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TO Planning & Building, Engineering and Environment 

Committee 

  

DATE July 7, 2014 

 

LOCATION Council Chambers, Guelph City Hall, 1 Carden Street 

  

TIME 2:00 p.m. 
 ________________________________________________________________________________________________________  

 

Please turn off or place on non-audible all cell phones, PDAs, Blackberrys and 
pagers during the meeting. 

 

DISCLOSURE OF PECUNIARY INTEREST AND GENERAL NATURE 

THEREOF 
 

CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES – June 10, 2014 open meeting minutes 

 

PRESENTATIONS (Items with no accompanying report) 

 
a) None 
 

CONSENT AGENDA 
The following resolutions have been prepared to facilitate the Committee’s 
consideration of the various matters and are suggested for consideration.  If the 

Committee wishes to address a specific report in isolation of the Consent Agenda, 
please identify the item.  The item will be extracted and dealt with separately.  
The balance of the Planning & Building, Engineering and Environment Committee 

Consent Agenda will be approved in one resolution. 
 

 

ITEM CITY 

PRESENTATION 

DELEGATIONS TO BE 

EXTRACTED 

PBEE-2014.19  

Water Supply Master Plan 
Update 
 

• Peter Busatto, 
General Manager, 

Guelph Water 

Services Department 

 ���� 

PBEE-2014.20  
Great Lakes Nuclear Dump 
(Correspondence Only) 

 

  ���� 

PBEE-2014.21  
Sign By-law Variance for 40 
Wellington St. W. 
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PBEE-2014.22  

Sign By-law Variance for 765 
Woodlawn Road West 

 

   

PBEE-2014.23 

Outstanding Motions of the 
Planning & Building, 
Engineering and Environment 

Committee 

   

 

Resolution to adopt the balance of the Planning & Building, Engineering & 
Environment Committee Consent Agenda. 

 

ITEMS EXTRACTED FROM CONSENT AGENDA 
Once extracted items are identified, they will be dealt with in the following 
order: 

1) delegations (may include presentations) 

2) staff presentations only 
3) all others. 

 

STAFF UPDATES AND ANNOUNCEMENTS 

 

ADJOURNMENT 

 

NEXT MEETING: AUGUST 5, 2014 
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Planning & Building, Engineering and Environment Committee 

Held in the Council Chambers, Guelph City Hall 
Tuesday, June 10, 2014 at 2:00 p.m. 

 
Attendance 
 
Members: Chair Bell    Councillor Guthrie 
 Mayor Farbridge   Councillor Wettstein 
 
Absent: Councillor Piper 
 
Councillors:  Councillor Furfaro   Councillor Van Hellemond 
 Councillor Hofland 
  
Staff:  Dr. J. Laird, Executive Director of Planning & Building, Engineering and 

Environment 
Mr. T. Salter, General Manager, Planning Services 
Mr. D. Wyman, General Manager, Solid Waste Resources 
Ms. K. Suresh, General Manager, Wastewater Services 
Ms. J. Sweeney, Council Committee Coordinator 
Ms. D. Black, Council Committee Coordinator 

 
Call to Order (2:00 p.m.) 
 
Chair Bell called the meeting to order.   
 
Disclosure of Pecuniary Interest and General Nature Thereof 

 
There were no disclosures. 
 
Confirmation of Minutes 
 
1. Moved by Councillor Guthrie 
 Seconded by Mayor Farbridge 

 
That the open meeting minutes of the Planning & Building, Engineering and Environment 
Committee held on May 5, 2014 be confirmed as recorded. 

 
VOTING IN FAVOUR:  Mayor Farbridge, Councillors Bell, Guthrie, and Wettstein (4) 
VOTING AGAINST:  (0) 

         CARRIED 
 
Consent Agenda 
 
The following items were extracted from the June 10, 2014 Consent Agenda to be voted on 
separately:  
 
PBEE-2014.16 Draft Grand River Watershed Water Management Plan 
PBEE-2014.17 2014 Solid Waste Management Master Plan 
PBEE-2014.18 Rental Housing Licensing Recommended Approach Council Referral 

(follow up memo) 
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Extracted Consent Items 
 
PBEE-2014.16 Draft Grand River Watershed Water Management Plan 
 
Dr. Laird, Executive Director, Planning, Building, Engineering and Environment, provided an 
overview of the City’s involvement with the draft Grand River Watershed Water Management 
Plan. 
 
Mr. Joe Farwell, Chief Administrative Officer, Grand River Conservation Authority (GRCA), 
summarized the role and scope of the GRCA, summarized the critical issues and explained the 
goals of the plan. 
 
Ms. Kiran Suresh, General Manager, Wastewater Services, provided an overview of the 
integrated action plan emphasizing the City’s role.  She highlighted the purpose and goals of 
the management plan and explained the next steps. 
 
Discussion ensued regarding potential legal or financial issues, risk abatement tools regarding 
flood damages, insurance issues, funding sources and stakeholder participation.   
 
2.  Moved by Councillor Wettstein 
  Seconded by Councillor Guthrie 
 

1. That Council endorse, in principle, the Grand River Watershed Water Management 
Plan. 

 
2. That the City continue to collaborate with other Plan partners to develop and 

voluntarily implement the best value solutions to water management issues in the 
Grand River Watershed. 

 
VOTING IN FAVOUR:  Mayor Farbridge, Councillors Bell, Guthrie, and Wettstein (4) 
VOTING AGAINST:  (0) 

          CARRIED 
 
PBEE-2014.17 2014 Solid Waste Management Master Plan 
 
Mr. Dean Wyman, General Manager, Solid Waste Resources provided an overview of the 
process of the Solid Waste Management Master Plan and advised there are no financial 
implications at this time.   
 
Dr. Brajesh Dubey, Vice-Chair, Solid Waste Management Master Plan Review Steering 
Committee, provided a summary of the process to date, the current status, growth trends and 
hindrances of the plan and next steps.  He noted that Guelph has achieved the highest 
diversion rate in Ontario at 68% and outlined the recommendations that will address multi-
residential properties.   
 
Discussion ensued regarding addressing behavioral issues, best practices, educational 
programs, AODA requirements and budget.  
 
Mr. Ted Pritchard supports the plan and the recommendations that pertain to multi-residential 
units.  He suggested that a Condominium Advisory Committee would be beneficial to address 
education, development of a database, and outreach for multi-residential units.  He believes 
the City needs to be more proactive to ensure proper waste separation occurs with multi-
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residential developments.  He appreciates the timeline for expanding the type of collection 
services provided and suggested some of the current fleet be retained to provide bagged 
garbage pickup where dumpsters and carts are not viable.  He thanked the City for providing a 
process that was an excellent example of a transparent and open government. 
 
Mr. Cavan Acheson, Fair Taxes Campaign in Guelph, stated concerns about the level of taxes 
paid by condominium owners and services provided in comparison to single family dwellings.  
He believes the creation of a multi-residential waste diversion committee will cause further 
delays to multi-residential waste collection.  He questioned the waste diversion rate because it 
does not include any private collection services.  He believes waste collection needs to be 
addressed at the planning stages of new developments and a database for condominiums 
online is needed. 
 
Discussion ensued regarding the timing of addressing the multi-residential properties, the 
determination of the diversion rate goal; the timing of exploring privatization of waste 
collection, and reducing waste collection costs. 
 
3. Moved by Councillor Guthrie 
 Seconded by Councillor Wettstein 
 

1. That Council endorse in principle the recommendations contained in the 2014 Solid 
Waste Management Master Plan (SWMMP). 

 
2. That Council extend their appreciation to the members of the SWMMP Steering 

Committee for their efforts and dedication over the past year. 
 
VOTING IN FAVOUR:  Mayor Farbridge, Councillors Bell, Guthrie, and Wettstein (4) 
VOTING AGAINST:  (0) 

          CARRIED 
 
PBEE-2014.18 Rental Housing Licensing Recommended Approach Council Referral 

(follow up memo) 
 
Dr. Laird, Executive Director, Planning, Building, Engineering and Environment provided a 
synopsis of the rental housing licensing recommended approach Council referral follow up 
memo. 
 
Discussion arose regarding the financing options and feasibility of hiring an additional staff 
person or training existing staff to initialize the program in 2014.  The question of receiving a 
report on the rationale for the change in recommendations from one report to another, an 
explanation of why licensing would not address the issues, the benefits of the proposed 
program, a summary of costs for the two alternatives and funding sources was also raised. 
 
5. Moved by Councillor Guthrie 

 Seconded by Mayor Farbridge 
 

1. That the memo regarding the matter of the Rental Housing Licensing Recommended 
Approach be received. 

 
VOTING IN FAVOUR:  Mayor Farbridge, Councillors Bell, Guthrie, and Wettstein (4) 
VOTING AGAINST:  (0) 

          CARRIED 
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Staff Updates and Announcements 
 
There were no updates or announcements. 
 
Adjournment (3:38 p.m.) 
 
6. Moved by Councillor Guthrie 
  Seconded by Mayor Farbridge  
 

That the meeting be adjourned. 
CARRIED 

 
 
 
 
 
      ___________________________ 

                     Joyce Sweeney - Designated Clerk 



 

PLANNING & BUILDING, ENGINEERING and ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 
CONSENT AGENDA 

 
July 7, 2014 

 
Members of the Planning & Building, Engineering and Environment Committee. 
 
SUMMARY OF REPORTS: 
 
The following resolutions have been prepared to facilitate the Committee’s consideration of 
the various matters and are suggested for consideration.  If the Committee wishes to address 
a specific report in isolation of the Consent Agenda, please identify the item.   The item will be 
extracted and dealt with immediately.  The balance of the Planning & Building, Engineering & 
Environment Committee Consent Agenda will be approved in one resolution. 
 
Reports from Administrative Staff 
 
REPORT DIRECTION 
 
PBEE-2014.19      WATER SUPPLY MASTER PLAN UPDATE 
 

1. That Council receive the Water Supply Master Plan Update Report 
(final draft); and 

 
2. That the Water Supply Master Plan Update be approved in 

principle; and 
 
3.   That staff be directed to implement the recommendations, subject 

to budget approval. 
 
PBEE-2014.20      GREAT LAKES NUCLEAR DUMP 
 
Note: Correspondence extracted from March 7, 2014 Information Sheets 
at Councillor Piper’s request.  Councillor Piper will speak to this item. 
 
PBEE-2014.21      SIGN BY-LAW VARIANCE FOR 40 WELLINGTON 
 STREET WEST 
 

1.  That the report from Planning, Building, Engineering and 
Environment dated July 7, 2014, regarding sign by-law variances 
for 40 Wellington Street West, be received; and  

 
2.  That the request for variances from the sign by-law for 40 

Wellington Street West to permit a sign perpendicular to the 
building face to project 1.02 metres from the building face and 
contain internal lighting, be approved. 

 
 

 
Approve 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Receive 
 
 
 
Approve 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

PBEE-2014.22       SIGN BY-LAW VARIANCE FOR 765 WOODLAWN 
ROAD WEST 

 
1. That the report from Planning, Building, Engineering and 

Environment dated July 7, 2014, regarding two (2) Sign By-law 
variances for 765 Woodlawn Road West, be received; and 

 
2.  That the requested variances from the Sign By-law for 765 

Woodlawn Road West for a freestanding sign to be a height of 
8.05 metres and within 27 metres of a freestanding sign on an 
adjacent property, be approved. 

 
PBEE-2014.23      OUTSTANDING MOTIONS OF THE PLANNING & 

BUILDING, ENGINEERING AND ENVIRONMENT 
COMMITTEE 

  
That the report dated July 7, 2014 regarding outstanding motions 
of the Planning & Building, Engineering and Environment 
Committee, be received. 

 

Approve 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Approve 

 
Attach. 
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PROBLEM / OPPORTUNITY STATEMENT

• Responsible for supplying clean, safe drinking water; 

• Provide a reliable and sustainable supply to meet current and 
future needs of all customers over the next 25 years;

• Best manage vital supply to provide the high level of service our 
residents expect? 

• Updated Master Plan will identify and prioritize individual projects 
required to implement the master plan. 

WATER SUPPLY MASTER PLAN UPDATE
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CONSULTATION PROCESS

Getting Started Scoping the Project

Community Open 
House #1

Review of Alternatives

Community Open 
House #2

Implementation Plan Confirmation & Approval

CLC 
Advertisement

Agency / Municipal 
Forum #1

Issue Management, Tracking, and Reporting

Notice of Project 
Initiation

Notice of 
Completion

Township Council  
Meetings

Township Council 
Meetings

CLC Meeting #2

Pre-consultation 
Discussions

Community Liaison 
Committee (CLC) 

Meeting #1

Agency / Municipal 
Forum #2

Class EA Phase 2 Class EA Phase 1

Preferred 
alternatives 
determined / Draft 
Plan submitted

Evaluate 
alternatives & 
Develop plan for 
Implementation

Constraints / opportunities 
identified. Evaluation 
methodology / criteria 
defined

Additional groundwater & alternative 
municipal supplies are identified

Water Conservation  
& Efficiency (WCE) 

PAC Meeting
WCE PAC Meeting

We are here
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WHERE DO WE GET OUR WATER?

And how much water is there? •Have relied on groundwater to 
meet water demands since 1879;

• Water supply comes from wells in 
the Gasport Formation deep 
bedrock aquifer and the Arkell 
Spring Grounds collector system;

• Municipal supply system includes 
25 production wells:
o 21 wells are in continuous 

operation;
o 4 wells are offline due to water 

quality concerns.
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HOW MUCH WATER DO WE HAVE NOW?

• Potential  supply capacity 
determined for each well, based 
on concurrent operation;

• Summary table compares 2014 
capacity to 2007 well capacities;

• Two new wells in Arkell (2007);

• Existing potential water supply 
capacity is 83,836 m3/day.

Quadrant

WSMP 

(2007)

WSMP Update 
(2014)

(m3/day) (m3/day)

Southeast 40,400 49,700

Southwest 17,800 17,936

Northeast 12,300 12,300

Northwest 4,500 3,900

Total 75,000 83,836

SUMMARY  BY QUADRANT
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HOW MUCH WATER DO WE PLAN FOR?

• Security of supply:
Additional 10 - 15% above 
actual maximum day demand;

• Design maximum day factor 
(MDF) = 1.5: Calculates 
required supply capacity;

• We build to the Design 
Maximum Day Factor to 
ensure security of supply.

Demand/Capacity 2013 2038
Average Daily Demand (m3/day) 48,300 69,900
Maximum Daily Demand (m3/day) (actual 
MDF of 1.35) 64,100 94,300

Total Existing System Capacity (m3/day) 83,836

Surplus/Deficit (m3/day) 19,736 -10,464

Existing Capacity under Drought Condition 
– short term (m3/day) * 71,128

Surplus/Deficit (m3/day) 7,028 -23,172

Existing Capacity with Loss of Supply 
(m3/day) ** 75,800

Surplus/Deficit (m3/day) 11,700 -18,500
* represents reduction in supply capacity of 15%
* represents reduction in supply capacity of 10% 6
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HOW MUCH WATER DO WE NEED?
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DEVELOPMENT OF ALTERNATIVES
• 1A: Water Conservation and Demand Management

• 1B: Re-use

• 2: Expand Existing Groundwater System
•2A - Optimize existing operating municipal wells
•2B - Restore existing off-line municipal wells 
•2C - Develop existing municipal test wells
•2D - Install new wells inside City boundaries
•2E - Install new wells outside City boundaries
•2F - Install new Aquifer Storage and Recovery wells inside City;

• 3: Establish New Surface Water Supply
•Guelph Lake/Speed River

•3A - Surface Water Treatment Plant (WTP)
•3B - Surface WTP plus Aquifer Storage and Recovery (ASR) Wells

•Eramosa River
• 4: Limit Growth

• 5: Do Nothing 8
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ALTERNATIVE #1 – WATER CONSERVATION AND 
DEMAND MANAGEMENT
POTENTIAL SAVINGS BY SCENARIO
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WATER SUPPLY ALTERNATIVES
Expand existing groundwater supply system:

Restoration of existing off‐line municipal wells:
8,000 to 14,000 m3/day at $1,400 to $6,000 per m3/day;
Develop existing municipal test wells: 
Up to 14,800 m3/day at $500 to $4,100 per m3/day;
Install new wells inside City boundaries:
1,000 to 1,500 m3/day at $3,015 per m3/day;
Install new wells outside City boundaries 
Up to 11,500 m3/day at $840 to $990 per m3/day;
Optimize excess Arkell Collector system volumes using ASR: 
3,300 m3/day at $2,700 per m3/day.

Establish new local surface water supply:
Guelph Lake water treatment plant: 12,312 m3/day at $3,471 per m3/day;
Guelph Lake water treatment plant with Aquifer Storage Recovery (ASR):   
25,825 m3/day at $3,055 per m3/day.
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WATER DEMAND PROJECTION 
WITH ALL WATER SUPPLY 
ALTERNATIVES

• Each water supply 
alternatives is shown 
cumulative, to indicate total 
water capacity available;

• Implementation strategy: 
based on selection and 
prioritization of preferred 
water supply alternatives to 
meet future needs.

12
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EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES - CRITERIA

• Estimated capital costs; capital cost per 
capacity

• Estimated operation and maintenance costs
• Life cycle cost (per volume produced)

Financial Considerations

• Location inside vs. outside of City boundaries

Legal and Jurisdictional 
Considerations

• Constructability
• Potential productivity and reliability
• Water treatment requirements
• Approval requirements

Technological Considerations

• Effect on existing and/or planned residences, 
businesses, community, institutional or recreational 
facilities

• Effect on private and municipal wells

Built Environment

• Effect of construction and operation on aquatic and 
terrestrial species & habitat

• Effect on surface water quantity and quality

Natural Environment

• Ability to meet municipal and provincial growth targets
• Public acceptance
• Effect of noise/vibration on sensitive receptors
• Effect on cultural heritage landscapes and built heritage 

resources
• Effect on potential archaeological resources

Social and Cultural Environment

•Alternatives were evaluated using 
qualitative comparisons and trade‐offs 13
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IDENTIFIED PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE
Alternative Ranking Comments 

1A – Conservation & Demand 
Management 

1 Strong public support for continued and enhanced 
water conservation; target reduction explored further 
through financial analysis 

2B – Groundwater: Existing Municipal 
Off-line Wells 

1 Support for optimizing water takings within the City; 
order of implementation to be determined by the City 
with consideration for regulatory, treatment, financial 
constraints 2C – Groundwater: Municipal Test Wells 1 

2D – Groundwater: New Well inside City 1 

2F – Arkell Collectors & ASR Wells 2 ASR alternative requires additional feasibility 
investigation with respect to Eramosa River PTTW 
optimization; water volumes available via collector 
systems; need to install ASR wells vs. changing 
existing well permits to allow for flexible takings 

2E – Groundwater: New Wells outside 
City 

2 Incorporates Townships’ staff and public response to 
maximize water takings inside the City before pursuing 
wells in the Townships 

3A – Surface water: Guelph Lake Water 
Treatment Plant 

3 While this alternative is not required to provide water 
supply within the 25 year study period, the City will 
track timeline to determine 10 year lead-in required 
prior to implementation; Speed River/Guelph Lake 
water taking requires GRCA policy approvals 

3B – Surface water: Guelph Lake Water 
Treatment Plant & ASR Wells 

3 

1B – Re-Use – Centralized 3 Potential of this alternative to be explored further; 
highly dependent on end use customer demand; 
integration and alignment with future WWTP treatment 
requirements  

Limit Growth 4 This alternative does not meet the Study Problem 
Statement and contravenes the Official Plan 

Do Nothing 4 This alternative does not meet the Study Problem 
Statement and contravenes the Official Plan 
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IMPLEMENTATION - PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

• Capital Cost Forecast
• Individual Project Implementation Planning
• Water Planning Recommendations:

o Review of applications from new large volume users; 
o Supply capacity allocation for both new and existing customers;
o Tracking system to closely monitor conservation successes;
o Time limits on development commitments;
o Process for existing customers to request large increases;
o Synchronize capacity increases with the timing of new supplies;
o Flexibility in funding.

• Supply Capacity Management Recommendations:
o Annual reviews of supply capacity;
o Implement maintenance & upgrades to water supply system;
o Municipal by-law to restrict new private groundwater supply.

15
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ENHANCED CONSERVATION SCENARIO –
CAPITAL COST FORECAST ($000S)

2014 Budget WSMP 2014 2014 Budget WSMP 2014 2014 Budget WSMP 2014
2015-2019 13,950$         10,569$         3,924$          7,670$          17,874$                 18,239$                
2020-2025 14,550$         6,182$          763$             6,170$          15,313$                 12,352$                

Total 28,500$         16,751$         4,687$          13,840$        33,187$                 30,591$                

Year
New Supply Conservation TOTAL (New Supply + Conservation)

Budgets to be developed:
•Non-Tax Supported Capital Budget and Forecast for Water Services for 2015 to 2024
•Annual Non-Tax Supported Operating and Development Charge Funded Budgets
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To find out more about the project, visit guelph.ca/water and follow the Water Supply 
Master Plan link, or contact:
To find out more about the project, visit guelph.ca/water and follow the Water Supply 
Master Plan link, or contact:

Dave Belanger
Water Supply Program Manager
City of Guelph
519-822-1260 ext. 2186
Dave.Belanger@guelph.ca

Dave Belanger
Water Supply Program Manager
City of Guelph
519-822-1260 ext. 2186
Dave.Belanger@guelph.ca

Patty Quackenbush
Senior Project Manager
AECOM
519-650-8691
Patty.Quackenbush@aecom.com

Patty Quackenbush
Senior Project Manager
AECOM
519-650-8691
Patty.Quackenbush@aecom.com

As per the Accessibility for Ontarians with Disabilities Act, this content is available in an alternate format by 
contacting 519-650-8691.

THANK YOU!
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Executive Summary 
 

ES-1 Background 

In 2007, the City of Guelph (City) completed the Water Supply Master Plan (WSMP) project to ensure that the City’s 
water supply continues to meet current and future demands.  The purpose of this WSMP update is to review and 
revise the 2007 WSMP to make it consistent with the current needs of the City, covering a 25 year period from 2013 
to 2038.  The WSMP update builds upon the work previously completed taking into account more recent studies and 
the work activities completed over the past six years.  This update reviews the 2007 WSMP recommendations as 
well as examines new water supply alternatives in accordance with the Class Environmental Assessment (EA) 
process for Municipal Water projects, resulting in the listing of recommended water supply projects, including phased 
implementation schedules and recommended Class EA Schedules.  Class EA approvals for Schedule “B” and “C” 
projects can then be conducted by using the Master Plan as a starting point. 
 

ES-2 Purpose Statement 

Phase 1 of the Class EA planning process requires the proponent of an undertaking to first document factors leading 
to the conclusion that the improvement or change is needed, and ultimately, develop a clear statement of the 
identified problems, deficiencies or opportunities to be investigated.  The Purpose Statement for the WSMP update 
was developed through communication with the public and stakeholders in the first round of consultation.   
 

The City of Guelph is responsible for supplying clean, safe drinking water to its customers. The City 

has initiated an update to its Water Supply Master Plan (WSMP, 2007) that will define how we will 

continue to provide a reliable and sustainable supply of water to meet the current and future needs 

of all residents, industrial, commercial and institutional customers over the next 25 years. The 

updated Master Plan will identify individual projects required to implement the master plan and 

prioritize these projects based on need. 

 

Today, our existing water supply fulfills the City’s commitment to provide a safe and reliable supply 

of water. However, recent analysis confirms that the existing water supply system capacity will not 

meet future demands. Updating the WSMP is an opportunity to discuss with the community how 

best to manage this vital supply so that we continue to provide the high level of service Guelph 

residents have come to expect.  

 

When investigating existing and new water supply options, including water conservation strategies, 

we will consider water quality and quantity, economic factors, environmental concerns and relevant 

regulations. Regardless of source, our water supply will continue to meet the service requirements 

of the Guelph community and the high regulatory standards of the Ontario Ministry of the 

Environment. 

 

ES-3 Population/Water Demand Projections 

ES-3.1 Population Projections 

Population projections are required to determine future water supply requirements.  The population projections 
presented herein combine non-residential and residential populations to develop a total ‘equivalent’ population. The 
equivalent population represents the projected residential population plus the additional population representative of 
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industrial, commercial and institutional (ICI) land use. This equivalent population forms the basis for developing 
existing and future water demands.  Population growth projections to 2031 for the City are per the Official Plan, with 
details provided in the 2014 Development Charges Growth Forecast. In order to extend population projections 
beyond the current Official Plan planning period of 2031, City Planning staff provided forecasts of the Growth Plan 
from 2031 out to 2041.  The population projections from 2013 to 2038 in five-year increments are presented in Table 

ES-1.  
Table ES-1 Guelph Population Projections 

Year Residential Population (Including 
Census Undercount)* 

Equivalent Employment Population 

(Excluding work at home and no fixed 
place of work) 

Total Equivalent 
Population** 

2013 130,670 66,730 197,400 

2018 143,480 73,874 217,354 

2023 156,290 81,017 237,307 

2028 168,190 90,340 258,530 

2033 178,464 96,947 275,411 

2038 186,299 99,480 285,779 
* Census undercount is estimated at approximately 3.5%. 
** Projection excludes lands designated Reserve Lands, and Open Space/Park within Clair-Maltby Secondary Plan Area; Projection also excludes 
students which would not be captured within the permanent population base. 
 
2013 to 2031 Source: (Watson & Associates Economists Ltd., 2013) –1.6% to 2% growth per year 
2032 to 2038 Source: (Ontario Ministry of Infrastructure, 2012), (City of Guelph - Planning, Building, Engineering and Environment - Todd Salter, 
2013) – 0.7% to 0.9% growth per year 

 

ES-3.2 Water Demand Projections 

Design Basis for Average Day Demands 

The basis for projecting demands from the residential and employment sectors, as well as non-revenue water, is to 
assume the status quo applied to population projections, i.e. representative of per capita demands without influence 
of future conservation or non-revenue water reduction efforts.  This baseline was used to measure the effect of 
potential future programs and their associated costs against the costs and efforts to provide new water supply. 
 

Residential and Employment (ICI) consumption 

The baseline demand for each of the residential and ICI sectors considered historical customer demand and 
analysis of recent trends over the past six years with consideration for whether the recent declines in per capita 
demands are sustainable for the purposes of projections.  It was determined that the decrease in demand per capita 
in the residential sector is likely sustainable; whereas the decrease in the ICI sector may be partially attributed to 
economic factors.  Therefore, the design rates in litres per capita per day (lcd) to apply to the future population were 
developed incorporating some contingency in the ICI unit rate:   
 Residential – 180 litres per capita per day (lcd) 
 Employment (ICI) – 286 lcd 
These design values were applied to the projected populations from 2013 to 2038 to determine the future water 
demands for each sector assuming status quo in terms of water conservation efforts to date.   
 

Non-Revenue Water (NRW) 

The difference in water consumed by customers that is measured directly through utility billings and that which is 
pumped at water facilities to the water distribution system is classified as Non-Revenue Water (NRW).  There are 
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three main categories of Non-Revenue Water (NRW): unbilled authorized consumption, apparent losses, and real 
losses. These all represent volumes of treated water for which the City does not receive revenue. 
 
The average of the annual NRW volume for the period of 2006 to 2012 (5,550 m3/d) was used as the basis for 
projecting future losses along with additional anticipated losses as a function of new watermains and connections for 
servicing future growth.  
 

Projected Average Water Demands by Sector 

Table ES-2 presents the projected average day water demand in 5-year increments from 2013 to 2038, based on 
the design per capita demands.   
 
Table ES-2 Projected Average Day Water Demand (2013-2038) 

Year Population Demand by Sector NRW 
(m

3
/d) 

Average Water 
Demand (m

3
/d) 

Resid. Employ. Total Equiv. Resid. Employ. Total 

2013 130,670 66,730 197,400 23,536 19,059 42,595 5,658 48,253 
2018 143,480 73,874 217,354 25,843 21,100 46,943 6,175 53,117 
2023 156,290 81,017 237,307 28,150 23,140 51,290 6,691 57,982 
2028 168,190 90,340 258,530 30,293 25,803 56,096 7,208 63,305 
2033 178,464 96,947 275,411 32,144 27,690 59,834 7,628 67,462 
2038 186,299 99,480 285,779 33,555 28,413 61,969 7,903 69,872 

 

Design Basis for Maximum Day Demand 

The Ministry of the Environment (MOE) Guidelines for the Design of Water Distribution Systems dictate that water 
supply systems be designed to satisfy the greater of the maximum day plus fire flow or peak rate (maximum hourly 
demand).  Fire flows and peak flows are typically provided in storage within a distribution system; and therefore, the 
pumping capacity of the water supply system is designed to meet maximum day demands.  Through review of 
historical average demands by sector, reasonable estimates can be developed for projecting future demands.  
Similarly, historical information regarding peak demands in recent years can be evaluated to determine a design 
maximum day factor (MDF) for projecting future maximum demands.  The maximum day factor is calculated as the 
maximum day demand divided by average day demand during a given year. 
 
With the success of water efficiency measures and the implementation of outside water use restrictions in Guelph, 
the actual maximum day factors for the period of 2008 to 2012 ranged between 1.19 and 1.41, with an average of 
1.26.  Based on a review of historical data through the previous WSMP and more recent years, it is reasonable to 
continue to use a maximum day factor of 1.35 for projecting future maximum water demands. 
 
Another consideration in determining future water supply requirements is to provide an allowance for events which 
could impact the existing supply capacity.  A review of potential risks to the City’s existing water supply system was 
completed to consider possible scenarios which could result in supply reductions such as a period of drought, and 
contamination or mechanical issues resulting in a large supply well being off-line. It was determined that under these 
two scenarios, the total existing water supply capacity is reduced by approximately 10 to 15%.  Therefore, it is 
suggested that the City adopt a maximum day factor of 1.5 for the purposes of projecting future water supply 
requirements, with the difference from the actual maximum day demand (at a MDF of 1.5) to provide additional 
contingency in the supply system.   
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Projected Total Water Supply Requirements 

The design basis developed for each component making up the total water demand and supply requirement was 
applied to the 25 year period of this study in 5 year increments to develop future water demand projections and 
water supply requirements, as indicated in Table ES-3 and Figure ES-1. 
 
Table ES-3 Projected Total Water Supply Requirements (2013-2038) 

Year Total Average Day Demand 
(m

3
/d) 

Max Day Demand @ 1.35 MDF 
(m

3
/d) 

Water Supply Requirement @ 1.5 MDF 
(m

3
/d) 

2013 48,253 65,141 72,379 
2018 53,117 71,708 79,676 
2023 57,982 78,275 86,972 
2028 63,305 85,461 94,957 
2033 67,462 91,074 101,193 
2038 69,872 94,327 104,808 

Note: MDF = maximum day factor 

 

Figure ES-1 Projected Population and Water Supply Requirements 
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ES-4 Existing Water Supply System Capacity Assessment 

The City of Guelph relies exclusively on groundwater to meet the City’s residential and industrial, commercial and 
institutional (ICI) water demands.  The City’s groundwater supply system consists of 21 active wells constructed 
within overburden, shallow and deep bedrock aquifers and one active groundwater collection system (Arkell 
Infiltration Galleries - Glen Collector).   
 
A detailed assessment of the existing maximum capacity of the existing water supply system was completed, which 
included determination of the maximum capacity of each individual well and to identify constraints to operating at the 
maximum; and assessment of the sustainable capacity of the existing water supply system (recognizing interference 
effects amongst the municipal wells). This review referenced the City of Guelph draft Tier Three Water Budget and 
Risk Assessment (Matrix Solutions Inc., 2013), herein referred to as the ‘Tier Three Risk Assessment’.  The 
objective of the Tier Three Risk Assessment is to evaluate the sustainability of the City’s groundwater supply system 
from a quantity perspective, and to identify potential threats to that sustainability.   
 
Evaluation of the existing system is completed with reference to the four quadrants of the City: Southeast, 
Southwest, Northeast and Northwest. Historical records (from 1997 through 2013) for each groundwater supply 
source and quadrant provided the daily pumping total, the monthly average of the daily production total, observed 
groundwater elevation and the permitted rate and maximum pumping elevations.  Based on the review of 
groundwater pumping rate and groundwater elevation data, the capacity of each municipal groundwater supply 
source has been re-evaluated relative to the 2007 WSMP.  
 
The total groundwater supply system capacity of the City’s groundwater supply system was determined to be 83,836 
m3/day.  This represents an increase of 8,836 m3/day, relative to the available well capacity reported within the 2007 
WSMP.  The increase reflects additional permitted pumping from the new Arkell pumping wells (Arkell 14 and Arkell 
15). It is noted that this estimate reflects normal operating conditions (i.e., non-drought conditions), and recognizes 
interference effects amongst the groundwater supply sources as well as other interferences such as that from 
continued pumping at the Dolime Quarry.  Also taken into consideration are other physical constraints which 
potential limit the long term sustainable pumping rates of these supplies. A summary of the total water supply system 
capacity is indicated in the following table with comparison to the 2007 WSMP assessment.  
 
Table ES-4 Existing Groundwater Supply System Capacity  

Well Field Well Name 
Year 

Constructed 
Permitted Rate 

(m
3
/d) 

2007 WSMP Well 
Capacity (m

3
/d) 

2014 WSMP Update Well 
Capacity (m

3
/d) 

SWQ 

Arkell 1 1966 3,273 2,000 2,000 

Arkell 6 1963 

28,800 

6,500 

28,800 

Arkell 7 1963 6,500 

Arkell 8 1963 6,500 

Arkell 14 2000 n/a 

Arkell 15 2000 n/a 

Burke 1966 6,546 6,500 6,500 

Carter 1 1962 
7,855 5,500 5,500 

Carter 2 1962 

SEQ 

Membro 1953 6,050 6,000 6,000 

Water Street 1953 3,400 2,700 2,700 

Dean 1958 2,300 1,500 1,500 
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Well Field Well Name Year 
Constructed 

Permitted Rate 
(m

3
/d) 

2007 WSMP Well 
Capacity (m

3
/d) 

2014 WSMP Update Well 
Capacity (m

3
/d) University 1965 3,300 2,500 2,500 

Downey 1968 5,237 5,100 5,236 

NEQ 

Park 1 1937 
10,300 8,000 8,000 

Park 2 1947 

Emma 1931 3,100 2,800 2,800 

Helmar 1966 3,273 1,500 1,500 

NWQ 

Paisley 1952 3,200 1,400 1,400 

Calico 1976 5,237 1,100 1,400 

Queensdale 1970 5,237 2,000 1,100 

Arkell Infiltration Galleries - Glen Collector 25,000 6,900 6,900 
Total 122,108 75,000 83,836 

 

ES-5 Water Supply Alternatives  

The 2007 WSMP implementation plan set out a strategy for the City to investigate and execute the necessary steps 
to optimize existing and develop new water supplies, with a focus on local sustainability.  City Council provided 
direction in 2003 “That the focus of the Water Supply Master Plan establish a sustainable water supply to regulate 
future growth”.  This direction emphasizes the need for water supply to be sustainable.  Public response to the 2007 
WSMP helped shape that definition of sustainable to refer to available local water supplies, which included local 
groundwater and surface water sources.   
 
The utmost importance was placed on water conservation and as a result, the City of Guelph has become a 
renowned leader in water conservation and demand management in Canada.  Council has made this a priority by 
setting a goal “to use less energy and water per capita than any comparable Canadian city” through its 2007 
Strategic Plan and Community Energy Initiative.  It is the aim of this update to establish success achieved to date, 
and to determine reduction strategies and goals moving forward for comparison to other water supply alternatives.   
 
Public feedback in 2007 indicated that the City first examine groundwater supply opportunities within the City’s 
boundaries in order to minimize potential impacts on its neighbours.  Although groundwater flow does not respect 
geographic borders, impacts from pumping from aquifers may result in local impacts on the natural environment and 
also on private and municipal wells in close proximity.  As a result, the City has since implemented a number of 
programs and studies to maintain and optimize existing supply facilities within the City and in areas of existing 
municipal well supply infrastructure, including: 
 Completed construction of new well facilities (Arkell 14 and 15) and commencement of the Arkell Adaptive 

Management Plan and Operational Testing Program; 
 Completed Class Environmental Assessment (EA) for the existing Burke Well facility; 
 Commenced Class EA for the Guelph Southwest Quadrant Water Supply (on-going) which includes evaluation 

of existing supplies in that quadrant as well as new test wells; and, 
 Completed treatability assessments of municipal wells which were previously taken off line due to water quality 

issues: Clythe, Smallfield and Sacco Wells. 
Also included in the short to mid-term implementation strategy was the initiation of various hydrogeological 
investigations inside the City and just outside the City’s boundaries to explore the potential for new water supplies in 
these areas, including the Guelph South Groundwater Supply Investigation. 
 
The City also initiated the following regional studies and plans to ensure the protection and long term sustainability of 
the existing water supply system: 
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 The Guelph Tier Three Water Budget and Local Area Risk Assessment is being completed to evaluate the 
sustainability of the City’s water supply system from a quantity perspective and to identify potential threats to that 
sustainability.  This study and the Tier Three computer model of Guelph’s municipal aquifer system (in and 
outside the City) provide invaluable insights into reviewing the current water supply system and its reliability now 
and into the future.   

 The Guelph Drinking Water Source Protection Plan was developed within a watershed context to identify and 
evaluate potential quality threats to the municipal supply system.  The City, through the Lake Erie Source 
Protection Authority and with other municipalities within the Grand River Watershed, have developed policies to 
protect existing and future drinking water sources from unwanted impacts and harmful contaminants. 

 
The objective of the WSMP Update is to continue to ensure that the City can provide an adequate and sustainable 
supply of water to meet the current and future needs of all customers over the next 25 years.  The water supply 
demand forecast indicates that under a “do nothing” scenario with continued growth, the City would require an 
additional capacity of 20,000 m3/day to satisfy maximum day demand including an allowance for security of supply 
(approximately 10 to 15% of the total system capacity). 
 
The following alternatives were developed and evaluated with respect to their capability to contribute to the total 
water supply solution.  It is acknowledged each does not address the problem statement as a stand-alone 
alternative.  Therefore, each alternative is discussed and evaluated on its own merit as part of the total solution.   
 

ES-5.1 Water Conservation and Demand Management/Re-Use 

The City of Guelph is known as one of the most proactive communities in Canada with respect to water conservation 
having implemented a wide variety of water conservation programs across all sectors since 1999.  The City 
continues to implement water conservation programs to reduce demands within a Council approved cost-benefit 
framework that compares the cost to implement water reduction programs to the cost for developing new municipal 
water supplies, with consideration for the added benefits of also deferring wastewater treatment infrastructure and 
incurring energy savings.   

Water Conservation Scenarios 

In investigating future reduction scenarios and their associated costs, the City’s water conservation staff reviewed 
the maximum potential of current programs, as well as potential for future additional programs.  Five scenarios were 
developed; each consisting of a combination of possible water conservation and efficiency programs. Scenarios  
ranged from continuing with the current approved Water Conservation and Efficiency Strategy Update (WCESU) 
plan, to an aggressive scenario which considered all possibilities.  The development of scenarios based on a 
number of possible initiatives was completed solely for the purpose of evaluating the cost and feasibility of various 
target reductions.  The actual programs would be established through the next WCESU. 
 
A summary of potential savings for each scenario is indicated in Table ES-5. 
 
Table ES-5 Summary of Potential Savings for Each Scenario 

Scenario Total Potential 
Reduction in Average 
Day Demand (m

3
/day) 

Implementation 
Period 

Direct Program 
Costs 

Total O&M Costs Total Program 
Cost for Period 

Scenario 1 5,556 2014 to 2025 $5,685,930 $10,217,564 $15,903,500 

Scenario 2 9,842 2014 to 2038  $43,767,600 $23,880,972 $67,648,600 

Scenario 3 9,690 2014 to 2038  $24,597,600 $23,880,972 $48,478,600 

Scenario 4 8,448 2014 to 2038  $23,097,600 $23,880,972 $46,978,600 

Scenario 5 7,419 2014 to 2038  $22,553,100 $23,880,972 $46,434,100 
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The above water conservation scenarios were developed and reviewed to demonstrate the range of potential 
savings and associated costs of various combinations of programs, for discussion through public consultation.  
Further iterations of these scenarios were developed during the financial evaluation completed in developing the 
implementation plan.  

 

Centralized Re-Use Alternative 

The above scenarios do not include any programs related to Wastewater Reuse and Reclamation.  Although pilot 
studies have been implemented for individual systems for grey water within the City, it is generally accepted that 
significant reductions from reclaim and re-use options will only be achieved through centralized facilities. Wastewater 
reclamation involves the treatment or processing of wastewater to make it suitable for reuse, with water reuse being 
the beneficial use of the treated water. Water reclamation and re-use has great potential to be an effective, efficient, 
sustainable way to meet water demands.  
 
There are two options for centralized re-use or reclaimed water: 
 Treatment to non-potable standards for landscaping irrigation and other non-potable uses through a dual 

plumbing system,  
 Treatment to potable standards for use in the existing distribution system 
 
Generally, due to the considerable challenges currently associated with the centralized re-use alternatives, these 
options are not implemented where there are alternative sources of fresh water as the costs of re-use options are 
prohibitive.  However, as increasingly advanced treatment is required for wastewater to meet discharge 
requirements in future, these alternatives will become more attractive.  In addition, it is expected that this eventuality 
will correspond to decreasing availability of local groundwater and surface water.  While not considered as part of 
the conservation option in the 25 year study period, opportunities to incorporate reuse into future developments (e.g. 
purple pipe; dual plumbing systems) should be reviewed with a long term view to ensure its feasibility.   It is 
recommended that this be considered when reviewing future expansion and treatment upgrades at the wastewater 
treatment facility. 
 

ES-5.2 Expand Existing Groundwater Supply System 

The approach undertaken in investigating opportunities for optimizing existing wells and developing new 
groundwater sources followed the direction provided through the consultation process in the 2007 WSMP.  Public 
response indicated that the City should consider groundwater opportunities within the City boundaries prior to 
exploring outside the City.   As noted in the 2007 WSMP, the development of new water supply sources in the 
Townships would require the concurrence of the Townships and the County of Wellington. 
 
Furthermore, with use of the updated Tier Three computer model, the feasibility of higher pumping within the City is 
studied with respect to impacts on other supplies as well as potential environmental effects.  The Tier Three Water 
Budget and Local Area Risk Assessment Study are referenced when seeking additional sources outside the City 
with consideration for available takings, and also known and anticipated impacts on the watersheds in close 
proximity.  In general, although the Tier Three project is not yet completed, model-predicted impacts were found to 
be moderate for the south branch of Blue Springs Creek, Chilligo/Ellis Creek, and Hanlon Creek.  Therefore, for the 
purposes of this WSMP Update, future groundwater supply sources investigated herein focussed preferentially on 
catchment areas along the Speed River and Mill Creek. 
 
Each quadrant of the City has been studied extensively, with the City having completed monitoring and exploration 
programs in support of the existing operating wells and in reviewing feasibility of possible future sources.  Of note is 
that the possible supply sources outside of the City boundaries considered in this WSMP update are limited to 
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approximately 5 km from the City’s limits.  This parameter was determined with consideration to limiting impacts on 
surrounding municipalities, as well as the practicality of connecting to the existing water distribution system.  A 
general summary of potential new water supplies within each quadrant is provided as follows:  
 
Southwest Quadrant (SWQ) 

Following the recommendation in the 2007 WSMP, the City initiated a Class Environmental Assessment (EA) study 
to optimize existing and to develop new water supplies in the SWQ.  This quadrant consists of the following existing 
operational wells:  Downey, Membro, Water St., Dean and University Wells.  It also includes the Edinburgh Well 
which was taken off-line due to water quality issues, and the Admiral Well which was initially developed for industrial 
use but not brought on line due to natural water quality issues.  Through the Class EA study, two large diameter test 
wells (named ‘Ironwood’ and ‘Steffler’) were installed and tested over an extended period to determine potential 
capacity and to monitor the effects on other municipal and private wells, and surface water.  Preliminary findings 
suggest that when the SWQ is considered as a whole, i.e. one wellfield, an additional taking of 4,500 m3/day can be 
achieved.  This rate is in addition to that established as a maximum day sustainable pump rate for the SWQ of 
17,800 m3/day.  Therefore, a total objective for additional water supply from the SWQ of 4,500 m3/day is available 
whether through one or two new municipal wells, or through a combination of new wells plus optimizing existing 
including reactivating existing wells off-line requiring treatment.   
 
Southeast Quadrant (SEQ) 

The SEQ consists primarily of the Arkell wellfield which includes Arkell 1, 6, 7, 8, 14 and 15 Wells, as well as the 
Glen Collector System, and the Carter Wells.  The City is currently demonstrating the sustainability of operating the 
Arkell bedrock wellfield with extensive monitoring for three years through an Operational Testing Program; results to 
date have confirmed the existing capacity of the Arkell bedrock wellfield of 28,800 m3/day and indicate no 
measureable impacts on the Blue Springs Creek watershed.  A possible new source in the Arkell area is to reinstate 
the Lower Road Collection system which was taken off line due to regulated water quality concerns. It is anticipated 
that, although work is required to repair and construct the collector infrastructure, it would be acceptable to direct this 
water along with other wells and the Glen Collector to the aqueduct for ultraviolet irradiation (UV) disinfection at the 
Woods Pumping Station.   
 
The City completed a Class EA study in 1994 investigating a new well supply near the Barber Scout Camp on Stone 
Road (‘Scout Camp’ Well) which was found to have naturally poor water quality.   
 
Lastly, new potential water supply outside the City was reviewed using the Tier Three model.  The hydrogeological 
conditions in the general area of Victoria and Maltby Roads suggest the possibility of a well with capacity of 4,000 to 
6,000 m3/day in this area, with consideration given to preventing potential impacts to Mill Creek.   
 
Northeast Quadrant (NEQ) 

Existing operating wells in the NEQ include the Park and Emma Wells, and the Helmar Well.  The Clythe Well is a 
municipal supply that was taken offline due to natural water quality issues.  A Class EA is currently underway which 
will consider treatment options for reconnecting this well to the distribution system. 
 
The City has previously installed and tested wells in the area of Eastview Road and Watson Road, referred to as 
‘Logan’ and ‘Fleming’ test wells, located outside the City in the Township of Guelph-Eramosa. The results suggest 
the potential for a new municipal supply in this area of 4,500 to 6,100 m3/day.   
 
Northwest Quadrant (NWQ) 

Existing operational wells in the NWQ include the Paisley, Calico and Queensdale Wells. The City also has a test 
well referred to as the Hauser well with a proposed taking of 900 m3/day.   
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Two municipal groundwater supply sources (Sacco and Smallfield Wells) are currently permitted for operation, 
however, remain inactive and off-line since the mid-1990s due to groundwater quality concerns. Smallfield Well 
groundwater consistently contained Trichloroethylene (TCE) concentrations that exceeded the Ontario Drinking 
Water Quality Standards (ODWQS) maximum acceptable concentration (MAC) of 5 μg/L.  Sacco groundwater 
quality comprised of detectable levels of both TCE and Tetrachloroethylene (PCE), but consistently below the 
ODWQS MAC. The potential well capacities for Smallfield and Sacco Wells are 1,408 and 1,150 m3/day respectively 
as concluded in the rehabilitation and performance assessment in 2008.   
 
The Tier Three report suggested that the Ellis Creek Watershed may be under moderate stress, and therefore any 
new potential takings in the NWQ beyond the existing municipal active, off-line and test wells previously mentioned 
should to be located preferentially to avoid potential impacts to Ellis Creek.  In modeling scenarios, a possible new 
well source was located closer to the Speed River at Sunny Acres Park where it was determined that an estimated 
1,500 m3/day may be available. 
 
Beyond the City boundary, a potential new supply was considered in the general area of Conservation Road west of 
Highway 6.  Through Tier Three modeling, a long term average pumping rate of 4,600 m3/day could be supported 
which suggests the possibility of a well with a maximum day capacity of 6,200 m3/day.  It is anticipated that a well in 
this area would have good water quality. 
 

Groundwater Alternatives 

After reviewing existing and future well supplies on a quadrant basis and understanding operational and 
environmental constraints, the potential groundwater opportunities for expansion of the existing supply system are 
grouped into the following alternatives: 
 Optimize existing operating municipal wells 
 Restoration of existing off-line municipal wells  
 Develop existing municipal test wells 
 Install new wells inside City boundaries 
 Install new wells outside City boundaries 
 Install new ASR wells inside City to optimize excess Arkell Collector system volumes 
 

Optimize Existing Operating Municipal Wells 

An extensive assessment of existing municipal production wells was undertaken to determine sustainable concurrent 
water takings from all supplies, and to identify wells where upgrades and/or modifications to the well itself or the well 
system could be considered to improve the well performance, water quality and general security of the source.  In 
general, ‘optimizing’ existing wells requires a review of operational and maintenance activities for the current 
facilities to ensure that the potential hydrogeological capacity can be achieved as required to meet peak demands.   
 
The only well identified as possibly having more capacity available as compared to its current Permit to Take Water 
(PTTW) is the Downey Well which could potentially pump at a rate 6,000 m3/day.  The potential for increasing the 
capacity of the Downey well will be reviewed within the SWQ Class EA. 
 

Restoration of Existing Off-line Municipal Wells 

This alternative includes wells which have existing Permits to Take Water (PTTW) but the City has discontinued use 
due to concerns over existing issues with water quality, either elevated at present or a noted increasing trend.  In 
general, these wells require upgrades for water quality treatment and to provide the required disinfection contact 
time.  Most of these facilities will require completion of Class Environmental Assessment (EA) studies to establish 
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recommended treatment systems.  The total increase in potential quantity available from these wells ranges from 
8,000 to14,000 m3/d.   Table ES-6 summarizes the capital cost estimates for implementation. 
 
Table ES-6 Cost Estimate to Restore Existing Off-line Municipal Wells 

 Clythe Smallfield Sacco Edinburgh Lower Road Collector Admiral 

Potential Capacity (m
3
/d) 3,395 1,408 1,150 3,000 2,000 500 

Total Cost $4,809,000 $3,820,000 $4,135,000 $6,029,000 $9,161,000 $2,998,000 
Cost per m

3
/d $1,400 $2,700 $3,600 $2,000 $4,600 $6,000 

 

Develop Existing Municipal Test Wells 

An extensive review and assessment of existing municipal test wells was undertaken to determine potential well 
yields and treatment requirements.   Due to the information available from previous studies including pumping tests 
and water quality testing, there is more certainty regarding these alternatives in regards to location, potential yields 
and treatment requirements. The City can move more readily to the next steps including Class EA and treatability 
studies, should these be part of the recommended solution.  The total increase in a potential quantity available from 
these wells is from 14,800 m3/d (includes only 4,500 m3/d from SWQ wells).  Table ES-7 summarizes the cost 
estimate for implementation.  
 
Table ES-7 Cost Estimate to Develop Existing Municipal Test Wells 

 NEQ Fleming/Logan  SEQ Scout Camp  SWQ Steffler  SWQ Ironwood  NWQ Hauser  

Potential Capacity (m
3
/d) 4,714 5,789 3,600 8,000 900 

Total Cost $4,735,000 $4,702,000 $3,252,000 $4,036,000 $3,691,000 
Cost per m

3
/d $1,000 $800 $900 $500 $4,100 

 

Develop New Wells Inside Existing City Boundary 

Using the Tier Three groundwater flow model, analyses was completed to identify new potential groundwater supply 
source locations within the City.  Due to interference effects amongst existing groundwater supply sources as well as 
new proposed supply sources (off-line wells and test wells), it is advised that additional new supplies within the 
remainder of the City are limited.  For example, less than 10 metres of further groundwater level drawdown is 
available within the Gasport Formation in the northeast end of the City.  In the northwest portion of the City, potential 
concerns are related to lower aquifer hydraulic conductivity and further stress of the Chilligo/Ellis Creek catchment 
area.  Recognizing these constraints, only one new well inside the City is proposed located in or near Sunny Acres 
Park, located along Edinburgh Road approximately 600 metres north of the Speed River.  The rationale for this 
location is its proximity to an area with high transmissivity within the Gasport aquifer.  Due to the limited available 
drawdown at this location (approximately 7 m), the estimated capacity of a well in this area ranges from 1,000 
m3/day on an average basis to 1,500 m3/day to meet maximum day demands.  The cost estimate for implementation 
is $4,522,000, resulting in a cost per capacity of $3,015/m3/day. 
 

Install New Wells Outside City Boundaries 

The Tier Three groundwater flow model was used to review potential for new water supply outside the City.  Areas 
with potential for future groundwater supply sources were focused within Mill Creek (southeast of the City), Marsden 
Creek (north of the City) and Speed River (northeast of city) catchment areas.  Groundwater modelling analysis 
concluded that additional groundwater supplies (ranging from 3,500 to 5,000 m3/day on an average basis) can 
potentially be established within each of these respective areas, without significantly changing base flow rates 
encountered at the nearby watercourses.  Two areas were evaluated including Guelph South (Victoria Road and 
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Maltby Road) and Guelph North (Conservation Road). The total increase in a potential quantity available from these 
wells is 11,500 m3/d.  Table ES-8 summarizes the cost estimate for implementation of these two well supplies. 
 
Table ES-8 Cost Estimate for Guelph South well and Guelph North well 

 Guelph South Guelph North 

Potential Capacity (m
3
/d) 5,281 6,291 

Total Cost $5,185,000 $5,289,000 
Cost per m

3
/day $990 $840 

 

Arkell Collector System ASR Wells 

Review of the current Glen Collector system and off-line Lower Road Collector system flows indicates high seasonal 
variability, with elevated flows in the spring which do not correspond to a period of corresponding demand.  As a 
result, these flows cannot be considered as part of the maximum daily supply capacity.  For the purposes of 
reviewing feasibility of an alternative that captures some of the excess flow available from these collector systems, it 
was assumed that an excess of 10,000 m3/day would be available continuously for a period of 4 months.  It is also 
assumed that the Lower Road Collector system is repaired and placed back online. 
 
The advantage of this alternative is that a surface water treatment plant would not be required as it would be if water 
was taken directly from the Eramosa River.  The additional seasonal volumes from the collector systems would be 
discharged to the aqueduct to combine with other Arkell wellfield supplies for disinfection at the Woods Pumping 
Station (PS).  However, rather than shutting off the other Arkell wells while these high seasonal volumes are 
available, all will continue to be pumped and subsequently stored to recover as required to meet demands.  The 
additional volume would be pumped into the distribution system and obtained similar to a large customer demand at 
two ASR wells for injection and storage in the aquifer.   It is anticipated that the ASR wells would be located in the 
area of the Park and Emma wells where the high transmissivity would allow for optimization.  It is assumed that two 
wells would be required, each capable of injection at 5,000 m3/day. Based on the above assumption of 10,000 
m3/day over a four month period, this results in a potential supply capable of 3,300 m3/day.  The cost estimate for 
implementation is $9,954,000, resulting in a cost per capacity of $2,700/m3/day. 
 

ES-5.3 Establish New Local Surface Water Supply 

Two possible local surface waters for assessment of volume available for taking water on a continuous or seasonal 
basis include the Speed River (at Guelph Lake) and the Eramosa River. Surface water must either be treated to 
provide a continuous flow into the distribution system, or alternatively, volumes of water can be taken from the 
surface water when available, treated and stored underground in aquifers. This option is referred to as an aquifer 
storage recovery (ASR) system.  The supply capacity available from this source on a continuous basis is equal to 
the volume taken from surface water when available and treated and injected, and then removed over the period of a 
full year. 
 
For both continuous flow and ASR approaches, construction of a water treatment plant (WTP) is required to fully 
treat the surface water to meet Ontario Drinking Water Quality Standards (ODWQS).  In the first option, the WTP is 
sized to treat a continuous input to the plant with direct discharge to the City’s distribution system.  In the second 
option, the WTP would be required to treat varying flows ranging from the continuous flow requirement to the 
maximum design capacity based on high seasonal flows. 
 
To evaluate potential quantity available through this alternative, the Grand River Conservation Authority (GRCA) was 
contacted for their expert opinion on this managed watershed.   The GRCA undertook an evaluation of the Speed 
River (at Guelph Lake) and the Eramosa River (at Arkell) to determine the water volumes available throughout the 
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year, utilizing historical flow information and modeling tools.  It was determined that only the Guelph Lake option 
provided a reasonable surface water alternative for continuous and seasonal flows. Through this evaluation, a base 
level water taking was established which would be available year-round, while maintaining minimum river flows in 
the rivers and minimizing potential environmental impacts of reducing total river flows.  The GRCA also reviewed 
historical records to establish reliability of taking additional volumes during times of higher river flows.   
 
Historical water quality information for the Speed River was referenced to determine treatment processes required to 
achieve drinking water quality.  Conventional treatment is required with treatment for taste and odour on a seasonal 
basis, as necessary.  The proposed WTP has been sized to accommodate the following alternatives at Guelph Lake: 
 continuous taking of 150 L/s – Municipal Base Taking  
 maximum taking of 300 L/s – ASR option 
 
The total increase in a potential quantity available from a surface water treatment and ASR system based on after-
treatment flows is 25,825 m3/d.  This can be viewed as two alternatives, the first being a continuous surface WTP, 
and the second an expansion to the WTP and development of the ASR well system. The costs and capacities shown 
are for two independent alternatives.  Table ES-9 summarizes the cost estimate for implementation of the surface 
water alternatives.  
 
Table ES-9 Estimated Capital Costs to Develop Surface Water Alternatives 

 
 
 
 
 

 

ES-6 Environmental Assessment Process 

Evaluation criteria were developed based on the environmental components that address the broad definition of the 
environment described in the Environmental Assessment Act, as summarized in Table ES-10.   
 
Table ES-10 Evaluation Criteria Components Summary  

Component Criteria 

Built Environment  Effect on existing and/or planned residences, businesses, community, institutional or 
recreational facilities  

 Effect on private and municipal wells  
Natural Environmental  Effect of construction and operation on aquatic and terrestrial species & habitat  

 Effect on surface water quantity and quality  
Social/Cultural Environment  Ability to meet municipal and provincial growth targets  

 Public acceptance  
 Effect of noise/vibration on sensitive receptors  
 Effect on cultural heritage landscapes and built heritage resources  
 Effect on potential archaeological resources  

Financial Considerations  Estimated capital costs; capital cost per capacity  
 Estimated operation and maintenance costs  
 Life cycle cost (per volume produced)  

Legal/Jurisdictional 
Considerations 

 Location inside vs. outside of City boundaries  

Technical Considerations  Constructability  

 Guelph Lake WTP Guelph Lake WTP + ASR 

Potential Capacity (m
3
/d) 12,312 25,825 

Total Cost $36,708,000 $78,905,000 
Cost per m

3
/day $3,471 $3,055 
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Component Criteria 

 Potential productivity and reliability  
 Water treatment requirements  
 Approval requirements  

 
Each potential alternative was assessed using a consistent approach and evaluation criteria along with specific 
indicators for each. The evaluation was qualitative – not a numerical ranking system – and considered the suitability 
of alternative solutions and strategies based on significant advantages and disadvantages.  The summary evaluation 
tables (in the full report) provide an overall recommendation for each of the alternatives which can be compared to 
the other alternatives. This provides a means to rank the alternatives to allow for incorporation into an 
implementation plan in order to meet the water supply requirement to 2038.  The alternatives are listed in ES-11 in 
order of the priority as determined by the summary outputs: 
 
Table ES-11 Summary of Evaluation Outputs 

Alternative Ranking Comments 

1A – Conservation & Demand Management 1 Strong public support for continued and enhanced water 
conservation; target reduction explored further through 
financial analysis 

2B – Groundwater: Existing Municipal Off-line 
Wells 

1 Support for optimizing water takings within the City; order of 
implementation to be determined by the City with 
consideration for regulatory, treatment, financial constraints 

2C – Groundwater: Municipal Test Wells 1 

2D – Groundwater: New Well inside City 1 

2F – Arkell Collectors & ASR Wells 2 ASR alternative requires additional feasibility investigation 
with respect to Eramosa River PTTW optimization; water 
volumes available via collector systems; need to install ASR 
wells vs. changing existing well permits to allow for flexible 
takings 

2E – Groundwater: New Wells outside City 2 Incorporates Townships’ staff and public response to 
maximize water takings inside the City before pursuing wells 
in the Townships 

3A – Surface water: Guelph Lake Water 
Treatment Plant 

3 While this alternative is not required to provide water supply 
within the 25 year study period, the City will track timeline to 
determine 10 year lead-in required prior to implementation; 
Speed River/Guelph Lake water taking requires GRCA policy 
approvals 

3B – Surface water: Guelph Lake Water 
Treatment Plant & ASR Wells 

3 

1B – Re-Use – Centralized 3 Potential of this alternative to be explored further; highly 
dependent on end use customer demand; integration and 
alignment with future WWTP treatment requirements  

Limit Growth 4 This alternative does not meet the Study Problem Statement 
and contravenes the Official Plan 

Do Nothing 4 This alternative does not meet the Study Problem Statement 
and contravenes the Official Plan 
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Figure ES-2 compares the implementation of all of the water supply alternatives to the water demand curve with and 
without conservation to 2038.  It can be seen that with conservation, the groundwater options ranked first (‘1’) are 
sufficient to satisfy the demand in the study period.  
 

Figure ES-2 Water Demand Projection with All Water Supply Alternatives 

 

ES-7 Public Consultation Plan/Outputs 

Communications and consultation activities formed a key component of the process to develop the Guelph Water 
Supply Master Plan (WSMP).  Community input is an essential part of the Water Supply Master Plan update 
process.  People care about where their water comes from, and they want to see a safe and sustainable supply 
maintained for present and future generations. With this in mind: 
 Pre-consultation Interviews were held with select community members and prospective Community Liaison 

Committee members to understand perspectives related to water supply and to confirm community engagement 
needs. 

 A Community Liaison Committee (CLC) was established to advise and provide feedback to the project team 
throughout the process;   

 A Municipal / Agency Workshop provided crucial inputs from a government and approval agency perspective; 
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 Two public Open Houses were held during the course of the study, giving community members an opportunity 
to discuss the project with the Study Team and provide comments;  

 Presentations and discussion related to the WSMP update were included at four meetings of the Water 
Conservation and Efficiency Public Advisory Committee;  

 Presentations were made at the Puslinch Township and the Guelph Eramosa Township Councils’ meetings at 
their request; and, 

 Guelph Water User Survey: Expectations of Service was completed in early 2014.  
 

Figure ES-3 illustrates the communications and consultation activities undertaken as part of the EA process for the 
Guelph WSMP. 
 

Figure ES-3 Consultation Process 

 
Overall the public was pleased to be informed and to participate in this study. The main points of discussion at the 
Community Open Houses were water conservation programming, the impact of major water users on the water 
system, source water protection and water quality. The quality of questions and the engagement of those present at 
the Community Open Houses was a positive indicator of the interest in water supply issues within the City of Guelph 
and the surrounding area.  
 
The additional consultation offered and provided to the Townships at their request was also well received and 
provides a good starting point for future discussions around the potential for new wells to be located just outside the 
City’s boundaries in the neighbouring Townships.  Township representatives raised concerns regarding source 
protection issues and potential constraints on land uses resulting from new water supplies. 
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ES-8 Implementation Recommendations 

ES-8.1 Implementation Approach 

Based on the evaluation outputs for each of the alternatives, a timeline and budget was to be established for 
implementation of the preferred alternative.  This strategy included a financial analysis for determining the optimum 
conservation scenario when considered with the need for new water supply sources.   This analysis takes into 
consideration the following: 
 Timeline and costs associated with each alternative – including technical investigations, water quality analysis, 

environmental impact studies, land acquisition, preliminary and detailed design, and construction and 
commissioning.  The timeline allowed in advance of water supply availability is as follows: 

o Groundwater - 5 year timeline  
o Arkell Collector ASR wells – 8 year timeline 
o Surface Water/ Surface Water + ASR wells – 10 year timeline 

 The exception to the above is that the investigative phase for all of the test wells and inside-City groundwater 
options is scheduled to occur earlier so that the City has sufficient information to determine whether the 
alternative is feasible, to identify any constraints, and to confirm capacity and treatment requirements prior to the 
next WSMP update. 

 An assumed order of groundwater projects based on the following priorities: 
o water supply sources currently included in on-going Class EAs pursuant to recommendations from 

the 2007 WSMP: Southwest Quadrant (e.g. Ironwood test well); and Clythe Well 
o test well with high potential for large volume production and low anticipated treatment requirements 

(i.e. lower costs) – Logan test well 
o off-line wells - Sacco Well; Smallfield Well 
o upgrades to Lower Road Collector System – although at a higher per capacity cost, this must be 

done in advance of the Collector System/ASR well project 
o new well in City 
o test wells with lower certainties – Scout Camp test well; Hauser test well 
o Collector Systems & ASR wells – longer lead-in time to allow for feasibility review; also Lower Road 

Collector System would require upgrades prior to implementation. 
It is important to note that the assumptions made to the above prioritization were for the purpose of determining 
the requirement for new supplies against the demand curve in comparison to varying conservation scenarios.  
Most of these projects would be in investigation and design phases concurrently and the schedule for each 
would be a function of constraints and ease of implementation.  

 Provide a schedule for implementation such that supply is always greater than 90% to ensure sufficient capacity 
for proposed development commitment, and industrial/commercial applications, as well as to respond to large 
increases in demand by current customers.  This flexibility is important to address growth needs or demands that 
do not follow the planned demand projection.  This 90% trigger is not to be compared to the redundancy and 
security of supply allowance which is included in the design maximum day factor of 1.5.   

 

ES-8.2 Recommended Water Conservation Strategy 

A number of conservation scenarios were explored in order to establish the cost associated with varying 
combinations of possible programs.  As discussed, five original scenarios were developed to represent a range of 
possible target reductions and associated costs. With reference to these five scenarios, three were included in the 
financial evaluation as shown in Table ES-12.  Current WCESR Approved Programming represents Scenario 1; 
Maximum Water Conservation represents Scenario 2; and Enhanced Water Conservation is a variation on 
Scenarios 3 to 5 developed through a closer review of the overall costs and reductions. Under the Base Case 
without any spending on water conservation, natural savings in water demand are forecasted due to improving 
building standards (changes in 2014 Ontario Building Code), and consumer reaction to real increases in the price of 
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water.  Each of the water conservation scenarios explored will delay the need to implement proposed projects for 
increasing the water supply, assuming that the conservation is successfully implemented to achieve the desired 
targets.  
 
Table ES-12 Water Conservation Scenarios 

 
Timing 

Reduction in 
Average Day 

Demand (m
3
/d) 

Total Program Cost  
(Non-Discounted) 

Base Case NA 990 – 

Current WCESU Approved Programming 2014 to 2025 5,556 $5,685,930 

Enhanced Water Conservation 2014 to 2038 9,147 $13,864,780 

Maximum Water Conservation 2014 to 2038 9,842 $42,267,600 

 
This analysis compares the forecasted impacts of different water conservation scenarios on the demand for potable 
water, the timing of the City’s proposed water supply projects, and the City’s capital spending and operating 
expenditure on water supply projects and water conservation. Water conservation allows water supply projects to be 
delayed and/or avoided within the 25 year study period.  This is because as increased water conservation is 
achieved, per capita demand is reduced, lowering overall water demand. If overall demand is lowered, the City’s 
current water sources will meet demand for a longer period of time before more sources are needed to meet an 
increased overall demand.   
 
The forecasted timing of proposed water supply projects under the different scenarios is presented in Table ES-13.   
The indicated year is when the new source is required to be on-line; as indicated earlier, there is a timeline for 
implementation including investigation, Class EA studies, design and construction prior to the year that the new 
supply is required. 
 
Table ES-13 Timing of Proposed Water Supply Projects under Different Conservation Scenarios 

Project No./ 
Order of 

Implementation 

Project Name Timing 

Base Forecast Base Case 
Current WCESU 

Approved 
Programming 

Enhanced 
Conservation 

Maximum 
Conservation 

Project 1 SWQ (Ironwood test well) 2015 2017 2019 2019 

Project 2 Clythe Well 2018 2022 2024 2024 

Project 3 Logan test well 2020 2025 2027 2027 

Project 4 Sacco Well 2022 2026 2029 2029 

Project 5 Smallfield Well 2023 2027 2030 2030 

Project 6 Lower Road Collector System 2023 2028 2031 2032 

Project 7 Sunny Acre (new well inside City) 2025 2029 2033 2035 

Project 8 Scout Camp test well 2026 2030 2036 2038 

Project 9 Hauser test well 2027 2033 Post 2038 Post 2038 

Project 10 Arkell Collector ASR wells 2028 2034 Post 2038 Post 2038 

Project 11 Guelph South (new well outside City) 2030 2038 Post 2038 Post 2038 

Project 12 Guelph North (new well outside City) 2034 Post 2038 Post 2038 Post 2038 
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Project No./ 
Order of 

Implementation 

Project Name Timing 

Base Forecast Base Case 
Current WCESU 

Approved 
Programming 

Enhanced 
Conservation 

Maximum 
Conservation 

Project 13 Guelph Lake WTP 2038 Post 2038 Post 2038 Post 2038 

Project 14 
Guelph Lake WTP and ASR wells in 
Northeast Quadrant Post 2038 Post 2038 Post 2038 Post 2038 

 
The timing of new water supply projects is dependent on the City’s overall demand for water and is different under 
each of the four water conservation scenarios. This in turn impacts capital and operational spending. The capital 
spending on water supply projects is combined with the spending on water conservation to result in a net present 
value of cost for each of the four different water conservation scenarios, presented in Table ES-14.  
 
Table ES-14 Present Value and Reduction in Average Day Demand for Conservation Scenarios 

  Reduction in Average Day Demand 
(m

3
/d) 

Present Value (PV) Cost of 
System 

Base Case 990 $78,260,000 

Current WCESU Approved 
Programming 

5,556 $58,696,000 

Enhanced Water Conservation 9,147 $59,959,000 

Maximum Water Conservation 9,842 $75,467,000 

 
Based on the completed financial analysis, the Enhanced Water Conservation Scenario is recommended for 
implementation.  This scenario will result in a target for reduction in average day demand of 9,150 m3/d by 2038.  
Although the water conservation programs included in the Enhanced Water Conservation Scenario are not fully 
specified to allow for flexibility in subsequently determining the best strategy for achieving the water conservation 
target, it is important to note that rate reform is a key driver of water conservation in the enhanced scenario.  If the 
City does not proceed with rate reform, it will likely be difficult to hit the specified water conservation target, which 
would consequently necessitate additional water supply projects within the study period to meet the required system 
capacity. 
 

ES-8.3 Preferred Water Supply Alternative 

The preferred water supply alternative consists of the Enhanced Water Conservation Scenario as well as Projects 1 
through 8 listed as identified in Table ES-15.  These are all groundwater projects included in the first ranked 
alternatives in the evaluation process, consisting of existing municipal off-line wells, existing municipal test wells, and 
a new well inside the City.  A recommended implementation strategy for all required projects is provided in detail in 
the full report. 
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Table ES-15 Preferred Water Supply Alternatives 

Alternative Evaluation 
Ranking 

Projects 

1A – Conservation & Demand Management 1 Enhanced Water Conservation Scenario 
2B – Groundwater: Existing Municipal Off-line 
Wells 

1 1. Southwest Quadrant well (e.g. Ironwood test well) 
2. Clythe Well 
3. Logan test well 
4. Sacco Well 
5. Smallfield Well 
6. Lower Road Collector System 
7. Sunny Acre (new well inside City) 
8. Scout Camp test well 

2C – Groundwater: Municipal Test Wells 1 
2D – Groundwater: New Well inside City 1 

 
It will be important for the City to closely track the success of the water conservation program to ensure that the 
predicted reductions are being achieved, and to be able to trigger the initial phases of supply projects noting the 
lengthy lead-in time to complete all of the necessary investigations, approvals and design such that the water is 
available when needed.  The City may decide to take a more conservative approach to complete more of the 
preliminary steps in advance to allow for a shorter final implementation time required for final construction and 
commissioning once triggered.  This would also assist in identifying project issues early, and also securing land 
requirements.   
 

ES-8.4 Recommendations 

Planning Recommendations 

The estimated water supply demand in any given future year is based on the projected residential population and 
employment numbers for that year multiplied by design values for unit consumption.  Actual demand averaged over 
time generally follows a similar linear trend.  In reality, however, required water supply capacity is subject to planning 
applications for developments which require commitment of a large volume at one time regardless of the timeline for 
construction or when the demand will be realized, and proposals from industries which may require a large volume in 
a short period of time.  These planning obligations present challenges for infrastructure planning as they can result in 
expediting water supply projects and the associated budgets to bring water supply on-line prior to when it is actually 
needed, or conversely use up available capacity on an accelerated schedule that was intended for future growth.   
This can be partially addressed by including a conservative trigger for bringing on-line new supply capacity (e.g. at 
demand/supply of 90%).  However, optimizing the schedule for water supply capacity planning may also be 
addressed through appropriate planning policies that ensure the City has suitable lead-time and budgets in place for 
required supplies.  As such, it is recommended that the City review its planning and approvals process for managing 
allocation of water supply capacity. 
 
Future City policies addressing water supply may address these challenges as follows: 

 Build on the current process and guidelines for review of applications from new large volume users (e.g. 
industry), which considers a balance of employment and water use.   

 Investigate more robust policies for supply capacity allocation for both new and existing customers that take 
into account the relatively large capital expenses and lengthy timelines required to fully commission new 
water supply facilities.  These policies would ensure maximum value to the City for supply capacity allocated 
to both new and existing customers. 

 Develop a tracking system to closely monitor conservation successes and whether results are in-line with 
the forecasted demand for the preferred scenario.  

 Consider time limits on development commitments such that water capacity is not ‘held’ for long periods of 
time. 
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 Determine a consultation and approval process for existing customers to request additional large volumes of 
water takings, to avoid sudden and unexpected increases in demand. 

 Review possible mechanisms to synchronize approvals of significant capacity increases with the proposed 
timing of new supplies in accordance with the master planning schedule. 

 Assess the Development Charges planning process for the ability to provide flexibility in funding. 
 

Supply Capacity Management Recommendations 

The supply capacity in any given year is dependent on the existing water supply system to deliver the optimal 
capacity from each of the municipal wells or collector system.  Maintaining the system for optimal capacity requires 
regular reviews of system capacity and consideration of potential threats in quantity and quality.  The City’s Source 
Protection Program under the Clean Water Act is expected to protect and improve the quality aspects of the existing 
water supply system.  The following are recommendations to manage the maintenance of water supply capacity: 
 

 Water Services should conduct annual reviews of each component of the water supply system to determine 
the supply capacity and to identify any changes in the capacity from previous years or any constraints in 
delivering the optimal supply capacity; 

 Based on the annual reviews of water supply capacity, Water Services should develop programs and 
implement maintenance and upgrades to the water supply system so that the system can deliver its optimal 
supply capacity; 

 To protect water quantity and to mitigate potential impacts on quantity from other water takings, the City 
should consider implementing a municipal by-law to restrict new private groundwater supply wells in the City 
as well as other areas where municipal water services are present. 
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TO   Planning & Building, Engineering and Environment Committee 
 

SERVICE AREA Planning, Building, Engineering and Environment 
 

DATE   July 7, 2014 
 

SUBJECT  SIGN BY-LAW VARIANCES 
   765 Woodlawn Road West 
 

REPORT NUMBER  
 
 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

PURPOSE OF REPORT 
To advise Council of two (2) Sign By-law variance requests for 765 Woodlawn 
Road West. 

 

KEY FINDINGS 
Table 2, Row 2 of Sign By-law Number (1996)-15245, as amended, restricts the 

height of a freestanding sign located at least 6 metres from the nearest road 
allowance to 7 metres above an adjacent roadway. Table 2, Row 2 of the Sign 

By-law also requires that a freestanding sign be a minimum distance of 30 
metres from a freestanding sign on an adjacent property. 

 
Pattison Sign Group has applied for variances to permit a freestanding sign 
located 6 metres from the nearest road allowance to be a height of 8.05 metres 

above the adjacent roadway and 27 metres from a freestanding sign on an 
adjacent property. 

 
The requested variance from the Sign By-law is recommended for approval for 
the following reasons: 

• The freestanding sign is an existing sign that is being relocated from 785 
Woodlawn Road West to 765 Woodlawn Road West; 

• the height variance is only required due to the grading change between 
properties; and 

• Given the 6 metre setback from the nearest road allowance and the 27 

metre separation distance, there will be minimal impact to the 
streetscape. 

 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
N/A 
 

ACTION REQUIRED 
To approve the requested Sign By-law variances for 765 Woodlawn Road West. 
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RECOMMENDATION 
1. That the report from Planning, Building, Engineering and Environment dated 

July 7, 2014, regarding two (2) Sign By-law variances for 765 Woodlawn Road 
West, be received.  

2. That the requested variances from the Sign By-law for 765 Woodlawn Road 
West for a freestanding sign to be a height of 8.05 metres and within 27 

metres of a freestanding sign on an adjacent property, be approved. 
 

 
BACKGROUND 
Guelph Imported Cars Ltd. (Guelph Hyundai) is moving from 785 Woodlawn Road 
West to 765 Woodlawn Road West and would like to move their existing 

freestanding sign to the new property.  There is a grading difference between 
properties which will result in the existing sign being 8.05 metres above the 
adjacent roadway at 765 Woodlawn Road West once installed.  The freestanding 

sign location is also approximately 27 metres from a freestanding sign on the 
adjacent property of 695 Woodlawn Road West. 

 
In a Service Commercial Zone, Table 2, Row 2 of City of Guelph Sign By-law 
Number (1996)-15245, as amended, requires that a freestanding sign that is set 

back 6 metres from the nearest road allowance be restricted to a height of 7 metres 
and be a minimum of 30 metres from a freestanding sign on an adjacent property. 

 
Pattison Sign Group has submitted a sign variance application on behalf of Guelph 

Imported Cars Ltd (Guelph Hyundai) to permit a freestanding sign located 6 metres 
from the nearest road allowance to be a height of 8.05 metres above the adjacent 
roadway and 27 metres from a freestanding sign on an adjacent property. 

 
 

REPORT 
Pattison Sign Group has submitted a sign variance application for a sign variance; 
see “Schedule B- Sign Variance Drawings” for illustrations of the sign.  

The following is a summary of the reasons that have been supplied by the applicant 
in support of the variance requests: 

• Guelph Hyundai is moving to their new building at 765 Woodlawn Road West 
and they would like to relocate their existing freestanding sign to the new 

property; 
• The freestanding sign will not create any sightline concerns since there is no 

sidewalk and the sign will be set back 6 metres from the nearest road 

allowance; 
• The owner does not want to purchase a new freestanding and would like to 

use the existing sign without having to reduce its height. 
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The requested variances are as follows: 
 

Freestanding Signs 

(set back at least 6 

metres away from the 

nearest road allowance) 

By-law Requirements Request 

Maximum Height Above 

Adjacent Roadways 

7.0 metres 8.05 metres 

Minimum Required 

Separation Distance Between 

Signs on Any Adjacent 

Property 

30 Metres 27 metres 

 

The requested variances from the Sign By-law is recommended for approval for the 
following reasons: 

• The freestanding sign is an existing sign that is being relocated from 785 

Woodlawn Road West to 765 Woodlawn Road West; 
• the height variance is only required due to the grading change between 

properties; and 
• Given the 6 metre setback from the nearest road allowance and the 27 metre 

separation distance, there will be minimal impact to the streetscape. 

 

 

CORPORATE STRATEGIC PLAN:  
3.1- Ensure a well-designed, safe, inclusive, appealing and sustainable City. 
 
 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 
N/A 

 
 

DEPARTMENTAL CONSULTATION: 
N/A 
 

 

COMMUNICATIONS: 
N/A 
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ATTACHMENTS 
Schedule A Location Map 

Schedule B Sign Variance Drawing 
 

 
 
Prepared By: Recommended By: 

Bill Bond Patrick Sheehy 
Senior By-Law Administrator Program Manager - Zoning 

Building Services Building Services 
519-837-5615, ext. 2382 519-837-5615, ext. 2388 
bill.bond@guelph.ca patrick.sheehy@guelph.ca 

 
 

 
__________________________ _______________________ 

Approved By Recommended By 
Bruce A. Poole Janet L. Laird, Ph.D. 
Chief Building Official Executive Director  

Building Services Planning, Building, Engineering 
519-837-5615, ext. 2375 and Environment 

bruce.poole@guelph.ca 519-822-1260, ext. 2237 
 janet.laird@guelph.ca 
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SCHEDULE A- Location Map 
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SCHEDULE B- Sign Variance Drawings                                                             
 

 

New Freestanding 

Sign Location 
























