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Environmental and Ecological Planning Advisory Committee 

Report 

 
The 2nd Meeting on the Environmental and Ecological Planning Advisory Committee 
February 20, 2020 
Committee Rooms #1 and #2 
 
Attendance PRESENT:   S. Levin (Chair), E. Arellano, I. Arturo, A. Bilson-

Darko, A. Cleaver, S. Esan, P. Ferguson, L. Grieves, S. Hall, S. 
Heuchan, B. Krichker, I. Mohamed, S. Sivakumar, R. Trudeau 
and M. Wallace and H. Lysynski (Clerk) 
   
ALSO PRESENT:  M. Fabro, S. Hudson, J. MacKay, L. 
McDougall and B. Verscheure 
   
ABSENT:  L. Banks, A. Boyer, R. Doyle, J. Khan, K. Moser, B. 
Samuels and I. Whiteside 
   
   
The meeting was called to order at 5:01 PM 

 

1. Call to Order 

1.1 Disclosures of Pecuniary Interest 

That it BE NOTED that M. Wallace disclosed a pecuniary interest in 
clause 4.1, having to do with the Working Group comments relating to the 
properties located at 7098 and 7118 Kilbourne Road, by indicating that the 
proponent of the application is a member of the London Development 
Institute, his employer. 

 

2. Scheduled Items 

None. 

 

3. Consent 

3.1 1st Report of the Environmental and Ecological Planning Advisory 
Committee 

That it BE NOTED that the 1st Report of the Environmental and Ecological 
Planning Advisory Committee, from its meeting held on January 16, 2020, 
was received. 

 

3.2 Municipal Council resolution adopted at its meeting held on January 28, 
2020, with respect to the 1st and 2nd Reports of Animal Welfare Advisory 
Committee 

That it BE NOTED that the Municipal Council resolution adopted at its 
meeting held on January 28, 2020, with respect to the 1st and 2nd 
Reports of the Animal Welfare Advisory Committee, were received. 

 

3.3 Letter of Resignation - C. Dyck 

That it BE NOTED that the resignation of C. Dyck was received with 
regret. 
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4. Sub-Committees and Working Groups 

4.1 7098 and 7118 Kilbourne Road  

That the attached Kilbourne Road Working Group comments BE 
FORWARDED to the Civic Administration for consideration. 

 

5. Items for Discussion 

5.1 Proposed Amendments to the Dog Brochure  

That the attached, revised, "You, Your Dog and Nature" brochure BE 
APPROVED; it being noted that a previous version of the brochure was 
approved by the Municipal Council in 2019. 

 

5.2 Attendance at Go Wild Grow Wild Event - April 18, 2020 

That the Animal Welfare Advisory Committee BE ADVISED that A. 
Cleaver and S. Sivakumar will be in attendance for the 2020 Go Wild 
Grow Wild event. 

 

5.3 (ADDED) 2019 Work Plan 

That, the attached, revised, 2020 Environmental and Ecological Planning 
Advisory Committee Work Plan BE FORWARDED to the Municipal 
Council for consideration; it being noted that the proposed attached. 
"London's Bird Friendly Skies" brochure, related to a Work Plan item, was 
provided at the meeting. 

 

6. Adjournment 

The meeting adjourned at 5:52 PM. 
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414 and 418 Old Wonderland Road, London, Ontario 
Environmental Impact Study - November 2020 
Reviewed by EEPAC member Sandy Levin, January 2021 
 
Given the limited work on surface flow changes and without groundwater 
movement information, there is an unknown impact on the adjacent open 

water feature which is a candidate Turtle Overwintering area (Candidate 
Significant Wildlife Habitat).    

 
EEPAC did not receive servicing or grading plans and cannot comment.  The 

City should review them and confirm there are no negative impacts on the 
adjacent woodland and open aquatic feature.   

 
EEPAC supports the efforts to control construction impacts and run off 

(section 9-4, page 24-5).  We would hope that the sediment and erosion 

control measures will be checked regularly (each day).  However, this is a 
standard condition in most development agreements and EEPAC is unsure 

how this requirement is implemented and whether the City does any 
checking and if so, how often at each site?  Although this is a site with minor 

impacts on the Natural Heritage System, this question applies to all sites 
with erosion and sediment control measures.  It appears concerns are 

complaint generated from nearby residents.  In greenfield development 
there are usually no nearby residents. 

 
EEPAC supports the removal of invasive species particularly Japanese 

Knotweed.  EEPAC points out this is a difficult plant to kill and multiple 
applications and checking for success are usually required. 

 
EEPAC notes tree 45 east of the subject site is a Norway maple.  It is 

recommended for retention.  This species is not native and invasive.  EEPAC 

recommends the abutting property owner (Sifton) be asked for permission to 
remove it along with the other trees slated for removal. 

 
EEPAC commends the effort to retain the Black Walnut trees on the site.   

 
EEPAC supports restoration with only native trees and shrubs or pollinator 

plants (p. 22-23).  The development agreement must include the 
Landscaping and Planting Plan.  Maintenance (regular watering and removal 

and replacement of dead material) of the plantings and monitoring should be 
for the standard three year period determined from time of completion of 

the project.   
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Respectful Workplace Policy (Anti-Harassment/Anti-Discrimination) 

Policy Name: Respectful Workplace Policy (Anti-Harassment/Anti-Discrimination) 
Legislative History: Replaces Workplace Harassment and Discrimination Prevention 
Policy Enacted September 19, 2017 (By-law No. CPOL.-155-407) and amended July 
24, 2019 (By-law No. CPOL.-155(a)-384); Adopted December 10, 2019, in force and 
effect March 1, 2020 (CPOL.-396-7) 
Last Review Date: December 3, 2019 
Service Area Lead: Director of People Services  

1. Policy Statement 

The Corporation of the City of London (“Corporation”) is committed to providing a safe 
and supportive workplace in which the diversity, dignity, and perspectives of all 
individuals are valued and respected. 

Harassment and discrimination in the workplace are prohibited by law. Under Ontario’s 
Human Rights Code, every person has a right to equal treatment in employment without 
discrimination and the right to be free from harassment in the workplace. Workplace 
measures to prevent and address workplace harassment are also required by the 
Occupational Health and Safety Act.  

The Corporation will not tolerate, ignore, or condone harassment, discrimination, or 
reprisal of any of its employees in the workplace by anyone, including other employees, 
elected officials, members of the public, customers/clients, volunteers, contractors, and 
consultants. Workplace harassment, discrimination, and reprisal are serious forms of 
misconduct that may result in corrective and and/or disciplinary actions, up to and 
including termination of employment.  

2. Definitions 

The following definitions are intended to assist employees in understanding terms 
referenced in this policy. To the extent definitions may not be identical to legal 
definitions, they shall be interpreted and applied in accordance with applicable 
legislation, including the Human Rights Code and Occupational Health and Safety Act. 
 
2.1 Discrimination – Actions or behaviours that result in unfavourable treatment or 

which have a negative impact on an individual or group because of one or more 
of the prohibited grounds listed in the Human Rights Code.  Discrimination may 
be intentional or unintentional. It may involve direct actions that are outright 
discriminatory, or it may involve rules, practices or procedures that appear 
neutral, but disadvantage certain groups of people. 

 
2.2 Disrespectful Behaviour – Failing or refusing, through words or actions, to treat 

others in a professional, courteous, civil, dignified, fair, and equitable manner.  
 
2.3 Harassment – Engaging in offensive, hurtful, upsetting or embarrassing 

comment or conduct that a person knows or ought reasonably to know is 
unwelcome. The fact that a person does not explicitly object to harassing 
behaviour, or appears to be going along with it, does not mean the behaviour is 
welcomed, consented to, or is not harassing. Harassment usually involves more 
than one incident or a pattern of behaviour, but a single incident may be 
sufficiently serious, offensive, or harmful to constitute harassment. 

 
 Harassment may be: 
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a) Personal – directed at an individual(s) but not based on any prohibited 
ground listed in the Human Rights Code; or 

b) Code-based – based on one or more of the prohibited grounds listed in 
the Human Rights Code. Code-based harassment is also a form of 
discrimination. 

 
Harassment of a worker in the workplace, including sexual harassment of a 
worker in a workplace, is collectively referred to as “workplace harassment” for 
the purposes of the Occupational Health and Safety Act. 

 
2.4 Poisoned Work Environment – A hostile, humiliating, or uncomfortable 

workplace that is created by comments or conduct (including comments or 
conduct that are condoned or allowed to continue when brought to the attention 
of management) that intimidate, demean or ridicule a person or group. The 
comments or conduct need not be directed at a specific person, and may be from 
any person, regardless of position or status. A single comment or action, if 
sufficiently serious, may create a poisoned work environment. Pornography, pin-
ups, offensive cartoons, insulting slurs or jokes, and malicious gossip are 
examples of comments and conduct that can “poison the workplace” for 
employees. 

 
2.5 Prohibited Grounds – The Human Rights Code prohibits harassment and 

discrimination in employment based on one or more of the following grounds: 

• race • ancestry • place of origin 

• colour • ethnic origin • citizenship 

• creed (religion, 
including atheism) 

• sex (includes pregnancy 
and breast feeding) 

• sexual 
orientation 

• gender identity • gender expression • age 

• record of offences 
(criminal conviction for 
a provincial offence or 
for an offence for 
which a pardon has 
been received) 

• marital status (includes 
married, single, widowed, 
divorced, separated, 
living together in a 
conjugal relationship 
outside of marriage, 
whether in a same-sex or 
opposite sex relationship) 

• family status 
(such as being in 
a parent-child 
relationship) 

 

• disability (includes 
mental, physical, 
developmental or 
learning disabilities) 

 

• association or 
relationship with a person 
identified by one of the 
listed grounds 

 

• perception that 
one of the listed 
grounds applies, 
whether or not it 
actually does 

 
2.6 Reprisal – Any act of retaliation or revenge against a person for: 
 

a) Raising a concern or making a complaint under this policy (whether on 
their own behalf or on behalf of another); 

b) Participating or cooperating in an investigation or other complaint 
resolution process under this policy; or 

c) Associating with or assisting a person identified in paragraphs a) and/or b) 
above.  

 
2.7 Sexual Harassment – Harassment based on sex, sexual orientation, gender 

identity, or gender expression and includes: 
 

a) Engaging in offensive, hurtful, upsetting or embarrassing comment or 
conduct because of sex, sexual orientation, gender identity or gender 
expression that a person knows or ought reasonably to know is 
unwelcome;  

b) Making a sexual solicitation (i.e. request) or advance where the person 
making the solicitation or advance is in a position to confer, grant or deny 
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a benefit or advancement and the person knows or ought reasonably to 
know that the solicitation or advance is unwelcome; and 

c) Retaliating against or threatening to retaliate against an individual for the 
rejection of a sexual solicitation or advance where the retaliation or threat 
of retaliation is by a person in a position to confer, grant or deny a benefit 
or advancement to the individual. 

 
Sexual harassment of a worker in the workplace is referred to as “workplace 
sexual harassment” for the purposes of the Occupational Health and Safety Act. 
 

2.8 Supervisor – When referenced in this policy means a management supervisor. 
 
2.9 Workplace – Includes all sites, facilities, and other locations where the business, 

work, or social activities of the Corporation take place (see also the Applicability 
section below). 

3. Applicability 

3.1 This policy applies to: 
 

• All Corporation employees, including full-time, part-time, temporary, 
probationary and casual employees; 

• Elected officials; 

• Volunteers (including members of Advisory Committees, Special Committees 
and Task Forces); 

• Interns and students on placements; and 

• Contractors and consultants acting on behalf of the Corporation. 
 
 Members of the public, including visitors to Corporation facilities and individuals 

accessing services or conducting business with the Corporation, are expected to 
adhere to the standards of conduct set out in this policy, including refraining from 
workplace harassment and discrimination of employees, elected officials, and 
persons acting on behalf of the Corporation. 

 
3.2 This policy applies at all Corporation workplaces, whether during or outside of 

normal working hours and whether at or away from the worksite. This includes: 
 

a) All Corporation facilities and worksites; 
b) All Corporation vehicles; 
c) Any other location where Corporation employees are performing work-

related duties or carrying out responsibilities on behalf of the Corporation, 
including work-related travel and off-site meetings, conferences, seminars, 
and training; 

d) Locations at which work-related social functions take place, including 
formal events officially sanctioned by the Corporation and informal after-
work social gatherings where behaviours could have an impact on the 
workplace; and 

e) Social media sites (e.g. Facebook, Twitter, Instagram etc.) and internet 
sites, where posts may be connected to the workplace or could have an 
impact on the workplace or working relationships. 

 
3.3 This policy also applies to communications by telephone, cell phone, email, text 

message, or other electronic instant messaging platforms where the 
communication may be connected to the workplace or have an impact on the 
workplace or working relationships, whether the computer, phone, or other 
electronic device used to make the communication is a personal or Corporation-
issued device. 

4. The Policy 

4.1 Purpose 
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The purpose of this policy is to: 

a) Set expectations and standards of behaviour for a respectful, safe and 
supportive workplace; 

b) Define behaviours that may be offensive and prohibited by law and/or this 
policy; 

c) Clarify roles and responsibilities with respect to interpersonal behaviour in 
the workplace; 

d) Outline measures to prevent and address prohibited behaviour, including 
harassment, discrimination, and reprisal; and 

e) Address the Corporation’s obligations under applicable employment laws, 
including the Human Rights Code and Occupational Health and Safety 
Act.  

4.2 Expected Behaviour 

Employees will interact with one another, members of the public, and all others in 
the workplace in a professional, courteous, civil, dignified, fair, and equitable 
manner. 

4.3 Prohibited Behaviour 

The following behaviours are prohibited in the workplace: 
 

• Disrespectful Behaviour 

• Discrimination 

• Harassment (Personal and Code-based), including Sexual Harassment 

• Reprisal 
 

See Appendix A for examples of the prohibited behaviours listed above. 

4.4 Roles and Responsibilities 

Creating and maintaining a respectful workplace is a shared responsibility. Every 
individual to whom this policy applies, as well as individuals who attend at 
Corporation workplaces, or who access services or conduct business with the 
Corporation, are expected and required to abide by the standards of behaviour 
set out in this policy.  
 
Employees who are subjected to or witness prohibited behaviour in the 
workplace should consult the Respectful Workplace Dispute Resolution and 
Complaint Procedures (“Resolution/Complaint Procedures” – Appendix B) which 
outline various options available to address and resolve such behaviour. 

4.4.1 All Employees 

Every employee has a responsibility to create and maintain a respectful 
workplace. This includes to: 
 

a) Ensure words and actions are consistent with this policy;  
b) Raise concerns as soon as possible of prohibited behaviour; 
c) Accept responsibility for their workplace behaviours and their 

impact on others; 
d) Cooperate in investigations and handling of alleged prohibited 

behaviour upon request; 
e) Maintain confidentiality related to investigations of alleged 

prohibited behaviour; and 
f) Participate in training associated with this policy.  

4.4.2 Managers/Supervisors 

Managers and supervisors have additional responsibilities to create and maintain 
respectful workplaces and must act immediately on observations or allegations of 

9

http://www.ohrc.on.ca/en/ontario-human-rights-code
https://www.ontario.ca/laws/statute/90o01
https://www.ontario.ca/laws/statute/90o01


5 
 

prohibited behaviour. 

A manager or supervisor may be held responsible if they are aware of an incident 
of prohibited behaviour but do not take steps to resolve or address it. 

Managers and Supervisors must: 

a) Ensure work-related practices/procedures in their areas are free 
from barriers and do not discriminate against groups or individuals;  

b) Set a good example by ensuring their own words and conduct 
adhere to this policy; 

c) Be aware of what constitutes prohibited behaviour and the 
procedures in place for addressing and resolving such behaviour; 

d) Act promptly to address observations or allegations of prohibited 
behaviour; 

e) Consult and work cooperatively with the Human Rights and Human 
Resources Divisions as needed; 

f) Keep a detailed record of any violations of this policy and corrective 
actions taken and report this information to the Human Rights 
Division as required;  

g) Support training and awareness activities related to this policy; 
h) Ensure this policy is distributed and posted in a location that is 

easily accessible by all employees and any other individuals who 
enter the workplace and ensure contractors and consultants who 
enter the workplace are aware of this policy; 

i) Implement disciplinary/corrective actions and workplace restoration 
measures as required; 

j) Monitor the workplace where prohibited behaviour has occurred to 
ensure it has stopped; and  

k) Provide appropriate support to all those in their work area affected 
by prohibited behaviour, including witnesses. 

4.4.3 Non-management Supervisors 

Non-management supervisors must likewise set a good example by ensuring 
their behaviour complies with this policy and must report all observations, 
concerns, and/or complaints of prohibited behaviour to their supervisor/manager 
or the Human Rights Division immediately to be addressed in accordance with 
the Resolution/Complaint Procedures (Appendix B).  

4.4.4 Human Rights Division 

The focus of the Human Rights Division is to assist in preventing, correcting, and 
remedying prohibited behaviours. The Human Rights Division does not advocate 
for, act on behalf of, or represent any party in a dispute (complainant, 
respondent, or management). All complaints to the Human Rights Division will be 
dealt with in an unbiased manner. 
 
The Human Rights Division is responsible for: 
 
a) Reviewing and recommending updates to this policy; 
b) Providing information to employees, including to managers and 

supervisors, regarding this policy and the various options available for 
raising, addressing, and resolving concerns and complaints of prohibited 
behaviour; 

c) Making referrals to agencies for counselling and assistance when 
required; 

d) Receiving complaints, including conducting intakes; 
e) Recommending  appropriate interim measures, and complaint resolution 

and investigation options; 
f) Conducting independent investigations; 
g) Assisting in implementing resolutions of complaints; and 
h) All tracking of concerns and complaints under this policy. 
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4.4.5 Human Resources Division 

The Human Resources Division is responsible for: 
 
a) Removing barriers in hiring and employment policies, practices, and 

procedures that may have the effect of discriminating against groups or 
individuals; 

b) Providing training on this policy and related practices and procedures; 
c) Providing support to managers and supervisors in responding to and 

addressing matters under this policy; 
d) Making referrals to agencies for counselling and assistance where 

required; 
e) Consulting with the Human Rights Division as required with respect to 

alleged prohibited behaviour; and 
f) Reporting all complaints of prohibited behaviour to the Human Rights 

Division, including grievances alleging harassment, discrimination and/or 
reprisal filed under a collective agreement. 

4.4.6 Corporate Security and Emergency Management Division 

The focus of Corporate Security Services is to protect and promote the safety 
and security of Corporation workplaces, employees, and the public by assisting 
in preventing and addressing prohibited behaviours where safety may be at risk.  
Corporate Security Services is responsible for:   

a) Providing advice and assistance to address concerns and complaints of 
prohibited behaviour against a member of the public or where the physical 
safety of employees or others may be at risk; 

b) Making referrals to agencies for counselling and assistance when 
required; 

c) Receiving complaints alleging a member of the public has engaged in 
prohibited behaviour, including conducting intakes and determining 
appropriate interim measures; 

d) Determining informal actions, and conducting independent investigations 
of complaints of prohibited behaviour against  a member of the public;   

e) Consulting and working cooperatively with Human Rights and Human 
Resources Divisions as required; 

f) Recommending and implementing appropriate corrective action involving 
members of the public when required; and  

g) Reporting prohibited behaviour by members of the public and corrective 
actions taken to the Human Rights Division as required.   

4.4.7 Respectful Workplace Ombudsperson (“RWO”) 

The RWO is available as a neutral and confidential resource for employees to 
obtain information regarding their rights and obligations under this policy. The 
RWO advocates for fair and transparent processes under this policy and related 
practices and procedures, but does not act as an advocate for or provide legal 
advice to individuals. 

 
 The RWO will: 

a) Receive and respond on a confidential basis to questions from employees 
regarding this policy; 

b) Provide assistance to employees as they proceed through the 
Resolution/Complaint Procedures; 

c) Review complaints from employees related to processes and procedures 
undertaken by the Corporation under this policy and make 
recommendations to the City Manager for improvements; and 

d) Report annually to the City Manager about their interactions with 
employees related to this policy and identify themes and potential options 
for action and improvement. 

11



7 
 

4.4.8 Joint Health and Safety Committees 

The Corporation’s Joint Health and Safety Committees will be consulted and may 
provide input and feedback with respect to the implementation and maintenance 
of this policy and related processes and procedures in accordance with the 
Occupational Health and Safety Act.   

4.4.9 Unions/Associations 

Union/Association officials are available for confidential consultation and to 
provide representation to both complainants and respondents, if they are 
Union/Association members. Union/Association officials can also make a referral 
to agencies for counselling and assistance where required. 

4.4.10 Community Agencies 

Community agencies are available to provide confidential advice to individuals 
affected by complaints. 

4.5 Communication 

This policy shall be posted on the Corporation’s intranet, on the Corporation’s 
website, and in the Corporation’s workplaces. 

4.6 Respectful Workplace Training 

Employees, elected officials, interns and students on placement, will receive 
mandatory training on this policy upon assuming their respective roles in the 
workplace. Thereafter, as appropriate, they will receive refresher or in-service 
training with respect to specific rights and/or obligations arising from the Human 
Rights Code and/or the Occupational Health and Safety Act and will be reminded 
of the complaint mechanisms to enforce those rights and any substantial 
changes. 

4.7 Policy Review Process 

The Corporation is committed to continuing to enhance its respectful workplace 
policies, practices, and procedures. This policy will be reviewed as often as 
necessary, but at least annually, to ensure it remains current and is appropriately 
implemented. Employees and their representatives are encouraged to provide 
input and feedback to the Human Rights Division, the Human Resources 
Division, or the RWO. 

4.8 Policy Implementation 

Implementation of this policy will be in accordance with applicable Council and/or 
Corporation by-laws, policies and procedures, legislation, and collective 
agreement provisions. 

4.9 Related Policies and Procedures 

• Accommodation of Employees with Disabilities Procedure  

• Code of Conduct for Members of Council 

• Formal Investigation Process  

• General Policy for Advisory Committees  

• Public Conduct Administrative Practice 

• Rzone Policy  

• Time Off for Religious Observances Guideline 

• Use of Technology Administrative Procedure 

• Workplace Violence Prevention Policy 
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Appendix A: Examples of Prohibited Behaviours 

The following are some examples of the prohibited behaviours listed in Section 4.3 
above.  

Disrespectful Behaviour 

Examples could include: 
 

• Teasing or joking that intimidates, embarrasses, or humiliates; 

• Belittling and use of profanity; 

• Using sarcasm or a harsh tone; 

• Deliberately expressing or exhibiting disinterest when an employee is 
speaking; 

• Spreading gossip or rumours that damage one’s reputation;  

• Condescending or patronizing behaviour; 

• Actions that invade privacy or one’s personal work space; and 

• Deliberately excluding an employee from basic civilities (e.g. saying “good 
morning”), relevant work activities, or decision making. 

 
Any of the behaviours listed above could also constitute discrimination (if based on one 
or more of the prohibited grounds) or harassment (if the behaviour is repeated, occurs 
in combination with other prohibited behaviours, or is severe).   

Discrimination 

If based on one or more of the prohibited grounds, examples could include: 
 

• Excluding an employee from workplace activities; 

• Refusing to work with another employee; 

• Denial of hiring, promotion, work assignment, career development or training; 

• Failing or refusing to accommodate short of undue hardship; and 

• Denial of services to any individual or group of individuals. 

Harassment 

Examples of Personal Harassment could include: 
 

• Angry shouting/yelling; 

• Abusive or violent language; 

• Physical, verbal, or e-mail threats or intimidation; 

• Aggressive behaviours (e.g. slamming doors, throwing objects); 

• Targeting individual(s) in humiliating practical jokes; 

• Excluding, shunning, or impeding work performance; 

• Negative blogging or cyberbullying; 

• Retaliation, bullying, or sabotaging; 

• Unreasonable criticism or demands; 

• Insults or name calling; 

• Public humiliation; and 

• Communication via any means (e.g. verbal, electronic mail, voice mail, print, 
social media posts, or radio) that is demeaning, insulting, humiliating, or 
mocking. 

 
Examples of Code-based Harassment could include (if based on one or more of the 
prohibited grounds): 
 

• Insulting, offensive, humiliating or mocking remarks, gestures, jokes, slurs, or 
innuendos; 

• Name calling, including using derogatory or offensive terms or language; 

• Refusing to work or interact with an employee; 
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• Attaining, viewing, retaining or distributing insulting, derogatory or offensive 
information from the internet or other sources; 

• Vandalism of an individual’s property; 

• Interference with a person’s ability to perform their work responsibilities; 

• Offensive, derogatory, insulting or demeaning communication via any means 
(e.g. verbal, electronic mail, voice mail, print, social media posts, or radio); 
and 

• Displaying pictures, graffiti or other materials that are derogatory or offensive. 

Harassment Does Not Include: 

• Reasonable performance of management or supervisory functions, including: 

- performance/probation reviews/appraisals, 
- performance management (including coaching, counselling, discipline), 
- organizational changes/restructuring, 
- shift/vacation scheduling, 
- work direction, and 
- work assignments/work location; 

• Occasional disagreements or personality conflicts between co-workers; 

• Stressful events encountered in the performance of legitimate duties; or 

• A single comment or action unless it is serious and has a lasting harmful 
effect. 

Sexual Harassment 

Examples could include: 
 

• Comments, jokes, slurs, innuendos or taunting about a person’s body, attire, 
sex, sexual orientation, gender identity, or gender expression; 

• Comments or conduct of a sexual nature (verbal, written, physical); 

• Jokes of a sexual nature which cause awkwardness or embarrassment; 

• Negative stereotypical comments based on gender, sex or sexual orientation; 

• Gender related comments about an individual’s physical characteristics or 
mannerisms;  

• Displaying or distributing pornographic pictures or other offensive material; 

• Inappropriate touching, gestures, leering, staring or sexual flirtations; 

• Sexual assault (also an offence under the Criminal Code); 

• Persistent unaccepted solicitations for dates (including unwelcome contact 
subsequent to the end of an intimate relationship); 

• Unwelcome solicitation(s) made by a person in a position to confer or deny a 
workplace benefit or advancement on the recipient; and 

• Unwelcome comments or questions about a person’s sex life. 

Reprisal 

Examples could include:  
 

• Issuing discipline, changing work location or hours, demoting, denying of 
advancement or promotional opportunities, or threatening to carry out such 
actions if done as an act of retaliation or revenge; 

• Bullying, threats, or other intimidating behaviour; 

• Making false allegations of workplace misconduct; and 

• Pressuring an individual to withdraw or change a complaint or witness 
statement. 
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Appendix B: Respectful Workplace Dispute Resolution and Complaint Procedures 

1. Purpose  

These procedures are intended to: 
 

a) Outline internal options available for employees to raise concerns of 
prohibited behaviour for resolution and/or investigation;  

b) Inform managers and supervisors of actions required to address concerns 
and complaints of prohibited behaviour;  

c) Inform employees of what they can expect to occur in the event they raise 
a concern of prohibited behaviour, or are a witness to, or accused of such 
behaviour; 

d) Inform employees of available supports to assist them in raising concerns 
of prohibited behaviour or in the event they are accused of, or witness 
such behaviour; and 

e) Outline actions that will be taken to prevent, correct, and remedy incidents 
of prohibited behaviour. 

2. Definitions  

For the purposes of these procedures, 
 
2.1 Complainant – A person(s) alleging they have been subjected to prohibited 

behaviour under this policy. 
 
Note: Complaints of prohibited behaviour will be accepted from any source that 
provides reasonable grounds for concern (e.g. witnesses, unions/associations, or 
other third parties). These individuals will not be considered “complainants” for 
the purpose of these Resolution/Complaint Procedures or the Corporation’s 
Formal Investigation Process. 

 
2.2 Prohibited Behaviour – Behaviour in the workplace that is prohibited by this 

policy (see Policy, Section 4.3 above). 
 
2.3 Respondent – The person(s) who is alleged to have engaged in prohibited 

behaviour. 
 
2.4 Respectful Workplace Response Team – Shall be comprised of the City 

Manager, relevant Managing Director, Director of People Services, or their 
designate(s), and a member of the City Solicitor’s Office.  

3. Complaints Involving the City Manager/Deputy City Manager/Managing 
Directors/Director of People Services/Human Rights Intake Administrator 

a) Complaints received through these Resolution/Complaint Procedures 
alleging the City Manager has engaged in prohibited conduct (alone or in 
conjunction with another respondent(s)) shall be forwarded to the Director 
of People Services or the City Solicitor as soon as possible. Upon receipt 
of a complaint, the Director of People Services or the City Solicitor will 
immediately refer the complaint to an external third party. 

b) Complaints received through these Resolution/Complaint Procedures 
alleging the Deputy City Manager, a Managing Director, the Director of 
People Services, or the Human Rights Intake Administrator (alone or in 
conjunction with another respondent(s) other than the City Manager) has 
engaged in prohibited behaviour shall be forwarded to the City Manager 
as soon as possible. Upon receipt of a complaint, the City Manager will 
immediately refer the complaint to an external third party. 

c) The external third party will perform all the functions assigned to the 
Human Resources Division and/or the Human Rights Division as 
described in this procedure and the Formal Investigation Process. 

d) In the case of the City Manager, if the external third party determines that 
a formal investigation is required, they will provide the investigation report 
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and their recommendations, if any, to the Committee designated by the 
Municipal Council to deal with such matters. The Committee, after 
consultation with the external third party and such other external and/or 
internal resources as appropriate and required (e.g. external legal 
counsel, member of the City Solicitor’s Office, Director of People 
Services), shall make recommendations to the Municipal Council relating 
to corrective and/or disciplinary actions, and the Municipal Council shall 
consider, adopt or otherwise deal with the recommendations from the 
Committee. 

e) In the case of the Deputy City Manager, Managing Directors, Director of 
People Services, and the Human Rights Intake Administrator, if the 
external third party determines that a formal investigation is required, they 
will provide the investigation report and their recommendations, if any, to 
the City Manager. The City Manager, after consultation with such other 
external and/or internal resources as appropriate and required (e.g. 
external legal counsel, member of the City Solicitor’s Office, Director of 
People Services) will determine or, where required, will recommend to the 
Committee designated by the Municipal Council to deal with such matters, 
appropriate corrective and/or disciplinary action.  

In all other respects, the Resolution/Complaint Procedures below will apply to the 
processing of the complaint. 

4. Complaints Involving a Member of Council (Including the Mayor) 

a) Complaints received through these Resolution/Complaint Procedures 
alleging a Member of Council has engaged in prohibited conduct shall be 
forwarded to the Director of People Services as soon as possible. In the 
event the Director of People Services, determines that a formal 
investigation of the complaint is required, they will immediately refer the 
complaint to the Integrity Commissioner to conduct an investigation in 
accordance with the Integrity Commissioner’s procedures. Where such a 
request is made to the Integrity Commissioner, the Director of People 
Services shall be the complainant for the purposes of the Integrity 
Commissioner’s procedures.  

b) Where the Integrity Commissioner conducts an investigation, the Integrity 
Commissioner will provide results to the Director of People Services in 
accordance with the Integrity Commissioner’s procedures. Based on the 
Integrity Commissioner’s reporting, the Director of People Services will 
provide the complainant with a written summary of the findings. 

c) Where there are findings of a violation of this policy, the Director of People 
Services will refer the findings to the Respectful Workplace Response 
Team to implement appropriate corrective action to ensure the behaviour 
stops in accordance with section 7.4 below.   

d) As noted in Section 7.10 below, other complaint avenues for raising 
concerns of prohibited behaviour by a Member of Council may be 
available, including directly to the Integrity Commissioner as provided for 
in the Code of Conduct for Members of Council. 

In all other respects, the Resolution/Complaint Procedures below will apply to the 
processing of the complaint. 

5. Complaints Involving Members of the Public Attending at Corporation 
Workplaces and/or Accessing Corporation Services  

a) The Division Manager of Corporate Security and Emergency 
Management, or designate, in addition to the individuals listed in sections 
6.1 and 6.2 below, is available to provide advice, guidance and assistance 
to employees and supervisors/managers regarding available options to 
raise and resolve concerns of prohibited behaviour by a member of the 
public.  

b) The Division Manager, Corporate Security and Emergency Management, 
or designate, in consultation with the Human Rights Division as needed, 
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may also determine an appropriate informal course of action that may 
effectively resolve a complaint against a member of the public in a timely 
and fair manner as outlined in section 6.3 below. All findings of 
harassment, discrimination, and/or reprisal determined through informal 
action, as well as any corrective actions taken, shall be reported to the 
Human Rights Division. 

c) In addition to the Director of People Services and in accordance with 
section 6.5 below, the Division Manager, Corporate Security and 
Emergency Management or designate, in consultation with the Human 
Rights Division as needed, may determine that further inquiry into a 
complaint of prohibited conduct against a member of the public is 
necessary and, if so, a formal investigation of the matter will be conducted 
in accordance with the Corporation’s Formal Investigation Process. 

d) Where there are findings of a violation of this policy, corrective action shall 
be determined in accordance with section 7.4 below. 

e) The Division Manager, Corporate Security and Emergency Management 
or designate, shall report all findings of harassment, discrimination, and/or 
reprisal determined through formal investigation, as well as any corrective 
actions taken, to the Human Rights Division.  

In all other respects, the Resolution/Complaint Procedures set out below will 
apply to the processing of a complaint against a member of the public. 

6. Resolution/Complaint Procedures 

 There are a number of internal options available to raise and resolve concerns of 
prohibited behaviour under this policy, including: 
 
1) Consultation – Obtaining Advice and Assistance 
2) Individual Action – Talking to the Respondent 
3) Informal Action – Dispute Resolution without Formal Investigation 
4) Mediation  
5) Formal Investigation 
 
Whether all options are available or appropriate in a particular case will depend 
on the nature of the concerning behaviour and/or the parties involved. In all 
cases, concerns should be raised and addressed as soon as possible. Where 
appropriate, and especially when raised right away, individual or informal actions 
can bring about a quick resolution and prevent escalation of workplace disputes. 

6.1 Consultation – Obtaining Advice and Assistance 

Employees who believe they have witnessed or been subjected to prohibited 
behaviour may benefit from having access to information and advice before 
deciding how to proceed with a concern. Employees may consult any member of 
management or Human Resources or Human Rights Division staff. These 
individuals have responsibility to take action to resolve and stop prohibited 
behaviour (see Roles and Responsibilities – Policy, Section 4.4). They can 
provide advice, assistance, coaching, and referrals to assist employees in 
addressing the dispute themselves where appropriate to do so. Depending on 
the nature and circumstances of the concern raised, these individuals may be 
obligated to initiate an investigation even if the complainant does not wish to 
pursue that option. 
  
The RWO is also available to provide neutral, confidential advice and information 
regarding available resolution and complaint options (see Policy, Section 4.4.7). 
 
Employees who are members of a bargaining unit may also consult their 
Union/Association representative. 

6.2 Individual Action – Talking to the Respondent  

If an employee believes they are being subjected to prohibited behaviour and 
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there are no immediate health or safety concerns, it is recommended the 
respondent be told as soon as possible that their behaviour is unwelcome and 
must stop.  
 
It is not necessary for the employee to advise the respondent directly. The 
communication may be done verbally, via e-mail, transcribed, or other suitable 
means. It is recommended that if the communication is done verbally, what was 
said, as well as the date, time and place, be documented. Human Rights and 
Human Resources Division staff, a Union/Association representative, any 
member of management, or a trusted friend may assist.  
 
It is recommended that the complainant maintain a detailed record of incidents of 
prohibited behaviour, including the number of occurrences, date(s), time(s), 
place(s), nature of the offensive behaviour(s), names of individuals who may 
have observed the incidents and all actions taken. 
 
If addressing the respondent directly could raise health or safety risks, escalate 
the dispute, or is not appropriate, complainants may take other resolution options 
outlined in these procedures. 

6.3 Informal Action – Dispute Resolution without Formal Investigation 

If individual action is not appropriate or if the prohibited behaviour continues after 
asking the person to stop, the employee shall advise their supervisor/manager or 
the Human Rights Division of their complaint, preferably in writing. Where the 
employee’s supervisor/manager is involved in the complaint, the employee may 
advise a more senior member of management. Supervisors and managers will 
report all complaints of behaviour that may constitute harassment, discrimination, 
or reprisal to the Human Rights Division as soon as possible. When uncertain, 
supervisors/managers should consult the Human Rights Division for guidance. 
 
Where the prohibited behaviour alleged is not harassment, discrimination, or 
reprisal, the supervisor or manager in consultation with the Human Rights 
Division, as needed, and with the parties to the dispute, if appropriate, may 
determine an appropriate informal course of action that will effectively resolve the 
complaint in a timely and fair manner without the need for formal investigation. If 
the prohibited behaviour warrants disciplinary action, the supervisor or manager 
must consult with Human Resources or Human Rights Division staff before 
issuing discipline. The supervisor or manager shall document and report to the 
Human Rights Division any informal action taken, including any 
corrective/disciplinary action(s) implemented, to resolve the complaint. 
 
Where the alleged prohibited behaviour may constitute harassment, 
discrimination, or reprisal, the Director of People Services, or designate, in 
consultation with the Human Rights Division, and with the complainant if 
appropriate, will determine whether an informal course of action may be 
appropriate.  
 
Circumstances in which an informal course of action may be appropriate include 
the following: 
 

i) Where the alleged misconduct is minor in nature; 
ii) Where all the facts necessary for resolution are known without the 

need for further inquiry; 
iii) Where no other resources or special expertise are required for an 

impartial and timely resolution;  
iv) Where the alleged misconduct is acknowledged by the respondent, the 

parties to the complaint are in agreement as to how to effectively 
resolve the issues, and the agreed upon resolution is acceptable to the 
appropriate manager(s) and the Director of People Services or 
designate.  
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Informal action may include, among other actions: 
 
i) Consulting, advising, meeting with and/or interviewing those involved 

in the complaint (i.e. an informal review/investigation); 
ii) Reviewing documentary evidence (e.g. emails); 
iii) Communication of findings to the parties to the complaint and making 

recommendations to remedy concerns; or 
iv) A facilitated discussion to resolve the issues. 

The Occupational Health and Safety Act requires employers to conduct an 
investigation that is appropriate in the circumstances of all incidents and 
complaints of workplace harassment. Therefore options for informal action that 
do not include investigation will not be available for complaints of workplace 
harassment until after an appropriate investigation has been completed. 

Where there are findings of prohibited behaviour determined through informal 
action, communication of those findings will be in accordance with the 
Communication of Findings section of the Corporation’s Formal Investigation 
Process.  

6.4 Mediation  

Mediation is a form of informal action. It is a voluntary process whereby the 
complainant and respondent meet with a trained mediator to determine whether 
the complaint can be resolved in a mutually satisfactory manner. 
 
Mediation is not appropriate in all circumstances.  For example, when there are 
allegations of severe discrimination or harassment which, if substantiated, would 
result in disciplinary action, or where there are potential health or safety 
concerns. If the Director of People Services or designate, in consultation with the 
Human Rights Division, deems mediation appropriate, it will be offered to the 
parties but will only be conducted with the consent of both the complainant and 
the respondent. 
 
It is preferable that mediation be attempted prior to a formal investigation but will 
remain available to the parties throughout the investigation process. Where 
workplace harassment is alleged, mediation will only be available, if deemed 
appropriate, after an investigation is completed as required by the Occupational 
Health and Safety Act. 
 
During the mediation process, the complainant and the respondent may, if 
desired, be accompanied by a Union/Association representative or a trusted 
friend. 
 
If a mediated settlement is reached, the terms of the settlement shall be reduced 
to writing and signed by the complainant, respondent and the mediator. If the 
settlement requires any action on the part of the Corporation, the agreement of 
the Director of People Services or designate will be required. 
 
Discussions at the mediation will be treated as carried out with a view to coming 
to a settlement.  Discussions will be treated as privileged and confidential to the 
full extent permitted by law. 

6.5 Formal Investigation 

If mediation or other informal options to resolve the complaint are not appropriate 
or are unsuccessful or where the Director of People Services or designate, in 
consultation with the Human Rights Division, determines that further inquiry is 
necessary, a formal investigation into the matter will be conducted. 
 
Corporate-initiated Investigations: In circumstances where a complaint is 
made by someone other than the alleged victim, the Corporation may conduct a 
formal investigation where the Director of People Services or designate, in 
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consultation with the Human Rights Division, deems it appropriate, including 
where allegations of harassment or discrimination warrant further 
action/investigation or where the alleged victim does not wish to submit a 
complaint. The Corporation may also conduct a formal investigation where there 
is information to suggest the existence of an outstanding specific or systemic 
problem in the workplace. 
 
Formal investigations and communication of the findings from such investigations 
will be conducted in accordance with the Corporation’s Formal Investigation 
Process. 

7. General Provisions 

7.1 Refusal to Act or Investigate 

The Corporation may refuse to act or investigate or may discontinue an informal 
action or investigation where: 
 

i) The behaviour alleged, if true, would not be a breach of this policy;  
ii) The complaint is anonymous and there is insufficient information to 

warrant any or further steps; 
iii) The complaint is vexatious or made in bad faith (see Section 7.5 

below); 
iv) Another complaint avenue has been pursued or engaged regarding the 

same or a related concern/complaint; or 
v) Having regard to all of the circumstances, further investigation of the 

matter is unnecessary. 

7.2 Interim Measures 

In certain circumstances such as where health or safety is at issue, it may be 
necessary to take immediate measures. In such a case, interim measures shall 
be determined by the Director of People Services, or designate, in consultation, 
where appropriate, with the Human Rights Division, other members of the 
Respectful Workplace Response Team, Corporate Security, and/or the London 
Police Service. Interim measures may include relocating a party, or placing a 
party on a non-disciplinary suspension with pay pending the resolution of the 
complaint or outcome of the investigation. The Division Manager, Corporate 
Security and Emergency Management Division, or designate, in consultation, 
where appropriate, with the Human Rights Division, other members of the 
Respectful Workplace Response Team, and/or the London Police Service, shall  
determine interim measures with respect to members of the public. The 
implementation of interim measures does not mean that conclusions have been 
reached relating to the allegations. 

7.3 Support for Parties 

The Corporation recognizes that involvement in a workplace investigation may be 
stressful and emotionally upsetting. Complainants, respondents, witnesses, and 
other affected employees may access the counselling services and support 
provided by the Corporation’s employee assistance provider. Additionally, 
complainants may wish to access counselling and support through outside 
agencies. 
 
Parties to a complaint also have the right to be accompanied by a support person 
of their choice during meetings relating to a complaint made pursuant to these 
procedures, including their Union/Association representative, if applicable, or a 
trusted friend (e.g. another manager if they are a management employee). 
Where the Human Rights Intake Administrator/investigator is of the opinion that 
the presence of the support person is inappropriate (e.g. they have a conflict) or 
is hindering the process, the relevant party may select another support person 
provided that doing so does not hinder or unduly delay the meeting/process. As 
these procedures are intended as an internal means of addressing prohibited 
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behaviour outside of more formal legal proceedings, parties are not entitled to 
select legal counsel as their support person.  

7.4 Corrective Action and/or Disciplinary Action 

Where a finding of a violation of this policy that does not constitute harassment, 
discrimination, or reprisal has been made, the applicable division manager, in 
consultation with the Director of People Services, or delegate, will determine 
appropriate corrective and/or disciplinary actions. 
  
Where a finding of harassment, discrimination, or reprisal in violation of this 
policy has been made, the Respectful Workplace Response Team will determine 
appropriate corrective and/or disciplinary actions. 
 
Where it is determined that corrective or disciplinary action is to be taken against 
an employee of the Corporation, such action may include the following: 
 

• An apology 

• Coaching or counselling 

• Education or training 

• Warning 

• Suspension or leave without pay 

• Demotion 

• Transfer 

• Termination of employment 
 

The appropriate supervisor or manager will implement corrective or disciplinary 
actions to be taken against an employee. 
 
Where it is determined that corrective action is to be taken against members of 
Council, volunteers (including members of Advisory Committees, Special 
Committees, and Task Forces), students on placements, contractors, 
consultants, members of the public, including clients or customers, the 
Corporation will take such corrective action as is reasonable in the circumstances 
and permitted by law to ensure the prohibited behaviour stops. This may include 
barring the person from Corporation facilities or discontinuing business with 
contractors or consultants. The Division Manager, Corporate Security and 
Emergency Management Division or designate will be consulted with respect to 
determining any corrective action to be taken against members of the public. 
  
The Corporation may also implement any systemic remedies it deems 
appropriate. 

7.5 Vexatious/Bad Faith Complaints 

Where it is determined that the complainant has made a vexatious or bad faith 
complaint or an individual makes allegations knowing them to be false, the 
Respectful Workplace Response Team will take appropriate corrective and/or 
disciplinary action which may include the same corrective and/or disciplinary 
actions noted above. 

A complaint is vexatious or made in bad faith if it is made for the purpose of 
annoying, embarrassing or harassing the respondent, out of spite or 
vindictiveness, or the complainant is engaging in improper behaviour such as 
fraud, deception, or intentional misrepresentation. 

A complaint that is made in good faith but is not substantiated does not constitute 
a vexatious or bad faith complaint. 

7.6 Timing of Complaint 

A complaint under these procedures should be made as soon as possible after 
the prohibited behaviour occurred and no later than one year after the last 
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incident occurred unless there are reasons why it was not possible to bring it 
forward sooner. Where failure to make a complaint in a timely fashion affects the 
ability of the Corporation to conduct a full and complete investigation, the 
Corporation may decline to deal with the complaint. 

7.7 Timing of Completion of Actions/Investigation 

The Corporation will complete any informal actions or formal investigations 
pursuant to these procedures in a timely manner and within three (3) months 
from the date of receiving a complaint/initiating an investigation, unless there are 
extenuating circumstances (e.g. illness, complex investigation) warranting a 
longer period. The Human Rights Intake Administrator/investigator, supervisor, or 
manager responsible for handling a complaint under these procedures will 
update the parties to the complaint on a regular basis (approximately every two 
to three weeks) as to the status of their complaint and anticipated next steps. 

7.8 Confidentiality 

The administration of these procedures will be in accordance with the Municipal 
Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act (“MFIPPA”). All complaints 
received under these procedures will be considered strictly confidential subject to 
the Corporation’s obligation to safeguard employees, to conduct a thorough 
investigation, take appropriate corrective and/or disciplinary action, or to 
otherwise disclose information as required by law. The parties to the complaint 
and any witnesses are also expected to maintain confidentiality. Unwarranted 
breaches of confidentiality will result in corrective and/or disciplinary action. 

7.9 Complaint Records 

Where an investigation results in corrective and/or disciplinary action against an 
employee, a record of such action will be placed in the employee’s Human 
Resources file. Where there is insufficient evidence to prove that prohibited 
conduct occurred, no record of the complaint shall be placed in the respondent’s 
Human Resources file. 
 
All records pertaining to enquiries and complaints under this policy will be kept in 
confidential storage separate from employees’ Human Resources files. All 
records will be subject to the provisions of MFIPPA as noted above. 

7.10 Other Avenues of Complaint 

In addition to these internal resolution and complaint procedures, there may be 
other avenues available to pursue complaints of prohibited behaviour. Depending 
on the nature of the behaviour at issue and the parties involved, other complaint 
avenues may include an Application to the Human Rights Tribunal of Ontario, a 
complaint to the Ministry of Labour, an application to the Ontario Labour 
Relations Board, a civil action, a criminal complaint, a complaint to the Integrity 
Commissioner, and a grievance pursuant to the terms of an applicable collective 
agreement. 
 
These resolution/complaint procedures are not intended to interfere with or 
restrict employees’ rights to pursue any other available avenue(s) of complaint, 
including pursuant to the Ontario Human Rights Code and the Occupational 
Health and Safety Act. Where appropriate and/or required by law, the 
Corporation will conduct its own independent investigation into the allegations 
and make its own determination in accordance with this policy even when 
another avenue of complaint is pursued. This includes circumstances where 
there may be a related criminal proceeding.  
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TERMS OF REFERENCE 
THE ENVIRONMENTAL AND ECOLOGICAL 

PLANNING ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
Role 
 
While it is the legislative mandate of the Municipal Council to make the final decision on all 
matters that affect the Municipality, the role of an advisory committee is to provide 
recommendations, advice and information to the Municipal Council on those specialized matters 
which relate to the purpose of the advisory committee, to facilitate public input to City Council on 
programs and ideas and to assist in enhancing the quality of life of the community, in keeping 
with the Municipal Council’s Strategic Plan principles. Advisory committees shall conduct 
themselves in keeping with the policies set by the Municipal Council pertaining to advisory 
committees, and also in keeping with the Council Procedure By-law. 
 
Mandate 
 
The Environmental and Ecological Planning Advisory Committee reports to the Municipal 
Council, through the Planning and Environment Committee.  The Environmental and Ecological 
Planning Advisory Committee provides technical advice to the City of London on matters which 
are relevant to the City of Londn’s Official Plan, including London’s natural heritage systems it 
relates to Environmentally Significant Areas, woodlands, stream corridors, etc.   
 
The Environmental and Ecological Advisory Committee is responsible for the following: 
 

 to provide advice on natural areas, environmental features and applicable policies which 
may be suitable for identification and/or recognition in the Official Plan; 

 to provide advice on the management and enhancement of the Natural Heritage System, 
including Official Plan Policy, Environmental Management Guidelines and other policies 
and practices; 

 to provide advice as part of the development of Conservation Master Plans for London’s 
Environmentally Significant Areas and in Subwatershed Studies; 

 monitor and provide advice on reports, projects and processes that may impact the 
natural heritage system, including Areas Plans, Natural Heritage Studies, Environmental 
Impact Studies (EIS), Subject Land Status report, Environmental Assessments, etc.; 

 monitor impacts and provide advice on all projects (including City lead) occurring within 
the Official Plan trigger distance for an EIS, regardless of whether or not the project 
includes a formalized EIS;  

 to provide technical advice, at the request of the Municipal Council, its Committees or 
the City's Administration, on environmental matters which are relevant to the City's 
Official Plan or natural heritage system; 

 to assist in maintaining an up-to-date information base on natural areas and 
environmental features which are identified in the Official Plan and to monitor the 
condition of these areas on an ongoing basis; 

 to encourage public awareness and education on natural areas, environmental features 
and policies of the Official Plan which relate to environmental matters;  

 to provide advice on any global, regional or local issue related to the long-term 
sustainability of the Natural Heritage System; and  

 to provide comment on any matter which may be referred to the Committee by Municipal 
Council, its Committees, or the City’s Administration. 
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Composition 
 
Voting Members 
 
Between seventeen and twenty-three Voting Members, including one member of the Advisory 
Committee on the Environment. 
 
Non-Voting Resource Group 
 
City’s Ecologist 
One representative of each of the following: 

 
 City’s Planning & Research Division 
 City’s Development Approval Business Unit 
 City’s Stormwater Management Division 
 Upper Thames River Conservation Authority 
 Lower Thames Valley Conservation Authority 
 Kettle Creek Conservation Authority 
 Ministry of Natural Resources 
 

Sub-committees and Working Groups 
 
The Advisory Committee may form sub-committees and working groups as may be necessary 
to address specific issues; it being noted that the City Clerk's office does not provide secretariat 
support to these sub-committees or groups. These sub-committees and working groups shall 
draw upon members from the Advisory Committee as well as outside resource members as 
deemed necessary. The Chair of a sub-committee and/or working group shall be a voting 
member of the Advisory Committee. 
 
Term of Office 
 
Appointments to advisory committees shall be for a four-year term, commencing March 1 of the 
first year of a Council term and ending on February 28 or, in the case of a leap year, February 
29 of the first year of the following Council term. 
 
Appointment Policies 
 
Appointments shall be in keeping with Council Policy. 
 
Qualifications 
 
Members are appointed to serve as individuals and shall not represent a specific interest group 
or agency.  Members shall be chosen based on their interest, experience, availability, academic 
qualifications and expertise they possess in disciplines that will assist in carrying of the mandate 
of the Committee. Areas of expertise may include, but is not limited to the following: Biology 
Ornithology, Geology, Botany, Zoology, Landscape Architecture, Forestry, Ecology, Resource 
Management, Hydrology, Geography, Environmental Planning, Limnology and Natural History.  
Applicants without the above-noted technical background may also be considered.  Non-voting 
representatives from local resource groups shall be members or employees of the organization 
they represent. 
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Conduct 
 
The conduct of Advisory Committee members shall be in keeping with Council Policy. 
 
Meetings 
 
Meetings shall be once monthly at a date and time set by the City Clerk in consultation with the 
advisory committee. Length of meetings shall vary depending on the agenda.  Meetings of 
working groups that have been formed by the Advisory Committee may meet at any time and at 
any location and are in addition to the regular meetings of the Advisory Committee. 
 
Remuneration 
 
Advisory committee members shall serve without remuneration. 
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Advisory Committee Work Plan – 2020 
 

March 2020 

Activity Background Responsibility Timeline Strategic Plan 
Alignment 

Environmental Management 
Guidelines 

This document was created in 2007. Work has started on an updated 
version. 

EEPAC will work 

with staff and the 

consultant and in 

cooperation with 

other stakeholders 

staff have a goal to 

present the new 

version to PEC in 

2020 

Building a Sustainable City 

Protecting Environmentally Communicating  why  it  is  important  that   dogs are controlled in EEPAC present updated brochure Building a Sustainable City 

Significant Areas and around Environmentally Significant Areas (cats kept indoors, dogs to PEC 2 and to distribute 

 on  leash)  with the assistance of Corporate Communications; brochure 

 EEPAC  has  worked with AWAC on an improved Dog Brochure  

Collaboration with other Ongoing work with the Accessibility Advisory Committee to improve Chair and As this involves staff, a Building a Sustainable City 
Advisory Committees the process for accessible trails in ESAs vice chair and timeline will be developed Strengthening our 

  Committee as  Community 

  a whole  Leading in Public Service 

Review of Environmental 
Impact Studies and 

EEPAC is circulated and asked to review consultant submissions and 
provide input to City staff. In cases of significant disagreement, EEPAC 

Working Groups 
as required 

As required, usually 
provide turnout in one 

Building a Sustainable City 

Environmental Assessments advises PEC meeting cycle 
submissions as part of   
Planning application and the   
Environmental Assessment   

Act   
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Conservation Master Plans 
for Environmentally 
Significant Areas 

Review Phase 1 Natural Heritage Inventory, participate in Phase 2 Working Groups 
and Committee 

Depends on timing of 

information from staff. 

Currently  have  reviewed 

the Phase 1 Inventory for 

Meadowlily Woods 

Environmentally Significant 

Areas 

Building a Sustainable City 

Trail Advisory Group EEPAC has a representative on this staff directed group. It reviews trail 
locations and potential new trails for compatibility with the Significant 
Wildlife Habitat, if any, in the area. Recent examples including 
Westminster Ponds/Pond Mills ESA, Medway Valley Heritage Forest 
ESA, Lower Dingman ESA. 

Representative or 

alternative 

As determined by staff Building a Sustainable City 

Strengthening our 

Community 

Wetland Relocation, 
Monitoring and Creation and 
Relocation of Wildlife 

A Working Group has been established to do research on matters 
pertaining to wetland relocation. This has occurred in one location in 
the NW and is likely to be considered for the SW. There are no 
existing guidelines for this and how it should be included in 
development agreements. 

R. Trudeau, 
S. Sivakumar, 
P. Ferguson 

Have asked for it to be 

included in the updated 

EMG 

Building a Sustainable City 

Continue working with Staff 
and other stakeholders to 
implement London’s Bird 
Friendly Skies 

The City of London's Advisory Committee on the Environment (ACE), 

Environment and Ecological Protection Advisory Committee (EEPAC), 

and Animal Welfare Advisory Committee (AWAC), encourage efforts to 

create bird friendly communities through reduced light pollution and 

increased dark skies. 

EEPAC/Staff Ongoing Building a Sustainable 
City 
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1.0 Introduction 
1926767 Ontario Ltd, c/o Jon Aarts (the proponent) has initiated the planning process for a 
proposed combination of 39 single detached homes and a multi-family residential block on two 
parcels of land. While, the Legal Parcels are located at 14 Gideon Drive and 2012 Oxford Street 
West, London, ON, the area proposed for development (Subject Lands) is smaller and is limited to 
the north end of the parcel [Figure 1]. Life science data collection has been completed on the 
Subject Lands in 2018. This report compiles the updated data collection to reflect the current state 
of the Subject Lands. Also in this report are Sections providing a description of the development 
and impacts and mitigation. A discussion on the triggers for this EIS follow in Section 3. 
 

1.1 Report Objective 
This EIS report assesses the natural heritage features and functions, based on the life science 
data collected for this application along with additional studies (hydrogeological and geotechnical), 
also conducted specifically for the development proposal.  Any additional pertinent background 
information from prior studies including the Secondary Plan (River Bend Community Plan, City of 
London, 2001).  
The process and reporting is also designed to provide a support document to subsequent site 
alteration permit applications which may be submitted to the Upper Thames River Conservation 
Authority (UTRCA) if required. 
 

1.2 Format 
Natural heritage features and functions identified in this EIS are evaluated through a review of the 
Natural Heritage Reference Manual (NHRM, 2010) for policy 2.1 of the Provincial Policy 
Statement (MAH, 2014); and Section 15 of the City of London Official Plan (Office Consolidation, 
January 2015). The EIS will also follow the City of London Environmental Management Guidelines 
(2007). 
 

The EIS contains the following components, in accordance with the standards noted above: 

Section 2.0  Land Use Setting 

 Section 3.0  Triggers for EIS 

 Section 4.0  Description of the Natural Environment  

 Section 5.0  Natural Heritage Policy Considerations 

 Section 6.0  Description of Development 

 Section 7.0    Impacts and Mitigation 

 Section 8.0 Summary and Conclusions 

1.3 Background Documents 
The following existing data and studies were used to review the current environment. 

 River Bend Community Plan (City of London, 2001). 

1.4 Pre-Consultation 
To date, pre-consultation has consisted of preliminary informal discussions with the City of 
London [Appendix A] and email correspondence from the City of London [Appendix B]. As well, an 
EIS scoping meeting was held June 2 2020 [Appendix B1].  
 

As part of the pre-consultation checklist, the City has requested the components of a Subject 
Lands Status Report (SLSR) be included in the EIS. The request is unnecessary as an 
Environmental Impact Study provides the same information and analysis. Furthermore, the 
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reference to Subject Lands Status Report at all, does not conform to the City of London Official 
Plan policy 

1425_ Where a secondary plan has not been completed the City may require the 
preparation of a subject lands status report. The work plan for the subject lands status 
report will be determined in consultation with the City and relevant public agencies. 
(London Plan, in force) 
 

The Subject Lands are within the City of London Urban Growth boundary and within the Council 
approved (2004) River Bend Community Planning Area (City of London, 2001). Natural Heritage 
studies were completed as part of the Area Plan to guide the development of the River Bend Land 
Use Plan (City of London, 2001).  This Community Plan lea to Official Plan amendments for this 
area and as a result, meets the definition of a Secondary Plan under the Planning Act 
 

“A secondary plan is a land use plan for a particular area of a municipality that is prepared 
as an amendment to an official plan. Typically, a secondary plan will provide more detailed 
policies for the area it covers, such as public spaces, parks and urban design.” 
https://www.ontario.ca/document/citizens-guide-land-use-planning/official-plans 
 

Therefore, according to, and consistent with Official Plan policy (see quotes above), an SLSR is 
not required and an EIS provides a similar natural heritage review and assessment. 
 

Notwithstanding some additional disagreement on the need to revisit some aspects of the scoping 
checklist requirements issued by the City (many issues already considered in the Secondary Plan 
studies and OPA at that time), the EIS has been prepared to address this checklist. 
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2.0 Land Use Settings 
The Legal Parcel is 19.73ha in size. However, only a portion is within the City of London Growth 
Boundary. Therefore, the proposed development within this growth boundary (referred to here as 
the Subject Lands), is a 5.4ha portion of the Legal Parcel. The remainder of the Legal Parcel will 
be retained for agriculture. The Subject Lands are located on 14 Gideon Drive and 2012 Oxford 
Street West, west of Westdel Bourne and east of Tote Road in the City of London. The Subject 
Lands are surrounded by agricultural lands [Figure 1].  
The descriptions in this section are based on a review of the records available. The descriptions 
of the site based on field investigations are found in Section 4.0 - Description of the Natural 
Environment. 
 

2.1 Environmental Designations 
Guided by natural heritage studies in support of the Riverbend Community Plan, there are no 
environmental features identified by the City of London Official Plan within the Subject Lands 
[Figure 2] (City of London OP, Schedule B1, 2015). There is an unevaluated vegetation patch 
within the Legal Parcel, however this feature is approximately 380m south of the Subject Lands. 
An area of Ground Water Recharge transects most of the Subject Lands, save and except for the 
southeast corner. The Provincially Significant Dingman Creek Fen Wetland Complex is within 
450m west of the Subject Lands [Figure 2].  
Map 5 is under appeal in the London Plan.   
 

2.2 Land Use Designations  
Guided by the River Bend Community Plan, the Subject Lands and the majority of the adjacent 
lands were designated as Low Density Residential [Figure 3] (City of London OP, Schedule A, 
2015). Furthermore, the Subject Lands are also designated as Neighbourhood on Map 1 of the 
London Official Plan (2019).  
 

2.3 River Bend Community Plan 
A Natural Heritage Study was completed as part of the River Bend Community Planning process 
(Secondary Plan). The Natural Heritage Study provided the framework for environmentally 
sensitive planning for the future development of the River Bend Area (City of London, 2001), and 
the City of London Official Plan schedules as noted above. Three phases of natural heritage 
reporting, including an EIS, provided input to the development of the Ecological Management Plan 
(City of London, 2001).  The plans did not any features on the Subject Lands. The Land Use 
designation of the Official Plan (London, 2015) and the London Plan (partially under appeal) is 
consistent with the River Bend Community Plan [Figure 4].  
An Official Plan amendment is not needed. 
 

2.4 Zoning Bylaws  
The Subject Lands are zoned Urban Reserve [Figure 4]. The remainder of the Legal Parcel is 
zoned Agriculture and Environmental Review. The Urban Reserve zone extends to the east along 
Oxford St beyond the Subject Lands [Figure 5].   
 

A zoning by-law amendment is proposed to bring the lands into conformity with the Official Plan.  
 

2.5 Upper Thames River Conservation Authority (UTRCA) Regulation  
There are no UTRCA regulated areas within the Subject Lands. There is a small wetland feature 
over 150m to the south of the Subject Lands within the Legal Parcel [Figure 5]. 
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3.0 Triggers for EIS 
When a development proposal requires a Planning Act application (i.e. Draft Plan submission, or 
amendments to the Official Plan and/or zoning by-law), the City of London requires an 
Environmental Impact Study (EIS).  
 

With a requirement to bring the zoning of the lands into conformity with the City of London Official 
Plan land use schedules (Schedule A), triggers for the Environmental Impact Study are as follows: 

 Subject Lands contain a vegetation patch greater than 0.5 ha (not on Schedule A or B). 

An Environmental Impact Study (EIS) is the appropriate method, as guided by the Official Plan 
policies, to assess natural heritage features and functions within the Subject Lands to support the 
proposed development. 
 

The beginning sections of this EIS report provide an overview of natural heritage features, study 
findings, and evaluation of function of patches not on Official Plan Schedules that are in force and 
effect. The latter sections provide an overview of impacts and mitigation to complete the EIS 
report. 
 

In addition, the Endangered Species Act (2007) protects species and habitat that are not always 
identified on Official Plan Schedules. To be consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement 
(MMAH, 2014) the requirements for an additional study can be triggered without any adjacent 
features identified on the Official Plan.  
 

The following section (Section 4) reviews the natural heritage setting of the legal property. Section 
5 reviews the proposed land use change in conjunction with generic natural heritage issues which 
may require consideration in the application process. 
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4.0 Description of the Natural Environment 
The following section reviews the abiotic and biotic features on and directly adjacent to the 
Subject Lands that contribute to the overall natural heritage features and functions. This review 
provides relevant background information for interpreting environmental features and functions on 
the Subject Lands for the evaluation in Section 5. 
 

4.1 Physical Setting 
4.1.1 Physiography 
Bedrock in the area is Middle Devonian-aged limestone, dolostone, and shale of the Hamilton 
Group (Chapman and Putnam, 1984). The Subject Lands are underlain by glaciolacustrine and 
glaciofluvial deposits of gravel and gravelly sand (Dreimanis, 1970).  
 

4.1.2 Soils 
Soils in the area are predominantly glaciolacustrine and glaciofluvial deposits of gravel and 
gravelly sand associated with Lake Erie (Dreimanis, 1970). The soil series in this area is 
characteristic of the Muriel Association that is categorized as having moderately well to 
imperfectly drained soils (Hagerty and Kingston, 1992).  
Within the Subject Lands, soils are sand overlain by clay (Water Well Records - ontario.ca).  
 

4.1.3 Topography 
Regionally the lands slope gently towards the Thames River located 1.5km north of the Subject 
Lands. Site specifically, the lands are gently undulating, with an overall slope to the southwest. 
 

4.1.4 Hydrology 
The Subject Lands are part of the River Bend Corridor watershed within the larger Upper Thames 
River watershed. Historic well records identified localized groundwater between 18m and 19m 
below ground surface (mbgs) in gravel substrate (Sydney Earl, 1959) [Appendix C].  The Thames-
Sydenham and Region Source protection map suggest this area is not a concern for groundwater 
vulnerability (UTRCA online mapping).  
 

There are no watercourses located within the Subject Lands. The closest watercourse is Parker 
Drain (Class F drain) located approximately 300m east of the Subject Lands. 
 

4.2  Biological Setting 
The Dingman Creek Fen PSW Complex is located over 380m from the western extent of the 
Subject Lands and is separated from the subject lands by residential development, Tote Road 
and approved aggregate extraction.   
 

No woodlands were identified within the Subject Lands on Schedule B1 (City of London Official 
Plan, 2015) [Figure2]. There is an unidentified patch greater than 0.5 ha (mostly off site) that is 
the subject of this EIS. 
 

4.2.1 Vegetation 
The vegetation communities found on the Subject Lands are primarily upland communities [Figure 
6] and are summarized in Table 1. Ecological Land Classifications (ELC) are based on Lee et al. 
(1998).  Field work was conducted by Will Huys, MNR certified in ELC, in 2018. ELC information 
sheets are provided in Appendix D.   
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Table 1: Ecological Land Classifications for the Subject Lands 

 

The Subject Lands encompass all of the vegetation communities noted above including the active 
agriculture and residential areas. All of the communities listed in Table 1 are also common and 
secure in Ontario (NHIC, 2019).  
 

Community 1a and 1b is collectively Community 1, a CUW-1 Mineral Cultural Woodland 
dominated by Black Walnut and Hackberry in the canopy layer. The community could easily be 
labelled Cultural Savannah to reflect the historic setting as landscape trees around the 
residences. In Community 1a (0.6 ha), on the subject land, the understorey is predominantly 
composed of Black Raspberry, Tartarian Honeysuckle, and Riverbank Grape. Based on the 
ground layer condition, it appears this area was mowed regularly within the last 3-5 years. To the 
east, on the adjacent property, Community 1b (0.9 ha) is also dominated by Black Walnut but the 
ground layer was maintained lawn during the study. 
 

Community 2 is a CUS1 Mineral Cultural Savannah Ecosite with a Black Walnut inclusion. The 
canopy of the inclusion is exclusively Black Walnut. The sub-canopy is composed of Eastern Red 
Cedar, Staghorn Sumac, and Gray Dogwood. It appears the field may have been harvested for 
hay previously as evidenced by a pile of rotting hay bales in the south-east corner of the 
community. A portion of Community 2 was disked in mid-June of 2018. According to the 
landowner, the disking was part of a row crop rotational schedule in the land rental agreement 
that continues today [Appendix D1].  
 

Community 3 is a CUT-1 Mineral Cultural Thicket. The canopy layer is dominated by Staghorn 
Sumac and Hackberry. The understorey layer is dominated equally by Black Raspberry and Gray 
Dogwood.  
 

4.2.2 Wildlife Habitat 
MNRF Significant Wildlife Habitat (SWH) Criteria Schedules for Ecoregion 7E (January 2015) 
uses ELC Ecosite codes and habitat criteria (eg. size of ELC polygon, location of ELC polygon) to 
identify candidate significant wildlife habitat. Candidate SWH must meet wildlife use thresholds to 
be considered confirmed significant habitat. Life science data was collected in 2018 and 2019 and 

Community 
Type Polygon  ELC 

Code 
Area 
(ha) Description S-rank 

 Terrestrial Communities  

 

Anthropogenic 

R1 -  Maintained lawn and residential dwelling n/a 

R2 - Maintained lawn and garage n/a 

A  -  Active agriculture n/a 

Natural 
Successional 

1 CUW-1 
1.5  Mineral Cultural Woodland (Black Walnut 

Dominant) 
n/a 

2 CUM-1 1.9 Dry-Moist Old Field Meadow Type with Black 
Walnut Hedgerow Inclusion 

n/a 

3 CUT-1 0.5 Mineral Cultural Thicket n/a 
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was used to determine if the identified candidate habitats from the SWH review are significant. 
The following candidate SWH was noted [Appendix E]:  
Habitats of Species of Conservation Concern (not Endangered or Threatened Species) 

 Special Concern and Rare Wildlife Species 

No other components of SWH were met, including those checked off in the EIS Scoping meeting 
[Appendix E]. 
 

Using site specific life science information collected, the above candidate SWH is further 
evaluated in Section 4 based on the defining criteria (species presence, abundance, diversity) to 
make the final determination of the presence of SWH. This analysis is provided in Section 5 which 
follows the life science overview. 
 

4.2.3 Aquatic 
There are no aquatic species of significance or critical habitat for aquatic species at risk within 1 
km of the Subject Lands (DFO, 2019; NHIC, 2019). The Subject Lands do not contain any aquatic 
habitat and the closest watercourse is Parker Drain which is a Class F drain located 
approximately 300m east of the Subject Lands.  
Summary: There is no aquatic habitat present within the Subject Lands and therefore no habitat 
for threatened and endangered aquatic species is present. As there is no aquatic habitat present, 
no further consideration is required.  
 

4.2.4 Flora 
Background research using the NHIC database and correspondence with the MNRF identified 3 
significant floral species that are found or are potentially found within 1 km of the Subject Lands 
[Table 2] (NHIC, 2019). 
 

Table 2: Provincially Significant Floral Species within 1 km of the Subject Lands  

Common Name Scientific Name S-Rank ESA 
Listing 

SARA 
Listing  

American Chestnut Castanea dentata S1S2 END END 

Blue Ash Fraxinus quadrangulata S2 THR THR 

Hairy Fruited Sedge Carex trichocarpa S3 N/A N/A 

 

Prior correspondence with the MNRF from the Stage 1 Information Request response (2019) 
indicated that there are no known occurrences of floral Species at Risk (SAR) within the Subject 
Lands [Appendix F].  

Considering the limited habitat variety within the Subject Lands (active agriculture, residential, and 
cultural pioneer communities) there is no suitable habitat for the floral species noted above. 

A three season site specific floral inventory was conducted by Will Huys on April 17, May 9, June 
5, June 20, August 21, and September 21, 2018 [Appendix G]. No species of conservation 
concern or rare floral species, nor the species identified in Table 2, were found on the Subject 
Lands during the site specific inventories. Floristic quality of the area is poor with the mean 
coefficient of conservatism less than 2.0 and a Floristic Quality Index of less than 13.  
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 Summary: Site specific floral investigations did not observe any floral SAR, Special Concern, S1-
S3 ranked, or regionally significant floral species within the Subject Lands. 

4.2.5 Fauna 
Background research using the NHIC database and correspondence with the MNRF identified 
one provincially significant faunal species that is found or is potentially found within 1 km of the 
legal parcel [Table 3] (NHIC, 2019). 
 

Table 3: Provincially Significant Faunal Species within 1 km of the Subject Lands 

Common Name Scientific Name S-Rank SARO 
Listing 

SARA 
Listing  

Yellow-breasted Chat Icteria virens S1B END END 

 

Prior correspondence with the MNRF from the Stage 1 Information Request response (2019) 
indicated that there are no known occurrences of faunal SAR within the Subject Lands [Appendix 
F].  

Avifauna 
A two visit breeding bird survey was completed by Will Huys in 2018 to assess the Subject Lands 
for the presence of SAR birds [Appendix H]. The field visits took place on: 

 June 5th, 2018 

 June 20th, 2018 

Eastern wood-pewee (Special Concern) was observed within Community 1, Mineral Cultural 
Woodland that straddles the eastern property line. No avian species protected under the ESA 
were observed during the 2018 breeding bird study.  

No other species of provincial interest, other than Eastern Wood-pewee [SC] was found.  
 

Amphibians: 
No permanent ponded water was observed during any site investigations in 2018 and 2019. 
There was an ephemeral pond observed on the Subject Lands during the early spring amphibian 
monitoring, however was dry in May and June. Amphibian monitoring was conducted by Will Huys 
on April 21, 2018 at the observed ephemeral pond on site and no amphibians were heard calling 
[Appendix I]. There was no habitat to support amphibian breeding beyond early spring (April), so 
additional amphibian monitoring was not completed. 
 

Reptiles 
No SAR reptiles were identified from the NHIC background review or through MNRF 
correspondence (NHIC, 2019). No species specific targeted surveys were required for reptiles 
and no further consideration is required.    
 

Mammals  
No potential bat maternity roosts were observed [Appendix I - general field sheets], nor any 
evidence of any SAR mammals or habitat.  
 

Summary: Eastern Wood-pewee (Special Concern) was observed within Vegetation Community 
1 (Mineral Cultural Woodland). There were no floral SAR, Special Concern or S1-S3 ranked 
species within or adjacent to the Subject Lands. There is no permanent amphibian habitat and no 
suitable SAR reptile habitat within the Subject Lands.   
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5.0 Natural Heritage Policy Considerations 
This section reviews the provincial, municipal and Conservation Authority regulatory policies 
within the project location with respect to Natural Heritage considerations. 

The provincial and municipal natural heritage policies provide guidelines that determine 
appropriate land uses on and adjacent to natural heritage features and functions.  Policies that 
pertain to this site include: 

 the 2014 Provincial Policy Statement from MAH, Section 2.1 

 these have been reviewed with the Natural Heritage Reference Manual (NHRM) (MNR, 
2010),  

 the City of London Official Plan, Section 15.2 and 15.4, 

 the City of London Environmental Management Guidelines (2007), and  

 the UTRCA Regulations. 

The natural features and functions identified in Section 4 of this report are applied to the above 
policies in order to determine which components of the natural heritage system will require 
additional consideration. 
 

5.1 Provincial Policy 
The Provincial Policy considerations are based on Provincial Policy Statement from MAH, 2014, 
section 2.1 and reviewed using the Natural Heritage Reference Manual (Sections 5-11) (MNR, 
2010).  

2.1.4  
 a), b) Significant Wetlands/Coastal Wetlands 

Section 6 - Significant Wetlands and Significant Coastal Wetlands 

There are no wetlands or Provincially Significant Wetlands (PSW) within the Subject 
Lands. The Dingman Creek Fen PSW is over 380m west of the Subject Land boundary.  

 

 2.1.5 
 b) Significant Woodlands 

 Section 7 - Significant Woodlands 

The woodland patch was also not considered significant in the Riverbend Community Plan 
report and the London Official Plan.  

 c) Significant Valleylands 

 Section 8 - Significant Valleylands 

 There are no Significant Valleylands within or adjacent to the Subject Lands. 

 d) Significant Wildlife Habitat  

Section 9 - Significant Wildlife Habitat (SWH) 

Criteria to identify wildlife habitats that should be considered significant are taken from the 
Ecoregion Criteria Schedules (MNRF, 2015). Candidate significant wildlife habitat is based 
on ELC communities and was identified is Section 4.2.2. Confirmed significant wildlife 
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habitat is determined through appropriate field investigations and evaluation of species 
use.  

Based on presence of ELC code and habitat criteria, the following candidate SWH are 
reviewed using the MNRF (2015) required wildlife use thresholds (i.e., target species, 
population numbers, etc.) to determine significance:    

 1) Habitats of Species of Conservation Concern (not Endangered or Threatened   
                Species) 
 

There is habitat for Eastern Wood-pewee (Special Concern) within Community 1 (Mineral 
Cultural Woodland). There are no Special Concern or S1-S3 ranked floral species within 
the Subject Lands.  

  Confirmed SWH  
 e) Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest 

 Section 10 - Significant Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest 

No life science or earth science Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest were identified 
within or adjacent to the Subject Lands.   

 2.1.6  
 Fish Habitat 

 Section 11 - Fish Habitat - Broad Scale  

Broad scale fish habitat, for the purposes of this review, considers downstream fisheries. 
There is no fish habitat within or adjacent to the Subject Lands thus there will be no impact 
to any fisheries downstream of the site.    

  

Section 11 - Fish Habitat - Detailed Scale 

Detailed scale fish habitat, for the purposes of this review, considers fisheries habitat 
within the legal parcel. There is no fish habitat within or adjacent to the Subject Lands.  

 

 2.1.7 
 Habitat of Endangered Species and Threatened Species 

 Section 5 - Significant Habitat of Endangered and Threatened Species 

No habitat features for SAR nor any floral or faunal SAR were identified during the floral 
and faunal life science inventories on the Subject Lands.  

Summary - Provincial Policy:  

 There is confirmed SWH (Habitats of Species of Conservation Concern - Eastern Wood-
pewee) within Community 1.    

 

5.2 Municipal Policy 
The Municipal Policy Natural Heritage considerations are based on the City of London Official 
Plan, 2006, section 15.4. 
 

 15.4.1 Environmentally Significant Areas 

There are no Environmentally Significant Areas identified by the City of London Official 
Plan within the Subject Lands. The Dingman Creek Fen PSW Complex is located about 
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400m from the Subject Lands boundary and will not be impacted by development of the 
site.  
 

 15.4.2 Wetlands 

No wetlands have been identified within or within 120m of the Subject Lands. 
 

15.4.3 Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest 

There are no Areas of Natural or Scientific Interest within or adjacent to the Subject Lands.  
  

15.4.4 Habitat of Endangered, Threatened and Vulnerable Species 

There is no habitat for Endangered, Threatened, or vulnerable species within the Subject 
Lands.  

  

15.4.5 Woodlands 

“Potentially significant woodlands and other vegetation forms that have not been evaluated 
are designated as Environmental Review on Schedule A and delineated as Unevaluated 
Vegetation Patches on Schedule B1.” (Official Plan, OPA 438, July 2011). 

The City of London Guideline Document for the Evaluation of Ecologically Significant 
Woodlands (March 2006) “apply to all vegetation patches outside ESA’s and wetlands as 
identified on Schedule B and designated as Environmental Review on Schedule A.”  

Woodlands that are determined to be ecologically significant on the basis of the Official 
Plan criteria and the application of the Woodland Guidelines will be designated as Open 
Space on Schedule A and delineated as Significant Woodlands on Schedule B1 (Policy 
15.4 OPA 438, July 2011).  

The vegetation patch that straddles the east boundary is not mapped on either Schedule A 
or Schedule B1. The Official Plan criteria for significance and the Woodland Guidelines 
therefore do not apply. Section 15.4.15 Other Woodland Patches Larger than 0.5 ha is the 
applicable policy which is discussed below.  

 

15.4.6 Corridors 

There are no significant corridor areas within or adjacent to the Subject Lands.  
 

15.4.7 Wildlife Habitat 

i) The review of significance of wildlife habitat is based on the following considerations that 
have had regard for and having regard for the Significant Wildlife Habitat Technical Guide 
(MNRF, 2000) 

 a)  1) Habitats of seasonal concentrations of animals: 

          No seasonal concentration areas for wildlife were identified within the Subject 
Lands. 

      2) Rare vegetation communities 

           No rare vegetation communities were identified within the Subject Lands.  

      3) Specialized habitat for wildlife  
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There are no areas that support wildlife species that have highly specific habitat 
requirements, or area of exceptionally high species diversity. The wildlife species 
that are found within the Subject Lands are not diverse and are common for the 
vegetation communities present. 

      4) Habitat of species of conservation concern 

Eastern Wood-pewee (SC) was observed within Community 1 on the Subject 
Lands.  

       5) Animal movement corridors  

There are no distinct passageways for wildlife movement between habitats that are 
required to complete wildlife species life cycles.   

  b) The subject lands does not have any habitat that is under represented in the City of  
     London.  

 c) There are no areas of habitat having a high diversity of species composition that are of  
                 value for research, conservation, education and passive recreation opportunities.  

 ii) There are no area of Significant Wildlife Habitat identified on Schedule B1. 

15.4.8 Fish Habitat 

There is no fish habitat present within the Subject Lands as there are no watercourses 
present.   

15.4.9 Groundwater Recharge Areas, Headwaters and Aquifers 

There are groundwater recharge areas identified over most of the Subject Lands [Figure 
2]. However, the Thames-Sydenham Source proctection maps suggest there is no 
groundwater vulnerability on these subject lands. 

15.4.10 Water Quality and Quantity 

There are no aquatic features within or adjacent to the Subject Lands. There is no channel 
connection between the Subject Lands and the mapped wetland over 250m south of the 
site. The natural heritage system policy 15.4.9 (above) protects the groundwater recharge 
feature mapped on site. 

15.4.11 Potential Naturalization Areas 

There are no listed Potential Naturalization Areas within or adjacent to the Subject Lands.  

15.4.13 Unevaluated Vegetation Patches 

Large Unevaluated Vegetation Patches delineated on Schedule B1 identified through 
environmental studies are designated Environmental Review on Schedule A. “Smaller 
patches may have previously been designated for development or agricultural activity.” 
(City of London OPA 438, Dec.17/09). There are no mapped Unevaluated Vegetation 
Patches on Schedule B1.   

15.4.14 Other Woodland Patches larger than 0.5 Hectares 

The vegetation patch that straddles the eastern property line is designated Low Density 
Residential.  

To be consistent with the Official Plan policies, the unmapped vegetation is assessed 
through the scope of an EIS. 
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“In addition to areas that are designated Environmental Review or Open Space, 
woodland patches in other designation that are larger than 0.5 ha shall shall be 
evaluated...Where it is considered appropriate, the protection of trees or other 
vegetation will be required through measures such as, but not limited to, Tree 
Preservation plans...acquisition of land...conservation easements, landowner 
stewardship initiatives, and zoning provisions.” added by OPA 438 Dec 17/09). 

Eastern Wood-pewee habitat, in the woodland that straddles the property, will be 
considered through the above measures later in this EIS. 

There are no SAR, Special Concern or S1-S3 ranked floral species within Community 1. 
There is no amphibian breeding habitat. The tree species is dominated by Black Walnut 
and Hackberry. Community 1 (Mineral Cultural Woodland) is considered further in this EIS.  

15.4.15 Other Drainage Features 

No other water features (i.e. municipal drains) are within the Subject Lands. Parker Drain, 
which is a Class F Drain, is located approximately 300m east of the Subject Lands but is 
not hydrologically connected to any feature within the Subject Lands. 

 

Summary - Municipal Policy:  

 Vegetation Community 1 has habitat for Eastern Wood-pewee (Special Concern) and is  
considered further in this report. 

 

5.3 UTRCA Policy Considerations and Regulated Lands 
The Subject Lands are not within the regulation limit for the Upper Thames Region Conservation 
Authority. A section of the Legal Parcel over 250m south of the Subject Lands is regulated by 
UTRCA. 
 

Summary: The proposed development within the Subject Lands is not within a UTRCA regulation 
limit so no permit is required.  
 

5.4 Summary of Identified Features and Functions 
The features and functions in Table 4, have been identified through the policy review as requiring 
further consideration in an EIS.  
 

Table 4: Environmental Considerations for the Subject Lands  

Policy Category Environmental Consideration Natural Heritage Feature  

Provincial Policy 
Statement 

Significant Wildlife Habitat 
  

Eastern Wood-pewee within Vegetation Community 1  

 

City of London 

Significant Wildlife Habitat  Eastern Wood-pewee within Vegetation Community 1  

Groundwater Recharge Areas, 
Headwaters and Aquifers  

not applicable as Source Protection maps indicate no 
groundwater vulnerability in this location 

Other Woodland Patches Larger 
than 0.5 hectares see SWH above  
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6.0 Description of the Development 
The proposal is a residential development on a site of approximately 5.4ha located at 14 Gideon 
Dr and 2012 Oxford St W in the City of London. The Subject Lands are comprised of two 
contiguous sites that are considered for a single development with two internal roads. Access to 
the development will be from Gideon Drive at the west edge of the property. The proposed 
development is 39 single residential Lots, with a Multi-Family residential Block along the Oxford 
St/Gideon Dr arterial corridor [Figure 7]. While this development proposes a higher density than 
the current Official Plan, it is consistent with the Neighbourhoods place type of the London Plan 
that includes a diversity of housing choices. The development proposal will require a Zoning 
bylaw amendment for the combination of multi-family and single-family residential to bring zoning 
into conformity with the London Plan.    
 

6.1 Servicing 
The Subject Lands are located within the River Bend Community Planning Area. Sanitary 
servicing for the proposed development will be provided by Riverbend Pumping Station and the 
Oxford Street Pollution Control Plant (Stantec, 2018). The site will be serviced by local sanitary 
sewers located in the municipal rights-of-way proposed within the development and will outlet to 
the trunk sewer on Gideon Dr.  
Minor storm flows will be collected by a municipal storm sewer system within the municipal rights-
of-way. The sewer system will drain north towards Gideon Dr where it will be collected by a larger 
trunk sewer for conveyance to the Riverbend SWMF Trib. C ‘A”, located north of Oxford St. The 
major flows will be directed west down existing Oxford St W ditches for conveyance to the 
Thames River.  
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7.0 Impacts and Mitigation 
This section identifies potential direct and indirect impacts to the significant natural heritage 
features within and adjacent to the development footprint [Figure 8]. Appropriate avoidance, 
protection and mitigation measures for the impacts are also presented. 
Based on the analysis in Section 5.0, the significant feature identified is Eastern Wood-pewee 
habitat within Community 1. 
 

7.1 Direct Impacts 
The Draft Plan proposes the removal of a portion of Community 1 (0.6ha of a patch approximately 
1.5ha in area). The majority of Community 1 is dominated by Black Walnut and Hackberry with 
non-native species composing a large portion of the understorey (Tartarian Honeysuckle).  The 
patch does support confirmed breeding habitat for Eastern Wood-pewee [Figure 8; Figure 9].  
 

Eastern Wood-pewee breed in deciduous and mixed woods, with a preference for open space at 
forest edges, clearings, roadways and water (Cadman et al, 2007). Despite a population shift in its 
northern range, Eastern Wood-pewee is very common in Southwestern Ontario and found in all 
atlas squares in Southern Ontario (Cadman et al 2007) [Appendix H].  In fact, some studies have 
found a non-significant increase over time (Cadman et al, 2007; COSEWIC, 2012).  This species 
is found in most woodlots of any size in the London area and, as it is very territorial, there is 
typically only one nesting pair in woodlands of this size (territories range from 2-8 hectares - 
Cornell University www.allaboutbirds.org). 

Habitat for the single Eastern Wood-pewee territory will persist within the remainder of the 
woodland on adjacent lands. 

Recommendation: A tree inventory was completed for Community 1 by Will Huys in 
2018 wherein DBH measurements and the health status of trees within the community 
were noted. A Tree removal and edge tree Preservation Plan to mitigate for the impacts to 
Community 1 will accompany detailed site design. 

While not necessary for this development application from a purely planning perspective, there 
are opportunities the landowner is willing to consider, to plant a similar size area to expand a 
woodland to the south, within the remaining legal parcel  [Figure 9]. This proposed landscape 
area would use native species suitable to the area and the surrounding vegetation community. 
Based on the Riverbend Study, the plant list would likely consist of Sugar Maple, Oak, Basswood, 
Pagoda Dogwood and approved City of London groundlayer seeding. However, a final plan 
should be developed as part of the design studies once this concept is approved and the 
woodland to the south is reviewed for a final planting concept. 

Recommendation: An area designated as a woodland expansion is proposed south of 
the Subject Lands but within the legal parcel.  

Recommendation:  A woodland area management plan should be created and 
implemented to ensure the continued good health of trees that will be retained in the 
woodland to the south. This plan would include guidance and recommendations for woody 
debris management and the management of invasive species to improve the health of the 
woodland feature in the long-term. 

7.2 Indirect Impacts    
The most critical times for the protection of natural heritage features and functions is during the 
construction phase and post-development. 
Sediment controls needs to be used to ensure that sediment from the development project does 
not wash off the site into adjacent lands during rain events. 

45



 

 

MTE Consultants  |  45615-100  |  14 Gideon Drive & 2012 Oxford Street West |  September 29, 2020    16 

Recommendation:  Soil stock piles should be located 30m from any natural drainage 
swales. If the stock piles must be within 30m of either feature, they must be protected with 
sediment fencing 

Recommendation: All stock piles and excavations should maintain slopes of 70% or 
shallower during all phases of construction to prevent establishment of nest sites for Bank 
Swallow. Theses swallows will quickly take advantage of this type of habitat and impede 
construction schedules. 

The majority of the proposed development is on areas that are outside of the boundary for the 
woodland. Provided the above recommendations are followed, the natural heritage features and 
habitat identified in the field investigations will be effectively protected and mitigated from 
construction related impacts.  
 

7.3 Additional Considerations Requested By City 
Following the EIS Scoping Meeting, the checklist was provided as a summary. Several items were 
added to this checklist which were not specifically discussed in the meeting. Many are related to 
broader planning considerations such as Linkage and Corridors, Landscape (size, corridors, 
proximity and fragmentation) and importance to humans (healthy landscapes, aesthetics) or 
targets set out by the sub-watershed studies. All of these items have been considered in the Area 
Planning and opportunities to change these decisions, even if pertinent for this site, are limited 
now that development surrounds the Subject Lands. Agriculture will continue to the south. 
 

What is left of the checklist are some site specific functions which are not well defined in the 
context of evaluation, again, as a result of the prior decisions for the area. However, as noted in 
the report, the landscape is a remnant treed area near a residential house. As a result, the feature 
is impacted with introduced species and general disturbance reflected by poor quality floristics. 
Furthermore, the feature has limited habitat benefit, even if fully retained, since prior development 
approvals have cutoff any potential linkage to the Thames River corridor to the north. The only 
species that receives some provincial consideration is the Eastern Wood-pewee which has been 
discussed previously. The requirements of Wood-pewee, as well as the other common species 
found, are well served in the surrounding more robust natural heritage landscapes of the Thames 
River system, as well as the woodlands to the south. The landowner offers to provide additional 
tree planting in the south wooded location, which will expand the habitat and help to fill in bays 
and smooth out some edge effects. 
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8.0 Summary and Conclusion 
The proponent is proposing a residential development on a site of approximately 5.4ha located at 
14 Gideon Dr and 2012 Oxford St W in the City of London [Figure 1]. 
 

This EIS provides an inventory, evaluation, and assessment of significance of the features and 
functions on the Subject Lands. It has identified the significant natural heritage features and 
functions, and environmental management requirements (including further study) to adequately 
manage and protect the features and functions. The primary feature for consideration is 
Community 1 at the east edge. 

A tree preservation report should be completed for Community 1 to provide an assessment of 
individual trees and to guide the grading plan for the development. The larger woodland to the 
south within the Legal Parcel will be planted with native trees to provide an expanded woodland 
habitat within the legal parcel.  

MTE seeks comments from the City of London and the UTRCA with respect to the contents of this 
EIS. Formal comments can be submitted in writing to MTE on behalf of the client. Should you 
wish to clarify any questions or require additional information as part of the review of this EIS, do 
not hesitate to contact us. 

 

All of which is respectfully submitted, 

MTE Consultants Inc. 
 

 

 

Dave Hayman, M.Sc. 
Manager, Environmental 
519-204-6510 ext 2241 
Windsor Field Office: 519-966-1645 
dhayman@mte85.com 

DGH: sdm; ZA 
 

47

mailto:dhayman@mte85.com


Figure 1: Site Location
(2017 City of London Air Photo)
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Figure 2a: Natural Features
(City of London Official Plan Schedule B1, 2019)
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Figure 2b: Map 5 - Natural Heritage
(City of London - London Plan, May 2019)
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Figure 3a: Land Use
(City of London Official Plan Schedule A, 2019)
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Figure 3b: Map 1 - Land Use
(City of London - London Plan, 2019)

Scale 1:8000
August 2020

0

Print on 11X17, Landscape Orientation

160

Scale 1:50,000
Key Plan

Legend

1,0000

Site
Location

Subject 
Lands

Oxford St W

52



Figure 4: River Bend Community Plan
(City of London Council Approved April 2003)
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Figure 5: Zoning 
(City of London Zoning)
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Figure 6: Vegetation Communities
(2017 City of London Air Photo)
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Figure 9: Tree Preservation and 
Compensation 
(2017 City of London Air Photo)
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       PROPOSAL REVIEW MEETING SUMMARY & 

      RECORD OF CONSULTATION 
 
 
Date:   October 11, 2018 
 
Subject: Proposal Review Meeting 
   14 Gideon Drive & 2012 Oxford Street West 
 
Meeting Date:  September 12, 2018 
 
 
Meeting Participants: 
 
R. Carnegie (Coordinator)   Development Services – Planning 
L. Pompilii (Chair)    Development Services – Planning 
S. Wise     Development Services – Planning 
I. Abushehada    Development Services – Engineering 
B. Hammond    Development Services – Engineering 
P. Di Losa    Development Services – Engineering 
G. LaForge    Development Finance 
A. Giesen     E.E.S. – Transportation 
A. Sones     E.E.S. – Stormwater Management 
M. Schaum     E.E.S. – Wastewater & Drainage Engineering 
R. Armstrong    E.E.S. – Waterworks Engineering 
B. Page    Planning – Parks Planning & Design 
 
 
Owner/Applicant: Orange Rock Developments, c/o Jonathan Aarts 
Authorized Agent: Stantec Consulting Ltd., c/o Nick Dyjach 
Type of Application: Proposed Draft Plan of Subdivision 
Location: 14 Gideon Drive & 2012 Oxford Street West 
File Manager: Lou Pompilii 
Planner: Sonia Wise 
 
 
 
DEPARTMENT & AGENCY COMMENTS 
 
The following is a summary of the comments as reported by the respective service areas/agencies in 
response to the proposal.  It is noted that these comments do not necessarily reflect the final planning 
recommendation on the proposal. 
 

 
DEVELOPMENT PLANNING: 
Lou Pompilii      Manager, Development Services Planning 
Sonia Wise  Senior Planner 
 

- The use, intensity and forms of development proposed are generally in accordance with the 
permitted scale and uses contemplated by The London Plan  

- The proposed density of 35 units per hectare and ‘low-rise apartment’ form exceed the range 
of uses and upper limit of intensity contemplated in the 1989 Low Density Residential 
Designation.  An Official Plan Amendment may be required to the 1989 Official Plan 
depending on the final development details and the timing of the application submission and 
which plan policies prevail.  

- The preservation of the existing heritage resource located at 2012 Oxford Street West is 
highly encouraged.   

- Consider incorporating a north-south block located west of the heritage listed building(s) to 
serve as a pedestrian connection from Street B to Oxford Street West; which may also be 
used as a servicing connection for water or stormwater to the proposed subdivision (a 
dedicated municipal servicing corridor (not easement) would be required for use as servicing 
corridor).   

- Consider variations in lot frontage and built form along Street B to provide a diversity of lot 
sizes and variety of dwelling types  

- Sidewalks are to be provided on both sides of the proposed streets 
- The site has been identified as being within a potential Aggregate Resource Area as per Map 

6 of The London Plan.  The relevant Aggregate Policies should be addressed through the 
Final Proposal Report. 
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URBAN DESIGN/PLANNING POLICY: 
Britt O’Hagan  Urban Design 
 

- As part of the FPR, please submit a conceptual site plan for the multi-family block on the 
north portion of the site.  

- Provide pedestrian connectivity from the cul-de-sac and the multifamily block to the north to 
Oxford Street W to provide safe and convenient access to the commercial node being 
developed at Westdel Borne and Oxford St W. 

- Ensure development along Oxford St W is oriented to the arterial road with front doors and 
primary building facades.  

• A development form that includes rear or no garages along Oxford Street W is 
preferred.  

• A window street or side-lotted building form may also be considered.  
• The need for fencing and noise attenuation along Oxford Street W should be limited 

by providing a built form that mitigates noise impact on rear amenity spaces.  
- Limit the width of garages to less than half of the unit/building width, and have them project 

no closer to the streets than the main building facades and/or porches. 
 
 
HERITAGE PLANNING: 
Kyle Gonyou   Planning - Heritage Planner 
 
Archaeology 

- Please be advised that the subject properties at 14 Gideon Drive and 2012 Oxford Street 
West are located within an area identified by the Archaeological Management Plan (2017) as 
having archaeological potential. 

- A Stage 1-2 archaeological assessment was completed by Lincoln Environmental Consulting 
(P344-0207-2018, dated June 2018). Further archaeological work (Stage 3) is required for 
two archaeological sites: LEC1 (AfHi-400) and LEC2 (AfHi-401). These sites are located 
outside of the area of the property subject to the proposed draft plan of subdivision. No 
further work is required for the area within the proposed draft plan of subdivision. 

- The h-18 holding provision should be applied to the remainder of the property to ensure that 
archaeological issues are addressed prior to development or site alteration. Should 
development or construction plans change to include these areas (such as machine travel, 
material storage and stockpiling, site alteration), these two locations will require further 
archaeological work in advance of development or site alteration. 
 

Built Heritage 
- The subject property at 2012 Oxford Street West is listed on the City’s Register (Inventory of 

Heritage Resources), adopted pursuant to Section 27 of the Ontario Heritage Act. A Heritage 
Impact Assessment is required as part of a complete application. 

- The proposed draft plan of subdivision appears to include the built heritage resource at 2012 
Oxford Street West in Block 44 (Multi-Family). This has the potential to isolate the built 
heritage resource. Further and careful evaluation and assessment is required to ensure that 
significant built heritage resources are conserved. 

- Additionally, the subject site is adjacent to the heritage listed property at 1976 Oxford Street 
West. Compatibility with the adjacent heritage listed property must be assessed in the 
Heritage Impact Assessment. 
 

2012 Oxford Street West 
- The property at 2012 Oxford Street West (formerly Commissioners Road West) is often 

referred to as “Fairview Farm.” The two storey buff brick Italianate style home was 
constructed in circa 1865. The property is believed to have historic associations with the 
Kilbourne family, who were very early settlers in the former Delaware Township. 

 
1976 Oxford Street West 

- The property at 1976 Oxford Street West (formerly Commissioners Road West) has a single 
storey cottage. Some sources note it as an example of a vernacular stone cottage that has 
since been painted. The property is believed to have built by R. Flint in about 1845. The 
property is also believed to have historic associations with the Timothy Kilbourne family. 
 
 

PARKS PLANNING: 
Bruce Page   Planning - Environmental and Parks Planning 
     
Natural Heritage 

- The base mapping on the submitted plan does not accurately reflect the existing vegetation.  
The base mapping is to be updated for the FPR. 

- A number of natural heritage features have been identified on the subject land including a 
woodlot and a potential wetland.  A subject land status report and potential EIS will be 
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required as part of the FPR.  The SLSR and EIS are to be scoped with the City prior to the 
applicant undertaking the studies.   

- A tree preservation report and plan shall be completed for the application.  The tree 
preservation report and plan shall be focused on the preservation of quality specimen trees 
within lots and blocks.  The tree preservation report and plan shall be completed in 
accordance with current approved City of London guidelines for the preparation of tree 
preservation reports and tree preservation plans, to the satisfaction of the Manager of 
Environmental and Parks Planning as part of the design studies submission.  Tree 
preservation shall be established first and grading/servicing design shall be developed to 
accommodate maximum tree preservation. The report will also identify the locations for tree 
preservation fencing to protect existing. 
 

Parks Planning and Open Space 
- Parkland dedication will be calculated at 5% of the total site area or 1ha per 300 residential 

units, whichever is greater.  Based on ecological findings, staff may accept natural heritage 
lands at a compensated rated as defined in By-law CP-9.  The balance of parkland dedication 
could be satisfied through cash-in-lieu of parkland 

- The FPR should include a section on pedestrian connectivity within and external to the site. 
Specifically, this section should speak to connections to the residential lands to the east and 
Oxford Street to the North. 
 
 

WASTEWATER & DRAINAGE ENGINEERING: 
Kevin Graham      Senior Technologist 
 

- The site is tributary to the Riverbend Pumping Station and is located within the Oxford WTP 
sanitary sewershed.  

- In accordance with GMIS the outlet will be the Trunk Sanitary sewer RBB1 which is currently 
being designed and constructed as part of the Eagle Ridge Phase 2 Subdivision to the limit of 
Kains Road.  

- Any extension of an external sanitary on Gideon/Oxford to the trunk sanitary sewer RBB1 will 
need to be appropriately sized to accommodate external areas including lands outside the 
UGB. The Owner is to include adequate detail on an external sanitary area plan to reflect 
what is to be serviced to the oversized sanitary sewer.  

- The Owner may wish to discuss and co-ordinate with Development Finance regarding any 
potential oversizing claimability for extension of external sanitary sewers 

 
 

WATER ENGINEERING: 
Ryan Armstrong      Technologist II 
 

- The City would not support a secondary watermain on Gideon Drive to service this Plan.  If a 
subdivision water service connection is off Gideon Drive the existing 100mm watermain 
would be required to be replaced with a new adequately sized watermain.  Sizing of this 
replacement watermain would need to avoid any potential adverse impacts on the Woodhull 
Subdivision, to which this 100mm watermain provides water servicing.  

- Provision for temporary water servicing would be required in the event the existing Gideon 
Drive watermain is taken out of service for any extended period. 

 
- While the Oxford Street West 300mm watermain will ultimately be looped with the 

development of Eagle Ridge Subdivision Phase 2, the Gideon Drive watermain remains a 
single feed watermain with no opportunity for looping. 

- The proposed Plan of Subdivision with 43 SFR and 83 townhouse (126 total units) would 
require watermain looping.  A looping strategy would need to be developed in order to satisfy 
this looping requirement, which may include a secondary connection to Oxford St, 
reconfiguring the road network such that the local road connection (Street ‘A’) connects 
directly to Oxford St West (essentially flipping the Plan), strategic valving, etc. 

- If a secondary water service connection is proposed the watermain would be required to be in 
either a municipal road allowance or a dedicated municipal servicing corridor; extension of a 
watermain through a multi-purpose easement would not be supported. 

 
- The servicing strategy for the multi-family Block is for this Block to be serviced with water 

internal to the subdivision.  At 83 units the Block’s internal water servicing would also require 
a looped connection. 

 
- The subject lands are not well serviced off the low-level distribution system.  Ultimately these 

lands are considered for inclusion in a future extension of the high-level distribution system as 
set-out in the Wickerson Area Watermain Distribution System study dated November 2010 
prepared by Stantec Consulting. 
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- Consideration needs to be given to how this Plan would ultimately connect into the future 
high-level system contemplated in the aforementioned study.  This might include multiple 
road connections to future development lands to the south, provision for road extensions at 
the east and west limits of the Plan, connection to Oxford Street made as close to the east 
limit of the Plan as possible, the permanent\temporary nature of low-level watermain 
connections to Gideon Drive and Oxford Street, etc. 

 
- Given the existing topography constraints, the fact that the lands are located within the Urban 

Growth Boundary, and that there is an adequately sized watermain (300mm on Oxford St W) 
available for connection, the City could consider individual Block\Unit\Lot water service 
booster pumps to ensure adequacy of domestic water pressure. 

- Hydraulic modeling would need to identify the Lots\Blocks which require individual water 
booster pumps, the details thereof, and any other applicable considerations.  Notifications 
and warning clauses would be included in the Subdivision Agreement, be registered on title of 
the applicable Lots\Blocks, and be included in all Agreements of Purchase and Sale. 

 
- Notwithstanding individual domestic booster pumps for the Blocks\Units\Lots, the fire 

protection for the Plan itself must be available and able to satisfy minimum design 
requirements without boosting. 

 
- Oversizing watermains to reduce friction loss would not be supported, the watermains shall 

be sized based on typical design requirements.  Preliminary hydraulic modeling and pipe 
sizing has been included in the aforementioned Wickerson Area Watermain Distribution 
System study; water quality needs to be maintained (interim & ultimate). 

 
- As this Plan is presently at the limit of the Urban Growth Boundary no watermain stub would 

be permitted on Street ‘A’ past Street ‘B’ (or otherwise to service ‘external lands’); watermains 
would be extended in conjunction with future development proposals. 

 
Complete Application Requirements – Water Servicing 
 
As part of a complete Draft Plan of Subdivision application Water Engineering would require the 
following: 

- A focused design study establishing a watermain looping strategy for the Plan of Subdivision 
and addressing how the internal watermains would ultimately be able to be incorporated into 
the future expansion of the high-level distribution system considered in the Wickerson Area 
Watermain Distribution System study, all to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 
 

 
STORMWATER MANAGEMENT: 
Paul Titus           Senior Engineering Technologist 
Adrienne Sones      Environmental Services Engineer 
 
General Comments – Stormwater Management (SWM) 
 

- Section 8.0 – Please make reference in the IPR that the proposed SWM/Storm Drainage 
strategy for this development will be in compliance with the following documents: 

a. Final Report – Functional Design of the Tributary ‘C’ Storm Drainage and Stormwater 
Management Servicing Works Downstream Thames River Subwatershed – Dated 
August 2015 by Matrix Solutions Inc.; and 

b. Municipal Class Environmental Study Report – Schedule ‘C’ – Storm/Drainage & 
Stormwater Management, Transportation & Sanitary Trunk Servicing Works for 
Tributary ‘C’, Downstream Thames Subwatershed – Dated December 2013  by 
AECOM 

- Section 8.1 - Please provide a statement in this section stating that the proposed SWM/Storm 
Drainage Report for this development will include the analysis/modeling of the existing 
southerly ditch on Oxford Street West to confirm the 100 and 250 year major overland flow 
conveyance to the Thames River. Any required ditch conveyance improvements will be 
identified in the report and reflected in the detailed subdivision servicing drawings.  

- Section 8.2 – Just to confirm the minor storm outlet requirements in this section; the 
developer shall be required to connect the local storm sewer system from this development 
northerly across Oxford Street West and connect into the future storm maintenance hole 
ST1/future 750 mm diameter storm sewer located on Kains Road within the proposed Eagle 
Ridge Phase 2 subdivision. 

- Low Impact Development solutions (LIDs) are expected to be required under the new MECP 
guidelines to be released in 2018. Please include a statement that addresses the 
implementation of LIDs for this development.  

- The applicant shall also provide the following as part of the complete submission package in 
support of the proposed SWM/Storm Drainage design: 

a. Hydrogeological Report including water balance analysis;  
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b. Geotechnical Report including detailed soil characteristics and ground water levels to 
support any proposed Low Impact Development (LID) solutions. 

 
 

TRANSPORTATION PLANNING & DESIGN: 
Andrew Giesen     Senior Transportation Technologist 

Note: The IPR noted a TIA was completed for this development, however this was not provided in 
the report, as part of the complete application this report should be provided for staff to review   
  

- Road widening dedication of 24.0m from centre line required on Oxford Street West and 
Gideon Drive  

- Provide a road layout and concept plan showing all bends tapers and centre line radii comply 
with City standards, ensure all through streets align opposite each other if minimum City 
standards are not met changes to the draft plan will be required  

- As part of a complete application demonstrate how street “A” will function with a future 
roundabout at Oxford Street West and Gideon Drive 

- Gateway widening required on Street “A” 21.5m ROW width for 30m tapered back over 30m 
to standard ROW width of 20.0m 

- Provide a 1ft reserve along Oxford Street West and Gideon Drive  
- 6.0mx6.0m daylight triangles will be required on Street “A” at Gideon Drive 
- Left and right turn lanes will be required on Gideon Drive at Street “A”  
- Temporary street lighting will be required at the intersection of Gideon Drive and Street “A”  
- Barrier curb will be required throughout the subdivision  
- Council recently approved the Complete Streets Design Manual found at the below web link, 

the complete streets design manual contains information and design guidance for the 
construction of a complete street. https://www.london.ca/residents/Roads-
Transportation/Transportation-Planning/Pages/Complete-Streets-.aspx 

 
 
DEVELOPMENT FINANCE 
Greg LaForge  Manager I, Development Finance 
 
General  

- Servicing of this development is dependent on completion of infrastructure projects that are 
subject to the timing of an adjacent subdivision and the GMIS. As part of the complete 
application, the owner shall provide a strategy and schedule that identifies the timing of the 
subdivision servicing. The strategy should clearly identify the expected timing of projects 
required to service these lands. If temporary works are required, these would be an Owner 
cost as per the Development Charges By-law. Any connections to external infrastructure 
would be an Owner cost and only eligible for an oversizing subsidy as per the Development 
Charges By-law.  

- It is noted that current DC policies are under review as part of the 2019 Development 
Charges Background Study and are subject to review and Council approval. 
 

Water  
- If required, external watermains 300mm diameter or greater would be eligible for oversizing 

subsidy from the CSRF. All local watermains (250mm & less) and connections will be 
installed at the Owner’s cost. 
 

SWM  
- There are no anticipated claims from the CSRF for stormwater management related 

infrastructure. The Initial Proposal Report indicates the development will be serviced through 
the existing Riverbend SWMF Trib. C SWMF A.  

- If LID’s are required, these works are currently considered an Owner cost. As part of the 2019 
Development Charges Study, the City is reviewing the eligibility of LID’s as a DC recoverable 
item. 
 

Storm  
- There are no anticipated claims from the CSRF for subsidy on oversized storm sewers 

(sewers exceeding 1050mm). All local sewers and connections will be installed at the 
Owner’s cost. 
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DEVELOPMENT ENGINEERING: 
Ismail Abushehada  Manager, Development Engineering 
Blair Hammond      Senior Engineering Technologist 
Paul Di Losa   Technologist II 
 
STANDARD COMMENTS: 

- All the usual standard conditions of draft plan will be imposed; 
- Cost sharing for any eligible services or facilities will be based on the most financially 

economical solution for the claim, unless agreed to otherwise by the City; and 
- External land needs are to be addressed as necessary (e.g. utility corridors, public roads, 

construction roads, emergency access etc.). 
 
INITIAL PROPOSAL REPORT COMMENTS: 
The following are comments on the Internal Proposal Report: 

- Noting Block 3 is isolated from the rest of the draft plan due to the adjacent hydro corridor.  In 
the event that Block 3 is not developed as a SWMF and approval is received to develop the 
block as a high density residential area, a concept is to be provided identifying how it will 
interact/tie-in with the adjacent road network, hydro corridor, pathway system and subdivision;    

- The Hydro Corridor is owned by Hydro One Networks Inc., as such any work that is proposed 
within the corridor will require their permission.  An easement is required over any proposed 
servicing that is to be constructed within the corridor.  Lastly, the corridor appears to be included 
within the proposed subdivision’s subject lands on the draft plan that was provided.  Please 
revise the drawing to properly delineate the corridor as external to the draft plan; 

 
9.0 Transportation 

- Internal center medians are no longer permitted (i.e. gateway treatments) on municipal ROW’s 
unless they are aligning with existing medians; 

- FYI, minor external roadwork projects will be designed by the applicant but tendered by the 
City (only the associated engineering is claimable); 

 
DRAFT PLAN OF SUBDIVISION DRAWING COMMENTS: 
The draft plan of subdivision drawing is to comply with all City standards with regard to the above 
comments and the following: 

Draft plan of subdivision is to include various existing features: 
• Topographical information (e.g. contours, elevations, vegetation areas, water courses, 

wells, utility corridors, and flood plain limits) 
• Legal info of this plan and adjoined lands (e.g. easements, lot and plan numbers, 

addresses, and adjacent streets) 
• Proposed road curvature and radii to comply with City standards 
• Tapers / transitions 
• Road widening’s  
• Dimension all right of way’s including window streets 
• Daylighting triangles where applicable 
• 0.3m reserves and road dedications as necessary  
• Lot Frontages  
• Block Areas 
• Drawing to scale 
• North arrow, etc. 

 
Complete Application Requirements 

- The Final Proposal Report addressing all Development Services comments with respect to the 
IPR 

- Revised proposed Draft Plan of Subdivision drawing as per Development Services comments. 
- Provide a Geotechnical 

 
EXTERNAL COMMENTING AGENCIES 
 
Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF) 
 
Karina Černiavskaja District Planner – Aylmer District 
 

(No comments Rec’d) 
 
UNION GAS LTD. 
 
Justin Cook       Senior Pipeline Engineer 
 
     (No comments Rec’d) 
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LONDON TRANSIT COMMISSION (L.T.C.) 
 
Daniel Hall    Transportation Planning Technician 

 
(No comments Rec’d) 

 
 

THAMES VALLEY DISTRICT SCHOOL BOARD 
 
Danielle Kettle    Planning Analyst 
 

(No comments Rec’d) 
 

 
LONDON DISTRICT CATHOLIC SCHOOL BOARD 
 
Rebecca McLean    Planning Specialist 

 
(No comments Rec’d) 

 
LONDON-MIDDLESEX HEALTH UNIT 
 
Bernadette McCall Public Health Nurse 

 
(No comments Rec’d) 

 
 
 
UPPER THAMES RIVER CONSERVATION AUTHORITY (U.T.R.C.A.) 
 
Christine Creighton   Land Use Planner      
 

(Comments rec’d via email & attached) 
The Upper Thames River Conservation Authority (UTRCA) has reviewed the initial proposal report 
(IPR) with regard for the policies in the Environmental Planning Policy Manual for the Upper Thames 
River Conservation Authority (June 2006).   These policies include regulations made pursuant to 
Section 28 of the Conservation Authorities Act, and are consistent with the natural hazard and natural 
heritage policies contained in the Provincial Policy Statement (2014). The Upper Thames River Source 
Protection Area Assessment Report has also been reviewed in order to confirm whether the subject 
lands are located in a vulnerable area.  The Drinking Water Source Protection information is being 
disclosed to the Municipality to assist them in fulfilling their decision making responsibilities under the 
Planning Act. 
 
CONSERVATION AUTHORITIES ACT 
While the subject lands are regulated by the UTRCA in accordance with Ontario Regulation 157/06, 
made pursuant to Section 28 of the Conservation Authorities Act, the proposed development lands are 
not regulated.   
 
The regulation limit which impacts the balance of the lands is comprised of wetland features and the 
surrounding areas of interference. The UTRCA has jurisdiction over lands within the regulated area 
and requires that landowners obtain written approval from the Authority prior to undertaking any site 
alteration or development within this area including filling, grading, construction, alteration to a 
watercourse and/or interference with a wetland. 
 
UTRCA ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING POLICY MANUAL  
The UTRCA’s Environmental Planning Policy Manual is available online at: 
 
http://thamesriver.on.ca/planning-permits-maps/utrca-environmental-policy-manual/ 
 
Policies which are applicable to the subject lands include: 
 
3.2.2 General Natural Hazard Policies 
These policies direct new development and site alteration away from hazard lands.  No new hazards 
are to be created and existing hazards should not be aggravated. The Authority also does not support 
the fragmentation of hazard lands through lot creation which is consistent with the Provincial Policy 
(PPS).  
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3.2.6 & 3.3.2 Wetland Policies 
New development and site alteration is not permitted in wetlands. Furthermore, new development and 
site alteration may only be permitted in the area of interference and /or adjacent lands of a wetland if 
it can be demonstrated through the preparation of an Environmental Impact Study that there will be no 
negative impact on the hydrological and ecological function of the feature. 
 
DRINKING WATER SOURCE PROTECTION 
Clean Water Act 
The Clean Water Act (CWA), 2006 is intended to protect existing and future sources of drinking water. 
The Act is part of the Ontario government's commitment to implement the recommendations of the 
Walkerton Inquiry as well as protecting and enhancing human health and the environment.  The CWA 
sets out a framework for source protection planning on a watershed basis with Source Protection Areas 
established based on the watershed boundaries of Ontario’s 36 Conservation Authorities. The Upper 
Thames River, Lower Thames Valley and St. Clair Region Conservation Authorities have entered into 
a partnership for The Thames-Sydenham Source Protection Region.   
 
The Assessment Report for the Upper Thames watershed delineates three types of vulnerable areas: 
Wellhead Protection Areas, Highly Vulnerable Aquifers and Significant Groundwater Recharge Areas. 
We wish to advise that the subject lands are identified as being within a vulnerable area. Mapping 
which shows these areas is available at:  
 
http://maps.thamesriver.on.ca/GVH_252/?viewer=tsrassessmentreport 
 
Provincial Policy Statement (PPS, 2014) 
Section 2.2.1 requires that “Planning authorities shall protect, improve or restore the quality and 
quantity of water by: e) implementing necessary restrictions on development and site alteration to: 

1. protect all municipal drinking water supplies and designated vulnerable areas; and 
2. protect, improve or restore vulnerable surface and ground water features, and their hydrological 

functions.” 
 
Section 2.2.2 requires that “Development and site alteration shall be restricted in or near sensitive 
surface water features and sensitive ground water features such that these features and their related 
hydrologic functions will be protected, improved or restored.”    
 
Municipalities must be consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement when making decisions on land 
use planning and development. Policies in the Approved Source Protection Plan may prohibit or restrict 
activities identified as posing a significant threat to drinking water.  Municipalities may also have or be 
developing policies that apply to vulnerable areas when reviewing development applications.  
Proponents considering land use changes, site alteration or construction in these areas need to be 
aware of this possibility. The Approved Source Protection Plan is available at:  
 
http://www.sourcewaterprotection.on.ca/source-protection-plan/approved-source-protection-plan/ 
 
Comments on the IPR 
P.4 The London Plan and P. 11 Analysis of the London Plan Policies – consideration should also be 
given to Map 5 Natural Heritage and the related policies which identify an unevaluated vegetation 
patch on the development site. We understand that the City will be requesting an environmental study 
to evaluate this feature. The UTRCA requests an opportunity to review the study in order to 
confirm whether there are any wetland features located within the patch that could be subject to our 
regulation and Section 28 permit process. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
As indicated, in accordance with Ontario Regulation 157/06, made pursuant to Section 28 of the 
Conservation Authorities Act, the proposed development lands are not regulated.  However, the 
UTRCA requests an opportunity to review the environmental study/SLSR that we understand the City 
will be requesting as part of a complete application in order to confirm whether there are any wetland 
features located within the unevaluated vegetation patch which could be subject to our regulation. 
 
 
REQUIREMENTS TO PROCEED WITH CURRENT APPLICATION 

 
New City of London Complete Application Requirements for Planning Act 
Applications 
All new applications submitted on or after January 22, 2018 will be required to meet the new 
requirements for the relevant application type. These applications must be submitted using the 
updated application forms dated January 2018 which will appear on the City’s website in early 
January. 
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The new requirements are in addition to any technical submission requirements you are currently 
required to meet, and are as follows: 
 
Draft Plan of Subdivision 
A simplified draft plan of subdivision is required for the production of the on-site sign. 
The graphic must be sized to the dimensions of 46”(W) x 46(H), provided in PDF and 
JPEG format at a DPI of 300. 
 
The subdivision must be centred and scaled within the 46” bounding box to allow for maximum 
readability. The area outside of the draft plan of subdivision must be populated with Ontario Base 
Map data to provide context for the surrounding land. This additional contextual information should 
be displayed at a lighter transparency and contain information such as, but not limited to: streets, 
parcel fabric, building outlines, and watercourses. The images should be full bleed with no borders. 
The image must not be distorted or skewed in any way and is subject to cropping. 
 
The simplified image of the proposed subdivision must include the following elements: 

- Outline the extent of the subdivision boundary 
- Road, lot, and block fabric and descriptions 
- Proposed street name labels 
- Proposed block numbers & area calculations 
- Colour application to all lots and blocks per The London Plan colours (see Map I for relevant 

place types and colour standards) 
- Light grey colour application to all street and walkway blocks 
- Basic map elements: (north arrow, scale, etc.) 

 
Official Plan and/or Zoning By-Law Amendment (applicable only where Renderings are 
required as part of a complete application) 
Proposed Development best represented using a landscape image format Graphic renderings are 
required which represent the conceptual design of the proposal for the production of the on-site sign. 
 
A minimum of 2 renderings must be provided, oriented in landscape format and sized to the 
dimensions of 48”(W) x 26”(H), provided in PDF and JPEG format at a DPI of 300. 
 
These renderings should be an accurate visual representation of the proposal and highlight features 
of the conceptual design. The images should be full bleed with no borders. The image must not be 
distorted or skewed in any way and is subject to cropping. 
 
OR 
 
Proposed Development best represented using a portrait image format 
Graphic renderings are required which represent the conceptual design of the proposal for the 
production of the on-site sign. 
 
A minimum of 2 renderings must be provided, oriented in portrait format and sized to the dimensions 
of 14”(W) x 26”(H), provided in PDF and JPEG format at a DPI of 300. 
AND 
 
A minimum of 3 renderings must be provided, oriented in landscape format and sized to the 
dimensions of 34”(W) x I 3”(H), provided in PDF and JPEG format at a DPI of 300. 
The landscape images are typically, but not always, of the pedestrian level of a tall building. 
 
These renderings should be an accurate visual representation of the proposal and highlight features 
of the conceptual design. The images should be full bleed with no borders. The image must not be 
distorted or skewed in any way and is subject to cropping. 
 
 
The following documentation is required for a complete application submission: 
NOTE:  
 

• Draft Plan of Subdivision Application: 
- 1 copy of the City of London Subdivision Application Form. 
- 24 rolled copies of the Draft Plan, completed as required under Section 51(17) of the 

Planning Act (the Draft Plan must include the Approval Authority signature block) 
- A digital file of the Draft Plan tied to the City’s geographic horizontal control network (NAD 

1983 UTM Zone 17N) must be submitted as well (refer to the City’s Plans Submission 
Standards available on-line). 

- 1 legal sized copy of the Draft Plan. 
- Associated application fees 
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Draft plan of Subdivision is to include various features listed on the Draft Plan of Subdivision
Application Form

• Official Plan Amendment Application
- 2 copies of completed City of London Zoning By-law Amendment application form and

supporting documentation
- Hard copy and digital file of proposed zoning map
- Associated application fees

• Zoning By-law Amendment Application:
- 2 copies of completed City of London Zoning By-law Amendment application form and

supporting documentation
- Hard copy and digital file of proposed zoning map
- Associated application fees

• Final Proposal Report (FPR) & ReportslStudies Required:
- Update the Initial Proposal Report to reflect the comments that have been identified in this

Record of Consultation, in accordance with the requirements prescribed in the File Manager
Reference Manual.

- FPR is to include updated water, sanitary, stormwater, transportation and development
finance components, parks and open space, and addressing all comments identified in the
Record of Consultation (Note: applicant/consultant should undertake off-line discussions
with contacts prior to completing the FPR, to ensure all servicing requirements are suitably
addressed)

- Final Proposal Report which fully addresses the polices of the Official Plan, the Southwest
Area Secondary Plan, and the London Plan (and specifically addresses the intensification
policies mentioned above)

- Provide a road layout and concept plan showing all bends tapers and centre line radii
comply with City standards, ensure all through streets align opposite each other if
minimum City standards are not met changes to the draft plan will be required.

- A Heritage Impact Assessment
- Scoped Subject Land Status Report and Environmental Impact Study
- Tree Preservation Report
- Water Servicing Strategy (VVatermain looping and internal watermains)
- Hydrogeological Report including water balance analysis
- Geotechnical Report
- Transportation Impact Assessment
- Demonstrate how Street A will function with future round about (Oxford Street West and

Gideon Drive)

Prepared By: ‘

Rob Carnegie Proposal Review Meeting Coordinator, Development Planning
(519) 661-CITY (2489) ext. 2787 RCarnegie@Iondon.ca

Rèwe By:
Sonia Wise Senior Planner, Development Planning
(51-TY9) ext. 4579 SWise@london.ca

Appr ed ‘:

[bu Pompilii Manager, Development Planning
(519) 661- CITY (2489) ext. 5488 LPompilii@london.ca
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“Inspiring a Healthy Environment” 

 

 
1424 Clarke Road, London, Ont. N5V 5B9 · Phone: 519.451.2800 · Fax: 519.451.1188 · Email: infoline@thamesriver.on.ca www.thamesriver.on.ca 
   

 
September 12, 2018 
 
City of London - Development Services 
P.O. Box 5035 
London, Ontario   N6A 4L9 
 
Attention:  Rob Carnegie (sent via e-mail) 
 
 
Dear Mr. Carnegie: 
 
Re: UTRCA Comments on IPR – September 12, 2018 Proposal Review Meeting  

Owner/Applicant: Orange Rock Developments – Jonathon Aarts 
Agent: Stantec Consulting Ltd. 
14 Gideon Drive & 2012 Oxford Street West, London, Ontario 

The Upper Thames River Conservation Authority (UTRCA) has reviewed the initial proposal report 
(IPR) with regard for the policies in the Environmental Planning Policy Manual for the Upper Thames 
River Conservation Authority (June 2006).   These policies include regulations made pursuant to 
Section 28 of the Conservation Authorities Act, and are consistent with the natural hazard and 
natural heritage policies contained in the Provincial Policy Statement (2014). The Upper Thames 
River Source Protection Area Assessment Report has also been reviewed in order to confirm 
whether the subject lands are located in a vulnerable area.  The Drinking Water Source Protection 
information is being disclosed to the Municipality to assist them in fulfilling their decision making 
responsibilities under the Planning Act. 
 
CONSERVATION AUTHORITIES ACT 
While the subject lands are regulated by the UTRCA in accordance with Ontario Regulation 157/06, 
made pursuant to Section 28 of the Conservation Authorities Act, the proposed development lands 
are not regulated.   
 
The regulation limit which impacts the balance of the lands is comprised of wetland features and the 
surrounding areas of interference. The UTRCA has jurisdiction over lands within the regulated area 
and requires that landowners obtain written approval from the Authority prior to undertaking any site 
alteration or development within this area including filling, grading, construction, alteration to a 
watercourse and/or interference with a wetland. 
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UTRCA PRM/IPR Comments  
14 Gideon Drive & 2012 Oxford Street West, London  
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UTRCA ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING POLICY MANUAL  
The UTRCA’s Environmental Planning Policy Manual is available online at: 
 
http://thamesriver.on.ca/planning-permits-maps/utrca-environmental-policy-manual/ 
 
Policies which are applicable to the subject lands include: 
 
3.2.2 General Natural Hazard Policies 

These policies direct new development and site alteration away from hazard lands.  No new hazards 
are to be created and existing hazards should not be aggravated. The Authority also does not 
support the fragmentation of hazard lands through lot creation which is consistent with the Provincial 
Policy (PPS).  
 

3.2.6 & 3.3.2 Wetland Policies 

New development and site alteration is not permitted in wetlands. Furthermore, new development 
and site alteration may only be permitted in the area of interference and /or adjacent lands of a 
wetland if it can be demonstrated through the preparation of an Environmental Impact Study that 
there will be no negative impact on the hydrological and ecological function of the feature. 
 
DRINKING WATER SOURCE PROTECTION 
Clean Water Act 
The Clean Water Act (CWA), 2006 is intended to protect existing and future sources of drinking 
water. The Act is part of the Ontario government's commitment to implement the recommendations 
of the Walkerton Inquiry as well as protecting and enhancing human health and the environment.  
The CWA sets out a framework for source protection planning on a watershed basis with Source 
Protection Areas established based on the watershed boundaries of Ontario’s 36 Conservation 
Authorities. The Upper Thames River, Lower Thames Valley and St. Clair Region Conservation 
Authorities have entered into a partnership for The Thames-Sydenham Source Protection Region.   
 
The Assessment Report for the Upper Thames watershed delineates three types of vulnerable 
areas: Wellhead Protection Areas, Highly Vulnerable Aquifers and Significant Groundwater 
Recharge Areas. We wish to advise that the subject lands are identified as being within a vulnerable 
area. Mapping which shows these areas is available at:  
 
http://maps.thamesriver.on.ca/GVH_252/?viewer=tsrassessmentreport 
 
Provincial Policy Statement (PPS, 2014) 
Section 2.2.1 requires that “Planning authorities shall protect, improve or restore the quality and 
quantity of water by: e) implementing necessary restrictions on development and site alteration to: 

1. protect all municipal drinking water supplies and designated vulnerable areas; and 
2. protect, improve or restore vulnerable surface and ground water features, and their 

hydrological functions.” 
 
Section 2.2.2 requires that “Development and site alteration shall be restricted in or near sensitive 
surface water features and sensitive ground water features such that these features and their 
related hydrologic functions will be protected, improved or restored.”    
 

71

http://thamesriver.on.ca/planning-permits-maps/utrca-environmental-policy-manual/
http://maps.thamesriver.on.ca/GVH_252/?viewer=tsrassessmentreport


UTRCA PRM/IPR Comments  
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Municipalities must be consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement when making decisions on 
land use planning and development. Policies in the Approved Source Protection Plan may prohibit or 
restrict activities identified as posing a significant threat to drinking water.  Municipalities may also 
have or be developing policies that apply to vulnerable areas when reviewing development 
applications.  Proponents considering land use changes, site alteration or construction in these 
areas need to be aware of this possibility. The Approved Source Protection Plan is available at:  
 
http://www.sourcewaterprotection.on.ca/source-protection-plan/approved-source-protection-plan/ 
 
Comments on the IPR 
P.4 The London Plan and P. 11 Analysis of the London Plan Policies – consideration should also be 
given to Map 5 Natural Heritage and the related policies which identify an unevaluated vegetation 
patch on the development site. We understand that the City will be requesting an environmental 
study to evaluate this feature. The UTRCA requests an opportunity to review the study in order to 
confirm whether there are any wetland features located within the patch that could be subject to our 
regulation and Section 28 permit process. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
As indicated, in accordance with Ontario Regulation 157/06, made pursuant to Section 28 of the 
Conservation Authorities Act, the proposed development lands are not regulated.  However, the 
UTRCA requests an opportunity to review the environmental study/SLSR that we understand the 
City will be requesting as part of a complete application in order to confirm whether there are any 
wetland features located within the unevaluated vegetation patch which could be subject to our 
regulation. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment. Please contact the undersigned at extension 293 if there 
are any questions. 
 
Yours truly, 
UPPER THAMES RIVER CONSERVATION AUTHORITY 

 
Christine Creighton 
Land Use Planner 
CC/cc 
 
Enclosure – Regulation Mapping (please print on legal size paper to ensure that the scales are accurate) 
 
c.c. UTRCA - Mark Snowsell & Brent Verscheure, Land Use Regulations Officers 
        

72

http://www.sourcewaterprotection.on.ca/source-protection-plan/approved-source-protection-plan/


The UTRCA disclaims explicitly any warranty,  representation or 
guarantee as to the content, sequence, accuracy, timeliness, 
fitness for a particular  purpose, merchantability or 
completeness of any of the data depicted and provided herein. 

This map is not a substitute for professional advice. Please 
contact UTRCA staff for any changes, updates and 
amendments to the information provided. 

The UTRCA assumes no liability for any errors, omissions or 
inaccuracies in the information provided herein and further 
assumes no liability for any decisions made or actions taken or 
not taken by any person in reliance upon the information and 
data furnished hereunder.

Sources: Base data, 2015 Aerial Photography used under licence with 
the Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources Copyright © Queen's Printer 
for Ontario; City of London. 

Legend

Copyright ©          UTRCA.

14 Gideon Drive & 2012 Oxford Street West, London

September 11, 2018

 Notes:

CC

Regulation Limit
Regulation under s.28 of the

Development, interference with wetlands, and alterations
to shorelines and watercourses. O.Reg 157/06, 97/04.

The Regulation Limit depicted on this map schedule is a 
representation of O.Reg 157/06 under O.Reg 97/04.

2018

Conservation Authorities Act

430107 215 0

Created By: 5,3671:
metres

* Please note: Any reference to scale on this map is only appropriate when it is printed landscape on legal-sized (8.5" x 14") paper.

This document is not a Plan of Survey.

The Regulation Limit is a conservative estimation of the hazard 
lands within the UTRCA watershed. In the case of 
discrepancies between the mapping and the actual features on 
a property, the text of Ontario Regulation 157/06 prevails and 
the jurisdiction of the UTRCA may extend beyond areas shown 
on the maps.
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1

Laura McLennan

From: Dave Hayman
Sent: Tuesday, May 28, 2019 11:43 AM
To: Laura McLennan
Subject: FW: 14 Gideon & 2012 Oxford

Email chain below. Bruce said Scoped EIS, james wants SLSR. 
 
Dave Hayman M. Sc. 
BioLogic Incorporated 
110 Riverside Drive, Suite 201 
London ON  N6H 4S5 
Direct: 519 657 0299 
Office: 519 434 1516 x 106 
Fax: 519 434 0575 
 
Windsor: 519 966 1645 
 

From: MacKay, James [mailto:jmackay@london.ca]  
Sent: Wednesday, December 05, 2018 10:26 AM 
To: Dave Hayman <dhayman@biologic.ca>; Page, Bruce <BPAGE@London.ca>; 'Jonathan Aarts' <jonaarts@j‐aar.com>; 
Hendriksen, Chris <Chris.Hendriksen@stantec.com> 
Cc: Pompilii, Lou <LPompili@London.ca> 
Subject: RE: 14 Gideon & 2012 Oxford 
 
Hi Dave, based on your availability we will have to set up a scoping meeting in January after the 
holidays.   Please note that the feature is shown as an unevaluated vegetation patch on Map 5 of the 
London Plan and no site specific appeal was made for this site as far as I am aware.  In addition, 
while not on the current Schedule B1, the entire patch is greater than 0.5 ha and therefore an 
evaluation of significance is required as per OP policy 15.4.14/ 15.4.13 / 15.4.5 / 15.4.5.1 to 
determine if it is a Significant Woodland.  There is also the possibility of Endangered Species on the 
sites in the (woodland and field habitat that I have noted on the air photos and will require further 
study.  Also, I note on Schedule B1 that the site is within a Ground Water Recharge area and will 
need to include the UTRCA in the scoping meeting. Let’s find a date in January that will work for all of 
us to scope out SLSR requirements to determine if any Significant Natural Heritage features are 
present that need to be delineated for an EIS.   
 
At your earliest convenience let me know some dates that will work for you in January. 
 
Regards, 
 

 
James MacKay, M.Sc. 
Ecologist 
ISA Certified Arborist 
City of London, Planning Services 
Environmental and Parks Planning 
T: (519) 661‐CITY (2489) ext. 4865 | F: (519) 963‐1483 | E: jmackay@london.ca 
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This email is confidential and privileged and is intended solely for the recipients named in it.  Any further distribution without 
the sender’s permission is prohibited.  If you receive this email and you are not a recipient named in it, please delete the email 
and notify the sender.  DISCLAIMER RELATING TO PLANNING OPINIONS: A reasonable effort has been made to ensure that 
the information in this letter is correct.  The opinions in this letter reflect the writer's interpretation of the information 
provided.  Any opinion set forth in this letter may be changed at any time during the review process.  Only the final report to 
Planning Committee reflects the position of the Planning and Development Department.  The Corporation of the City of 
London accepts no liability arising from any errors or omissions.  Every Applicant should consider seeking independent 
planning advice.  
 
 
 
 
 
From: Dave Hayman [mailto:dhayman@biologic.ca]  
Sent: Wednesday, December 5, 2018 9:25 AM 
To: Page, Bruce <BPAGE@London.ca>; 'Jonathan Aarts' <jonaarts@j‐aar.com>; Hendriksen, Chris 
<Chris.Hendriksen@stantec.com> 
Cc: MacKay, James <jmackay@london.ca>; Pompilii, Lou <LPompili@London.ca> 
Subject: RE: 14 Gideon & 2012 Oxford 
 
Thanks for the clarification Bruce. I was confused when a woodland and wetland were mentioned as they are not on the 
subject lands. The woodland discussed is also not on the current  OP schedules following the area plan studies for 
region. A residential designation was placed on the property and there are no Natural Heritage features shown on Map 
B1.  
 
The woodland in question is actually residential trees with mowed lawn below.  
 
We were anticipating the only issue for this site would be ESA clearance (a process we have started with MNRF) and tree 
preservation report (the east half of the woodland is not part of this application. 
 
If you feel it is still necessary to meet, I am available on the 7th this week and the 11th am or anytime on the 12‐14th.  
 
Dave Hayman, MSc. 
BioLogic Incorporated 
110 Riverside Drive, Suite 201 
London, ON N6H 4S5 
 
Direct: 519 657 0299 
Office: 519 434 1516 x 106 
Fax:      519 434 0575 
 
Windsor: 519 966 1645 
 

From: Page, Bruce [mailto:BPAGE@London.ca]  
Sent: December‐05‐18 9:05 AM 
To: 'Jonathan Aarts' <jonaarts@j‐aar.com>; Hendriksen, Chris <Chris.Hendriksen@stantec.com>; Dave Hayman 
<dhayman@biologic.ca> 
Cc: MacKay, James <jmackay@london.ca>; Pompilii, Lou <LPompili@London.ca> 
Subject: RE: 14 Gideon & 2012 Oxford 
 
Good morning, 

76



3

The scoped EIS is not for lands outside of the development application but for lands within.  As can 
be seen by the attached air photo there are a number of trees on the east side of the site and a small 
pocket on the west. Please advise when you would like to meet to scope out the required studies. 
 
 

 
Thanks 
 

 

Bruce Page 
Senior Planner, Parks and Open Space Design 
267 Dundas Street, 3rd Floor, London, ON, N6A 1H2  
P: 519.661.2489 x 5355 | | Fax: 519. 963.1483 
bpage@london.ca | www.london.ca 
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From: Jonathan Aarts [mailto:jonaarts@j‐aar.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, December 04, 2018 2:14 PM 
To: Hendriksen, Chris <Chris.Hendriksen@stantec.com>; Page, Bruce <BPAGE@London.ca>; Dave Hayman 
<dhayman@biologic.ca> 
Subject: 14 Gideon & 2012 Oxford 
 
Bruce.  

Please see attached. The area in red is the area for application. We recognize that there are some woods and 
low lying areas to the south of the proposed development. Why do we need a scoped EIS or SLSR for areas 
outside of the development area? 

Jonathan Aarts 
Partner & Director 
J-AAR Excavating Ltd. 
O:519.652.2104 x408 
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APPENDIX A

Environmental Impact Study 
ISSUES SUMMARY CHECKLIST REPORT

Application Title: I 14 Gideon and 2012 0xford street 
Date Submitted:! June 2, 2020 

Proponent: f 1926767 Ontario Ltd

Qualifications
Primary Consultant: l stantec

Key Contact Person: I Chris Hendriksen 

Other Consultants/ field personnel:
Hydrogeology/ Hydrology: I 

Biological - Flora: I l^"rE Consultants 

Biological - Fauna: \ MTE Consultants 
Other: I ~

Context for Background Information

Subwatershed: Downstream Thames

Tributary Fact Sheet Number:
Planning/Policy Area: I Riverbend 

Technical Advisory Review Team
James MacKay

New planner to be assigned

Sandy Levin

F Ecologist Planner 

F Planner for File 

F EEPAC 

F Conservation Authority jj UTRCA 

F Ministry of Natural Resources & MECP - N/A 

F Ministry of Municipal Affairs and 

F Ministry of Agriculture and f
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r Other Review Groups (e.g., Community Associations, Field

1.0 DESCRIPTON OF THE ENVIRONMENT (Features)
Purpose: To have a clear understanding of the current status of the land, and the proposed 
“development” or land use change.

1.1 Mapping (Location and Context)
Current aerial photography

0 Land Use - Excerpts of the Official Plan for the City of London Ontario Schedules A, B, 
showing a 5-10 km radius of subject site
0 Terrain setting @ 1:10,000 - 1:15,000 scale showing landscape features, subwatershed 
divides
0 Existing Environmental Resources showing @1:2,000 - 1:5,000 showing Vegetation, 
Hydrology, contours, linages.
0 Environmental Plan or Strategy from Subwatershed reports (tributary fact sheet), Community 
(Area) Plans, or other

1.2 Description of Site, Adjacent lands, Linage with Natural Heritage System
List all supporting studies and reports available to provide background summary (e.g. 
subwatershed, hydrological, geo-technical, natural heritage etc.).

- Riverbend Community Plan (2001), EIS reference if available. + Tributary 'C' studies if apf

Check the first box if the information is relevant and required as part of this study. Check the 
second box if sufficient data is available.

1.2.1 Terrain Setting

p" F

F F

F F

Soils (surface and subsurface)

Glacial geomorphology - landform type 

Subwatershed
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F

F

F

F
r

F Topographic features

F Ground water discharge

F Shallow ground water/baseflow

F Ground water discharge/aquifer

F Aggregate resources

1.2.2 Hydrology

F

F

F

F

F

F

F

F Hydrological catchment boundary

F Surface drainage pattern

F Watercourses (Permanent, Intermittent)

F Stream order (Headwater, 1st, 2nd, 3rd or higher)

F Agricultural Drains

F Downstream receiving watercourse

F Hazard Line (Map 6)
Natural Hazards

F F 100 year Erosion Line

F F Floodline mapping

F F Max line mapping

1.2.4 Vegetation

^ ^ Vegetation Patch Number ii

F F System (Terrestrial, Wetland, Aquatic)

F F Cover (Open, Shrub, Treed)

F F Community Type(s)
p- p- ELC Community Class (Bluff, Forest, Swamp, Tallgrass 

Prairie, Savannah & Woodland, Fen, Bog, Marsh, Open 
Water, Shallow Water)

F F ELC Community Series
^ ^ Rare Vegetation Communities I
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1.2.5 Flora
F

F

1.2.6
F

F

F

F

Fauna
F

F

F

Flora (inventory dates, source)

3 completed frf" / !} t 5~,

Rare flora (National, Provincial, Regional)

f\mTt . Dtww/mec/9,

Fauna (Inventory dates; sources)

Bat habitat assessment

Breeding Birds__________
f June 5 and June 20, 2018

wnF/fliES

F

F

F

F

F

F

Migratory Birds 1 May 9’ 2018
Amphibians I April 21 > 2018

Reptiles
j Incidental

F F Mammals I other incidental

F F Butterflies! incidental

F F Odonata! incidental

r r Other J '
F F 13ifd S^oiesrQfe^frs^Slteff#R^it-v—. f J F

/W

no \a.*U '
$/<£ {/)*))/ 

\/*'«%! Pot,!,

Rare Fauna
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1.2.7 Wildlife Habitat

p p Species-At-Risk Regulated Habitat critical habitat 
mapping

r F Winter habitat for deer, wild turkey
p p Waterfowl Habitat (wetlands, poorly drained 

landscape - bottomlands, beaver ponds, 
seasonally flooded areas, staging areas, feeding 
areas)

r r Colonial Birds Habitat
^ Hibernacula I ___

^ Habitat for Raptors I =_

F F Forests with springs or seeps

F F Ephemeral ponds
p p Wildlife trees (snags, cavities, x-large trees > 65 

cm DBH)
F F Forest Interior Birds

F F Area-sensitive birds

1.2.8 Aquatic Habitat
(SIFS Aquatic Resources Management Reports)
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1.2.9 Linkages and Corridors
(The diversity of natural features in an area, and the natural connections 
between them should be maintained, and improved where possible. PPS 
2.3.3)

r r Valleylands
|— |— Significant Watercourses (Thames River, Stoney

Creek, Medway Creek, Dingman Creek, 
Pottersburg Creek, Wabuno Creek, Mud Creek, 
Stanton Creek (Drain), Kelly Creek (Drain)

F r Upland Corridors / species migration routes

r r Big Picture Cores and Corridors
|- p Linkages between aquatic and terrestrial areas

(riparian habitat, runoff)
r r Groundwater connections

p- Patch clusters (mosaic of patches in the 
landscape) ..................

1.3 Social Values 
1.3.1

r
F

r
r

r

r

r

Human Use Values
r Recreational linkages for hiking, walking 

r Nature appreciation, aesthetics

P Education, research

r Cultural / traditional heritage

r Social (parks and open space)
p Resources Products (e.g. timber, fish, furbearers, 

peat)
r Aggregate Resources
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1.3.2

1.3.3

r
r

r

Land Use - Cultural
P Archaeological (pre 1500)

P Historical (post 1500 - present)

P Adjacent historical and archeological

P Future

Land Use - Active
P Archaeological (pre 1500)

P Historical (post 1500 - present)

P Adjacent historical and archeological

P Future

$// 5AVy

<7 } /Vr'

1.3.4 Other

2.0 EVALUATION OF SIGNIFICANCE

Components of the Natural Heritage System
The policies in Section 15.4 apply to recognized and potential components of the natural 
heritage system as delineated on Schedule ‘B’ or features that may be considered for 
inclusion on Schedule ‘B’. They also address the protection of environmental quality and 
ecological function with respect to water quality, fish habitat, groundwater recharge, 
headwaters and aquifers.

pr A component of a Subject Lands Status Report that is 
required to be included in the EIS is the evaluation of 
significance of all potential natural heritage features and areas 
recognized by In-force London Plan policies and/ or Official 
Plan policies.

pr A component of a Subject Lands Status Report that is 
required to be included in the EIS is the confirmation and 
mapping of boundaries of all natural heritage features and 
areas.

2.1 Environmentally Significant Areas
P Identified Environmentally Significant Areas (ESA)
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Name I
F Potential ESAs - Expansion of an Existing ESA

ii------------------------------------ jaMaiiauB  f  ~     "■   r ... "———-------------- —— '----------------- '

Name I

F Potential ESA - Area not associated with an existing ESA 
Name I

2.2 Wetlands
|— Provincjally Significant Wetlands 

Name»
p- Wetlands.......... ... _..__.__....__......................

Name I

r Unevaluated Wetlands

2.3 Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest
F Provincial Life Science ANSI

r Regional Life Science ANSI 

F Earth Science ANSI

2.4 Habitat of Species-At-Risk (SAR)
F Endangered

F Threatened

F Vulnerable / Special Concern
2.5 Woodlands and Vegetation Patches

F Significant Woodlands

F Unevaluated Vegetation Patches and/ or patches > 0.5ha
2.6 Corridors and Linkages

F River, Stream and Ravine Corridors

F Upland Corridors

F Naturalization and Anti-fragmentation Areas

3.0 IDENTIFICAITON AND DESCRIPTION OF FUNCTIONS

Ecological Functions the natural processes, products or services that species and non-living 
environments provide or perform within or between ecosystems and landscapes. Check those 
functions that will be required to assess for the study (key and supporting functions).

3.1 Biological Functions
F Habitat (provision of food, shelter for species)
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F Limiting habitat

F Species life histories (reproduction and dispersal)

F Habitat guilds

F Indicator species

F Keystone species

F Introduced species

F Predation / parasitism

F Population dynamics

F Vegetation structure, density and diversity

F Food chain support

F Productivity

F Diversity

F Carbon cycle

F Energy cycling

F Succession and disturbance processes 

F Relationships between species and communities

3.2 Hydrological and Wetland Functions
F Groundwater recharge and discharge (hydrogeology)

F Water storage and release (fluvial geomorphology)

F Maintaining water cycles (water balance)

F Water quality improvement

F Flood damage reduction

F Shoreline stabilization / erosion control

F Sediment trapping

F Nutrient retention and removal / biochemical cycling 

F Aquatic habitat (fish, macroinvertebrates)

3.3 Landscape Features and Functions
F Size

F Connections, corridors and linkages
pr Proximity to other areas / natural heritage features (e.g. 

woodlands, wetlands, valleylands, water, etc.)
F Fragmentation
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3.4 Functions, Benefits and Values of Importance to Humans
F Contributing to healthy and productive landscapes
|— Improving air quality by supplying oxygen and absorbing carbon 

dioxide
r Converting and storing atmospheric carbon 

r Providing natural resources for economic benefit 

P Providing green space for human activities

F Aesthetic and quality-of-life benefit
]v Environmental targets and/or environmental management 

strategies

ADDITIONAL COMPONENTS AND NOTES

EIS to show and demonstrate conformity with the Provincial Policy Statement (2020), in- 
force London Plan (as of Nov. 2019) policies, and current Official Plan policies (1989), 
Environmental Management Guidelines (2006).
EIS to address buffers if required, additional mitigation and/or compensation based on 
the proposed development. Note that discussion at the meeting around compensation of 
identified existing woodland cover to features located on subject property (but outside 
the study area) is potentially a viable option in this case and to be addressed in the EIS.
It was noted that the breeding bird study was unable to be fully completed due to site 
alteration (tilling of the land at address 14 Gideon Dr) in between breeding bird site 
visits. EIS to address this issue along with potential solutions.
Any identified natural heritage features and areas boundaries to be staked and GPS 
located in the field with City of London staff.
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Water Well Records 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

90



91



92



93



  

 

Appendix D 
 
 

ELC Information Sheets 
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Appendix D1 
 
 

Agricultural Agreement Letter – 14 
Gideon Drive and 2012 Oxford 

Street West 
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Candidate Significant Wildlife 
Habitat Table 
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Gideon Heights - Candidate SWH

ELC’s: CUW-1; CUM-1; CUT-1

Seasonal Concentration of Animals

Wildlife Habitat ELC Codes
Triggers 

Additional Habitat Criteria Candidate
SWH

Waterfowl Stopover and Staging
Areas (Terrestrial)

CUM1, CUT1 - no fields with sheet water during spring present No

Waterfowl Stopover and Staging
Areas (Aquatic)

 none present - none present No

Shorebird Migratory Stopover
Area

none present - none present No

Raptor Wintering Area CUW1,CUT1 - combination of forest and meadow is not large enough
(need to be >20ha); field is not idle/fallow, it is active
agriculture  

No

Bat Hibernacula none present - none present No

Bat Maternity Colonies none present - none present No

Turtle Wintering Areas none present - none present No

Reptile Hibernaculum all other than
really wet 

- no rock piles, stone fences, crumbling foundations, or
rock crevices, no active animal burrows

No

Colonially-Nesting Bird Breeding
Habitat (Bank / Cliff)

CUM1 - no steep slopes of exposed banks or cliff faces present No

Colonially-Nesting Bird Breeding
Habitat (Trees/Shrubs)

none present - nests in live or dead standing trees No

Colonially-Nesting Bird Breeding
Habitat (Ground)

CUM1, CUT1 - no rocky islands or peninsulas present or watercourses
in open fields with scatted trees present

No

Migratory Butterfly Stopover
Areas

CUM1, CUT1 - combination of field and forest present, however less
than the required 10ha in size; not located with 5km of
Lake Erie

No

Land Bird Migratory Stopover
Areas

none present - none present No

Deer Winter Congregation Areas none present - none present No
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Gideon Heights - Candidate SWH

Rare Vegetation Communities

Wildlife Habitat ELC Codes
Triggers 

Additional Habitat Criteria Candidate
SWH

Cliffs and Talus Slopes not present No

Sand Barren not present No

Alvar not present No

Old Growth Forest not present No

Savannah not present No

Tallgrass Prairie not present No

Other Rare Vegetation not present No

Specialized Habitats of Wildlife considered SWH

Wildlife Habitat ELC Codes
Triggers 

Additional Habitat Criteria Candidate
SWH

Waterfowl Nesting Area none present -none present No

Bald Eagle and Osprey
Nesting, Foraging, Perching 

none present - no stick nests observed No

Woodland Raptor Nesting
Habitat

none present -none of the treed communities are >30ha, or with
>4ha interior habitat

No

Turtle Nesting Areas none present - no exposed mineral soil adjacent to wetlands No

Springs and Seeps none present - no headwater forested areas present No

Amphibian Breeding
Habitat (Woodland)

none present - no wetlands adjacent to wooded areas No   

Amphibian Breeding
Habitat (Wetlands)

none present -no communities present No 

Woodland Area-Sensitive Bird
Breeding Habitat

none present -habitats where interior forest breeding birds are
breeding; large mature (>60yrs old) forest stands
or woodlots >30ha

No
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Gideon Heights - Candidate SWH

Habitats of Species of Conservation Concern considered SWH

Wildlife Habitat ELC Codes
Triggers 

Additional Habitat Criteria Candidate
SWH

Marsh Breeding Bird
Habitat

none present -no wetland habitat present within Subject Lands No

Open Country Bird
Breeding Habitat 

none present - natural and cultural fields  >30ha are not present No

Shrub/Early Successional
Bird Breeding Habitat

CUW1, CUT1 - no large fields succeeding to shrub and thicket
habitats > 10ha in size 

No

Terrestrial Crayfish none present -none present No

Special Concern and Rare
Wildlife Species (NHIC and
MNRF pre-consultation)

- Eastern Wood-pewee breeding habitat
(Community 1)

Confirmed

Wildlife Habitat ELC Codes
Triggers*

Additional Habitat Criteria Candidate
SWH

Amphibian Movement
Corridors

based on
identifying
SWH

-no amphibian breeding habitat present. No

Wildlife Habitat Ecosites Habitat Criteria and Information Candidate
SWH

Bat Migratory Stopover
Area

no triggers - site is not near Long Point No
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1

Laura McLennan

From: ESA-Aylmer (MNRF) <ESA.Aylmer@ontario.ca>
Sent: Thursday, January 31, 2019 12:11 PM
To: Laura McLennan
Cc: Erin Boynton; Dave Hayman
Subject: RE: Stage 1 Information Request - Aarts Gideon 

Hello, 
 
Thank you for submitting the Stage 1 information request for the proposed residential development at 
14 Gideon Drive and 2012 Oxford Street in London.  
 
The Endangered Species Act, 2007 (ESA) provides both species protection (under section 9) and 
habitat protection (under section 10) to species listed as endangered or threatened on the Species at 
Risk in Ontario (SARO) List.  There are no known occurrences of Species at Risk on the property. 
 
There are no Provincially or Regionally Significant Earth or Life Science ANSI’s (Areas of Natural and 
Scientific Interest) within or adjacent to the above noted property. 
 
There are no known evaluated wetlands within or adjacent to the above-noted property.  
 
Since there are no Species at Risk or Species at Risk being impacted by this project, no further 
authorization or technical advice is required from the Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry. As 
a result this email serves as an official acknowledgement of that fact. 
 
Please let me know if there are any other questions.  
 
Thanks, 
 
Jason Webb 
Management Biologist 
Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry 
Aylmer District 
(519) 773‐4744 
Jason.webb@ontario.ca  
 
From: Laura McLennan [mailto:lmclennan@biologic.ca]  
Sent: October‐30‐18 3:43 PM 
To: ESA‐Aylmer (MNRF) <ESA.Aylmer@ontario.ca> 
Cc: Erin Boynton <eboynton@biologic.ca>; Dave Hayman <dhayman@biologic.ca> 
Subject: Stage 1 Information Request ‐ Aarts Gideon  
 
 
Hello ESA, 
 
Please find attached a Stage 1 Information Request for a proposed residential development at 14 Gideon Drive and 2012 
Oxford Street in London.  
 

108



2

A confirmation of receipt would be appreciated to confirm that the document is in the queue for review.  
 
The attached documents are submitted as part of our discussions with MNRF with respect to the Endangered Species 
Act. Until a final decision has been rendered with respect to this application, it is our expectation these documents will 
be treated as Personal and Confidential. 
 
Thanks,  
 
Laura McLennan 
BioLogic Incorporated 
110 Riverside Dr, Suite 201 
London, ON  N6H 4S5 
 
Tel:  519‐434‐1516 
Fax: 519‐434‐0575 
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1 2 3 Scientific Name Common Name CW GRank COSEWIC Nrank SARO SRank MD

X X X Acer negundo Manitoba Maple 0 G5 N5 S5 C

X X Achillea millefolium Common Yarrow 3 G5 N5 SE

X Agrostemma githago var. githago Common Corncockle 3 GNRTNR NNA SE3

X Ailanthus altissima Tree-of-heaven 5 GNR NNA SE5 IR

X X X Alliaria petiolata Garlic Mustard 0 GNR NNA SE5 IC

X X Apocynum cannabinum Hemp Dogbane 0 G5 N5 S5

X X X Asclepias syriaca Common Milkweed 5 G5 N5 S5 C

X X Barbarea vulgaris Bitter Wintercress 0 GNR NNA SE5 IC

X Bromus inermis Smooth Brome 5 G5 NNA SE5 IC

X Carex gracillima Graceful Sedge 3 G5 N5 S5 C

X Carex gynandra Nodding Sedge -5 G5 N5 S5

X Carex normalis Larger Straw Sedge -3 G5 NNR S4 R

X Carex sparganioides Burreed Sedge 3 G5 N5 S4S5 U

X Carex stipata Awl-fruited Sedge -5 G5 N5 S5 C

X Carex vulpinoidea Fox Sedge -5 G5 N5 S5 C

X Celtis occidentalis Common Hackberry 0 G5 N4 S4 X

X

Circaea canadensis Broad-leaved Enchanter's 

Nightshade
3 G5 N5 S5 X

X X Convolvulus arvensis Field Bindweed 5 GNR NNA SE5 IX

X X

Cornus alternifolia Alternate-leaved Dogwood
3 G5 N5 S5 X

X X Cornus racemosa Gray Dogwood 0 G5 N5 S5 X

X Crataegus punctata Dotted Hawthorn 5 G5 N5 S5 C

X X X Dactylis glomerata Orchard Grass 3 GNR NNA SE5 IC

X X Daucus carota Wild Carrot 5 GNR NNA SE5 IC

X Dipsacus fullonum Common Teasel 3 GNR NNA SE5 IC

X X Elaeagnus umbellata Autumn Olive 3 GNR NNA SE3 IR

X Elymus repens Creeping Wildrye 3 GNR NNA SE5 IC

X X Erigeron annuus Annual Fleabane 3 G5 N5 S5 C

X Erigeron philadelphicus Philadelphia Fleabane -3 G5 N5 S5 C

X Erythronium americanum Yellow Trout-lily 5 G5 N5 S5 X

X Geum aleppicum Yellow Avens 0 G5 N5 S5 X

X Geum canadense White Avens 0 G5 N5 S5 X

X Geum laciniatum Rough Avens -3 G5 N5 S4 X

X Hesperis matronalis Dame's Rocket 3 G4G5 NNA SE5 IX

X X X Hypericum perforatum Common St. John's-wort 5 GNR NNA SE5 IC

X Ipomoea purpurea Common Morning Glory 3 GNR NNA SE2 IR

X Iris pseudacorus Yellow Iris -5 GNR NNA SE4 IR

X X X Juglans nigra Black Walnut 3 G5 N4 S4? X

X X Juncus tenuis Path Rush 0 G5 N5 S5 X

X X Juniperus virginiana Eastern Red Cedar 3 G5 N5 S5 X

X Linaria vulgaris Butter-and-eggs 5 GNR NNA SE5 IC

Floral Inventory 
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1 2 3 Scientific Name Common Name CW GRank COSEWIC Nrank SARO SRank MD

Floral Inventory 

X X X Lonicera tatarica Tartarian Honeysuckle 3 GNR NNA SE5 IX

X X X Monarda fistulosa Wild Bergamot 3 G5 N5 S5

X X X Parthenocissus vitacea Thicket Creeper 3 G5 N5 S5 X

X Phalaris arundinacea Reed Canary Grass -3 G5 N5 S5 X

X Pyrus communis Common Pear 5 G5 NNA SE4 IX

X X X Rhus typhina Staghorn Sumac 3 G5 N5 S5 C

X X X Rubus occidentalis Black Raspberry 5 G5 N5 S5 C

X X X Solidago canadensis Canada Goldenrod 3 G5 N5 S5

X Solidago nemoralis Gray-stemmed Goldenrod 5 G5 N5 S5

X X Sonchus arvensis Field Sow-thistle 3 GNR NNA SE5 IX

X X Stellaria graminea Grass-leaved Starwort 5 GNR NNA SE5 IX

X X X Symphyotrichum ericoides White Heath Aster 3 G5 N5 S5

X

Symphyotrichum lanceolatum var. interior Interior White Aster
-3 G5T5 NNR S4S5

X X X Symphyotrichum novae-angliae New England Aster -3 G5 N5 S5 C

X X X Symphyotrichum pilosum White Heath Aster 3 G5 N5 S5

X X Taraxacum officinale Common Dandelion 3 G5 N5 SE5 IC

X Thuja occidentalis Eastern White Cedar -3 G5 N5 S5 X

X Tilia americana American Basswood 3 G5 N5 S5 C

X Viburnum opulus Cranberry Viburnum -3 G5 N5 S5

X X X Vitis riparia Riverbank Grape 0 G5 N5 S5 C
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Community 1 Community 2 Community 3

Total Spp. 32 Total Spp. 45 Total Spp. 29

Native 21 Native 30 Native 17

% Native 65.63 % Native 66.66667 % Native 58.62069

Introd. 11 Introd. 15 Introd. 12

% Introd. 34.38 % Introd. 33.33333 % Introd. 41.37931

SUM CC 59 SUM CC 87 SUM CC 34

Mean CC (Natives) 2.81 Mean CC (Natives) 2.9 Mean CC (Natives) 2

Mean CC (All Spp.) 1.84 Mean CC (All Spp.) 1.933333 Mean CC (All Spp.) 1.172414

FQI (Natives) 12.87 FQI (Natives) 15.88395 FQI (Natives) 8.246211

FQI (All Spp.) 10.43 FQI (All Spp.) 12.96919 FQI (All Spp.) 6.313641

Natives 1.33 Natives 1.033333 Natives 2

All Species 2.13 All Species 1.555556 All Species 2.482759

Coefficient of Conservatism

FQI

Mean Coefficient of Wetness

Floristic Analysis

Coefficient of Conservatism

FQI

Mean Coefficient of Wetness

Floristic Analysis

Coefficient of Conservatism

FQI

Mean Coefficient of Wetness

Floristic Analysis
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10.00 100.00 5.0 Strong

9.50 95.00 4.5

9.00 90.00 4.0

8.50 85.00 3.5

8.00 80.00 3.0

7.50 75.00 2.5

7.00 70.00 2.0

6.50 65.00 1.5

6.00 60.00 1.0

5.50 55.00 0.5 Slight

5.00 50.00 0.0

4.50 45.00 ‐0.5  Slight

4.00 40.00 ‐1.0 

3.50 35.00 ‐1.5 

3.00 30.00 ‐2.0 

2.50 25.00 ‐2.5 

2.00 20.00 ‐3.0 

1.50 15.00 ‐3.5 

1.00 10.00 ‐4.0 

0.50 5.00 ‐4.5 

0.00 0.00 ‐5.0  Strong

<20 Minimal significance from a natural quality 
perspective

Floristic Quality Index (FQI)

Pedominance of upland 
species

Predominance of 
wetland species

Mean Coefficient of Wetness

>4.5 remnant has natural area potential 
(relatively intact natural area with high 
floristic quality)
>3.5 Sufficient floristic quality to be of 
remnant natural quality

Mean Coefficient of Conservatism

>50 Extremely rare and represent a significant 
component of Ontario's native biodiversity and 
natural landscapes
>35 Possess sufficient conservatism and 
richness to be floristically important from a 
Provincial perspective
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Appendix H 
 
 

Breeding Bird Study 
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AVIFAUNAL SURVEY INFORMATION SUMMARY SHEET

Project: Aarts _ Gideon Heights
Collector(s): W. Huys, Erin Boynton

Date Start Finish Weather
Visit 1 5:15 a.m. 6:30 a.m.
Visit 2 9:00 a.m. 10:00 a.m.

Species Species Community Notes
Code Name Evidence Code No. Evidence Code No.
MODO Mourning Dove OB 1 S5 2 92
DOWO Downy Woodpecker OB 1 S5 2 108
EAWP Eastern Wood-Pewee FY 1 S4 - RC 1 112
EAPH Eastern Phoebe VO 1 S5 1 117
EAKI Eastern Kingbird OB 1 S4 RC 2 119
WAVI Warbling Vireo VO 1 SM 1 S5 1, 2 123
BCCH Black-capped Chickadee VO 1 S5 - 1 134
AMRO American Robin VO, FY 5 FY 7 S5 1, 2 152
YWAR Yellow Warbler OB 1 SM 1 S5 1 163
CHSP Chipping Sparrow P 2 S5 2 192
FISP Field Sparrow OB 1 SM 1 S4 RC 2 193
SOSP Song Sparrow P 3 SM, P 7 S5 1, 2 198
NOCA Northern Cardinal T 2 S5 1 203
INBU Indigo Bunting VO 1 T, P 3 S4 1, 2 205
RWBL Red-winged Blackbird OB, FY 6 S4 1, 2 207
COGR Common Grackle OB 2 VO 1 S5 2 210
BHCO Brown-headed Cowbird VO, P 3 P 3 S4 1, 2 211
BAOR Baltimore Oriole FY 3 S4 RC,RS 2 213
AMGO American Goldfinch OB 1 P, OB 5 S5 1, 2 215
Evidence Codes:
Breeding Bird - Possible
SH=Suitable Habitat   SM=Singing Male
Breeding Bird - Probable
T=Territory   A=Anxiety Behaviour   D=Display   N=Nest Building   P=Pair   V=Visiting Nest
Breeding Bird - Confirmed
DD=Distraction   NE=Eggs   AE=Nest Entry   NU=Nest Used   NY=Nest Young   FY=Fledged Young   FS=Food/Faecal Sack
Other Wildlife Evidence
OB=Observed   DP=Distinctive Parts   TK=Tracks   VO=Vocalization   HO=House/Den   FE=Feeding Evidence   CA=Carcass
Fy=Eggs or Young   SC=Scat   SI=Other Signs (specify)

11°C clear, still
20-Jun-18 18°C overcast, still, cool

Visit 1 Visit 2 PIF 
StatusS Rank ESA 

Statu

5-Jun-18
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Appendix I 
 
 

Amphibian Monitoring 
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Appendix J 
 
 

Breeding Bird Atlas Squares – 
Eastern Wood-pewee 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

119



6/20/2019 Atlas of the Breeding Bird of Ontario

www.birdsontario.org/atlas/maps.jsp?lang=en 1/1

 

Select a species and the type of map to display. The maps may take a few moments to appear.
  

Eastern Wood-Pewee  2nd atlas - br. evidence Atlas  Previous  Next  Switch

Disclaimer: These data have been released for public interest only. If you wish to use the data in a publication,
research or for any purpose, or would like information concerning the accuracy and appropriate uses of these data,
read the data use policy and request form.

 
Site hosted by Bird Studies Canada

 

About the Atlas Data and Maps Resources for Atl
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Date of Notice: December 18, 2019 

NOTICE OF 
PLANNING APPLICATION 

 

 
 

 
File: OZ-9157 
Applicant: Farhi Holdings Corporation 

What is Proposed? 

Official Plan and Zoning Amendments to allow: 

 Adaptive reuse of the existing heritage buildings  

 A 40-storey mixed-use building containing 280 
residential units and 6,308 sq.m of 
office/commercial space, incorporated with the 
existing heritage building at 451 Ridout Street 
North 

 A maximum density of 500 units per hectare 

 A maximum building height of 125 metres 

 A setback of 17.9 metres to the residential 
component of the building 

 

 
 

 

Please provide any comments by January 22, 2020 
Catherine Lowery 
clowery@london.ca 
519-661-CITY (2489) ext. 5074  
Development Services, City of London, 300 Dufferin Avenue, 6th Floor, 
London ON PO BOX 5035 N6A 4L9 
File:  OZ-9157 

london.ca/planapps 

 
 

You may also discuss any concerns you have with your Ward Councillor: 
Councillor Arielle Kayabaga 
akayabaga@london.ca 
519-661-CITY (2489) ext. 4013
 

Official Plan and Zoning By-law 

Amendments 

435-451 Ridout Street North 

If you are a landlord, please post a copy of this notice where your tenants can see it.  
We want to make sure they have a chance to take part. 
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Application Details 

Commonly Used Planning Terms are available at london.ca/planapps. 

Requested Amendment to the Current Official Plan   

To add a Chapter 10 specific policy to permit a 40-storey mixed-use building containing 280 
residential units and 6,308 square metres of office/commercial space, in addition to 1,627 
square metres of office/commercial space in the existing heritage buildings.  

Requested Amendment to The London Plan (New Official Plan)  
To add a specific policy to the Downtown Place Type to permit a maximum of building height of 
40-storeys. 

Requested Zoning By-law Amendment 
To change the zoning from a Downtown Area Special Provision (DA2(3)*D350) Zone, a 
Heritage/Regional Facility (HER/RF) Zone, and an Open Space (OS4) Zone to a Downtown 
Area Special Provision (DA2(_)*D500*H125) Zone and an Open Space (OS4) Zone. Changes 
to the currently permitted land uses and development regulations are summarized below. The 
complete Zoning By-law is available at london.ca/planapps. 

Current Zoning 

Zone: Downtown Area Special Provision (DA2(3)*D350) Zone, a Heritage/Regional Facility 
(HER/RF) Zone, and an Open Space (OS4) Zone 
Permitted Uses: Retail stores; supermarkets; amusement game establishments; apartment 
buildings; apartment hotel; art galleries; assembly halls; bake shops; clinics; commercial 
parking structures; commercial recreation establishments; convenience stores; day care 
centres; dry cleaning and laundry depots; duplicating shops; dwelling units; emergency care 
establishments; film processing depots; financial institutions; funeral homes; group home type 
2; hotels; institutions; laboratories; laundromats; libraries; medical/dental offices; museums; 
offices; patent testing centre laboratories; personal service establishments; places of worship; 
printing establishments; private clubs; repair and rental establishments; restaurants; 
restaurants, outdoor patio; schools; senior citizen apartment buildings; service and repair 
establishments; service trades; studios; taverns; theatres and cinemas; video rental 
establishments; lodging house class 2; place of entertainment; artisan workshop; craft 
brewery; adult secondary schools; ancillary residential and/or hostels and accommodations, 
together with permitted uses in the RF Zone; commercial schools; community colleges; 
elementary schools; hospitals; private schools; recreational buildings; secondary schools; 
stadia; supervised residences; universities; conservation lands; conservation works; golf 
courses without structures; private parks without structures; public parks without structures; 
recreational golf courses without structures; cultivation or use of land for 
agricultural/horticultural purposes; sports fields without structures 
Special Provisions: Permitted uses only in existing buildings and height as existing on the 
date of the passing of By-law No. Z.-1. 
Density: 350 units per hectare. 

Requested Zoning 

Zone: Downtown Area Special Provision (DA2(_)*D500*H125) Zone and an Open Space 
(OS4) Zone 
Permitted Uses: Retail stores; supermarkets; amusement game establishments; apartment 
buildings; apartment hotel; art galleries; assembly halls; bake shops; clinics; commercial 
parking structures; commercial recreation establishments; convenience stores; day care 
centres; dry cleaning and laundry depots; duplicating shops; dwelling units; emergency care 
establishments; film processing depots; financial institutions; funeral homes; group home type 
2; hotels; institutions; laboratories; laundromats; libraries; medical/dental offices; museums; 
offices; patent testing centre laboratories; personal service establishments; places of worship; 
printing establishments; private clubs; repair and rental establishments; restaurants; 
restaurants, outdoor patio; schools; senior citizen apartment buildings; service and repair 
establishments; service trades; studios; taverns; theatres and cinemas; video rental 
establishments; lodging house class 2; place of entertainment; artisan workshop; craft 
brewery; conservation lands; conservation works; golf courses without structures; private parks 
without structures; public parks without structures; recreational golf courses without structures; 
cultivation or use of land for agricultural/horticultural purposes; sports fields without structures. 
Special Provision: A reduced setback for the residential component of the building of 17.9 
metres, whereas 44.4 metres is required. 
Density: 500 units per hectare. 
Height: 125 metres. 
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Bonus Zone: A bonus zone may be requested to permit the proposed density, height, and 
setback in return for eligible facilities, services, and matters outlined in Section 19.4.4 of the 
1989 Official Plan and policies 1638_ to 1655_ of The London Plan. 

The City may also consider the use of additional special provisions. 

An Environmental Impact Study has been prepared to assist in the evaluation of this 
application.  

Planning Policies 
Any change to the Zoning By-law must conform to the policies of the Official Plan, London’s 
long-range planning document. These lands are currently designated as Downtown and Open 
Space in the Official Plan, which permits a broad range of retail, service, office, institutional, 
entertainment, cultural, high density residential, transportation, recreational, and open space 
uses as the main uses. 

The subject lands are in the Downtown Place Type and the Green Space Place Type in The 
London Plan, permitting a range of residential, retail, service, office, cultural, institutional, 
hospitality, entertainment, recreational, and other related uses. Permitted uses in the Green 
Space Place Type include agriculture, woodlot management, horticulture, conservation, and 
recreational uses. 

How Can You Participate in the Planning Process? 

You have received this Notice because someone has applied to change the Official Plan 
designation and the zoning of land located within 120 metres of a property you own, or your 
landlord has posted the notice of application in your building. The City reviews and makes 
decisions on such planning applications in accordance with the requirements of the Planning 
Act. The ways you can participate in the City’s planning review and decision making process 
are summarized below.  For more detailed information about the public process, go to the 
Participating in the Planning Process page at london.ca.  

See More Information 
You can review additional information and material about this application by: 

 visiting Development Services at 300 Dufferin Ave, 6th floor, Monday to Friday between 
8:30am and 4:30pm; 

 contacting the City’s Planner listed on the first page of this Notice; or 

 viewing the application-specific page at london.ca/planapps. 

Reply to this Notice of Application 
We are inviting your comments on the requested changes at this time so that we can consider 
them as we review the application and prepare a report that will include Development Services 
staff’s recommendation to the City’s Planning and Environment Committee.  Planning 
considerations usually include such matters as land use, development intensity, and form of 
development. 

Attend a Community Information Meeting  

A community information meeting will be held in your neighbourhood to present this proposal 
and obtain input from interested members of the public.  The meeting has not yet been 
scheduled, but will be in advance of the Future Public Meeting described below.  You will 
receive a separate notice inviting you to this meeting. The Community Information Meeting is 
not the public meeting required by the Planning Act and attendance at this meeting does not 
create a right to appeal the decision of Council to the Local Planning Appeal Tribunal. 

Attend a Future Public Participation Meeting 
The Planning and Environment Committee will consider the requested Official Plan and zoning 
changes on a date that has not yet been scheduled.  The City will send you another notice 
inviting you to attend this meeting, which is required by the Planning Act. You will also be 
invited to provide your comments at this public participation meeting.  The Planning and 
Environment Committee will make a recommendation to Council, which will make its decision 
at a future Council meeting.  

What Are Your Legal Rights? 

Notification of Council Decision 
If you wish to be notified of the decision of the City of London on the proposed official plan 
amendment and zoning by-law amendment, you must make a written request to the City Clerk, 
300 Dufferin Ave., P.O. Box 5035, London, ON, N6A 4L9, or at docservices@london.ca. You 
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will also be notified if you speak to the Planning and Environment Committee at the public 
meeting about this application and leave your name and address with the Secretary of the 
Committee.  

Right to Appeal to the Local Planning Appeal Tribunal 
If a person or public body would otherwise have an ability to appeal the decision of the Council 

of the Corporation of the City of London to the Local Planning Appeal Tribunal but the person 

or public body does not make oral submissions at a public meeting or make written 

submissions to the City of London before the proposed official plan amendment is adopted, the 

person or public body is not entitled to appeal the decision. 

If a person or public body does not make oral submissions at a public meeting or make written 
submissions to the City of London before the proposed official plan amendment is adopted, the 
person or public body may not be added as a party to the hearing of an appeal before the 
Local Planning Appeal Tribunal unless, in the opinion of the Tribunal, there are reasonable 
grounds to add the person or public body as a party. 

If a person or public body would otherwise have an ability to appeal the decision of the Council 

of the Corporation of the City of London to the Local Planning Appeal Tribunal but the person 

or public body does not make oral submissions at a public meeting or make written 

submissions to the City of London before the by-law is passed, the person or public body is not 

entitled to appeal the decision. 

If a person or public body does not make oral submissions at a public meeting or make written 
submissions to the City of London before the by-law is passed, the person or public body may 
not be added as a party to the hearing of an appeal before the Local Planning Appeal Tribunal 
unless, in the opinion of the Tribunal, there are reasonable grounds to do so. 

For more information go to http://elto.gov.on.ca/tribunals/lpat/about-lpat/. 

Notice of Collection of Personal Information 
Personal information collected and recorded at the Public Participation Meeting, or through 
written submissions on this subject, is collected under the authority of the Municipal Act, 2001, 
as amended, and the Planning Act, 1990 R.S.O. 1990, c.P.13 and will be used by Members of 
Council and City of London staff in their consideration of this matter. The written submissions, 
including names and contact information and the associated reports arising from the public 
participation process, will be made available to the public, including publishing on the City’s 
website. Video recordings of the Public Participation Meeting may also be posted to the City of 
London’s website. Questions about this collection should be referred to Cathy Saunders, City 
Clerk, 519-661-CITY(2489) ext. 4937. 

Accessibility – Alternative accessible formats or communication supports are available 

upon request.  Please contact accessibility@london.ca or 519-661-CITY(2489) extension 

2425 for more information.  
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Site Concept 
 

 

Site Concept Plan 

Building Renderings 
 

 

Conceptual Renderings 

 

The above images represent the applicant’s proposal as submitted and may change. 
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1.0 Introduction 

Natural Resource Solutions Inc. (NRSI) was retained in 2018 by Farhi Holdings Corporation to 

complete a scoped Environmental Impact Study (EIS) for a proposed multi-use development on 

the subject property, located at 435-451 Ridout Street in London, Ontario.  This EIS has been 

developed in accordance with the City of London’s Environmental Management Guidelines 

(2007) and in agreement with the scoping meeting held with agency staff on September 24, 

2018 (MacKay, J. Pers. Comm. 2018).   

For the purposes of this report, the term “subject property” refers to the property outlined on 

Map 1, as owned by Farhi Holdings Corporation that are the subject of the development 

application and upon which studies were completed to prepare this scoped EIS.  The term 

“study area” refers to the subject property plus lands within approximately 1km.  Detailed 

biological surveys were undertaken by NRSI on the subject property within the late fall of 2018.  

Legacy data collected from background sources and agency consultation encompassed the 

study area to ensure that all surrounding natural features were considered. 

The subject property, roughly rectangular in shape, is approximately 1.4ha in area, bordered by 

Harris Park to the north, Ridout Street North to the east, Queens Avenue to the south, and a 

small access road to the west, which borders the North Thames River (Map 1).  The subject 

property contains parking lots, existing heritage buildings with established businesses, 

manicured lawn, and small cultural natural areas (Map 2).  A large portion of the subject 

property is identified as being within the floodplain and regulated area by the Upper Thames 

River Conservation Authority (UTRCA).  The study area is located within Ecoregion 7E.   

This report summarizes the work completed and includes background species information for 

the subject property and study area, the results of original field surveys including vegetation 

communities and vascular flora, tree inventory, incidental wildlife and significant wildlife habitat 

assessments.  This report includes identification of any sensitive and significant natural features 

and species in the study area and any potential constraints to the proposed development.  A 

preliminary analysis of impacts based on the proposed site plan was completed by comparing 

the natural features to the proposal and following local and provincial policies and guidance.  It 

is expected that once detailed designs, grading plans, and servicing information is known, that 

an addendum will be required to this EIS in order to update the impact analysis and identify 

further mitigation measures.     
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This report includes information on the health and condition of the inventoried trees on site.  As 

a formal grading plan has not yet been developed, a retention analysis, tree protection 

measures and recommended compensation are not included in this report.  A Tree Protection 

Plan will be required once the extent of grading is known.   

1.1 Proposed Undertaking 

Farhi Holding Corporation is proposing to create a mixed-use development, consisting of a 

tower with residential, hotel, office and retail space, as well as underground parking.  The 

development plan has been created to support the Downtown Plan, The London Plan, and the 

Back to the River initiative.  It has also been designed to maintain the existing heritage buildings 

with an integrated use.  A significant section of the subject property (approximately 40%) that is 

present within the floodplain is not intended for development at this time.  The site plan has 

been designed to minimize the impact on the subject property, as well as minimize the extent of 

development within the floodplain.  The development includes removing a portion of the natural 

features on the subject property, but will be mitigating these impacts through the landscape 

design.  The development is also proposed to stabilize both the east and south banks of Harris 

Park, which are currently very steep and comprised of primarily non-native plant species.  The 

parking garage is proposed to be below the tower, within the east bank, and will be designed to 

be watertight to the extent of the 250-year flood line.   

1.2 Project Scoping 

The scope of the EIS was discussed during the Site Suitability and Issues Summary Checklist 

meeting held on September 24, 2018 between the UTRCA, City of London, MHBC Planning, 

and NRSI.  It was reduced in scope due to the limited expected impacts to natural areas, the 

existing background information for the study area, and due to the timing requirements of the 

development.  As a large portion of the subject property is within the flood line limit and 

regulation limit, the Record of Pre-consultation had indicated that the EIS be scoped with the 

UTRCA.  Farhi Holdings engaged the UTRCA very early in the process to ensure that the 

development layout is accepted in principle.  The Summary Checklist can be found in Appendix 

I.   In addition, a fulsome hydrogeological assessment, was deemed necessary for the lower 

parking area. 

A conservative approach was accepted for species that may occupy the greater study area, and 

several areas will therefore be assumed significant, as discussed in Section 5.  In determining a 

study approach for the scoped EIS, existing natural heritage information was first gathered and 
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reviewed to identify key natural heritage features and species that are reported from, or have 

potential to occur, within the study area.  Requests for background information were sent to the 

Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF) Aylmer District, as well as to the 

UTRCA on November 27, 2018.  Information from the MNRF (Aylmer District) was received on 

January 31, 2019 (Webb, J. pers. comm.), which is included in Appendix I.  Background 

information on the natural environmental features within the study area was gathered from the 

following sources: 

 The London Plan (City of London 2016) 

 The City of London Official Plan (City of London 1989) 

 Natural Heritage Information Centre (NHIC) database (MNRF 2018a) 

 Harris Park Subject Land Status Report (NRSI 2013) 

 West London Dykes Subject Land Status Report (UTRCA 2015) 

 Land Information Ontario (LIO) data base mapping 

 Middlesex Natural Heritage System Study (Middlesex County 2014) 

 The Forks Watershed Report Card (UTRCA 2017) 

 Fisheries and Oceans Canada’s Aquatic Species at Risk Maps (DFO 2018) 

 Ontario Breeding Bird Atlas (OBBA) (Bird Studies Canada et al. 2008) 

 Ontario Reptile and Amphibian Atlas (Ontario Nature 2018) 

 Atlas of the Mammals of Ontario (Dobbyn 1994) 

 Ontario Butterfly Atlas (MacNaughton et al. 2018) 

 Ontario Odonata Atlas (MNRF 2018b) 

Initial wildlife species lists were compiled to provide information on species reported from the 

vicinity of the study area (10km radius) using the various atlases listed above.  The atlases 

provide data based on 10x10km survey squares; information on species from the square that 

overlaps the study area was compiled (square 17MH75 from the OBBA).   

Based on these initial species lists, a number of Species at Risk (SAR) and Species of 

Conservation Concern (SCC) were identified as having records from within the vicinity of study 

area.  SAR are those listed on the Species at Risk in Ontario List (MNRF 2018c).  These include 

species identified by the Committee on the Status of Species at Risk in Ontario (COSSARO) as 

provincially Endangered, Threatened, or Special Concern.  Species listed by COSSARO as 

Endangered or Threatened are protected by the Endangered Species Act (ESA), 2007, which 
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includes protection to their habitat, and are referred to herein as “regulated SAR”.  Species 

considered Special Concern are included in the definition of SCC, which includes the following: 

 Species designated provincially as Special Concern,  

 Species that have been assigned a conservation status (S-Rank) of S1 to S3 or SH 

by the NHIC, and 

 Species that are designated federally as Threatened or Endangered by the 

Committee for the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada (COSEWIC), but not 

provincially by the COSSARO.  If these species are listed under Schedule 1 of the 

Species at Risk Act (SARA), they are protected by the federal Act, but not 

provincially by the ESA.  

Species at Risk and Species of Conservation Concern Habitat Screening 

A preliminary screening exercise was conducted on these species to identify those having 

suitable habitat within the subject property and overall study area.  This involved cross-

referencing the preferred habitat for reported SAR and SCC (MNRF 2018c, OMNR 2000) 

against habitats known to occur within the subject property or adjacent lands.  This was 

completed to ensure that the potential presence of all SAR and SCC within the subject property 

was adequately assessed in this EIS.  The preliminary screening exercise was subsequently 

updated following completion of the site visits to provide a more fulsome assessment of 

significant species and their habitats within the subject property.  The screening table is 

provided in Appendix II. 

Significant Wildlife Habitat Screening 

A preliminary screening for the presence of Significant Wildlife Habitat (SWH) was also 

completed for the study area.  The Significant Wildlife Habitat Technical Guide (SWHTG) is a 

guideline document that outlines the types of habitats that the MNRF considers significant in 

Ontario, as well as criteria to identify these habitats (OMNR 2000, MNRF 2015).  The SWHTG 

groups SWH into 5 broad categories: seasonal concentration areas, rare vegetation 

communities, specialized wildlife habitat, habitats of Species of Conservation Concern, and 

animal movement corridors.  Following completion of the field studies, the screening document 

was updated to verify which SWH types had been confirmed as present or absent, or remain as 

candidate habitats.  The SWH screening tables are provided in Appendix III. 
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2.0 Relevant Policies, Legislation and Planning Studies 

Natural features and species in the study area were evaluated against the relevant local, provincial and federal policies, legislation, 

and planning studies, to help inform suitable land-use concepts, guide the layout of development, and identify areas to be protected.  

This analysis is shown in Table 1. 

Table 1.  Relevant Policies, Legislation, and Planning Studies 
Policy/Legislation/
Plan 

Description Project Relevance 

Provincial Policy 
Statement 
(OMMAH 2014). 

 Issued under the authority of Section 3 of the Planning Act and 
came into effect on April 30, 2014, replacing the 2005 PPS 
(OMMAH 2005).  

 Section 2.1 of the PPS – Natural Heritage establishes clear 
direction on the adoption of an ecosystem approach and the 
protection of resources that have been identified as ‘significant’.  

 The Natural Heritage Reference Manual (OMNR 2010) and the 
Significant Wildlife Habitat Technical Guide (OMNR 2000) and 
associated criteria schedules (OMNR 2015) were prepared by 
the MNRF to provide guidance on identifying natural features 
and in interpreting the Natural Heritage sections of the PPS.   

 Based on a preliminary analysis, natural 
features were identified within the study area 
which have implications under the PPS: 

 Habitat for Endangered and 
Threatened species, 

 Significant Wildlife Habitat 
 Fish Habitat 
 Woodlands 

Endangered 
Species Act (2007) 

and 
Ontario Regulation 
242/08 

 The ESA came into force in 2007.   
 The ESA prohibits killing, harming, harassing or capturing 

Endangered and Threatened species and protects their habitats 
from damage and destruction. 

 O. Reg 242/08 allows exemptions to the ESA as long as notice 
is given on the registry.  Mitigation plans must be prepared to 
ensure impacts are mitigated and must be monitored post-
construction.  

 Regulated SAR were identified as having 
potential to occur within the study area based 
on the habitat present. 

 Field surveys determined that two cavity trees 
are present within the cultural woodland 
which may constitute habitat for roosting SAR 
bats. 

 The removal of these trees would require 
following the tree removal guidelines and/or 
discussions with MNRF, Aylmer District. 

 Two SAR birds may utilize the bridge off 
property or heritage buildings on property.  

 A SAR mussel has been documented off-
property and its habitat is protected within the 
subject property. 
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Policy/Legislation/
Plan 

Description Project Relevance 

 SAR turtles have been documented off-
property and their habitat protection does not 
affect the subject property.  

Canadian Fisheries 
Act (2007) 

 Manages threats to the sustainability and productivity of 
Canada’s commercial, recreational and Aboriginal fisheries. 

 The Act prohibits “serious harm to fish” including destruction of 
habitat. 

 DFO has developed an online, self-assessment tool, where 
proponents can determine whether their projects require DFO 
review based on the type of water body the work is occurring in 
and the nature of the proposed activity. 

 Development within the floodplain limit, as 
well as the approach to stormwater 
management may have implications on fish 
habitat within the Thames River adjacent to 
the subject property.   

 Construction activities will need to follow 
mitigation and best practices as per DFO 
recommendations to avoid serious harm.  

City of London 
Official Plan (1989) 

and 
The London Plan 
(2016) 

 Schedule B1 on the City of London Official Plan identifies 
Natural Heritage Features and B2 identifies the Natural 
Resources and Natural Hazards. 

 The City of London’s new Official Plan, ‘The London Plan’ 
(2016) outlines current policies for the protection of natural 
features within the City of London and which represent a 
constraint for development. 

 The London Plan was adopted by Council and the Province in 
2016.   

 Map 1 identifies Place Types within the City (Green Space, 
Downtown) 

 Map 5 identifies Natural Heritage areas.  
 Map 6 identifies Hazards and Natural Resources 
 As sections of the London Plan have been appealed, if is not yet 

in force, but must be considered.  The City of London Official 
Plan (1989) is still in force.  

 An EIS that was to be scoped with the 
UTRCA was requested due to the potential 
for SWH or SCC/SAR within the subject 
property, as well as the proximity to the 
floodplain and associated features. 

 Green space is identified on Map 1 for portion 
of the subject property which includes natural 
heritage features are areas. 

 Map 5 (Natural Heritage) of the London Plan 
shows a woodland within 120m of the subject 
property.   

 Map 6 identifies the subject property and 
study area as having hazards including being 
within the Regulatory Flood Line, Riverine 
Erosion Hazard Limit for Unconfined 
Systems, the Maximum Hazard Line, and the 
Conservation Authority Regulation.  

 Schedule B1 on the OP (1989) identifies a 
portion of the subject property (Thames River 
Valley) as being a Big Picture Meta-Core and 
Meta Corridor, a significant corridor, and 
within the Max hazard Line.  

City of London 
Environmental 
Management 
Guidelines (2007) 

 Outline policy guidelines, standards, process and procedures for 
the preparation and review of Environmental Impact Statements 
(i.e. studies), determination of buffers and setbacks, and 
evaluation of significant woodlands   

 Environmental Management Guidelines are to 
be followed through the project steps 
including data collection standards and 
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Policy/Legislation/
Plan 

Description Project Relevance 

guidelines for determining setbacks and 
ecological buffers.  

 The EIS guidelines were followed, as outlined 
in Section 1 of the Environmental 
Management Guidelines. 

UTRCA Regulation 
157/06 

 Regulation issued under Conservation Authorities Act, R.S.O. 
1990. 

 Through this regulation, the UTRCA has the responsibility to 
regulate activities in natural and hazardous areas (i.e. areas in 
and near rivers, streams, floodplains, wetlands, and slopes).   

 UTRCA regulates the development or alteration of habitats 
within a river valley.  Where the stream has an apparent valley 
and stable slopes, the valley extends from the stable top of 
slope plus 15 m, to a similar point on the opposite side.    

 UTRCA requires that a Permit be required if work is to be 
undertaken within the Regulation Limit.   

 UTRCA Regulated Areas fall within the 
subject property. 

 The Regulation identifies that “no person shall 
undertake development or permit another 
person to undertake development in or on the 
areas within the jurisdiction of the Authority 
(UTRCA)” such as river or stream valleys.  

 A permit is required from the UTRCA to 
undertake work within the Regulation Limit.  

 Farhi Holdings has worked with the UTRCA to 
design a development plan that is accepted in 
principle by the UTRCA. 

Thames Valley 
Corridor Plan 
(2011) 

 Recommends measures to protect and enhance the natural 
features within the Thames River valley in support of the City of 
London Official Plan.   

 Thames River is designated as a Canadian Heritage River.   
 It defines the functional limits of the Thames River, and 

provides visions and objectives for the corridor.  

 Section 3.3 of the Plan describes various 
strategies for land use management and 
planning and states that a 100m edge zone 
(measured from the bank full high water 
mark) is to be allocated as open space for 
vegetated buffers, ecological enhancements 
and public use purposes. 

 Identifies the Harris Park area with potential 
improvements including restoration of the 
Thames River edge, introduction of a water’s 
edge promenade or overlook, pathways and 
lighting upgrades and landscape plantings 
that may improve the aesthetic aspects of the 
Park.  

City of London Tree 
Protection By-law 
(2017a) 

 By-law that regulates the injuring and destruction of trees and 
to encourage preservation and planting on trees throughout the 
City of London.   

 Provides maps with designated Tree Protection Areas (TPA).  
Any tree within a TPA, regardless of species and size, is 
protected until such time as a permit is issued. 

 The subject property is partially within a 
designated Tree Protection Area (Map D7) 
(area that is within the floodplain).  

 A permit is required for any clearing of trees 
within the subject property.  
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3.0 Field Methods 

Field surveys were undertaken within the subject property to characterize the natural 

features and identify significant and sensitive features and species that have potential to 

be adversely affected by the proposed development.   

Based on a dedicating a large portion of the floodplain and completing a landscape plan 

for the subject property as part of the proposed development, the field surveys were 

scoped to the following (Appendix I): 

 Species at Risk (SAR) screening 

 Significant Wildlife Habitat (SWH) screening and review in field 

 Ecological Land Classification (ELC) and fall vegetation inventory 

 Tree inventory of all trees greater than 10cm Diameter at Breast Height (DBH) 

 Stick nest survey 

 Incidental wildlife observations 

A total of 3 site visits were completed between September and November 2018, which 

are summarized in Table 2.  Surveys conducted were undertaken in accordance with 

provincial and local guidance documents.   

All observations of wildlife were documented on the field visits.  This included actual 

direct observations of individuals, as well as signs of wildlife presence (i.e. tracks, scats, 

dens, nests etc.). 

Table 2.  Field Investigations Completed Within the Subject Property 
Date (2018) Tasks Completed Field Staff 

September 24 
A preliminary site visit to inform scope, photographs 
of site. 

Gina MacVeigh, 
Katharina Richter 

October 11 

Bat cavity assessment; Significant Wildlife Habitat 
(SWH) screening; Ecological Land Classification 
(ELC) (Lee et al. 1998); vegetation inventory; tree 
inventory; incidental wildlife observations. 

Gina MacVeigh, 
Jeremy Bannon 

November 28 
Significant Wildlife Habitat (SWH) screening; 
incidental wildlife observations. 

Gina MacVeigh, 
Jeremy Bannon 
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3.1 Terrestrial Field Surveys 

3.1.1 Vegetation Surveys 

Vegetation community delineation was completed using aerial photography and through 

site investigations in the field on October 11.  The standard Ecological Land 

Classification (ELC) System for southern Ontario was applied (Lee et al. 1998).  Details 

of vegetation communities were recorded on standard data sheets including species 

composition, dominance, uncommon species or features, and evidence of human 

impact.   

All observed species of vascular flora were recorded during field surveys on October 11.  

Additional detailed seasonal surveys were deemed unnecessary due to the simple 

nature of the natural features and the existing background information as identified in the 

Summary Checklist (Appendix I). 

3.1.2 Tree Inventory 

A comprehensive tree inventory was completed by an NRSI Certified Arborist and 

additional staff on October 11 within the subject property.  Any trees with the potential to 

be impacted by the proposed development were identified and assessed as per the City 

of London’s tree protection by-laws.  Individual trees that were greater than or equal to 

10cm in DBH were assessed by a Certified Arborist.  The location of trees inventoried 

was surveyed using an SXBlue II GNSS GPS unit by the Certified Arborist.  The 

following information was recorded for each tree: 

 Species, 

 DBH measurement (cm),  

 Crown radius (metres),  

 General health (excellent, good, fair, poor, very poor, dead),  

 Potential for structural failure (improbable, possible, probable, imminent),  

 Tree location (on-site/off-site), and, 

 General comments (i.e. disease, aesthetic quality, development constraints, 

sensitivity to development). 

The overall health of each tree and the potential for structural failure was assessed 

based on the criteria outlined in Appendix IV.  In carrying out these assessments, NRSI 

has exercised a reasonable standard of care, skill and diligence as would be customarily 
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and normally provided in carrying out these assessments.  The assessments have been 

made using accepted arboricultural techniques.  These include a visual examination of 

each tree for structural defects, scars, external indications of decay such as fungal 

fruiting bodies, evidence of insect attack, the condition of any visible root structures, the 

degree and direction of lean (if any), the general condition of the tree(s) and the 

surrounding site, and the current or planned proximity of property and people.  None of 

the trees examined on the property were dissected, cored, probed, or climbed and 

detailed root crown examinations involving excavation were not undertaken.  The 

conditions for this assessment, including restrictions, professional responsibility, and 

third-party liability can be found in Appendix IV, along with all tree inventory data. 

3.1.3 Bird Surveys 

As larger bird species, such as Raptors, Osprey and Bald Eagles are known to use river 

corridors, a stick nest survey to document any potential nesting species undertaken.  

The survey to identify any stick nests occurred on November 28 when there were no 

leaves on the trees by 2 NRSI biologists.  The survey consisted of the biologists walking 

throughout the subject property and visually searching for stick nests within any of the 

trees.  The chimneys of the heritage buildings were also inspected from the ground to 

determine the likelihood of Chimney Swift (Chaetura pelagica) useage during the 

November 28 survey.  Breeding bird surveys were deemed not necessary through the 

scoping meeting as there was existing information from the area.  It is known that Barn 

Swallow (Hirundo rustica) nest under the Queens Avenue bridge.   

3.1.4 Herpetofauna Surveys 

A search of the subject property to determine if hibernacula may be present, or if there 

are areas where hibernacula may be restored/created as part of the project was 

completed on October 11 and November 28.  Other surveys for herpetofauna were 

deemed not necessary as there is existing background information.   

3.1.5 Mammal Surveys 

During the 2 field visits, surveys for bat roosting habitat were conducted within the 

subject property.  Little Brown Myotis (Myotis lucifugus), a SAR, is known from the 

vicinity and roosts in tree cavities, hollows, or under loose bark, as well as within 

buildings (OMNR 2000).  To address potential bat habitat presence within treed areas of 

the subject property, NRSI staff undertook an assessment of suitable tree habitat 
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features, including snags, cavities, exfoliating bark, and leaf clusters, in accordance with 

MNRF standardized protocol (OMNR 2011, MNRF 2017).  The bat habitat assessment 

was completed during leaf-off conditions.  

Information considered for cavity trees included tree species, location, DBH, canopy 

cover, tree height, decay class according to Watt and Caceres (1999), and number of 

potentially suitable cavities.  Other criteria were also considered, including the use of 

cavities by other wildlife, the potential for cavities to be used by predators, 

supporting/surrounding habitat, and other characteristics which may contribute to the 

habitat requirements of these species, such as temperature regulation.  
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4.0 Existing Conditions 

The existing conditions, as outlined below, summarize the findings of the 2018 field 

surveys, in addition to observed species during the 2013 Harris Park SLSR (NRSI 2013).  

Additional sources outlined below include UTRCA watershed documents, and applicable 

wildlife atlas data, as referenced. 

4.1 Soil, Terrain and Drainage 

The subject area lies within the Upper Thames River watershed, which falls under the 

jurisdiction of the UTRCA.  The Upper Thames watershed is 3,420km2 (UTRCA 2017), 

and contains 28 subwatersheds.  The subject area is present within the Forks 

subwatershed (UTRCA 2017).  As the Thames River erodes the glaciofluvial deposits, it 

leaves extensive alluvial deposits of sands and gravels in the floodplain.  Therefore, the 

primary material throughout the Thames River watershed is sand, with gravel along the 

east and southern boundaries.  Rich alluvial soil is present as small pockets in the 

floodplain (UTRCA 2015).   

Map 6 of the London Plan (City of London 2016) indicates that there are no identified 

Significant Groundwater Recharge Area (SGRA) or Highly Vulnerable Aquifer area 

(HVA) designations within the subject property.    

The topography of the eastern portion of the subject property is considerably upslope 

from the lower western portion, which resides within the Thames River floodplain.  

Disturbed, cultural natural areas are present along the transition slopes (Map 2). 

4.2 Designated Natural Areas 

According to The London Plan (2016), there are no designated natural areas located 

within the subject property or adjacent lands.  Harris Park is located immediately north of 

the subject property, although it also does not contain any identified designated natural 

areas.  The Thames River, a significant watercourse and valleyland, is located west of 

the subject property.   

4.3 Vegetation 

4.3.1 Vegetation Communities 

The subject property consists primarily of urban land use, including 3 heritage buildings 

for business and private school use, and two parking lots.  Limited, culturally influenced 
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natural areas are present along the sloped areas of the subject property, and are 

described as Cultural Woodland.  A summary of ELC vegetation communities identified 

within the subject property is provided in Table 3 and are shown on Map 2.  ELC data 

sheets are provided in Appendix V.  The subject property contains 2 separate Cultural 

Woodland communities, one of which is an inclusion within a larger Sugar Maple forest, 

as originally assessed in the Harris Park SLSR (NRSI 2013), and as refined and shown 

on Map 2 of this report.   

Table 3.  Vegetation Communities Identified within the Subject Property 
ELC 
Type ELC  Environmental Characteristics 

Cultural 

CUW1 Cultural 
Woodland 
(Southern 
site) 

The center of the subject property contains a 0.21 hectare culturally 
influenced wooded feature that is bound by parking lots to the north and 
south, Harris Park Gate to the west and the Blythe Academy to the east.  
The community is only present on the steep north-facing slope, and 
contains many planted and invasive species.  The canopy contains no 
dominant species, with small areas of Hedge Maple (Acer campestre), 
Manitoba Maple (Acer negundo), Common Hackberry (Celtis 
occidentalis), Norway Spruce (Picea abies), Austrian Pine (Pinus nigra), 
and Norway Maple (Acer platanoides). Understorey species include 
European Buckthorn (Rhamnus catthartica), Virginia Creeper 
(Parthenocissus inserta), and Multiflora Rose (Rosa multiflora).  
Groundcover contains many invasive and non-native species, including 
Garlic Mustard (Alliaria petiolata), Awnless Brome (Bromus inermis), 
and several goldenrod (Solidago) species.  Aside from larger DBH trees 
inventoried in the western extent of this polygon, the majority of species 
are considered planted, escaped, or invasive.  The assemblage of trees 
does not match any described ELC community, which shows how 
disturbed this community is.  Notable dumping and unauthorized public 
use were documented within the community. 

CUW1 Cultural 
Woodland 
Inclusion 
(Northern 
site) 

The northeast corner of the property contains the southern extent of a 
previously identified FOD5-1 Sugar Maple forest, as outlined in the 
Harris Park SLSR (NRSI 2013) and is located along the west-facing 
slope, ascending from the floodplain.  This community contains a 
canopy consisting of some planted individuals along the southern and 
western extent, including Thornless Honey Locust (Gleditsia triacanthos 
var. inermis), as well as native Black Walnut (Juglans nigra), Manitoba 
Maple (Acer negundo), and Sugar Maple (Acer saccharum ssp. 
saccharum).  The understorey contains these species, as well as an 
escaped community of Redbud (Cercis canadensis).  The ground cover 
contains Garlic Mustard, Lily-of-the-Valley (Convallaria majalis), and 
Zig-zag Goldenrod (Solidago flexicaulis).  This community contained 
fewer documented cultural influences and contained a more functioning 
natural community, however the southern portion of the property 
contained a higher portion of invasive and non-native species.  Specific 
to the subject property, and just beyond, included Redbud and Canada 
Yew (Taxus canadensis), both species believed to be associated with 
landscaping of the subject property and the adjacent Eldon House. 
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4.3.2 Vascular Flora 

During the described field visits, 63 species were recorded within the subject.  A 

complete list of these species is appended to this report (Appendix VI).  Approximately 

54% of the vascular plant species observed are considered non-native species.  No 

plant species are reported from NHIC atlas data, as well as no additional plant SAR or 

SCC were provided by the MNRF Aylmer District (Webb, J. pers. comm. 2019). 

Canada Redbud, which is considered Extirpated from Ontario (SX), was noted growing 

within the Cultural Woodland Inclusion.  This species has escaped from the gardens at 

Eldon House, so this observation is also not considered significant.   

4.3.3 Tree Inventory 

In total, 105 trees were inventoried, comprised of 23 species.  Of the trees inventoried 

and assessed, 49 (46.6%) are native species and 56 (53.3%) are non-native.  A 

complete list of trees inventoried is provided in Appendix V and tree locations within the 

subject property are shown on Map 3. 

Table 4 provides a list of tree species inventoried within the subject property, whether 

they are native or non-native and their overall health.  

Table 5 provides a summary of the overall health of trees inventoried within the subject 

property, along with their potential for structural failure.  The majority of the trees 

inventoried are in fair health with an improbable potential for structural failure.  
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Table 4.  Summary of Inventoried Trees 

Common Name Scientific Name Excellent Good Fair Poor 
Very 
Poor Dead Total 

Native Species   
       

Red Maple Acer rubrum 
 

1 
    

1 
Sugar Maple Acer saccharum ssp. 

saccharum 
1 

 
1 

   
2 

American Basswood Tilia americana 
  

1 
   

1 
Freeman's Maple Acer X freemanii 

  
5 

   
5 

Manitoba Maple Acer negundo 
  

3 4 10 
 

17 

Sycamore Platanus occidentalis 
  

1 
   

1 
Common Hackberry Celtis occidentalis 1 1 6 1 

  
9 

Eastern Cottonwood Populus deltoides 
  

2 
 

1 
 

3 
Black Walnut Juglans nigra 

 
2 1 

   
3 

Redbud Cercis canadensis 
 

1 4 
   

5 
Canada Yew Taxus canadensis 

 
2 

    
2 

Total   2 7 24 5 11 
 

49 
Non-Native Species 

       

Norway Maple Acer platanoides 
 

4 14 
 

2 
 

20 
Norway Spruce Picea abies 

  
3 

   
3 

Small Leaf Linden Tilia cordata 
  

1 
   

1 
English Oak Quercus robur 

 
2 3 

   
5 

Austrian Pine Pinus nigra 
  

3 2 
 

3 8 
Hedge Maple Acer campestre 

 
1 3 1 

  
5 

Colorado Spruce Picea pungens 
 

1 7 
   

8 
Sweet Cherry Prunus avium 

  
1 

   
1 

White Mulberry Morus alba 
   

2 
  

2 
Thornless Honey 
Locust 

Gleditsia triacanthos var. 
inermis 

 
1 

    
1 

London Plane-Tree Platanus X acerifolia 
 

1 
    

1 
Golden Weeping 
Willow 

Salix alba var. vitellina 
   

1 
  

1 

Total   0 10 35 6 2 3 56 
Overall Total   2 17 59 11 13 3 105 

 
Table 5.  Overall Health of Trees Inventoried 

Potential for 
Structural Failure 
Rating 

Overall Condition 
Total Excellent Good Fair Poor Very Poor Dead 

Improbable 2 17 51 0 0 0 70 
Possible 0 0 8 5 3 3 19 
Probable 0 0 0 6 9 0 15 
Imminent 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
Total 2 17 59 11 13 3 105 
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4.4 Birds 

A total of 93 species are reported from the vicinity of the study area based on the OBBA 

(BSC 2009), MNRF background information (Webb, J. pers. comm. 2019), and the NHIC 

database (MNRF 2018a).  The data found in the OBBA includes those species that have 

been observed in the area (10 x 10km range), are known to nest in the area, and/or 

have exhibited some evidence of breeding in the area.  The NHIC results are based on 

1km x 1km squares, and the MNRF (2018a) data are based on species reported within 

Middlesex County.  Very low species diversity was observed during field visits, which is 

not uncommon given the timing, with a total of 4 species documented within the subject 

property.  No stick nests were observed within the subject property throughout the field 

visits.  An Osprey nest is present on a light post in the ball park to the northwest of the 

subject property.  The chimneys of the heritage building within the subject property were 

determined to not provide suitable nesting habitat for Chimney Swift.  

During surveys completed for the Harris Park SLSR (NRSI 2013), NRSI observed a total 

of 36 species.  Of these 36 species, 2 species of threatened species were observed: 

Barn Swallow (Hirundo rustica) and Chimney Swift. 

Background information (MNRF 2019, BSC 2009) and SAR and SCC screening 

indicated that 5 significant bird species are reported from within the study area that have 

potentially suitable habitat (Appendix VII).  No birds were listed within the NHIC data 

atlas.  Of these 5 species, 2 have potentially suitable habitat within the subject property.  

4.5 Herpetofauna 

A total of 27 species are reported from the vicinity of the study area based on the 

Ontario Reptile and Amphibian Atlas (Ontario Nature 2018) and NHIC (MNRF 2018a).  

No herpetofauna species were observed during the 2018 field season primarily due to 

the timing as well as limited habitat present within the subject property. A list of all 

species found within the study area, including those found during the Harris Park SLSR 

(NRSI 2013) is found in Appendix VIII. 

Background information indicated that 7 of the species that are reported within the study 

area are SAR or SCC (Appendix II).  Based on the SAR/SCC screening, no suitable 

habitat is present within the subject property for any of these species, although suitable 
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habitat has the potential to occur within the adjacent Thames River and opportunities for 

restoration should be considered.  

No species were observed associated with any areas of land, and none were observed 

within the subject property.  The search of the subject property found no suitable 

hibernacula areas.  The adjacent Thames River may provide suitable hibernacula within 

the banks for some species, as well as potential suitable nesting habitat for turtles.   

During surveys completed for the Harris Park SLSR (NRSI 2013), a Northern Map Turtle 

(Graptemys geographica) was observed within the Thames River.  This species is 

considered special concern both provincially and federally, and as such is protected 

under the PPS through SWH as a SCC (OMMAH 2014).   

4.6 Mammals 

According to the Mammal Atlas of Ontario (Dobbyn 1994) and background information 

from MNRF, 24 mammal species are reported from within 10km of the subject property.  

During the field surveys, 5 mammal species were documented within the subject 

property: Northern Racoon (Procyon lotor), Eastern Chipmunk (Tamias striatus), Eastern 

Gray Squirrel (Sciurus carolinensis), Eastern Cottontail (Sylvilagus floridanus), and 

Woodchuck (Marmota monax).  Appendix IX provides a complete list of mammal species 

reported from the study area.   

An assessment of trees which could provide bat roosting habitat was conducted during 

the leaf-off stages (October and November 2018).  It was determined that 2 trees which 

could provide suitable bat roosting habitat are present trees along the western edge of 

the southern community.  The 2 identified trees are shown on Maps 3 and 4, and are 

large Common Hackberries with potentially suitable cavities and cracks.  No suitable 

habitat was observed in the northern community, and none was observed in any 

inventoried isolated tree.  Suitable roosting habitat may be present within trees in the 

woodlands off the property.   

Appendix II (SAR screening) provides a summary of significant mammal species 

reported from the study area vicinity, their current status ranks, and preferred habitats.   
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4.7 Additional Wildlife 

No Lepidoptera or Odonata species were observed during the field visits, which was 

expected due to the timing of the surveys.  A list of Lepidoptera and Odonata species 

reported from the study area are attached to the report (Appendix X and XI, 

respectively).  A total of 57 butterfly species are reported from the study area based on 

the Butterfly Atlas (TEA 2018).  This includes several SCC, as listed in Appendix II.  

Based on the presence of Common Hackberry within the subject property, Hackberry 

Emperor (Asterocampa celtis) and Tawny Emperor (Asterocampa clyton) may be found 

within the subject property. 

A total of 19 odonates are reported from the study area based on the Odonata Atlas 

(MNRF 2018b).  None of the species are considered significant.   

4.8 Aquatic Habitat and Species 

As the Thames River was outside of the subject property, no specific surveys were 

completed as part of this EIS.  The existing conditions data is taken from the Harris Park 

SLSR (NRSI 2013) and additional background information received from the MNRF 

Aylmer District (Webb, J., pers. comm. 2019).   

The information collected from the DFO, UTRCA, and the MNRF has been included in 

Appendix XII, along with the complete list of fish, freshwater mussels, and benthic 

invertebrate sampling records from the study area, provided by UTRCA (Schwindt, J. 

pers. comm. 2013).   

A total of 17 fish species are reported from UTRCA sampling records from Harris Park 

and Gibbons Park, which is found approximately 750m upstream of Harris Park.  These 

fish species that have been observed are common to the Thames River and not at risk.  

The background information indicates that 2 SAR fish, Black Redhorse (Moxostoma 

duquesnei) and Silver Shiner (Notropis photogenis), are present within the Thames 

River study area.  Black Redhorse and Silver Shiner are both listed as threatened 

provincially and are afforded protection through the ESA.  Background information also 

indicated that Wavy-rayed Lampmussel (Lampsilis fasciola) may be present within the 

study area (north branch of the Thames River).  Wavy-rayed Lampmussel is considered 

threatened provincially and is protected under the ESA.  It also has specific habitat 

defined under O.Reg 242/08 section 23.9.  It is considered special concern federally. 
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The substrates within the Thames River adjacent to the subject property, based on the 

visual habitat assessment within the Harris Park SLSR (NRSI 2013), would provide 

suitable habitat for the for Wavy-rayed Lampmussel.  

The UTRCA has also conducted benthic invertebrate collections within the Thames 

River within the study area.  The site downstream of Blackfriar’s bridge has been 

sampled yearly from 2004 (current to 2013) and the number of families found ranged 

from 10 to 22, with stream health varying from poor to fair.    
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5.0 Significance and Sensitivity of Natural Features 

Natural features that are sensitive to disturbance are identified based on the rarity or 

significance of the feature or its functions.  These areas are identified as “constraints” 

and are discussed in the context of natural heritage policies governing their protection.  

Conversely, opportunities for development may occur outside of these natural 

environment constraints within the subject property.  Results of this analysis have been 

provided as input to the proposed development plan in order to avoid or reduce impacts 

to natural features and functions.  A summary of this analysis for the subject property is 

discussed below.  

5.1 Significant Valleylands 

The Thames River is considered significant.  The majority of the study area falls within 

the significant valleyland corridor.  Enhancement opportunities are expected through the 

remediation/restoration of the lower dedicated parkland area.   

5.2 Fish and Fish Habitat 

The Thames River, immediately adjacent to the subject property, provides fish habitat.   

5.3 Significant Wildlife Habitat 

Based on a detailed background information review, desktop analysis, and field studies, 

the subject property is not expected to contain any SWH.  No SWH was confirmed 

during field surveys, however candidate SWH is discussed below.  SWH may also be 

present on a broader scale within the Thames River and the overall study area.  Full 

results of the SWH assessment are discussed below and provided in Appendix II.  

5.3.1 Seasonal Concentration Areas 

Wildlife seasonal concentration areas are defined as areas where animals occur in 

relatively high densities for all, or portions, or their life cycle (OMNR 2000).  These areas 

are generally relatively small in size, particularly when compared to areas used by these 

species during other times of the year.   

Turtle Wintering Area 

Turtles hibernate over the winter in Ontario, often communally.  For most turtles, 

wintering areas are in the same general area as their core habitat and the water must be 

deep enough to avoid freezing over completely, and have soft mud substrates to burrow 
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into (MNRF 2015).  Identification of a turtle wintering area is determined by the presence 

and number of individuals observed in suitable habitats in early spring and/or late fall 

(MNRF 2015).  No suitable habitat was found within the subject property but portions of 

the Thames River adjacent to the property may provide suitable habitat, and turtle 

species have been reported in background data (NHIC 2018a, Ontario Nature 2018, 

NRSI 2013).  

5.3.2 Rare Vegetation 

No rare vegetation communities are found within the subject property.  The Redbud 

community discussed in Section 4.3.1 is an escaped population from landscaping stock 

and does not qualify. 

5.3.3 Specialized Wildlife Habitat 

Osprey nests are considered SWH, but nests located on man-made objects are not to 

be included as SWH (MNRF 2015), therefore this nest site is not significant. 

Candidate SWH is also identified within the Harris Park SLSR (NRSI 2013) for an area 

of sand deposits immediately downstream of Blackfriar’s Bridge on the west bank (north 

of the subject property).  No turtle nests were observed, so the SWH could not be 

confirmed.   

5.3.4 Habitat for Species of Conservation Concern 

No SCC were observed within the subject property.   

Although it was not observed during field work associated with the Harris Park SLSR 

(NRSI 2013), the UTRCA indicated that habitat for Eastern Wood-pewee should be 

protected regardless of whether the species was observed or not (Creighton pers. 

comm. 2013).  Eastern Wood-pewee is found in forests and forest edges, as well as 

parks (OMNR 2000).  Habitat for Eastern Wood-pewee was identified in Harris Park as 

candidate SWH (Eastern Wood-pewee), which extends onto the subject property as 

shown on Map 4.  The southern cultural woodland community on the subject property 

does not provide suitable habitat for Eastern Wood-pewee as it is so highly disturbed. 

Common Nighthawk, which is considered special concern provincially and therefore its 

habitat is considered SWH, prefers open ground, clearings in dense forests, open 

woodlands and flat gravel roofs for habitat (OMNR 2000).  It may have marginal habitat 
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provided from the one heritage building with the flat roof top, and is shown as candidate 

SWH (Common Nighthawk) on Map 4.  

Northern Map Turtle, which had been observed during the Harris Park inventory (NRSI 

2013), is considered a SCC.  Northern Map Turtle is a highly aquatic species, but 

females may move up to 700m away from the water to find suitable nest sites (Harding 

1997).  The SWH for this species is shown on Map 4 and was mapped as the Thames 

River and 15m on either side of the river to allow for basking and nesting sites in the 

Harris Park SLSR (NRSI 2013).   

5.3.5 Animal Movement Corridors 

Animal movement corridors are elongated, naturally vegetated parts of the landscape 

used by animals to move from one habitat to another (OMNR 2000).  The potential for 

animal movement corridors to occur in the subject property is contingent on confirming 

Amphibian Breeding Habitat (Wetland) SWH or Deer Wintering Habitat SWH (MNRF 

2015); neither of these confirmed habitats were identified within the subject property and 

as such the SWH type is not present.  

5.4 Habitat of Endangered and Threatened Species 

No Endangered or Threatened Species were observed within the subject property.   

Confirmed habitat for Barn Swallow exists adjacent to the subject property on the Queen 

Street bridge over the Thames River and is shown on Map 4.   

As noted in Section 4.6, 2 potentially suitable bat cavity trees were documented within 

the subject property (Map 4).   

5.5 Linkages 

Linkages are continuous, often linear bands of vegetation in the landscape which 

provide opportunities to connect natural features.  They are important within the natural 

heritage system to provide cover for wildlife movements and dispersal of otherwise 

isolated populations.  

The Thames River Corridor represents a significant linkage for both terrestrial and 

aquatic organisms between habitat patches.  A key ecological goal of the Thames Valley 

Corridor Plan (City of London 2011) is to preserve, enhance and create ecological 
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corridors and linkages between natural features in order to establish a continuous 

corridor along the Thames River and enhance linkages to tributary watersheds.    
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6.0 Impact Analysis and Recommendations 

The proposed undertaking is described in Section 1.1 of this report.  This preliminary EIS 

has been prepared for the subject property with reference to the development site plan 

which is based largely on adhering to the floodplain limit to the extent possible and that 

aligned with the original layout that was accepted, in principle, by the UTRCA.  A 

Preliminary Grading Plan, Stormwater Management Strategy, Hydrological Investigation 

and Geotechnical Investigation have yet to be finalized based on the most recent design.  

The development plan is indicated on Map 5. 

The development footprint includes the removal of a large portion of the CUW1 inclusion 

and part of the CUW1 area.   

The following recommendations are provided for the landscape plan.   

 The inclusion of a diversity of native trees and shrubs in the landscape design 

will improve diversity within the adjacent natural features.  All species should 

be native to Middlesex County, commercially available and suited to early 

succession conditions.  A mixture of caliper, potted and plug stock is 

recommended, with native companion seed mix.  Guidance for species 

selection is outlined in the Guide to Plant Selection for Natural Heritage Areas 

and Buffers (City of London 1994).   

 Consider wetland creation. 

 Consider the inclusion of wildlife habitat features such as bat boxes. 

 Include educational signage to foster nature appreciation and respect. 

A preliminary analysis has been conducted for the subject site based on the site 

development plan and basic understanding of the proposed works.  Stormwater 

management will need to consider the Thames River and the floodplain, as well as the 

One River Environmental Assessment (if finalized at the time).  

6.1 Approach to Impact Analysis 

Potential impacts arising from the proposed development are determined by comparing 

the details of the proposed development with the characteristics of the existing natural 

features and their functions.  Where the development proposal overlaps with the natural 

153



Natural Resource Solutions Inc. 25 
435-451 Ridout Street, London Ontario Preliminary Environmental Impact Study  

features or their buffers, impacts may arise.  The following is a description of the types of 

impacts which will be discussed.   

 Direct impacts to the natural features within the study area associated with 

disruption or displacement caused by the actual proposed ‘footprint’ of the 

undertaking. 

 Indirect impacts associated with changes in site conditions such as drainage 

and water quantity/quality. 

 Induced and cumulative impacts associated with impacts after the 

development is constructed such as subsequent demand on the resources 

created by increased habitation/use of the area and vicinity over time. 

6.2 Evaluations of the Potential Effects, Mitigation and Net Effects 

Impacts, mitigation measures and net effects are detailed in Table 5.  The table details 

the impact of all components of the proposed development. 
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Table 6.  Impact Assessment and Net Effects 

Source of 
Potential Impact 

Direct or 
Indirect 
Impact 

Ecological 
Feature or 
Function 
Effected Potential Impact Mitigation Measures Net Impact 

Land Use Impacts 
Land use 
designation  
 
 
 

Direct & 
Indirect 

Cultural 
Woodlands 
& 
Groundwater 
resources 

- Change in land use 
will not significantly 
change the current 
use or impact on 
natural heritage 
features 

- Completion of an EIS 
- Use of Environmental Management 
Guidelines 

- Use of Best Management Practices 
 

With the completion of 
an EIS and the use of 
the Environmental 
Management 
Guidelines, changes in 
land use designation 
can be completed 
without net impact to 
natural heritage 
features.  Only 
significant natural 
feature identified is the 
Thames River. 
 
Low 

Development 
design and 
location 

Direct Cultural 
Woodlands  

- Removal of CUW 
features  

- General impacts as 
a result of 
urbanization 

- See above 
- Permit from UTRCA required for 
development in floodplain. 

- Landscape Design 

See above.  Features on 
site are cultural 
woodlands with an 
abundance of invasive 
species.   
 
Low 

Increased Edge 
effects 

Direct  Cultural 
Woodlands 

- Adjacent FOD5-1 
could be impacted 
by the removal of 
CUW1.   

 
The development 
plan includes 
removal of the 
CUW1 inclusion 

- An Erosion and Sediment Control (ESC) 
plan is recommended to be prepared to 
help control and reduce the sediment load 
of runoff which may flow towards nearby 
regulated water features. 

- Regular monitoring of sediment fences 
and other ESC measures, particularly 
following large rain events. 

With the landscape plan 
after construction, 
removal of invasive 
species, the remediation 
of this Brownfield site, 
and the limited habitat 
function provided by the 
CUW1 there is expected 
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Source of 
Potential Impact 

Direct or 
Indirect 
Impact 

Ecological 
Feature or 
Function 
Effected Potential Impact Mitigation Measures Net Impact 

within the subject 
property and part of 
CUW1.  These 
features are 
comprised of 
invasive species 
and provide limited 
opportunities. 

- Landscape design should use native 
species  

- A certified arborist should be on site to 
determine the best approach to protecting 
the trees to be retained in the CUW 
inclusion along the northern subject 
property boundary.  Tree protection 
fencing should be erected. 

to be low to no net 
impacts.  
 
Low 

Interruption or 
change of surface 
water and ground- 
water flows (water 
balance) 
 

Direct 
and 
Indirect 

Thames 
River 
floodplain 
and Thames 
River 

- Changes to water 
balance, increased 
runoff 

- Studies/discussions will be required in 
order to ensure the floodplain storage 
capacity is maintained.  Flooding of the 
lower area may need to be part of final 
design.  Expected that less than 2 feet of 
excavation in new park space (dedicated 
area) will result in “net 0” flood water 
displacement.  

- Opportunity to remove non-natural fill 
materials through excavation of the bank.   

-  On-site drainage and SWM should be 
appropriately designed to maintain water 
balance to the degree possible.  

- Any changes in runoff or water storage 
should consider impacts to the nearby 
Thames River and overall floodplain, and 
be approved by the UTRCA. 

This potential impact will 
be further discussed 
through the 
hydrogeology team 
members.   
 
Net impact is not 
expected to be 
significant if the 
drainage plan considers 
water balance and the 
floodplain capacity of the 
Thames River is 
maintained.  
 
Low 

Increased hard 
surface/decreased 
in infiltration 

Direct Thames 
River 
floodplain 

- Changes to surfaces 
to become 
impervious can 
result in changes in 
components of the 
water balance. 

- Consideration of LID measures where 
feasible 

- Use of infiltration measures where feasible 

This potential impact will 
be further discussed 
through the 
hydrogeology team 
members as part of the 
SWM/drainage plan.   
 
Low 
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Source of 
Potential Impact 

Direct or 
Indirect 
Impact 

Ecological 
Feature or 
Function 
Effected Potential Impact Mitigation Measures Net Impact 

Interruption of 
Corridors 

Indirect Thames 
River 
Corridor 

- Development can 
create barriers to 
wildlife movement. 

- Removal of CUW1 

- Removal of CUW1 will follow timing 
windows and best management practices.   

- Tree preservation plan will ensure that the 
adjacent woodland features are not 
degraded. 

No wildlife corridor is 
present on site.     
 
Low 

Flora Direct CUW1 - Removal of flora - Landscape Design/Plan to use native 
species 

There are no significant 
species and many non-
native species, so 
impact is very low.   
 
Low 

Specialized 
Wildlife Habitat 

Direct Thames 
River 
floodplain 
 
Bat habitat 
trees 
(candidate) 

- Removal of 
candidate bat 
habitat trees 

- Tree preservation plan will ensure that 
adjacent features are not degraded. 

- Opportunity to use bat boxes on site.    

 
Low  

Habitat for SCC Direct 
and 
Indirect 

Cultural 
Woodlands, 
flat roof top 
of heritage 
building 

- Marginal suitable 
habitat may exist 
within the cultural 
woodland inclusion 
for Eastern Wood-
pewee  

- Flat roof tops, as 
found on the 
heritage buildings 
on the subject 
property, can 
provide suitable 
nesting habitat for 
Common 
Nighthawk. 

- Follow best management practices for 
removal of woodland features. Follow 
TPP. 

- Removal of trees should occur outside of 
the active breeding season approximately 
April 1 to August 31 for bird species in 
open habitats (CWS 2017a,b).  

- When necessary, nest surveys should be 
completed on roof structures by a qualified 
biologist within 48hrs of the initialization of 
construction 

As these areas are 
highly disturbed, and a 
larger forested 
community is present to 
the north, and since no 
individuals were 
observed, impacts to 
these species are 
expected to be avoided 
if removal occurs 
outside of the active 
breeding bird season. 
 
Low 
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Source of 
Potential Impact 

Direct or 
Indirect 
Impact 

Ecological 
Feature or 
Function 
Effected Potential Impact Mitigation Measures Net Impact 

Habitat of 
Endangered or 
Threatened 
Species 

Direct  Cultural 
Woodland 

- Two potential bat 
cavity trees were 
identified within the 
CUW feature.  
These cavities could 
contain SAR bats 
during nesting 
season. 

- Removal of trees if required as part of the 
development or restoration, should be 
completed outside of the bat timing 
windows (April 1 to September 30), as per 
the bat timing windows. 
 

Impacts to these species 
are expected to be 
avoided if best 
management practices 
are followed. 
 
Low 

Construction Impacts 
Site grading, 
during 
construction 
activities (erosion 
from runoff and 
sedimentation) 

Indirect Thames 
River 

- Potential for soil 
erosion and 
sedimentation into 
the Thames River 
 

- An Erosion and Sediment Control (ESC) 
plan is recommended to be prepared to 
help control and reduce the sediment load 
of runoff which may flow towards nearby 
regulated water features. 

- Regular monitoring of sediment fences 
and other ESC measures, particularly 
following large rain events. Prepare an 
emergency response plan.  

- Re-establishing vegetative cover in 
disturbed areas following the completion of 
the construction work is recommended. 

- Monitoring of construction activities to 
ensure no additional ESC concerns. 

- Implement sediment control measure at 
the discharge point of any dewatering 
systems for servicing 
trenches/excavations. 

- Runoff and erosion will particularly require 
monitoring through any work proposed for 
the currently vegetated slope. 
 

With the preparation of 
an approved ESC plan, 
emergency response 
plan and with regular 
monitoring, the impacts 
from erosion and 
sediment can be 
eliminated.  
 
Net impact to the 
Thames River is 
expected to be low. 
 
Low 
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Source of 
Potential Impact 

Direct or 
Indirect 
Impact 

Ecological 
Feature or 
Function 
Effected Potential Impact Mitigation Measures Net Impact 

Compaction of 
soils within tree 
rooting zones 

Direct 
and 
Indirect 

Isolated 
trees, 
cultural 
woodlands, 
adjacent 
FOD feature. 

- Soil instability 
- Reduced ability to 
absorb nutrients 

- Prepare a tree management plan as the 
subject property is within the Tree 
Protection area.  Trees recommended for 
retention will require protection.  Further 
mitigation measures for tree protection 
fencing measures will be included with the 
Tree Preservation Plan.   

Tree management plan 
will include details of 
where protection fencing 
should be included.  
This fencing will be 
effective in protecting 
against compaction to 
root zones of the trees 
that are reserved within 
the plan.  
 
Net impact expected to 
be Low but further 
mitigation measures will 
be provided in the TPP. 

Site clearing and 
vegetation 
removal 

Direct 
and 
Indirect 

Isolated 
trees, 
cultural 
woodlands; 
soil 
stabilization; 
water 
management 
through 
uptake 

- Disruption to 
migratory birds and 
their nests 

- Soil instability, 
resulting in erosion 
and sedimentation 

- Tree removal 
- Disruption to local 
wildlife 

- Potential impact to 
bats 
 

The development 
plan includes 
removal of the CUW1 
inclusion within the 
subject property and 
part of CUW1.  

- Vegetation removal is recommended to 
occur outside of the breeding and nesting 
season for migratory birds, approximately 
April 1 to August 31 for bird species in 
open habitats (CWS 2017a,b), as well as 
outside of the active bat season (April 1 to 
September 30). 

- Stabilize soils following vegetation removal 
and grading, by seeding the area with 
appropriate cover crop (i.e. Annual Rye, 
Lolium multiflorum) to reduce the potential 
for sedimentation and erosion.  Maintain 
vegetation wherever possible. 

- Prepare a tree management plan as the 
subject property is within the Tree 
Protection area.  Trees recommended for 
retention will require protection.  Further 
mitigation measures for tree protection 

With the timing windows 
followed, and best 
management practices 
applied, the 
tree/vegetation removal 
will not have negative 
impacts to nesting birds.   
 
The removal of the 
degraded and invasive 
species dominated 
CUW1 will be addressed 
as part of the landscape 
plan.  
 
Low 
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Source of 
Potential Impact 

Direct or 
Indirect 
Impact 

Ecological 
Feature or 
Function 
Effected Potential Impact Mitigation Measures Net Impact 

These features are 
comprised of 
invasive species and 
provide limited 
habitat opportunities. 

fencing measures will be included with the 
TPP.   

 

Scarring and 
damage to 
vegetation by 
machinery 
 
 
 

Direct Isolated 
trees, 
cultural 
woodlands 

- Scarring and 
damage from 
construction 
vehicles is possible 
to natural features if 
not properly 
identified and 
secured.   

- Install silt fencing at grading limits to 
demarcate construction zone and establish 
separation to adjacent natural features. 

- Develop and implement an ESC plan. 
 

Silt fencing and 
protective fencing will 
protect the natural 
areas/ trees.  Further 
mitigation measures to 
be provided within the 
TPP.   
 
Low 

Decreased health 
of vegetation from 
dust and 
sedimentation 
 

Indirect Natural 
features to 
north, 
Thames 
River, 
isolated 
trees within 
subject 
property 

- Dust on vegetation 
can lead to reduced 
photosynthesis and 
temperature 
regulation 
 

- Ensure dry unvegetated conditions are 
“soaked” to reduce dust disturbance.  If 
dust does accumulate on adjacent 
vegetation, hose washing is suitable 
outside of peak daylight hours. 

- Prepare an ESC plan and follow best 
management practices. 

If ESC plan is prepared 
and followed, and 
includes regular 
monitoring, the impacts 
from dust and 
sedimentation can be 
mitigated. 
   
Low 

Disturbance of 
wildlife from 
machinery 
equipment noise, 
traffic 

Indirect Adjacent 
Lands, 
Thames 
River, Harris 
Park 

- Construction noise 
can displace wildlife.  
Impact to this is 
expected to be 
minimal given the 
highly disturbed 
areas (parkland) 

- Follow noise by-laws for the City of 
London 
 

As the area is primarily 
manicured lawn, the net 
impacts to wildlife is not 
expected. 
 
Low 

Introduction of 
non-native 
species 

Indirect Adjacent 
lands 

- Introduction of non-
native species  

- Follow the goals outlined within the 
London Invasive Plant Management 
Strategy (2017b) 

The landscape plan will 
include native species.  
The CUW that are on 
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Source of 
Potential Impact 

Direct or 
Indirect 
Impact 

Ecological 
Feature or 
Function 
Effected Potential Impact Mitigation Measures Net Impact 

- Follow City of London’s Clean Equipment 
Protocol to minimize risk of spreading 
invasive species.   

- Avoid or minimize the introduction of fill to 
the site to prevent introduction of invasive 
species. 

site are comprised 
primarily of invasive or 
introduced species.  No 
net impact is expected 
and may be a net benefit 
as removing large 
amount of non-native 
species on site. 
 
None 

Drainage of 
Wetlands 

N/A N/A - N/A - N/A No wetland on site.   

Fragmentation of 
habitat and 
linkages 

Indirect Cultural 
woodlands, 
Thames 
River 

- Removal of cultural 
woodlands may 
cause fragmentation 
of habitat and 
linkages, although 
the woodlands are 
already very 
degraded and the 
Thames River itself 
acts as a linkage. 

- Prepare a TYPP and use native species 
within the Landscape plan.  

The area is already 
heavily used through the 
parking lot and Harris 
Park.   
 
Low 

Fish Habitat Indirect Thames 
River 

- Potential for Serious 
Harm to fish and fish 
habitat under 
Section 35 of the 
Fisheries Act. 

- A proponent led self-assessment should 
be completed for the proposed works for 
areas within the high-water mark of the 
Thames River.  If there is potential for the 
works to cause serious harm, the project 
will be submitted to DFO for a site-specific 
review. 

- Follow ESC plan. 

If best management 
practices are followed, 
the net impact will be 
Low. 
 
Works occurring below 
the high-water mark of 
the Thames River, have 
a higher probability of 
requiring a DFO review 
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Source of 
Potential Impact 

Direct or 
Indirect 
Impact 

Ecological 
Feature or 
Function 
Effected Potential Impact Mitigation Measures Net Impact 

and potential Fisheries 
Act Authorization. 

Building 
Construction/ 
activity on building 
roof tops 

Direct Potential 
habitat for 
Common 
Nighthawk  

-  Birds may use roof 
structures for 
nesting, which can 
be disrupted  

- When possible, construction should occur 
outside of the breeding and nesting 
season for migratory birds, approximately 
April 1 to August 31. 

- When necessary, nest sweeps should be 
completed on roof structures by a qualified 
biologist within 48hrs of the initialization of 
construction 

Through mitigation 
measures and best 
management practices 
applied there is 
expected to be no net 
impact.   
 
None 

Stormwater Management Development Impacts 
Location of facility N/A N/A Details are unknown. - To be determined, if applicable. TBD 
Change and/or 
Loss of Habitat 

N/A N/A N/A - To be determined, if applicable. TBD 

Erosion and 
sedimentation 
related to 
construction 

Indirect Thames 
River 

-Potential for soil 
erosion and 
sedimentation on the 
Thames River. 

- Develop and implement an ESC plan that 
includes multi-barrier approaches.   

- Regular monitoring of the construction 
activities and the ESC measures. 

- Work within the dry. 

With an approved ESC 
plan, and regular 
monitoring, the impacts 
from erosion and 
sediment can be 
eliminated.   
 
None 

Alterations to 
surface water flow 
patterns and 
groundwater 
properties 
 
 

Direct 
and 
Indirect 

Groundwater 
resources, 
Thames 
River 

-Changes to water 
balance, increased 
runoff 

- Standard mitigations measures relating to 
erosion and sediment control are 
recommended during and after 
construction. 

TBD 

Stream 
Morphology 

N/A N/A N/A - N/A N/A 

Discharge Outlet 
Configuration 

N/A N/A Details are unknown - To be determined, if applicable. TBD 
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Source of 
Potential Impact 

Direct or 
Indirect 
Impact 

Ecological 
Feature or 
Function 
Effected Potential Impact Mitigation Measures Net Impact 

Impact on 
receiving 
watercourse 

Indirect Thames 
River 

-Urban stormwater 
can have impacts on 
the quality and 
quantity of receiving 
watercourse 

- Ministry of Environment, Conservation and 
Parks water quality guidelines are 
available and will be applied to any SWM 
design plans.   

- Water quality will also follow any 
recommendations within the One River 
Class EA, if available at the time. 

TBD 

Roads and Utility Corridor Impacts 
Width of Road 
(species 
movement) 

N/A N/A - N/A - N/A Roads as part of the 
development plan are 
limited to areas where 
they already occur.   

Mortality of 
Wildlife 

N/A N/A - N/A -N/A Mortality of wildlife not 
expected as no new 
roads are planned  

Drainage Indirect Groundwater 
resources 

- Changes to water 
balance 

- Appropriately designed SWM and 
drainage on-site to maintain the water 
balance to acceptable standards. 

- Use of LID measures proposed to capture 
and infiltrate runoff, thereby reducing the 
variation between pre-development and 
post-development conditions. 

This potential impact will 
be further discussed 
through the 
SWM/drainage plan.   
Net impact is not 
expected to be 
significant if the 
Drainage plan considers 
water balance and the 
capacity of the Thames 
River is maintained.  

Microclimate N/A N/A - N/A - N/A N/A 
Salt damage 
Noise 
Heavy Metals 
Road dust 
Wind effects 
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Source of 
Potential Impact 

Direct or 
Indirect 
Impact 

Ecological 
Feature or 
Function 
Effected Potential Impact Mitigation Measures Net Impact 

Parks/Recreational/ Cultural Impacts 
Increased 
recreational use 

Induced Adjacent 
natural 
areas, 
dedicated 
Parkland 

- Not expected to be 
any potential 
impacts as Harris 
Park is already a 
park feature 

- Increased pathways and lighting if 
required. 

- Improve connection to Harris Park 

Area is already 
frequented since it is 
Harris Park and trails 
already exist along the 
Thames River.  
Dedicated parkland will 
be a net improvement. 

Compaction of 
soils/ trampling of 
vegetation 

Induced Adjacent 
natural areas 

- Invasive species 
establishment 

- Reduced water 
uptake, reduced 
community vigor 

- Trails  
- Fencing if required 

Due to the highly utilized 
park and urban area, 
there is not expected to 
be a net impact. 
 
Low 

Disturbance to 
wildlife 

Induced Natural area 
ecological 
function, 
urban wildlife 

- Bird, bat, and urban 
mammal 
populations may be 
disturbed and leave 
the area 

- Dedicated parkland may create wildlife 
habitat 

- Educational signage to inform park users 
of natural heritage features and functions 
and request respect 

Due to the highly utilized 
park and urban area, 
there is not expected to 
be a net impact to 
wildlife. 

Change in cultural 
values 
(aesthetics, 
education) 

N/A N/A - N/A - N/A N/A 

Archaeological 
resources 

N/A N/A - N/A - N/A N/A 

Land Use Management 
Property 
maintenance 
 
Yard waste 
disposal 
 

Induced Local 
environment 

- Potential impact to 
parks, greenspaces, 
naturalized or 
restoration areas 

- No additional impact 
from domestic pets 
anticipated 

- Implement Best Management Practices for 
lighting infrastructure to effectively direct 
light and minimize disruption to local 
wildlife. 

- Limit use of commercial fertilizers in 
landscaped areas.  

With the use of best 
management practices 
following provincial laws 
as they relate to 
pesticides and using 
native species within the 
landscaping there will 

164



Natural Resource Solutions Inc. 36 
435-451 Ridout Street, London Ontario Preliminary Environmental Impact Study  

Source of 
Potential Impact 

Direct or 
Indirect 
Impact 

Ecological 
Feature or 
Function 
Effected Potential Impact Mitigation Measures Net Impact 

Non-native 
species planting 
 
Domestic pets 
 
Lighting 
 
Property 
encroachments 

- No impact from 
property 
encroachments 
anticipated 

- Limit use of salts or other additives for ice 
and snow control on the roadways. 

- Native species on landscape plans. 
- No invasive non-native species to be used 
anywhere 

not be significant 
impacts to any of the 
natural features.  
 
Low 
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7.0 Environmental Management and Monitoring Plan 

The primary objective of the Environmental Management and Monitoring Plan is to restore the 

function and structure of features which are removed and to enhance any areas on-site.  It is 

proposed that this brownfield site be remediated, as well as the non-natural fill materials be 

excavated from the bank.  There is opportunity to stabilize the bank and re-naturalize it with 

native species through new landscaping.   

A monitoring plan is intended to protect the natural heritage features during and post-

construction by ensuring tree protection and sediment fencing are installed properly and 

maintained.  Monitoring will also ensure that naturalization plantings achieved a target rate of 

survival.  

7.1 Monitoring 

The following are recommendations for monitoring to be conducted on site prior to, during and 

following construction:  

 Inspection of all Tree Protection Zone and Construction Delineation Area fencing 

prior to commencement of grading to ensure that fence placement reflects the extent 

of the identified natural feature buffers. 

 Regular monitoring of tree protection fences, sediment fences and other ESC 

measures, particularly following large rain events, to be completed during 

construction.  

 Inspection of planted tree and shrub stock and herbaceous vegetation to evaluate 

survival and success of establishment and identify need for replacement plantings for 

any dead material, to be completed post-construction, 2 years following the date of 

installation. 

 Monitoring of plants within the Landscape Plan. 
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8.0 Summary 

NRSI was retained by Farhi Holdings to complete a scoped EIS for the proposed development 

located at 435-451 Ridout Street.  This report provides a summary of the natural features within 

the subject property, an analysis of the significance and sensitivity of these natural features, a 

description of the proposed preliminary development plan, and a preliminary assessment of 

potential impacts.  Information on tree removal, protection and retention will be provided within 

the TPP once detailed site and grading plans are available.  Further impact analysis and 

mitigation measures may be warranted once detailed designs are known and other studies have 

been completed (i.e. servicing plan, grading plan, stormwater management plan).   
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Tree 
Number Common Name Scientific Name

Native/ Non-
native DBH (cm)

Stem 
Count

Crown 
Radius (m)

Potential for 
Structural 

Failure Rating
Overall 

Condition Comments
J English Oak Quercus robur N on-N ative 13.0 1 2.0 Improbable Good Columnar growth, healthy crown, behind fence.
K S ycamore Platanus occidentalis N ative 11.1 1 2.5 Improbable Fair Minor dieback, damage to roots.
L English Oak Quercus robur N on-N ative 14.0 1 2.0 Improbable Good Very minor dieback, columnar growth.
1482 English Oak Quercus robur N on-N ative 16.2 1 2.5 Improbable Fair Codominant columnar growth, minor dieback.
1483 English Oak Quercus robur N on-N ative 28.0 1 3.0 Improbable Fair S mall dead branches, limited root z one.
1484 S mall L eaf L inden Tilia cordata N on-N ative 48.7 1 4.0 Improbable Fair Included bark, minor dieback.
1485 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra N on-N ative 24.0 1 2.0 Possible Poor S mall crown limited to above building height, potential 

diplodia, dieback.
1486 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra N on-N ative 25.2 1 2.5 Possible Fair S mall crown, minor dieback, minor mower damage.
1487 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra N on-N ative 34.7 1 3.0 Possible Fair S mall crown, minor dieback, minor mower damage.
1488 Common 

Hackberry
Celtis occidentalis N ative 23.0 1 4.0 Improbable Fair Growing on steep slope, minor dieback.

1489 N orway S pruce Picea abies N on-N ative 39.6 1 4.0 Improbable Fair Minor dieback, top of slope.
1490 N orway S pruce Picea abies N on-N ative 26.8 1 4.0 Improbable Fair Minor dieback, mid slope.
1491 N orway S pruce Picea abies N on-N ative 37.8 1 4.0 Improbable Fair Minor dieback, mid slope.
1493 Hedge Maple Acer campestre N on-N ative 26.9 1 5.5 Improbable Fair Codominant leaders, minor dieback, top of slope.
1492 Hedge Maple Acer campestre N on-N ative 23.2 4 5.5 Improbable Fair Codominant leaders, asymmetrical crown to north.
1494 Hedge Maple Acer campestre N on-N ative 21.2 4 5.0 Probable Poor Codominant leaders, dead stems, vertical crack, dieback.
1495 Hedge Maple Acer campestre N on-N ative 16.4 1 4.5 Possible Fair Dead stem, remaining growth over parking lot, water 

sprouts at base.
1496 N orway Maple Acer platanoides N on-N ative 39.0 1 4.0 Improbable Good Crown to edge of parking, healthy crown, minor erosion at 

base.
1497 N orway Maple Acer platanoides N on-N ative 44.9 1 5.0 Improbable Fair Minor broken branches, healthy remaining crown.
1498 N orway Maple Acer platanoides N on-N ative 41.5 1 7.0 Improbable Fair Crown outside of lots, erosion, minor dead branches.
1499 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra N on-N ative 20.4 1 2.0 Possible Poor Minor pistol butt on upper side of retaining wall, potential 

diplodia, dieback.
1500 Hedge Maple Acer campestre N on-N ative 23.3 1 2.5 Improbable Good Minor erosion, healthy crown.
1501 N orway Maple Acer platanoides N on-N ative 24.2 1 Imminent Very PoorBroken hanging crown.
1502 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra N on-N ative 26.0 1 5.0 Possible Fair Major dieback, leaning over parking lot, dead branches.
1503 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra N on-N ative 20.8 1 3.0 Possible Dead Bore holes.
1504 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra N on-N ative 24.3 1 3.0 Possible Dead Bore holes.
1505 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra N on-N ative 16.9 1 2.0 Possible Dead Bore holes, losing bark.
1506 N orway Maple Acer platanoides N on-N ative 38.7 2 5.0 Improbable Fair Codominant leaders, included bark, good reaction wood, 

erosion.
1507 Eastern 

Cottonwood
Populus deltoides N ative 54.8 1 6.0 Probable Very Poor L arge dead branches, 75% dieback.

1508 N orway Maple Acer platanoides N on-N ative 55.6 1 6.0 Improbable Good Crown stops at bottom lot, erosion.
1509 Eastern 

Cottonwood
Populus deltoides N ative 56.4 2 7.0 Possible Fair Codominant leaders, dieback, included bark, minor rot.

1510 N orway Maple Acer platanoides N on-N ative 15.0 1 3.0 Improbable Fair S lightly suppressed, slightly unbalanced.
1511 S ugar Maple Acer saccharum ssp. 

saccharum
N ative 21.5 1 3.0 Improbable Fair Broken branch, minor dieback.

1512 Colorado S pruce Picea pungens N on-N ative 20.2 1 2.5 Possible Fair Asymmetrical crown to south, minor dieback.
1513 N orway Maple Acer platanoides N on-N ative 21.8 1 4.0 Improbable Good Minor erosion, healthy crown.
1514 Eastern 

Cottonwood
Populus deltoides N ative 26.8 1 3.0 Improbable Fair Very high crown, minor dieback.

1515 Freeman's Maple Acer X freemanii N ative 31.1 2 4.5 Improbable Fair Dieback, codominant leaders, minor dead branches.
1516 N orway Maple Acer platanoides N on-N ative 47.5 1 5.0 Improbable Good Erosion, minor dieback.
1517 N orway Maple Acer platanoides N on-N ative 17.1 1 3.0 Improbable Fair Erosion, slightly suppressed.
1518 N orway Maple Acer platanoides N on-N ative 17.4 1 3.0 Probable Very PoorCompletely defoliated at time of assessment, dead 

branches.
1519 N orway Maple Acer platanoides N on-N ative 14.8 1 3.0 Improbable Fair S lightly suppressed, slightly overextended.
1520 N orway Maple Acer platanoides N on-N ative 10.7 1 2.0 Improbable Fair S lightly suppressed, healthy crown.
1521 S weet Cherry Prunus avium N on-N ative 36.2 1 4.0 Improbable Fair Minor dieback, good torsion reaction wood, tall crown.
1522 N orway Maple Acer platanoides N on-N ative 26.4 1 5.0 Improbable Fair S lightly unbalanced, bottom of slope.
1522 Freeman's Maple Acer X freemanii N ative 31.9 1 5.0 Improbable Fair S lightly unbalanced, bottom of slope.
1523 Freeman's Maple Acer X freemanii N ative 39.9 1 6.5 Improbable Fair S lightly unbalanced, bottom of slope.
1525 Freeman's Maple Acer X freemanii N ative 25.8 1 5.0 Improbable Fair S lightly unbalanced, bottom of slope, minor dieback.
1526 N orway Maple Acer platanoides N on-N ative 25.7 1 5.0 Improbable Fair S lightly unbalanced, bottom of slope, minor dieback.
1525 N orway Maple Acer platanoides N on-N ative 25.7 1 5.0 Improbable Fair S lightly unbalanced, bottom of slope, minor dieback.
1527 Manitoba Maple Acer negundo N ative 29.6 1 7.0 Probable Poor Extreme lean northeast just over lot, water sprouts, dead 

branches.
1528 N orway Maple Acer platanoides N on-N ative 27.3 1 4.5 Improbable Fair Minor dieback , erosion on lower side.
1529 Manitoba Maple Acer negundo N ative 31.3 1 3.0 Probable Very PoorBroken top, large dead branches, leaning west. ,
1530 Manitoba Maple Acer negundo N ative 38.5 1 3.0 Possible Very Poor U prooted, growing horiz ontal.
1531 Manitoba Maple Acer negundo N ative 30.6 1 4.0 Possible Fair Water sprouts, dieback, unbalanced .
1532 N orway Maple Acer platanoides N on-N ative 13.7 1 3.0 Improbable Fair S lightly suppressed .
1533 Common 

Hackberry
Celtis occidentalis N ative 70.3 1 7.0 Improbable Excellent Healthy crown, stable form.

1534 Common 
Hackberry

Celtis occidentalis N ative 80.8 1 6.0 Probable Poor L arge dead branches, cavities, good reaction wood.

1535 Manitoba Maple Acer negundo N ative 22.3 2 5.0 Probable Very PoorDeasd tree on top, broken branches , dieback .
1536 Manitoba Maple Acer negundo N ative 30.4 1 6.0 Probable Very Poor L earge dead leaning top north.
1537 N orway Maple Acer platanoides N on-N ative 21.7 1 4.5 Improbable Fair Erosion , slightly suppressed .
1538 Freeman's Maple Acer X freemanii N ative 73.9 1 6.0 Improbable Fair Crown to edge of lot, codominant leaders , included bark.

1539 N orway Maple Acer platanoides N on-N ative 27.5 2 3.0 Improbable Fair Codominant leaders, dead secondary stem.
1540 White Mulberry Morus alba N on-N ative 12.5 1 1.5 Probable Poor Dieback, dead tree in crown.
1541 Manitoba Maple Acer negundo N ative 60.0 1 3.0 Possible Very Poor Topped, suckering branches, major rot.
1542 Manitoba Maple Acer negundo N ative 29.7 1 3.0 Probable Very Poor U prooted, leaning horiz ontal west, broken branches.
1543 Black Walnut Juglans nigra N ative 47.0 1 5.5 Improbable Good Asymmetrical crown to west, debris at base.
1544 Manitoba Maple Acer negundo N ative 16.1 1 3.0 Probable Very PoorMajor rotted base, major dieback .
1545 Manitoba Maple Acer negundo N ative 38.4 1 4.0 Probable Very PoorRotted base, water sprouts, dead crowns.
1546 Manitoba Maple Acer negundo N ative 65.0 1 8.0 Probable Poor Rot at base, codominant leaders, broken branches, 

dieback.
1547 Common 

Hackberry
Celtis occidentalis N ative 24.0 1 3.0 Improbable Fair S lightly unbalanced.

1548 Common 
Hackberry

Celtis occidentalis N ative 13.6 1 3.0 Improbable Fair S lightly suppressed, erosion.

1549 Colorado S pruce Picea pungens N on-N ative 32.3 1 3.0 Improbable Good Minor light pruning.
1550 Colorado S pruce Picea pungens N on-N ative 17.8 1 3.5 Improbable Fair Dieback , dead lower branches.
1551 Colorado S pruce Picea pungens N on-N ative 23.4 3 3.5 Improbable Fair Dieback , light pruning , codominant leaders.
1552 Colorado S pruce Picea pungens N on-N ative 46.8 1 5.0 Improbable Fair Dead lower branches.
1553 Colorado S pruce Picea pungens N on-N ative 57.3 1 4.0 Improbable Fair Dead lower branches.
1554 Colorado S pruce Picea pungens N on-N ative 43.5 1 4.0 Improbable Fair L ight pruning, codominant leaders.
1555 Colorado S pruce Picea pungens N on-N ative 52.3 1 5.0 Improbable Fair Dead lower branches.
1556 Redbud Cercis canadensis N ative 14.3 1 4.0 Improbable Good L eaning slightly over road, slightly unbalanced, prolific 

seed production,slightly unbalanced.
1557 Redbud Cercis canadensis N ative 11.2 1 4.0 Improbable Fair L eaning toward road, slightly suppressed , slightly 

unbalanced.
1558 Redbud Cercis canadensis N ative 10.1 1 5.0 Improbable Fair L eaning toward road , prolific seed production.
C T hornless Honey 

L ocust
Gleditsia triacanthos 
var. inermis

N on-N ative 54.0 1 7.0 Improbable Good S mall dead branches , overhanging road, healthy 
structure.

D Common 
Hackberry

Celtis occidentalis N ative 22.8 1 4.0 Improbable Fair Minor dieback.

1559 Redbud Cercis canadensis N ative 16.7 1 5.0 Improbable Fair Prolific seed production, unbalanced, minor dieback.
1560 Redbud Cercis canadensis N ative 10.9 1 4.0 Improbable Fair Minor dieback, seeds.
1561 Black Walnut Juglans nigra N ative 69.8 1 7.0 Improbable Good L arge healthy crown.
E Manitoba Maple Acer negundo N ative 28.6 1 4.5 Possible Poor L eaning west, water sprouts, dieback.
1562 Manitoba Maple Acer negundo N ative 33.5 1 4.0 Probable Very PoorRotten base, major dieback, dead top.
F Common 

Hackberry
Celtis occidentalis N ative 18.2 1 3.5 Improbable Fair Asymmetrical crown, overextended branches.

G Common 
Hackberry

Celtis occidentalis N ative 11.9 1 3.0 Improbable Fair S lightly suppressed.

H White Mulberry Morus alba N on-N ative 29.0 1 5.0 Probable Poor Major rot at base.
I S ugar Maple Acer saccharum ssp. 

saccharum
N ative 70.5 1 6.5 Improbable Excellent L arge healthy crown.

1563 Manitoba Maple Acer negundo N ative 14.0 1 3.0 Possible Fair Dieback  slightly suppressed  slightly unbalanced.
1564 Black Walnut Juglans nigra N ative 78.7 1 6.5 Improbable Fair Minor dieback minor dead branches.
1565 Manitoba Maple Acer negundo N ative 26.4 1 3.0 Possible Poor Damage at base, water sprouts , leaning west.
1566 American 

Basswood
Tilia americana N ative 39.4 1 5.0 Improbable Fair Minor dieback.

1567 Common 
Hackberry

Celtis occidentalis N ative 37.8 1 5.0 Improbable Good Minor dieback.

1568 Manitoba Maple Acer negundo N ative 22.2 1 3.5 Possible Very PoorRot at base, dead top.
1569 Canada Y ew Taxus canadensis N ative 10.2 1 3.0 Improbable Good N ext to building, next to retaining wall, healthy crown.
1570 Canada Y ew Taxus canadensis N ative 10.0 1 2.0 Improbable Good N ext to fece, healthy crown, codominant leaders.
1571 Manitoba Maple Acer negundo N ative 22.2 1 3.0 Improbable Fair Damage atbase, dieback, water sprouts.
B Red Maple Acer rubrum N ative 19.9 1 3.5 Improbable Good Minor damage at base.
A L ondon Plane-

T ree
Platanus X acerifolia N on-N ative 42.7 1 5.5 Improbable Good Minor dieback, minor water sprouts

N Golden Weeping 
Willow

Salix alba var. 
vitellina

N on-N ative 97.3 1 6.0 Possible Poor Heavily pruned with only structurally safe branching 
remaining, galls, hollow base.

M English Oak Quercus robur N on-N ative 27.2 1 3.5 Improbable Fair Minor dieback of epicormic growth.
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Species (Common Name) COSEWIC ESA 2007 Abundance  Distribution

Sample DateLocation Site Number

Scientific Name SARA

Species at Risk (SAR) Status Provincial Status

SRank

North Thames River

10/14/2005Gibbons Park, Near Footbridge TF15UTM x: 478414 UTM y: 4760639

Blackside Darter Abundant widespreadPercina maculata S4

Central Stoneroller Abundant widespreadCampostoma anomalum S4

Common Carp Abundant widespreadCyprinus carpio SNA

Fantail Darter Abundant widespreadEtheostoma flabellare S4

Greenside Darter Abundant widespreadEtheostoma blennioides S4

Johnny Darter Abundant widespreadEtheostoma nigrum S5

Northern Hog Sucker Abundant widespreadHypentelium nigricans S4

Pumpkinseed Abundant widespreadLepomis gibbosus S5

Redhorse sp.

Rock Bass Abundant widespreadAmbloplites rupestris S5

Smallmouth Bass Abundant widespreadMicropterus dolomieu S5

Spotfin Shiner Abundant widespreadCyprinella spiloptera S4

Stonecat Abundant widespreadNoturus flavus S4

Striped Shiner Abundant widespreadLuxilus chrysocephalus S4

White Sucker Abundant widespreadCatostomus commersoni S5

10/20/2007Gibbons Park, Near Footbridge TF15UTM x: 478414 UTM y: 4760639

Blackside Darter Abundant widespreadPercina maculata S4

Bluntnose Minnow Abundant widespreadPimephales notatus S5

Central Stoneroller Abundant widespreadCampostoma anomalum S4

Common Carp Abundant widespreadCyprinus carpio SNA

Fantail Darter Abundant widespreadEtheostoma flabellare S4

Golden Redhorse Abundant widespreadMoxostoma erythrurum S4

Greenside Darter Abundant widespreadEtheostoma blennioides S4

Johnny Darter Abundant widespreadEtheostoma nigrum S5

Logperch Common widespreadPercina caprodes S5

Mimic Shiner Abundant widespreadNotropis volucellus S5

Northern Hog Sucker Abundant widespreadHypentelium nigricans S4

Rock Bass Abundant widespreadAmbloplites rupestris S5

Rosyface Shiner Abundant widespreadNotropis rubellus S4

Smallmouth Bass Abundant widespreadMicropterus dolomieu S5

Spotfin Shiner Abundant widespreadCyprinella spiloptera S4

Striped Shiner Abundant widespreadLuxilus chrysocephalus S4

White Sucker Abundant widespreadCatostomus commersoni S5

North Thames River

10/15/2007d/s Blackfriars Bridge TF12UTM x: 478970 UTM y: 4759434

Central Stoneroller Abundant widespreadCampostoma anomalum S4

Greenside Darter Abundant widespreadEtheostoma blennioides S4

Logperch Common widespreadPercina caprodes S5

Longnose Dace Common widespreadRhinichthys cataractae S5
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Species (Common Name) COSEWIC ESA 2007 Abundance  Distribution

Sample DateLocation Site Number

Scientific Name SARA

Species at Risk (SAR) Status Provincial Status

SRank

Mimic Shiner Abundant widespreadNotropis volucellus S5

Northern Hog Sucker Abundant widespreadHypentelium nigricans S4

Rainbow Darter Uncommon localizedEtheostoma caeruleum S4

River Chub Common widespreadNocomis micropogon S4

Rock Bass Abundant widespreadAmbloplites rupestris S5

Smallmouth Bass Abundant widespreadMicropterus dolomieu S5

Spotfin Shiner Abundant widespreadCyprinella spiloptera S4

Striped Shiner Abundant widespreadLuxilus chrysocephalus S4

White Sucker Abundant widespreadCatostomus commersoni S5

5/15/2012d/s Blackfriars Bridge TF12UTM x: 478970 UTM y: 4759434

Greenside Darter Abundant widespreadEtheostoma blennioides S4

Mimic Shiner Abundant widespreadNotropis volucellus S5

252



Species (Common Name) COSEWIC ESA 2007 Abundance  Distribution

Sample DateLocation Site Number

Scientific Name SARA

Species at Risk (SAR) Status Provincial Status

SRank

Prepared - 

COSEWIC Status:  The Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada (COSEWIC) assesses species for their consideration for legal 
protection and recovery (or management) under the Species at Risk Act (SARA).  

Extinct:  A wildlife species that no longer exists. 
Extirpated:  A wildlife species no longer existing in the wild in Canada, but exists elsewhere. 
Endangered:  A wildlife species facing imminent extirpation or extinction. 
Threatened:  A wildlife species likely to become endangered if limiting factors are not reversed. 
Special Concern:  A wildlife species that may become a threatened or an endangered species because of a combination of biological characteristics and 
identified threats.
Not at Risk:  A wildlife species that has been evaluated and found to be not at risk of extinction given the current circumstances.

Reference: www.cosewic.gc.ca  (current to November 2011)

ESA 2007 / SARO Status:  Species at Risk in Ontario (SARO) are designated by the Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources (OMNR) in accordance 
with the provincial Endangered Species Act (ESA) through the Committee on the Status of Species at Risk in Ontario (COSSARO).  

Extirpated:  A native species that no longer exists in the wild in Ontario but still occurs elsewhere. 
Endangered:  A native species facing imminent extinction or extirpation in Ontario. 
Threatened:  A native species that is at risk of becoming endangered in Ontario. 
Special Concern:  A native species that is sensitive to human activities or natural events which may cause it to become endangered or threatened.

Reference: www.ontario.ca/speciesatrisk  (current to January 2012)

Monday, July 08, 2013

Abundance:  Refers to the relative abundance or common occurrence of the species found within the waters of the Thames River watershed based on 
sampling results.  Consideration was given to accurately reflect the species presence within the watershed due to the sampling capture method, effort, 
and biases, difficulty in capturing certain species and anecdotal reporting.
Abundant:  Greater than 50 sample records in the database
Common:  Between 15 and 50 sample records in the database
Historical:  . species that have been previously recorded in the Thames
Rare:  Less than 5 sample records in database
Uncommon:  Between 5 and 15 sample records in database

Distribution:  Indicates whether species are sampled throughout the watershed or restricted to specific locales.

SARA Status:  The federal at risk designation for species under the Species at Risk Act (SARA)
Reference: www.sararegistry.gc.ca  (current to December 2011)

Provincial Rank (SRANK):  Provincial (or Subnational) ranks are used by the Natural Heritage Information Centre (NHIC) to set protection priorities for 
rare species and natural communities. These ranks are assigned to consider only those factors within the political boundaries of Ontario. 

SX Presumed Extirpated:  Species or community is believed to be extirpated from the nation or state/province. Not located despite intensive searches of 
historical sites and other appropriate habitat, and virtually no likelihood that it will be rediscovered.
SH Possibly Extirpated (Historical):  Species or community occurred historically in the nation or state/province, and there is some possibility that it may 
be rediscovered. Its presence may not have been verified in the past 20-40 years. A species or community could become NH or SH without such a 20-
40 year delay if the only known occurrences in a nation or state/province were destroyed or if it had been extensively and unsuccessfully looked for. The 
NH or SH rank is reserved for species or communities for which some effort has been made to relocate occurrences, rather than simply using this 
status for all elements not known from verified extant occurrences.
S1 Critically Imperiled:  Critically imperiled in the nation or state/province because of extreme rarity (often 5 or fewer occurrences) or because of some 
factor(s) such as very steep declines making it especially vulnerable to extirpation from the state/province.
S2 Imperiled:  Imperiled in the nation or state/province because of rarity due to very restricted range, very few populations (often 20 or fewer), steep 
declines, or other factors making it very vulnerable to extirpation from the nation or state/province.
S3 Vulnerable:  Vulnerable in the nation or state/province due to a restricted range, relatively few populations (often 80 or fewer), recent and widespread 
declines, or other factors making it vulnerable to extirpation.

S4 Apparently Secure:  Uncommon but not rare; some cause for long-term concern due to declines or other factors. 
S5 Secure:  Common, widespread, and abundant in the nation or state/province.
SNR Unranked:  Nation or state/province conservation status not yet assessed.
SU Unrankable:  Currently unrankable due to lack of information or due to substantially conflicting information about status or trends. 
SNA Not Applicable:  A conservation status rank is not applicable because the species is not a suitable target for conservation activities.
S#S# Range Rank:  A numeric range rank (e.g., S2S3) is used to indicate any range of uncertainty about the status of the species or community. 
Ranges cannot skip more than one rank (e.g., SU is used rather than S1S4).  

Reference:  http://nhic.mnr.gov.on.ca/MNR/nhic/nhic.cfm (current to March 2012)
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UTRCA / DFO / EC Mussel Sampling Records

Common Name Latin Name COSEWIC Status SARO StatusCondition Number

North Thames River

SiteCode - TF000 LOCATION: Gibbons Park,  Grosvenor St parking lot

UTM X 478699 UTM Y: 4760521

DATE 9/10/2004

Elktoe Alasmidonta marginata Relict Shell 2

Fluted Shell Lasmigona costata Live 2

Giant Floater Pyganodon grandis Relict Shell 0

Mucket Actinonaias ligamentina Live 1

Wavy-rayed Lampmussel Lampsilis fasciola Special Concern ThreatenedRelict Shell 1

Zebra Mussel Dreissena polymorpha Live

COSEWIC Status:  The Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada (COSEWIC) assesses species for their consideration 
for legal protection and recovery (or management) under the Species at Risk Act (SARA).  

Extinct:  A wildlife species that no longer exists. 
Extirpated:  A wildlife species no longer existing in the wild in Canada, but exists elsewhere. 
Endangered:  A wildlife species facing imminent extirpation or extinction. 
Threatened:  A wildlife species likely to become endangered if limiting factors are not reversed. 
Special Concern:  A wildlife species that may become a threatened or an endangered species because of a combination of biological 
characteristics and identified threats.

References:  http://www.sararegistry.gc.ca/species/schedules_e.cfm?id=1 
https://www.registrelep-
sararegistry.gc.ca/sar/index/default_e.cfm?stype=speciesindex=1cosid=common=scientific=population=taxid=3locid=0desid=0schid=0desi
d2=0 
http://www.cosewic.gc.ca/eng/sct0/rpt/rpt_csar_e.pdf 
http://www.cosewic.gc.ca/eng/sct5/index_e.cfm
(current to September 2009)

Monday, July 08, 2013 Page 1 of 1

SARO Status:  Species at Risk in Ontario (SARO) are designated by the Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources (OMNR) in accordance 
with the provincial Endangered Species Act (ESA) through the Committee on the Status of Species at Risk in Ontario (COSSARO).  

Extirpated:  A species that no longer exists in the wild in Ontario but still occurs elsewhere. 
Endangered:  A species facing imminent extinction or extirpation in Ontario which is a candidate for regulation under Ontario's ESA. 
Threatened:  A species that is at risk of becoming endangered in Ontario if limiting factors are not reversed. 
Special Concern:  A species with characteristics that make it sensitive to human activities or natural events.

Reference: http://www.mnr.gov.on.ca/en/Business/Species/2ColumnSubPage/STEL01_131230.html  
http://www.mnr.gov.on.ca/en/Business/Species/2ColumnSubPage/276722.html and 
http://www.e-laws.gov.on.ca/html/regs/english/elaws_regs_080230_e.htm 
http://www.mnr.gov.on.ca/276841.pdf  (current to September 2009)

254



UTRCA Benthic Sampling Data
Taxonomic Name Common Name Life Stage # in Subsample Biotic Index

North Thames River Downstream of Black Friars Bridge, accessed from Cummings Ave.

UTM X: 478959 UTM Y: 4759451Site code: TF14

Sampled - 10/20/2004

REP: 1

Acariformes Water Mite A 10 4

Caenidae Crawling Mayfly N 8 7

Ceratopogonidae Biting Midge L 1 6

Chironomidae Midge P 9 6

Chironomidae Midge L 84 6

Elmidae Riffle Beetle A 2 4

Elmidae Riffle Beetle L 4 4

Empididae Dance Fly L 3 6

Ephemerellidae Mayfly N 6 1

Erpobdellidae Leech A 3 10

Heptageniidae Stream Mayfly N 41 4

Hydropsychidae Net-spinning Caddisfly L 35 4

Nematoda Thread Worm A 1 -1

Oligochaeta Aquatic Worm A 27 8

Philopotamidae Finger-net Caddisfly L 4 3

Polycentropodidae Caddisfly L 1 6

Psephenidae Water Penny Beetle L 1 4

Psychomyiidae Tube-making Caddisfly L 2 2

Sialidae Alderfly N 1 4

Sphaeriidae Fingernail Clam A 4 8

Taeniopterygidae Stonefly N 1 2

Tipulidae Crane Fly L 4 3

Tricorythidae Crawling Mayfly N 23 4

Turbellaria Flatworm A 5 4

Family Biotic Index 5.26Stream Health Fair

Sampled - 10/25/2004

REP: 1

Acariformes Water Mite A 4 4

Asellidae Sow Bug A 1 8

Baetidae Small Mayfly N 1 4

Caenidae Crawling Mayfly N 19 7

Calopterygidae Broad-winged Damselfly N 1 5

Ceratopogonidae Biting Midge L 1 6

Chironomidae Midge P 2 6

Chironomidae Midge L 110 6

Elmidae Riffle Beetle L 6 4

Elmidae Riffle Beetle A 1 4

Empididae Dance Fly L 7 6

Ephemerellidae Mayfly N 5 1

Heptageniidae Stream Mayfly N 23 4

Hydropsychidae Net-spinning Caddisfly L 24 4

Nematoda Thread Worm A 1 -1

Oligochaeta Aquatic Worm A 21 8

Philopotamidae Finger-net Caddisfly L 1 3

Psephenidae Water Penny Beetle L 2 4

Psychomyiidae Tube-making Caddisfly L 2 2

Sphaeriidae Fingernail Clam A 6 8

Taeniopterygidae Stonefly N 1 2

Tipulidae Crane Fly L 1 3

Tricorythidae Crawling Mayfly N 19 4
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Turbellaria Flatworm A 5 4

Family Biotic Index 5.49Stream Health Fair

Sampled - 6/2/2005

REP: 1

Acariformes Water Mite A 1 4

Baetidae Small Mayfly L 12 4

Caenidae Crawling Mayfly N 1 7

Ceratopogonidae Biting Midge L 1 6

Chironomidae Midge P 20 6

Chironomidae Midge L 122 6

Cyclopoida Fish Lice A 3 8

Empididae Dance Fly L 1 6

Ephemerellidae Mayfly N 2 1

Heptageniidae Stream Mayfly N 1 4

Hydropsychidae Net-spinning Caddisfly L 4 4

Nematoda Thread Worm A 1 -1

Oligochaeta Aquatic Worm A 83 8

Philopotamidae Finger-net Caddisfly L 1 3

Simuliidae Black Fly L 1 6

Family Biotic Index 6.59Stream Health Poor

Sampled - 6/12/2006

REP: 1

Acariformes Water Mite A 1 4

Baetidae Small Mayfly N 2 4

Chironomidae Midge P 5 6

Chironomidae Midge L 177 6

Cyclopoida Fish Lice A 1 8

Elmidae Riffle Beetle L 1 4

Erpobdellidae Leech A 1 10

Hydropsychidae Net-spinning Caddisfly L 4 4

Oligochaeta Aquatic Worm A 7 8

Simuliidae Black Fly L 3 6

Sphaeriidae Fingernail Clam A 1 8

Family Biotic Index 6.04Stream Health Fairly Poor

Sampled - 6/7/2007

REP: 1

Acariformes Water Mite A 3 4

Baetidae Small Mayfly N 8 4

Chironomidae Midge P 8 6

Chironomidae Midge L 112 6

Corixidae Water Boatmen A 1 5

Cyclopoida Fish Lice A 67 8

Daphniidae Water Flea A 3 8

Elmidae Riffle Beetle A 3 4

Elmidae Riffle Beetle L 1 4

Empididae Dance Fly L 2 6

Empididae Dance Fly P 1 6

Ephemerellidae Mayfly N 1 1

Heptageniidae Stream Mayfly N 3 4

Hydropsychidae Net-spinning Caddisfly L 15 4

Leptoceridae Long-horned Caddisfly L 1 4

Oligochaeta Aquatic Worm A 33 8

Ostracoda Seed Shrimp A 1 8

Simuliidae Black Fly L 1 6
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Family Biotic Index 6.16Stream Health Fairly Poor

Sampled - 5/13/2008

REP: 1

Acariformes Water Mite A 5 4

Baetidae Small Mayfly N 40 4

Caenidae Crawling Mayfly N 1 7

Chironomidae Midge P 20 6

Chironomidae Midge L 112 6

Cyclopoida Fish Lice A 21 8

Daphniidae Water Flea A 56 8

Elmidae Riffle Beetle A 1 4

Elmidae Riffle Beetle L 3 4

Ephemerellidae Mayfly N 3 1

Erpobdellidae Leech A 1 10

Heptageniidae Stream Mayfly N 3 4

Hydropsychidae Net-spinning Caddisfly L 3 4

Oligochaeta Aquatic Worm A 32 8

Perlidae Stonefly N 3 1

Philopotamidae Finger-net Caddisfly L 1 3

Psephenidae Water Penny Beetle L 1 4

Simuliidae Black Fly L 13 6

Family Biotic Index 6.05Stream Health Fairly Poor

Sampled - 6/3/2009

REP: 1

Asellidae Sow Bug A 2 8

Baetidae Small Mayfly N 20 4

Chironomidae Midge P 1 6

Chironomidae Midge L 141 6

Collembola Springtail A 1 5

Corixidae Water Boatmen A 2 5

Cyclopoida Fish Lice A 6 8

Daphniidae Water Flea A 30 8

Elmidae Riffle Beetle L 22 4

Elmidae Riffle Beetle A 6 4

Ephemerellidae Mayfly N 1 1

Erpobdellidae Leech A 2 10

Heptageniidae Stream Mayfly N 4 4

Hydropsychidae Net-spinning Caddisfly L 24 4

Nematoda Thread Worm A 5 -1

Oligochaeta Aquatic Worm A 70 8

Ostracoda Seed Shrimp A 1 8

Simuliidae Black Fly L 3 6

Talitridae Sideswimmer A 1 8

Tricorythidae Crawling Mayfly N 2 4

Turbellaria Flatworm A 1 4

Family Biotic Index 6.24Stream Health Fairly Poor

Sampled - 5/27/2010

REP: 1

Acariformes Water Mite A 8 4

Baetidae Small Mayfly N 12 4

Caenidae Crawling Mayfly N 1 7

Ceratopogonidae Biting Midge L 1 6

Chironomidae Midge P 43 6

Chironomidae Midge L 199 6

Cyclopoida Fish Lice A 2 8
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Elmidae Riffle Beetle A 1 4

Elmidae Riffle Beetle L 1 4

Ephemerellidae Mayfly N 1 1

Heptageniidae Stream Mayfly N 1 4

Hydropsychidae Net-spinning Caddisfly L 7 4

Nematoda Thread Worm A 1 -1

Oligochaeta Aquatic Worm A 76 8

Ostracoda Seed Shrimp A 1 8

Simuliidae Black Fly L 1 6

Sphaeriidae Fingernail Clam A 1 8

Family Biotic Index 6.38Stream Health Fairly Poor

Sampled - 6/6/2011

REP: 1

Acariformes Water Mite A 1 4

Baetidae Small Mayfly N 4 4

Chironomidae Midge P 31 6

Chironomidae Midge L 245 6

Elmidae Riffle Beetle A 1 4

Elmidae Riffle Beetle L 4 4

Ephemerellidae Mayfly N 1 1

Erpobdellidae Leech A 2 10

Heptageniidae Stream Mayfly N 3 4

Hydropsychidae Net-spinning Caddisfly L 19 4

Hydrozoa Hydra A 1 5

Nematoda Thread Worm A 1 -1

Oligochaeta Aquatic Worm A 20 8

Simuliidae Black Fly L 1 6

Sphaeriidae Fingernail Clam A 2 8

Family Biotic Index 6.02Stream Health Fairly Poor

Sampled - 5/15/2012

REP: 1

Acariformes Water Mite A 9 4

Baetidae Small Mayfly N 6 4

Caenidae Crawling Mayfly N 1 7

Capniidae Stonefly N 1 1

Chironomidae Midge L 177 6

Chironomidae Midge P 30 6

Elmidae Riffle Beetle A 2 4

Elmidae Riffle Beetle L 7 4

Ephemerellidae Mayfly N 5 1

Glossiphoniidae Leech A 1 8

Glossosomatidae Caddisfly L 3 0

Helicopsychidae Snail-case Caddisfly L 1 3

Heptageniidae Stream Mayfly N 8 4

Hydropsychidae Net-spinning Caddisfly L 5 4

Hydroptilidae Micro-caddisfly L 1 4

Nematoda Thread Worm A 8 -1

Oligochaeta Aquatic Worm A 41 8

Philopotamidae Finger-net Caddisfly L 3 3

Psephenidae Water Penny Beetle L 1 4

Psychomyiidae Tube-making Caddisfly L 1 2

Sphaeriidae Fingernail Clam A 1 8

Tipulidae Crane Fly L 1 3

Trichoptera Caddisfly P 3 -1

Family Biotic Index 5.97Stream Health Fairly Poor
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North Thames River Gibbons Park, Upstream of Footbridge

UTM X: 478414 UTM Y: 4760639Site code: TF15

Sampled - 10/14/2005

REP: 1

Acariformes Water Mite A 6 4

Ancylidae Limpet A 3 6

Chironomidae Midge P 6 6

Chironomidae Midge L 77 6

Elmidae Riffle Beetle A 1 4

Elmidae Riffle Beetle L 6 4

Helicopsychidae Snail-case Caddisfly L 1 3

Heptageniidae Stream Mayfly N 29 4

Hydropsychidae Net-spinning Caddisfly L 44 4

Limnephilidae Northern Caddisfly L 1 4

Nematoda Thread Worm A 2 -1

Oligochaeta Aquatic Worm A 4 8

Philopotamidae Finger-net Caddisfly L 2 3

Psephenidae Water Penny Beetle L 1 4

Psychomyiidae Tube-making Caddisfly L 4 2

Rhyacophilidae Primative Caddisfly L 1 0

Sphaeriidae Fingernail Clam A 16 8

Taeniopterygidae Stonefly N 3 2

Tipulidae Crane Fly L 2 3

Tricorythidae Crawling Mayfly N 12 4

Turbellaria Flatworm A 3 4

Family Biotic Index 5.09Stream Health Fair

Benthic Samples were obtained using a Rapid Bioassessment Protocol developed by the United States Environmental 
Protection Agency and modified by Dr. Robert Bailey of the University of Western Ontario Zoology Department.  A 
representative section of stream is selected, incorporating a riffle if present, and sampled by moving upstream along a 
diagonal transect, dislodging and capturing  invertebrates with a .5 mm mesh "D"- frame net.  Samples are preserved in 
the field and analyzed in the lab to randomly select a 100 bug subsample which is identified to the Family taxonomic level.

The biotic index is a value assigned to benthic invertebrate taxa indicating their pollution sensitivity and tolerance on a scale 
from 0 to 10. Lower numbers indicate pollution sensitivity and high numbers tolerance. A value of -1 indicates that no biotic 
index value has been assigned to these taxa.

The Family Biotic Index is the weighted average of the biotic index and number of bugs in each taxa in the sample. The 
water quality ranges for the FBI values are as follows: < 4.25 = Excellent;  4.25 - 5.00 = Good;  5.00 - 5.75 = Fair;  5.75 - 
6.50 = Fairly Poor;  6.50 - 7.25 = Poor;  and > 7.25 = Very Poor.

Monday, July 08, 2013Report prepared - 
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North Thames River Downstream of Black Friars Bridge, accessed from Cummings Ave.

Site code TF14 UTM X Coordinate: 478959 UTM Y Coordinate: 4759451

10/20/2004 5.26 Fair

10/25/2004 5.49 Fair

6/2/2005 6.59 Poor

6/12/2006 6.04 Fairly Poor

6/7/2007 6.16 Fairly Poor

5/13/2008 6.05 Fairly Poor

6/3/2009 6.24 Fairly Poor

5/27/2010 6.38 Fairly Poor

6/6/2011 6.02 Fairly Poor

5/15/2012 5.97 Fairly Poor

North Thames River Gibbons Park, Upstream of Footbridge

Site code TF15 UTM X Coordinate: 478414 UTM Y Coordinate: 4760639

10/14/2005 5.09 Fair

Biotic indices are values assigned to benthic invertebrate taxa indicating their pollution sensitivity and tolerance on a scale from 0 to 10. 
Lower numbers indicate pollution sensitivity and high numbers tolerance. The Family Biotic Index (FBI) is the weighted average of the 
biotic index and number of bugs in each taxa in the sample. The water quality ranges for the FBI values are as follows: < 4.25 = 
Excellent;  4.25 - 5.00 = Good;  5.00 - 5.75 = Fair;  5.75 - 6.50 = Fairly Poor;  6.50 - 7.25 = Poor;  and > 7.25 = Very Poor.

Monday, July 08, 2013
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