option is its reduced infrastructure requirements. Utilizing Street A as an 
internal road/servicing corridor eliminates the need to provide a road and servicing on Wells Street East 
north of Street A. This is reflected in the lowest cost for this option.  
 

Based on the above, Option A is given a score of 3 out of 3 within the category of Costing. 

 

3.3.2 Option B 

• Primary advantage of this option is it’s reduced infrastructure requirements. Utilizing Eliza, Macaulay 
and lower Wells E as a transportation route eliminates the need to provide a road and servicing on Wells 
Street East above Macaulay. This is reflected in the lower cost for this option.  
 

Based on the above, Option B is given a score of 2 out of 3 within the category of Costing. 

 

3.3.3 Option C 

• Option C would be the most expensive primarily due to the additional cost of construction of Wells Street 
East from Macaulay to Wellington Road 14 which is not required by the other options.    
 

Based on the above, Option C is given a score of 1 out of 3 within the category of Costing. 

 

3.4 Miscellaneous  

Following are considered:    

 

• Option C would require a crossing of a GRCA regulated watercourse. 
 

• Option C would provide access to any future development along the full length of Wells Street East. 
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• Option B would provide a road for maintenance access of sanitary and water along the western portion 
of Macaulay since Macaulay is proposed over the entire length. Other options will require the 
construction/maintenance of a servicing corridor.  
 

• Option A road requirement through the Coffey property will impact the development.   
 

Given that there are pros/cons to each of the options, there is no net scoring for this category.  

 

4.0 Comparison & Discussion of Options 

Scoring summary: 

Option 
Transportation 

(0 - 6) 
Water 
(0 – 3) 

Sanitary 
(0 – 3)  

Cost 
(0 – 3) 

Total Score  
(Max 15) 

Option A 1 2 2 3 8 

Option B 3 2 2 2 9 

Option C 6 2 2 1 11 

Discussion: 

• Option C provides the best alternative to support a truck route that is direct and avoids the residential 
areas on Eliza Street and Frederick Street, but it is unlikely to have any other benefit (i.e. servicing or 
local access).  
 

• Based on future development potential, water and sanitary will not be extended on Wells East between 
Macaulay Street and WR14 even with the road construction applicable with Option C.  Therefore, this 
additional road length will not provide any additional benefit beyond a transportation route (i.e. support 
additional development or provide servicing benefit).   

 

• Option A provides servicing and cost efficiencies by utilizing the internal Street A, thereby avoiding road 
and servicing construction along Wells East beyond Street A. However, Option A is dependent on the 
configuration of the IL2-1 development providing a suitable route from Wells East to Macaulay (i.e. 
Street A). Our understanding is that the Owner has not finalized a development configuration and is 
open changes that would accommodate roads/servicing to suit the Option A intent. That said, the 
intersections and curves required for a truck route through these lands may require significant 
concessions that the developer may not be willing to grant.  
 

• From a servicing standpoint, Options scored the same.  

5.0 Recommendations  

Option C scored highest, it also satisfies the primary objective of providing an efficient truck route. Given this, 
Option C is recommended. 

If you have any questions, please contact us. 


