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Environmental and Ecological Planning Advisory Committee
Report

The 8th Meeting of the Environmental and Ecological Planning Advisory Committee
November 18, 2021
2021 Meeting - Virtual Meeting during the COVID-19 Emergency

Attendance PRESENT: S. Levin (Chair), I. Arturo, L. Banks, A. Boyer, P.
Ferguson, L. Grieves, S. Hall, B. Krichker, I. Mohamed, B.
Samuels, S. Sivakumar, R. Trudeau and I. Whiteside and H.
Lysynski (Committee Clerk)

ABSENT: A. Bilson Darko, S. Esan, S. Heuchan, J. Khan, K.
Moser and M. Wallace

ALSO PRESENT: C. Creighton, K. Edwards, J. MacKay and E.
Williamson

The meeting was called to order at 5:03 PM

1. Call to Order
1.1 Disclosures of Pecuniary Interest
That it BE NOTED that no pecuniary interests were disclosed.
2. Scheduled Items
2.1 2022 Budget Update

That it BE NOTED that the presentation by K. Murray, Environmental
Services Engineer, with respect to the 2022 Budget update, was received

3. Consent

3.1  7th Report of the Environmental and Ecological Planning Advisory
Committee

That it BE NOTED that the 7th Report of the Environmental and Ecological
Planning Advisory Committee, from its meeting held on October 21, 2021,
was received.

3.2  Notice of Planning Application - 3207 Woodhull Road

That it BE NOTED that a Notice of Planning Application for Official Plan
and Zoning By-law Amendments dated November 10, 2021, relating to the
property located at 3207 Woodhull Road, was received.

3.3  Notice of Public Meeting - Encouraging the Growing of Food in Urban
Areas

That it BE NOTED that a Notice of Public Meeting for London Plan and
Zoning By-law Amendments dated November 4, 2021, relating to
Encouraging the Growing of Food in Urban Areas, was received.



3.4

Notice of Public Meeting - 3095 and 3105 Bostwick Road

That it BE NOTED that a Notice of Public Meeting for the Draft Plan of
Subdivision and Zoning By-law Amendment dated November 4, 2021,
relating to the properties located at 3095 and 3105 Bostwick Road, was
received.

Sub-Committees and Working Groups

4.1

Working Group Report - 179 Meadowlily Road South

That the Working Group report relating to the property located at 179
Meadowlily Road BE FORWARDED to the Civic Administration for
consideration.

Iltems for Discussion

5.1

5.2

5.3

5.4

Notice of Planning Application - 323 Oxford Street West, 92 and 825
Proudfoot Lane

That it BE NOTED that the Notice of Planning Application dated October
27, 2021, for Draft Plan of Subdivision and Zoning By-law Amendment for
the properties located at 323 Oxford Street West and 92 and 825
Proudfoot Lane, was received.

Notice of Planning Application - 952 Southdale Road West

That a Working Group BE ESTABLISHED consisting of S. Levin (lead), S.
Hall, R. Trudeau and I. Whiteside, to review and report back at the next
meeting with respect to the Notice of Planning Application for Official Plan
and Zoning By-law Amendments dated November 10, 2021, for the
property located at 952 Southdale Road West.

Environmental Management Guidelines

That S. Levin, Chair, Environmental and Ecological Planning Advisory
Committee (EEPAC) BE DIRECTED to speak on behalf of the EEPAC at
the Planning and Environment Committee public participation meeting
relating to Environmental Management Guidelines.

Follow up to meeting re lessons learned from 905 Sarnia wetland
relocation

That the request for a follow-up meeting relating to lessons learned from
the 905 Sarnia Road wetland relocation BE PLACED on the January,
2022 or February, 2022 meeting of the Environmental and Ecological
Planning Advisory Committee meeting for further discussion.

Adjournment

The meeting adjourned at 6:14 PM.
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December 8, 2021

Chair and Members
Environmental and Ecological Planning Advisory Committee

| hereby certify that the Municipal Council, at its meeting held on December 7, 2021,
resolved:

That, the following actions be taken with respect to the 8th Report of the Environmental and
Ecological Planning Advisory Committee, from its meeting held on November 18, 2021.:

a) S. Levin, Chair, Environmental and Ecological Planning Advisory Committee (EEPAC)
BE DIRECTED to speak on behalf of the EEPAC at the Planning and Environment
Committee public participation meeting relating to Environmental Management Guidelines;
and,

b) clauses 1.1, 2.1, 3.1 to 3.4, inclusive, 4.1, 5.1, 5.2 and 5.4 BE RECEIVED for
information. (5.1/17/PEC)

Losm

C. Saunders
City Clerk
/pm

The Corporation of the City of London
Office 519.661.2489 x 4856

Fax 519.661.4892
hlysynsk@Ilondon.ca

www.london.ca



mailto:hlysynsk@london.ca

NOTICE OF

PLANNING APPLICATION

Zoning By-Law Amendment

1013, 1027, 1250 and 1346 Meadowlark

Ridge

File: Z-9436
Applicant: Rembrandt Meadowlilly Inc.

What is Proposed?

MEADOWLARK RIDGE

Zoning amendment to allow:
e twenty-three (23) single detached dwelling lots
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LEARN MORE
& PROVIDE INPUT

Please provide any comments by December 23, 2021
Mark Johnson

mjohnson@london.ca

519-661-CITY (2489) ext. 6276

Planning & Development, City of London

300 Dufferin Avenue, 6™ Floor,

London ON PO Box 5035 N6A 4L9

File: Z-9436

london.ca/planapps

You may also discuss any concerns you have with your Ward Councillor:
Steven Hillier

shillier@london.ca

519-661-CITY (2489) ext. 4014

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.

Date of Notice: November 17, 2021


https://london.ca/business-development/planning-development-applications/planning-applications
https://london.ca/business-development/planning-development-applications/planning-applications

Application Details

Requested Zoning By-law Amendment

To change the zoning from a Residential R5 Special Provision (R5-4 (11)) Zone and a
Residential R6 Special Provision (R6-5 (15)) Zone to a Residential R1 Special Provision (R1-
4(31)) Zone is to facilitate the creation of twenty-three (23) single detached dwelling lots
fronting Meadowlark Ridge. Changes to the currently permitted land uses and development
regulations are summarized below.

The Zoning By-law is available at london.ca.

Current Zoning

Zone: Residential R5 Special Provision (R5-4 (11)) and Residential R6 Special Provision (R6-
5 (15))

Permitted Uses: Cluster townhouse dwellings, cluster stacked townhouse dwellings and
single detached dwellings, semi-detached dwellings, duplex dwellings, triplex dwellings,
townhouse dwellings, stacked townhouse dwellings, apartment buildings, and fourplex
dwellings

Special Provision(s): Minimum 10 metres setback from the lands zoned Open Space (OS5)
and minimum 22 metres lot frontage

Residential Density: 35 units per hectare and 40 units per hectare

Height: 12 metres

Requested Zoning

Zone: Residential R1 Special Provision (R1-4(31))

Permitted Uses: Single detached dwellings

Special Provision(s): Minimum 10 metres setback from the lands zoned Open Space (OS5)

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 Multi-Family, Medium
Density Residential in the 1989 Official Plan, which permits row houses or cluster houses; low-
rise apartments; rooming and boarding houses; emergency care facilities; converted dwellings;
and small-scale nursing homes, rest homes and homes for the aged, as the main uses. These
areas may also be developed for single-detached, semi-detached and duplex dwellings.

The subject lands are in the Neighbourhood Place Type in The London Plan, permitting a
range of housing including single detached, townhouses and low-rise apartments.

How Can You Participate in the Planning Process?

You have received this Notice because someone has applied to change 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.

See More Information
You can review additional information and material about this application by:
e Contacting the City’s Planner listed on the first page of this Notice; or
e Viewing the application-specific page at london.ca/planapps
e Opportunities to view any file materials in-person by appointment can be arranged
through the file Planner.

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 Planning &
Development 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 Future Public Participation Meeting

The Planning and Environment Committee will consider the requested 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. A neighbourhood or community
association may exist in your area. If it reflects your views on this application, you may wish to
select a representative of the association to speak on your behalf at the public participation
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meeting. Neighbourhood Associations are listed on the Neighbourgood website. 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 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 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 Ontario Land Tribunal

If a person or public body does not make oral submissions at a public meeting, if one is held,
or make written submissions to the City of London in respect of the proposed plan of
condominium before the approval authority gives or refuses to give approval to the draft plan of
condominium, the person or public body is not entitled to appeal the decision of the Director,
Planning & Development to the Ontario Land Tribunal.

If a person or public body does not make oral submissions at a public meeting, if one is held,
or make written submissions to the City of London in respect of the proposed plan of
condominium before the approval authority gives or refuses to give approval to the draft plan of
condominium, the person or public body may not be added as a party to the hearing of an
appeal before the Ontario Land Tribunal unless, in the opinion of the Tribunal, there are
reasonable grounds to do so.

For more information go to https://olt.gov.on.ca/appeals-process/forms/.

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.0O. 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 developmentservices@Ilondon.ca for more information.
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The above image represents the applicant’s proposal as submitted and may change.



NOTICE OF

PLANNING APPLICATION

Official Plan and Zoning By-law
Amendments

520 Sarnia Road

File: OZ-9432
Applicant: Horizen Developments LP

What is Proposed?

Official Plan and Zoning amendments to allow:
An 8-storey apartment building with at total of
129 residential units with a density of 168
units per hectare and parking spaces
provided in underground and above-ground
facilities; and
- Special provisions to identify Sarnia Road as
o the front lot line, a reduced interior side yard
Salntara setback, and a reduced parking rate.

LEARN MORE
& PROVIDE INPUT

Please provide any comments by December 15, 2021

Alanna Riley

ariley@london.ca

519-661-CITY (2489) ext. 4579

Planning & Development, City of London, 300 Dufferin Avenue, 6" Floor,
London ON PO BOX 5035 N6A 4L9

File: 0Z-9432

london.ca/planapps

You may also discuss any concerns you have with your Ward Councillor:
Steve Lehman

slehman@london.ca

519-661-CITY (2489) ext. 4008

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.

Date of Notice: November 15, 2021
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Application Details

The purpose and effect of this Official Plan and zoning change is to permit an 8-storey
apartment building with at total of a total of 129 residential units with a density of 168 units per
hectare and parking spaces provided in underground and above-ground facilities

Requested Amendment to the 1989 Official Plan

To add a Specific Area Policy to add a Specific Area Policy to permit an 8-storey apartment
building with at total of a total of 129 residential units with a density of 168 units per hectare
without a commercial component on the ground floor.

Requested Amendment to The London Plan (New Official Plan)

To add a Specific Area Policy to add a Specific Area Policy to permit an 8-storey apartment
building with at total of a total of 129 residential units with a density of 168 units per hectare
without a commercial component on the ground floor.

Requested Zoning By-law Amendment

To change the zoning FROM a Neighbourhood Shopping Area Special Provision (NSA1(3))
Zone TO a Residential R9 Special Provision Bonus (R9-7(_)*B-_) Zone. Special provisions
would identify the Sarnia Road frontage as the front lot line; permit a minimum interior side
yard setback of 7.5 metres; and permit a minimum parking rate of 1 space per residential unit,
whereas 0.78 spaces per unit is required. The proposed bonus zone would permit a maximum
building height of 8-storeys (27.1 metres) and a maximum mixed-use density of 168 units per
hectare in return for eligible facilities, services, and matters, specifically affordable housing
outlined in Section 19.4.4 of the 1989 Official Plan and policies 1638 _ to 1655  of The London
Plan

Both Official Plans and the Zoning By-law are available at london.ca.

Current Zoning

Zone: Neighbourhood Shopping Area Special Provision (NSA1(3)) Zone **

Permitted Uses: Bake shops; Catalogue stores; Clinics; Convenience service
establishments; Day care centres) Duplicating shops; Financial institutions; Food stores)
Libraries; Medical/dental offices; Offices) Personal service establishments; Restaurants; Retail
stores; Service and repair establishments) Studios; Video rental establishments) Brewing on
Premises Establishment.

Requested Zoning

Zone: Residential R9 Special Provision Bonus (R9-7(_)*B-_) Zone **

Permitted Uses: Apartment buildings; Lodging house class 2; Senior citizens apartment
buildings; Handicapped persons apartment buildings; and Continuum-of-care facilities.
Special Provision(s): Special provisions would identify the Sarnia Road frontage as the front
lot line; permit a minimum interior side yard setback of 7.5 metres; and permit a minimum
parking rate of 1 space per residential unit, whereas 0.78 spaces per unit is required. The
proposed bonus zone would permit a maximum building height of 8-storeys (27.1 metres) and
a maximum mixed-use density of 168 units per hectare in return for eligible facilities, services,
and matters, specifically affordable housing outlined in Section 19.4.4 of the 1989 Official Plan
and policies 1638_ to 1655 of The London Plan.

Height: 28 metres

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

The Neighbourhood Commercial Node designation requires residential development above
ground floor commercial uses. As no commercial component is proposed, an amendment to
the 1989 Official Plan is required. Residential density in the Neighbourhood Commercial Node
is determined by the Multi-family Medium and High Density Residential designations. The
maximum density contemplated in the 1989 Official Plan in the Multi-Family, High Density
Residential designation for sites outside of Central London is 150 units per hectare. Bonusing
is required to achieve a density beyond this limit.

The subject lands are in the Neighbourhoods Place Types in The London Plan. The
Neighbourhoods Place Type permits a broad range of housing types including stacked
townhouses and low-rise apartment buildings, home occupations, group homes, small-scale
community facilities, emergency care establishments, rooming houses, supervised correctional
residences, mixed-use buildings and stand-alone retail, service, and office buildings. The
London Plan contemplates apartment buildings and bonusing up to, but not exceeding a
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maximum of 6-storeys at this location. The proposed development would require an
amendment to The London Plan for a building height beyond 6-storeys.

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.

See More Information
You can review additional information and material about this application by:
e Contacting the City’s Planner listed on the first page of this Notice; or
e Viewing the application-specific page at london.ca/planapps
e Opportunities to view any file materials in-person by appointment can be arranged
through the file Planner.

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 Planning &
Development 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 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. A neighbourhood or
community association may exist in your area. If it reflects your views on this application, you
may wish to select a representative of the association to speak on your behalf at the public
participation meeting. Neighbourhood Associations are listed on the Neighbourgood website.
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
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 Ontario Land 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 Ontario Land 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
Ontario Land Tribunal unless, in the opinion of the Tribunal, there are reasonable grounds to
add the person or public body as a party.

For more information go to https://olt.gov.on.ca/appeals-process/forms/.

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.0. 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
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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 developmentservices@Ilondon.ca for more information.
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The above image represents the applicant’s proposal as submitted and may change.

Building Renderings
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952 Southdale at Col. Talbot Road (northeast corner)

952 Southdale at Col. Talbot Road (northeast corner) EEPAC Review of EIS by MTE dated August 19,
2021 and Hydrogeological Assessment by LDS (LDS) dated August 18, 2021

by - S. Hall, S. Levin, R. Trudeau, |I. Whiteside
Summary

EEPAC has two principal concerns with this development: first, the proposed buffer width of 10 m is
grossly inadequate to protect the PSW from further degradation of function and is significantly smaller
than the minimum width (30m) as required by the 2007 Environmental Management Guidelines

At least the minimum buffer width should apply unless compelling evidence is provided that shows the
natural heritage feature or function will be adequately protected by a narrower buffer.

Second, the post development stormwater management plan is also inadequate to protect the PSW from
further degradation of function. Taken together, EEPAC considers this development in its current form to
be wholly inadequate at protecting the PSW.

We recommend that the development plan be redesigned as EEPAC believes the current design does
not ensure no net loss.

Specific details and recommendations, as well as other observation from our review of the EIS and
Hydrogeological Assessment are provided below.

Topic 1: Buffer Width

The proposal states that a “10 m distance has been provided in all locations of the development proposal,
with the exception of the road access from Southdale Road where it narrows to 3.5 m.” (EIS p.23) The City
of London’s Environmental Management Guidelines (2007) recommend “a 30 m minimum buffer width
for wetlands for water quality benefits” (p.122). Additionally, Beacon (2012, Table 7) indicated that buffers
under 10 m from the Critical Function Zone (“CFZ”) of the wetland have a high risk of not protecting the
wetland feature (Core Habitat protection) and function (water quality). There is no CFZ proposed hence
the risk to both core habitat protection and water quality is very high in EEPAC’s opinion.

The proposal identifies a number of incursions into the buffer including the construction of a retaining
wall on the eastern boundary of the Subject Lands to accommodate the amount of fill needed to create
more accessible grading and slopes within the site. EEPAC is concerned about possible construction
damage as it is anticipated to take place within the all too small 10 m being allocated for the buffer (Figure
12 EIS). As well, page 23 of the EIS makes reference to Table 4 “A Net Impact Table” of a pedestrian trail.
EEPAC also notes a cycle walking trail is shown on Map 4 of the London Plan. Figure 7 — Development
Plan, shows the pathway within the wetland boundary in the northern part of the site. The pathway itself
would take up 5 m (3 for a paved path and 1 m on each side) of the buffer reducing its effectiveness.

Another outcome of the construction and an inadequate 10 m buffer described in the EIS is the impact on
Terrestrial Crayfish chimneys found in the proposed buffer along the edge of Community 2 adjacent to
the wetland communities [Figure 6] (EIS p12). Development within habitat for the Meadow and Chimney
crayfish will result in direct loss of their habitat and possibly extirpation of the local population.”

“Excavation and filling where there are burrows will physically destroy the burrows and associated tunnels
used by terrestrial crayfish. Heavy machinery may cause sufficient soil compression to damage or destroy
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952 Southdale at Col. Talbot Road (northeast corner)

burrows and subterranean tunnels.” Additionally, where development alters the habitat’s hydrology,
ecological function may be reduced or lost. (P. 391 — 392 SWHMIST 2014)

Recommendation #1: Redesign the proposal incorporating a consistent 30 m buffer along the eastern
edge of the property.

Topic 2: Stormwater Management Proposal

The proposal states that the stormwater will be managed on-site with a mixture of two underground
storage facilities and rooftop water storage [Figure 8 and 10], of which the latter drains directly into the
adjacent PSW. Water collection via storm sewers routed to oil-grit separators will be used to treat the
water entering the storage facilities. Water will be released from the storage area slowly and the outlet
will spill to a rip-rap pad to help diffuse the velocity of the flow and minimize erosion (Stantec 2019, EIS
p. 21). The storage is designed to capture the entirety of a 2-yr storm event over 83% of the property.
Lastly, the groundwater table onsite is at or close to ground surface during seasonally wet periods, which
limits the potential for LID. EEPAC has specific concerns with respect to this stormwater management
proposal:

= This appears to be a complex system and EEPAC is unaware of similar systems in London for similar
sites and their long term track record.

=  Water collected on the roof of the store may be at too high a temperature for discharge to the PSW
(thermal pollution).

= The system appears to be designed to handle a 2-yr storm event, which is inadequate to manage
guantity and quality control for discharge to the PSW in the event of a larger storm, which are certain
to occur (e.g. London has had larger storm events a number of times in just the past few months).

=  Given that the PSW is already negatively impacted from high salt concentrations, this storm water
plan does not adequately address how salt will be managed — the Groundwater Report noted that
“there is a risk that surface water run-off from the site could be responsible for increased salt loading
during late winter and early spring periods.” (LDS pg. 35)

= The design is unclear as to what will be managed on site and what will be sent offsite through
stormwater sewers. “It is understood that the site does not have a municipal stormwater outlet, or
access to an external storm sewer connection. As such, stormwater run-off generated from the site is
expected to be handled and treated onsite.” (LDS paragraph 1, pg. 45) followed by “Stormwater run-
off containing contaminants (from site pavements) are expected to be captured and directed into a
storm sewer system for treatment.” (LDS bottom of page 48, top of page 49).

Overall due to the complexity of the system outlined in the Hydrogeological Assessment, the case has not
been made that a SWM system can be designed to protect either the Significant Wildlife Habitat (see
above regarding terrestrial crayfish) or the wetland features and functions.

Recommendation 2: Additional monitoring be conducted on site to validate the conclusions from the
hydrogeology report (consistent LDS’ recommendation on pg. 36 of the Hydrogeology Assessment).
Additionally, it was not clear if a monitoring well had been placed in a location where LID measures were
proposed to demonstrate that LID is feasible for the site. With these concerns in mind, EEPAC feels
insufficient information is available at this time and therefore we recommend that the application should
not move forward until the ongoing fieldwork is completed to the satisfaction of the City and the UTRCA.
Waiting for detailed design is not appropriate, the data collection needs to take place sooner and
throughout the spring of 2022.

Additional recommendations include:
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952 Southdale at Col. Talbot Road (northeast corner)

A. If the final SWM design includes roof run off, the thermal impacts of stormwater run off must be
mitigated to the satisfaction of the City and the UTRCA. Standing water on flat roofs will be hot in
summer.

B. The detail design of the SWM and development may result in changes to the LID areas and whatever
additional measures are necessary to ensure adequate infiltration is achieved. There needs to be a
check on the SWM design prior to approval of construction to ensure it actually meets objectives.

C. “Itis recommended that geotechnical inspection of materials which are used onsite and field testing
during the construction phase of the project be carried out to confirm that infiltration rates which
have been used for design purposes are appropriate to the actual site conditions.” (LDS p.22)

D. Additional LID measures are recommended to ensure that adequate infiltration is achieved. These
measures may include but are not limited to the use of grass swales in greenspace areas, infiltration
trenches, and reduced lot grading (LDS, 2021).”

Topic 3: Hydrology and Water Balance Assessment

Maintaining current surface and groundwater flow conditions is important to maintaining the health of
the PSW. Both the shallow unconfined overburden aquifer surface water (via two swales) drain into the
wetland. Water quality testing indicates elevated chloride and sodium levels, which is “unsurprising”
based on the adjacent main roads and the use of salt for snow and ice control. From the Hydrogeological
Assessment: “Due to the surface water flows that occur under current conditions, and the base flow
contributions from upgradient areas around the wetland feature, it is anticipated that both surface water
and groundwater contributions help to sustain the form and function, and recharges the wetland feature.”
(LDS p.35)

With the need to maintain current flow conditions, we felt the water balance calculations made it difficult
to determine the extent to which the proposed development will impact waterflow within the site to the
PSW given the assessment was for the site its entirety, and did not, in our opinion, adequately
differentiate flow from the proposed development areas to the PSW (i.e. all flows were co-mingled).

A better understanding of the impact on the development would be an evaluation of Catchment 101 (pre-
development) and Catchments 201, 203, and 204 (post development) —i.e. exclude the wetland feature
from the analysis as the wetland will not be changing. Additionally, the assumptions for post-development
are somewhat unclear — does it assume the entire site concept is developed, or just the retail portion?
Please note the post development catchment areas were not shown correctly in the Hydrogeology
Assessment received from EEPAC (second figure in Appendix G). Additional comments and questions for
each catchment noted on LDS page 42 are:

Catchment Description EEPAC’s comments
Area
201 Contains the future parking lot and small [ Why is it assumed stormwater will be

commercial buildings in the southwest
guadrant of the site. It has been assumed
that stormwater run-off in this area will be
directed to storm sewers for water quality
treatment.

directed offsite when in the previous
paragraph (p. 42) LDS states: “it is
understood that the site does not have a
storm sewer outlet, and that it is
anticipated that the stormwater generated
from the site will be accommodated
onsite.”
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Catchment Description EEPAC’s comments

Area

203 Contains the future development block in | It is not clear what assumptions are being
the southeast corner of the site. May be | used for this parcel — does the water

used for future townhouse block, | balance assume the site is fully developed
however details for this area are not | with townhouse blocks?

currently confirmed.
204 Contains the rooftops of the proposed | Does the water balance assessment include
residential buildings, large grocery store, | the impact from the infiltration galleries?
and commercial building closest to the
wetland. It is recommended that
stormwater run-off in this area be
directed towards an infiltration feature
which outlets at the wetland.

Recommendation #3: In order to clarify the water balance on the site conduct an assessment of: pre-
development conditions; post development conditions without any mitigating factors (e.g. LID); and post
development conditions with the mitigating factors be carried out. In particular, the water balance
assessment should also differentiate between a water balance assessment for the wetland itself and for
the areas being developed. Lastly, EEPAC echoes the recommendation in the Hydrogeological Assessment
that “when additional information regarding the stormwater management strategy is available for the
site, the water balance should be updated to reflect stormwater catchments used in the design.” (LDS p
42)

Recommendation #4: The data used to calculate the water balance should be updated. London updated
its Intensity Duration Frequency (IDF) curves in its Design Standards to reflect historical rainfall trends
experienced in the London region using up to 2018 rainfall data.

Topic 4: Construction Related Impacts

Given the relatively shallow groundwater table (according to the data collected so far, the surface of the
tableland is covered in water at various times), coupled with the adjacent wetland, construction related
dewatering must incorporate adequate quality and quantity controls to ensure that dewatering does not
reduce (or increase) water flow to the wetland, nor result in an increase in sedimentation. The EIS noted
that “it is during construction when the greatest potential impact to the adjacent feature can occur as the
site is graded. Above and beyond sediment and erosion control measures, grading works within 30m —
50m of the wetland require a very high level of management. Interim stormwater management during
site grading and construction will also be critical.” (EIS pg. 19-20) However, EEPAC points out there is no
indication in either the LDS report or the EIS where dewatering will outlet to. Normally, it is into the
city’s stormwater system but there are no outlets on this site nor are they proposed prior to
construction.

Given the current site design includes a retaining wall as close as 3.5 m from the PSW, construction will
undoubtedly take place even closer. While the LDS report recommends a detailed erosion and sediment
control plan be created, EEPAC is skeptical that even “robust” or “heavy duty” or a “multi-barrier
approach” sediment control fencing (all forms used in the EIS pgs. 24-5) will prevent some siltation and
other construction impacts to the feature, especially given how close construction will occur to the
feature.
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Recommendation #5: EEPAC’s baseline recommendation remains that this development requires
significant re-design to protect the integrity of the PSW. However, were the development to proceed as
proposed, a detailed ESC plan approved by the City and the UTRCA must be a condition of approval.
Additionally, the construction recommendations outlined in the Hydrogeology Assessment (LDS page 51)
must be followed, at minimum, with additional stronger dewatering requirements which must be
followed.

Recommendation #6: EEPAC recommends that there be daily monitoring of water levels as suggested on
page 57 of the LDS report, including measuring turbidity. Additionally, echoing other recommendations
in the Hydrogeological Assessment, construction should only take place during the drier summer months
given the shallow groundwater conditions and the lack of a clear outlet for dewatering activities. No
excavation work should take place during wet weather seasons.

Topic 5: — Post Construction — Snow Removal and Salt Management

On page 52-3 of its report, LDS proposes a snow removal and salt management strategy. EEPAC is not
aware of any property being managed to the standard suggested by LDS. EEPAC is concerned that there
is no assurance such a plan would be implemented, monitored and sustained in the short or long term.
The precautionary principle (a minimum 30 m buffer) should be followed rather than placing the bar so
far above standard procedures for snow removal and salt management.

Topic 6: Review of Recommendations in the EIS
If the development as proposed is accepted, EEPAC provides the following comments on the

recommendations contained in the EIS. Overall, the EIS discusses many requirements to avoid impacts —
EEPEC overall views that the greater the buffer, the less the risk.

Nos. EEPAC Comment
1 EEPAC does not support LID measures on private property as maintenance is an ongoing issue and there
is no mechanism EEPAC is aware of to inspect and deal with maintaining the function of such facilities.
The current vegetation between the site and the wetland (Community 2) appears to be removed during
construction. So rather than a more appropriate buffer this recommendation ignores the impact on
) Community 2 and recommends something called “active naturalization.” This recommendation also

seems to ignore a paved pathway in the buffer (and at times, in the wetland at the north end of the site
according to Figure 7 - Development Plan, in the EIS and LDS reports), which will essentially reduce the
amount of “active naturalization.” What is active naturalization?

There should be no need for a retaining wall with a 30 m buffer from the wetland. The construction of a
retaining wall where proposed will likely result in a net loss of some of the feature because of the scale (4
m different in height between the tableland and the feature) and the distance from the feature (EIS p. 24
says the wall will be within 3.5 m of the feature). Construction will be even closer to the feature and

4 |possibly in the feature.

Recommendation #7- If this development is approved as is, an ecologist, retained by the city
at the proponent’s cost, should be required to be on site daily during construction and have
authority to stop construction.

4,10, |(Itis unlikely even “robust” or “heavy duty” or a “multi-barrier approach” sediment control fencing (EIS
11, 12 |pgs. 24-5) will prevent some siltation and other construction impacts to the feature.
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5, 6, 7 |be unaffected during construction or the time it will take between construction and the completion of

Nos. EEPAC Comment

EEPAC agrees a detailed interim stormwater management, regardless of the final site design, is required.
It must be to the satisfaction of the City and the UTRCA. It is unclear from the EIS how surface flows will

the final stormwater design. EEPAC is not aware of a similar SWM project in the city adjacent to a PSW
that has been successful.

13 |EEPAC agrees, although one would have expected a clearer time line other than “as soon as possible.”

This recommendation could be improved by making this a condition of development approval and
included in the construction contracts. Or an inspection schedule, to the approval of the city, be
developed to reduce the likelihood roof leaders will be connected before areas are vegetated. However,
EEPAC points out this recommendation presupposes that connecting the roof leaders will be part of the
14 |approved SWM plan for the site. With a 30 m buffer, the final stormwater management plan may differ.

Recommendation #8 — depending on the final SWM design an amended EIS may be
required.

15 |EEPAC agrees that fencing MUST be required

EEPAC agrees. Moreover, given the rest of the legal parcel is part of a PSW, the proponent consider
donating the lands to the City which should result in no capital gains tax and obtaining a tax receipt for

16 the value of the land. https://www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-change/services/environmental-
funding/ecological-gifts-program/publications/donation-income-tax-scenarios.html
The report was unclear as to the application of this recommendation as it relates to Kildeer (stated) and
Bank Swallows (not stated)

17

Recommendation #9 — a clearer recommendation re nesting birds be included in the
development agreement and building permits

18-21 |EEPAC agrees. We appreciate the recommendation for permanent signage

With respect to the Monitoring Plan (page 27) of the EIS:

Noted that there is nothing in this section of the EIS related to the feature or its functions. The LDS
report also recommends an EMP and page 3 states: “Outline recommendations for an environmental
monitoring program to characterize water quality in the wetland during and post construction.”
Sadly, the HydroG report only has bullet points of what might be included at the detailed design stage
(LDS p.55).

Recommendation #10 - EEPAC recommends that monitoring plan at detail design subject to the
approval of the UTRCA and City be a requirement of all development agreements and site plans given
that various phases are proposed.

Recommendation #11 — the monitoring plan must include base line condition of water quality and
guantity, ecological function and reporting on these measures must be reported at least annually to
the City and UTRCA. In addition, given some impacts may be long term, a specific holdback of funds
from the proponent be required for any mitigation or compensation that may be required for no less
than 5 years.

Topic 7: Additional Comments

1. The EIS did not address the following element at the end of the Scoping document included in the EIS

(found on page 61 of 83 of the PDF document):
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10.

11.

“EIS to address potential wetland interference/ removal on edge/ within feature limits as identified
on City of London 2020 air photos.”

Recommendation #12: EIS be considered incomplete until this is addressed

p. 16 of the EIS - Water Quality and Quantity “Water quality and quantity contributions from the
Subject Lands to the adjacent North Talbot PSW will need to be considered further in this EIS.” This
does not appear to have been addressed in the EIS.

EEPAC did not receive the Geotechnical Report LDS did from Oct 2020 which was referenced in the
Hydrogeologic study. “LDS has also prepared the Geotechnical Report (October 2020) outlining
geotechnical comments and recommendations related to the proposed site development.”

None of the Figures show where observer was while conducting the amphibian calling surveys.
Surveys were conducted in 2017.

Appendix H includes a response from the MECP whose guidance expired Dec 31, 2020.

The London Plan policies and maps are in force and effect. Why are the previous Official Plan policies
and schedules still referenced?

Figures showing features and outlines of built features are incomplete or even misleading. See Fig 9-
11 for examples of headings in the key without lines on the site drawing or lines without headings in
the key. Figure 5A was missing all of the information from the key.

The entire PSW is not shown in the air photo figures which is annoying at best and understates the
significance of the feature.

The full extent of the PSW is noted on Ontario GeoHub (see appendix) and Map 5 of the London Plan.
It should be clear to everyone the extent of the PSW.

LDS report p. 40 — “Based on information from Stantec, it is understood that Buttonbush Wetland has
a contributing drainage area of 77.4 hectares, much of which has been subject to urbanization, and
has an approximate impervious level of about 63 percent. It is important to note that this assessment
does not consider the broader catchment area for the wetland area, which extends beyond the
subject lands. This water balance is based on the onsite contributions, through surface water
(stormwater run-off) and onsite infiltration which contribute to the adjacent wetland features. The
following table summarizes the recommended elements of the assessment, and provides a reference
to the corresponding material within this report.” Although the PSW has been negatively affected by
urbanization and previous stormwater management it seems that limiting the water balance report
and calculation to this small part (about 4 ha) of the 77 ha catchment means the work, while
interesting, may not be very useful in determining post construction impacts to the feature or its
functions.

From EIS p. 21 “To ensure that features are protected from sedimentation during development, a fill
and grading staging plan has been prepared for the proposed development. This staging plan is
discussed further under Section 7.2. Frankly, the LDS report on page 56 has more of an outline of ESC
measures to be taken. The staging plan does little to mitigate the construction impacts which are
more clearly outlined in the LDS report than in the EIS.
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12. p. 19 “Further south, in the north Talbot community plan area, a wetland feature that receives major
storm water to assist in quantity control has converted from a horse pastured wet meadow
beforehand,...” It would be not a good idea to cite this example as a positive one. Beacon’s work in
2014 on EIS implementation noted that the Talbot Village site completely changed from before
development and its use as a SWM facility. See Appendix

13. It is also noted that EEPAC previously reviewed work done at for the development at the northeast
edge of the Buttonbush Swamp adjacent to the SWM facility built by the developer and noted
significant functional issues with the facility that likely had deleterious impacts to the feature and its
functions. (see appendix, extract from staff report to Planning Cte )

References:

Upper Thames River Conservation Authority. (2017). Environmental Planning Policy Manual for the Upper
Thames River Conservation Authority.

Environment Canada. (2013). How Much Habitat is Enough? 3rd, 127 pp. Toronto.

Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry. (2010a). Natural Heritage Reference Manual for Natural
Heritage Policies of the Provincial Policy Statement, 2005. Toronto: Queen's Printer for Ontario

Beacon Environmental. (2012, December). Ecological Buffer Guideline Review. Markham, Ontario,
Canada: Credit Valley Conservation Authority.

SWHMIST 2014 - Significant Wildlife Habitat Mitigation Support Tool, Government of Ontario

Appendix: Extract from Beacon 2014 study of EIS implementation for the City of London re
Talbot Village

From p. 21 of Beacon: “Allowing development (including infrastructure like storm water management
ponds) in locally significant wetlands is permissible under the 1997 PPS, but could have been considered
in contravention of the City’s Official Plan in place at the time which includes locally significant wetlands
within “natural heritage areas designated as Open Space” (policy 15.3.1) and specifies that permitted uses
in Open Space are limited to “non-intensive uses” (Chapter 8a). In subsequent internal City
correspondences (B. Bergsma, Feb. 2009) it would appear that upon closer examination by the City’s
Ecologist Planner, the wetland assessment was also not as rigorous as it should have been, and could have
resulted in a Provincially Significant Wetland classification.”

p. 32 from Beacon re Talbot Village: “Based on field investigations and review of recent aerial
photography, it appears that the area and basic habitat types recommended for protection have been
effectively protected; however, some differences were observed in terms of species composition within
some of the wetland communities. Specifically, a portion of the Silver Maple swamp community identified
as “W4” in the EIS contained many dead trees in 2013, relatively sparse tree cover, and an understory of
Buttonbush such that this area could be classified as Buttonbush thicket swamp rather than Silver Maple
swamp. In addition, community “W3” identified in the EIS (2000, 2009) as a Forb Mineral Shallow Marsh
(see Figure A-7, Appendix A) contained a significant amount of standing water and little vegetation cover
aside from sparse amounts of Buttonbush (see Photo 6). However, the reasons for these shifts are
complex and may not be related to development of the Talbot Village site, but more so to surface water
management in the broader area.”
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Appendix: Extract from staff report re H-8713 to PEC March 6, 2017 re: 946, 954 AND 962
LONGWORTH ROAD

The Crestwood SWMF was one of the first stormwater management ponds constructed in the City of
London. The pond was designed and constructed in 1998 with two forebays to provide water quality
control and the Buttonbush Swamp to provide quantity control/attenuation of higher flows. This design
was consistent with design standards at the time and all provincial approvals were obtained to construct
this facility.

In recent years, this facility has had several failures of the outlets and generally underperformed for water
quality based on updated design criteria. As such, the City requested the developer to improve the design
prior to assumption. The retrofit of the Crestwood North and Crestwood East cells is currently being
undertaken to improve water quality control. The retrofit work includes a substantial increase in the
permanent pool volume (54% for Crestwood North and 138% for Crestwood East) and the extended
detention volume (115% for Crestwood North and 296% for Crestwood East). The volume improvements
were driven by the objective of meeting current provincial water quality requirements for stormwater
management ponds, resulting in a substantial improvement to the performance of the two facilities. It is
noted that the retrofit work has been approved by both the Ministry of the Environment and Climate
Change and the Upper Thames River Conservation Authority.

Construction has been undertaken by the developer and the retrofitted ponds are currently substantially
complete from a functional stand point. Landscaping and final grading activities will be completed spring
2017. This is a good news story for the City as the retrofit of this facility should improve the conditions of
the natural environment. It is noted that the MNRF updated its wetland mapping in 2007 and recognized
the Buttonbush Swamp as a Provincially Significant Wetland (PSW). Unfortunately, the original design of
this facility prevents a more extensive removal of stormwater flow from the Buttonbush PSW. This is due
to existing sanitary sewers bisecting the property and the proximity of existing homes surrounding the
wetland
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NOTICE OF

PLANNING APPLICATION

Zoning By-law Amendment

File: Z-9433
Applicant: Farhi Holdings Corp

What is Proposed?

Zoning amendment to allow:
80 townhouses and 62 back-to-back stacked
townhouses; and
- Special provisions for increased density to 81
units per hectare, reduced interior side yard
setbacks of 5 metres, and a reduced rear
yard setback of 5 metres.

LEARN MORE
& PROVIDE INPUT

Please provide any comments by December 15, 2021

Alanna Riley

ariley@london.ca

519-661-CITY (2489) ext. 4579

Planning & Development, City of London, 300 Dufferin Avenue, 6" Floor,
London ON PO BOX 5035 N6A 4L9

File: Z-9433

london.ca/planapps

You may also discuss any concerns you have with your Ward Councillor:
Phil Squire

psquire@london.ca

519-661-5095

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.

Date of Notice: November 15, 2021
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Application Details

The purpose and effect of this zoning change is to permit 80 townhouse dwellings and 62
stacked townhouse dwellings with an increased density and reduced setbacks.

Requested Zoning By-law Amendment

To change the zoning FROM Arterial Commercial (AC) Zone, a Residential R1 (R1-11), and a
Holding Residential R1 (h-4*R1-11) Zone TO a Residential R6 Special Provision R6-5 ( ))
Zone and a Residential R8 Special Provision (R8-4( )) Zone.

Both Official Plans and the Zoning By-law are available at london.ca.

Current Zoning

Zone: Arterial Commercial (AC) Zone

Permitted Uses: A range of retail, office and service uses in a small scale , and single
detached dwellings.

Requested Zoning

Zone: Residential R6 Special Provision R6-5 ( )) Zone and a Residential R8 Special
Provision (R8-4( )) Zone

Permitted Uses: Cluster housing, townhouses, stacked townhouse.

Special Provision(s): Special provisions for increased density to 81 units per hectare,
reduced interior side yard setbacks of 5 metres, and a reduced rear yard setback of 5 metres..

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 Low Density
Residential and Multi-Family Medium Density Residential.

The Low Density residential designation permits a range of land uses including townhouses
with a maximum of 30 units per hectare (UPH), as well as opportunities for intensification,
where appropriate, up to 75 UPH (Policy 3.2.1 - 3.2.3). The Multi-Family Medium Density
designation permits a range of land uses including such as townhouses and stacked
townhouses up to four-storeys in height and permits a maximum density of 75 UPH and a
minimum of 35 UPH. (Policy 3.3.1-3.3.3)

The subject lands are in the Neighbourhoods Place Types in The London Plan. The
Neighbourhoods Place Type permits a broad range of housing types including stacked
townhouses and low-rise apartment buildings, home occupations, group homes, small-scale
community facilities, emergency care establishments, rooming houses, supervised correctional
residences, mixed-use buildings and stand-alone retail, service, and office buildings. The
London Plan contemplates bonusing up to, but not exceeding a maximum of 6-storeys at this
location.

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.

See More Information
You can review additional information and material about this application by:
e Contacting the City’s Planner listed on the first page of this Notice; or
e Viewing the application-specific page at london.ca/planapps
e Opportunities to view any file materials in-person by appointment can be arranged
through the file Planner.

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 Planning &
Development 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.
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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. A neighbourhood or
community association may exist in your area. If it reflects your views on this application, you
may wish to select a representative of the association to speak on your behalf at the public
participation meeting. Neighbourhood Associations are listed on the Neighbourgood website.
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
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 Ontario Land 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 Ontario Land 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
Ontario Land Tribunal unless, in the opinion of the Tribunal, there are reasonable grounds to
add the person or public body as a party.

For more information go to https://olt.gov.on.ca/appeals-process/forms/.

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.0O. 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 developmentservices@Ilondon.ca for more information.

27


https://www.neighbourgoodlondon.ca/
mailto:docservices@london.ca
https://olt.gov.on.ca/appeals-process/forms/
mailto:developmentservices@london.ca

Site Concept

WUING 48T
L
WUME aa92
. ]
WUNE 4493
________ ﬂ
..... -
= =
MUNE 4509

FRIVATE FARKETTE

[T freg CRASS W i 23 13 GRASS g
] F i i d L4
9
cRATS 1 23 A 4ELE B | T | BARE G [ 001 (12 [ 124804 |15 |6 | T E 1 0| @
a il b1 bl ]
. st
S =) = £ . = = J ol | jo = o
) e \\\
1
RASS -
o Gl 11 ] [ 1] [ 1] TS
3 T —
= ]
i =8 e B St el Il e R L] el i el Rl T g 3233 34| 35 ] J6 37|38 38 3
w 58 i
2 o w4 7 ‘
B e am sz =
3 455
%
v i 41 |4z | 23| adyBlan | a8 |47 [4842k40 | 0|5 (B2 ] 5843
B .
&
: [
o, ke
. R6-5(**) ZONE -
" &, ][ -
% e, v ; R
—LIGE TRAL TO H
e he a7l ea|6g| 70| 7 fgpra |72 7e| 75| e [] | 77| 78| 72| B0
LOKDOH A% FARKLAND E
1 =
% s e 1 RASS  wm
Fi i
i :
- H F
A% FRIVATE || FARSETIE
AN g
' ™~ g
'
x
— \_\ PRIVATE SWM POND el
—— N +0.30 Ha
— s, ORASSED BOTTOM,/SIDES
. g
- -
- — z
. e :
., x""-\.._\_‘___ ;
. — g
"'\-.H_H ‘\‘5.?} \g
oy Y e
py i, -
"\-\\‘ % "
‘:.-‘;\‘ e, e Sm WIOE MULTI-USE Teai To
o “EE DEDICATED TO CITY OF
oy . LOWODN &5 PARKLAND
o ",
., "
et "
",
S .

COLOMEL TALBOT ROAD

SOUTHLAND
DRIVE

—

L

The above image represents the applicant’s proposal as submitted and may change.

Building Renderings

Front view of stacked townhouses
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The above images represent the applicant’s proposal as submitted and may change.
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Birds into windows
more often than you think.
\

Black-capped
Chickadee

Up to

are killed by windows every year
in Canada and the United States.

This photo shows 232 gathered birds
that were killed by windows on
40 buildings in London, ON.

+ At least 23 species at risk are threatened

by window collisions in Canada. w

* Most bird-window collisions occur at
residential homes near green space.

* A single building could Kill
2-10 birds per year on average.

HORRIE) &

Birds matter in London, ON

Birds have declined overall by 29%
in North America since 1970.

Simple actions can help to save birds!

Great Z
Horned Owl

Help Make the City of London
Friendlier for Birds

Keep cats indoors. If pet cats go
outside, keep contained or leashed.

Turn off lights at night.
| Preserve bird habitat.

Plant native trees, shrubs & flowers.

Reduce pesticide use and leave
fallen leaves on the ground in fall.

Prevent and clean up litter that birds
may accidentally pick up or eat like
cigarettes and balloons.

Participate in programs offered by
Nature London and Birds Canada.
Report wildlife in trouble:
Salthaven Wildlife & Education Centre
519 264-2440 admin@salthaven.org

Report bird-window collisions:
www.birdmappeY.org/app
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Add bird-friendly markers to windows.

Help Save Blrds,--

Northern Cardinal
London’s City Bird

/’.

London s

in Your Community

BIRD FRIENDLY
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Help Preserve Dark Skies

§ Artificial Light at Night is a
form of pollution that negatively
impacts animals including birds.

- When birds migrate over cities at night,
¥ they are drawn to and disoriented by
artificial light and may crash into windows.

Why do birds fly into windows?

Birds see reflections of trees and open space
in glass windows and try to fly to it.

Most collisions happen at homes, at or below
the height of trees, not at tall buildings.
in London features Bird-Friendly glass.

wosticollsien iappenidtnngincidayiime. Windows at home can be retrofitted with

do-it-yourself (DIY) materials such as:
+ Feather Friendly DIY tape (white dots)

felllE el o * Tempera paint or glass markers Turning off unneeded lights @
=

L

1 . . \W\/ ~¢
can be pr e Vente of bt * Tape, stickers at night reduces London’s energy

* Netting or screens and environmental footprints.
« String or cord hung from above window

Single visual markers K

For new lighting design
such as bird silhouettes the City of London recommends:
are not effective for
preventing collisions.

UV/ultraviolet markers are not recommended.

+ Limit outdoor lighting to where it’s needed.
+ Use only downward-directed light fixtures.

» Turn off lights at night, especially when
birds are migrating from March to June
and September to November.

For more information about how to
prevent bird collisions visit
To be effective, visual markers must: www.birdsafe.ca

* Be spaced no wider than 2” inches apart. _ , o _ , For more information about London’s
- Be applied to entire window, edge-to-edge. For information on birds in London including Bird-Friendly Skies program contact

- Provide high contrast against background. where to buy window retrofit materials visit Development Services 519-661-3500
- Be applied on outer-most window surface. www.birdfrietvdlylondon.ca DevelopmentService@london.ca
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