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Ecological Community Advisory Committee

Report
6th Meeting of the Ecological Community Advisory Committee
May 18, 2023
Attendance PRESENT: S. Levin (Chair), S. Evans, B. Krichker, K. Lee, K.

Moser and S. Sivakumar and H. Lysynski (Committee Clerk)

ABSENT: P. Baker, E. Dusenge, T. Hain, S. Hall, M. Lima, R.
McGarry, S. Miklosi, G. Sankar and V. Tai

ALSO PRESENT: S. Butnari, K. Edwards, K. Kys, M. Shepley
and B. Westlake-Power

The meeting stood adjourned at 5:00 PM due to lack of quorum.
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LY London, ON
N6A 4L9
London
CANADA
May 17, 2023
K. Edwards

Manager, Community Planning

| hereby certify that the Municipal Council, at its meeting held on May 16, 2023
resolved:

That the following actions be taken with respect to the 5th Report of the Ecological
Community Advisory Committee, from its meeting held on April 20, 2023:

a) K. Moser and S. Hall BE APPOINTED as Representative and Alternate to the
Trails Advisory Group;

b) the Working Group comments relating to the property located at 735 Southdale
Road West BE FORWARDED to the Civic Administration for review and consideration;
and,

C) clauses 1.1, 3.1, 5.2 and 5.4 BE RECEIVED for information. (2023-C04)
(2.2/8/PEC)

M. Schulthess
City Clerk
/pm

cc: E. Williamson, Ecologist
S. Butnari, Ecologist Planner
M. Shepley, Ecologist Planner
Chair and Members, Ecological Community Advisory Committee

The Corporation of the City of London
Office 519.661.2489 ext. 4856

Fax 519.661.4892
hlysynsk@Ilondon.ca

www.london.ca
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Report to Planning and Environment Committee

To: Chair and Members
Planning and Environment Committee
From: Scott Mathers, MPA, P.Eng.
Deputy City Manager, Planning and Economic Development
Subject: Post-Development Environmental Impact Study Monitoring
Update
Date: May 23, 2023

Recommendation

That, on the recommendation of the Deputy City Manager, Planning and Economic
Development, the following report regarding the Post-Development Environmental
Impact Study Monitoring Update BE RECEIVED for information.

Executive Summa

The Post-Development Environmental Impact Study (EIS) Monitoring program conducts
assessments of natural features adjacent to subdivisions following assumption. Select
subdivisions are evaluated to determine the success of the pre-development EIS
report’s recommended mitigation measures in achieving a net benefit to the natural
heritage areas.

Dougan & Associates were retained to complete the review of 12 sites throughout 2021.
This report completes the first year of a long-term ecological monitoring program that
investigates the implementation of mitigation methods recommended in previously
accepted EIS reports. Findings of the 2021 fieldworks confirm the need for buffers on all
sites with natural heritage features.

Linkage to the Corporate Strategic Plan

A well planned and growing community - London’s growth and development is well-
planned and considers use, intensity, and form.

Y EWAER

1.0 Background Information

1.1 Previous Reports Related to this Matter

Planning and Environment Committee, December 13, 2021, Agenda ltem 3.8,
Environmental Management Guidelines

Planning and Environment Committee, March 29, 2021, Agenda Item 2.12, Post
Development Environmental Impact Study Monitoring

Strategic Priorities and Policy Committee, May 06, 2019, Agenda Item 2.3, Approval of
the 2019 Development Charges By-law and Background Study

Planning and Environment Committee, July 16, 2018, Agenda Item 2.6, Environmental
Impact Study (EIS) Compliance

1.2 Environmental Impact Study Compliance Review

Environmental impact studies (EIS) are required to determine whether, or the extent to
which, development may be permitted in areas within, or adjacent to, specific
components of the Natural Heritage System. They confirm or refine the boundaries of
natural heritage features and include conditions and mitigation measures to ensure that
development does not negatively impact the natural features and ecological functions



for which the area is identified. The preparation of an environmental impact study is
guided by the Council adopted Environmental Management Guidelines.

Historically, the monitoring of EIS mitigation measures in London was the responsibility
of developers with consultants being retained by these individuals to assess outcomes
for each subdivision. On July 16, 2018, a report was presented to Planning and
Environment Committee that identified EIS compliance issues at the time and next
steps as summarized below:

1. Improve the EIS compliance process by operationalizing recommended
monitoring clauses through draft plan approval and subdivision agreements.

2. Review active subdivisions.

3. Enhance compliance and enforcement by undertaking continuous
improvement initiatives.

4. Explore options for a city-wide monitoring contract to be led by city staff to
conduct monitoring at regular intervals.

5. Conduct post-development “audits” to complete systematic long-term reviews
of post-development impacts on natural heritage areas.

As Post-Development EIS Monitoring was included as a program in the 2019
Development Charges, the City is now able to undertake a city-wide monitoring contract
approach to conducting audits. This report completes the first year of a long-term
ecological monitoring program that investigates the implementation of mitigation
methods recommended in previously accepted EIS reports. This approach allows for
consistent monitoring (i.e., repeatable methodology), at regularized intervals over the
long-term, and the ability to benchmark with other similar subdivisions. The results of
the post-development monitoring program will inform if any remedial works are to be
done or if any policy changes are to be made.

2.0 Discussion and Considerations

21 2021 Project Overview

The Post-Development EIS Monitoring program aims to evaluate the effectiveness of
the implementation of recommended pre-development EIS mitigation measures in
achieving a net benefit, or no negative impact, to the natural features and functions. The
development of a repeatable monitoring program will allow staff to evaluate long-term
(year-over-year) trends related to developments adjacent to natural areas.

In late 2020 staff undertook a competitive procurement process to retain an
environmental consulting firm. Dougan & Associates were retained to conduct the first
year of the Post-Development EIS Monitoring program.

The project involved conducting background reviews on EIS reports to determine the
site’s pre-development condition, natural heritage features and any associated
recommendations for monitoring and mitigation measures.

Twelve (12) study sites were selected for the initial study from the set of subdivisions
assumed by the City between 2014 and 2019, and where the limits of the development
contain or were adjacent to Open Space zones (0S4 and/or OS5). Dougan &
Associates prepared site-specific monitoring plans for each that included:

e updates to existing Ecological Land Classification (ELC),
e establishing surveys of vegetation plots to monitor across multiple years,

e encroachment and disturbance monitoring for areas directly adjacent to
development,

e baseline breeding bird and nocturnal amphibian calling surveys,
e turtle basking surveys (for select sites), and
e aquatic habitat and monitoring surveys (for select sites).



The methods used were aimed at answering several questions about the potential
impacts of development on the vegetation communities, hydrology, aquatic habitat, and
the disturbance of natural heritage features. General recommendations on matters such
as restoring natural heritage feature integrity and future monitoring intervals were also
included.

2.2 Study Sites

Table 1 below outlines the locations reviewed in 2021 as part of the Post-Development
EIS Monitoring program. A map showing the locations of the study sites has been
included in Appendix A for reference.

TABLE 1 - FEATURES STUDIED IN 2021 AND ASSOCIATED SUBDIVISION FILE NUMBER

File Number Feature Name
39T-00514 Talbot Village Wetland
39T-03512 Cresthaven Woods
39T-03518 Kilally Woods
39T-04513 Pebblecreek
39T-05506 Pincombe Drain
39T-05510 Uplands North Wetland & Powell Woods
39T-06503 Ballymote Trail
39T-08502 Maple Grove Woods
39T-10501 Forest Hill Woods
39T-10502 Medway Valley Heritage Forest ESA
39T-98512 Gibbons/UWO Wetland
39T-99522 Northbrook Valley

2.3 Findings

Factsheets have been prepared for each of the 12 study sites summarizing the 2021
findings and are included in Appendix B.

2.3.1 Vegetation Resources

Vegetation plots were established to replicate (as best as possible) the study location
from the pre-development EIS. Updated Ecological Land Classification (ELC) mapping
was undertaken for each study site and the results compared to the pre-development
ELC to detect changes in the feature (i.e., size, shape, and/or composition of the
communities). Key findings include:

e Eleven (11) sites saw changes in vegetation compositions adjacent to the areas
of development.

e Seven (7) of the sites experienced significant changes in their ELC composition
from pre-development. A total of 4.65 hectares of area changed from natural to
cultural communities from pre- to post-development.

e Eight (8) of the sites experienced a change in their wetland cover. A total of 7.89
hectares converted from wetland to non-wetland communities from pre- to post-
development.

Changes to wetland communities potentially indicates a change in hydrology or other
conditions on site. It should also be noted that some of the changes in ELC
communities from pre- to post-development may be due to a refinement of the mapping
and surveying differences for the vegetation communities. Therefore, some of these
community changes may have occurred regardless of development proceeding on the
adjacent lands.

The purpose of the pre-development EIS report is to ensure that no negative impacts
occur to the natural area adjacent to developments. Based on the 2021 observations, if
these changes were directly correlated to the adjacent developments, then that would
suggest that the EIS mitigation measures were not successful in protecting the natural
area. However, given the time between preparation of the pre-development EIS and the
post-development audit, other unknown factors may have contributed to these impacts.
More frequent monitoring and reporting throughout the buildout of the developments



would’ve been required to pinpoint the primary cause of the observed changes in
vegetation communities.

2.3.2 Wildlife Resources

The 2021 field season included breeding bird surveys, nocturnal amphibian calling
surveys, and the recording of incidental wildlife sightings for all sites, with only specific
sites being targeted for turtle basking surveys. Monitoring stations were established to
replicate (as best as possible) the pre-development EIS study locations and their
proximity to significant features (e.g., wetlands or water features). The 2021 surveys
identified a total of 66 bird species and 6 amphibian species, of which 14 species (13
birds and 1 reptile) were significant (species of special concern, endangered or
threatened).

Where available, comparisons were made to documented pre-development conditions
(both formally and incidentally recorded). However, these comparisons were
inconsistent across the study sites. Occasionally data was incomplete due to the
variable nature of pre-development data and the availability of background reports,
which affects the ability to draw conclusions about impacts. Therefore, for some sites
the data collected in 2021 will serve as a new baseline (i.e., of the post-development
condition) for use in future studies to allow for comparison of long-term trends within the
study areas. When comparing diversity of species across the sites (not the abundance),
eleven (11) of the sites saw a reduction in the number of species present from pre- to
post-development.

2.3.3 Aquatic Monitoring

Aquatic transects were established for eight (8) sites (Kilally Woods, Ballymote Trail,
Maple Grove, Medway Valley, Northbrook, Pebblecreek, Pincombe, Uplands North) to
replicate (as best as possible) the study location from the pre-development EIS to
monitor aquatic and fish habitat. Sampling stations were determined during the 2021
fieldworks based on observed channel and flow conditions. Two (2) of the sites
(Medway Valley and Ballymote Trail) are experiencing stable or improved watercourse
conditions based on their compensation habitat. The remaining sites were observed to
be experiencing varying levels of disturbance. On one site (Kilally Woods), an erosion
scar was observed along the Thames River bank as a result of uncontrolled rear-yard
overland flows from the adjacent development, while on another site (Maple Grove) the
stormwater management facility was overrun with hundreds of invasive goldfish. The
results of the 2021 fieldworks tend to suggest that the recommended pre-development
mitigation measures did not prevent impacts to these sites.

It should also be noted that the pre-development EIS reports did not provide a sufficient
level of detail regarding the baseline conditions of the aquatic systems within the natural
heritage areas, which limits the extent of comparison between pre- and post-
development conditions.

2.3.4 Disturbance Monitoring

Monitoring transects were established to determine the levels of site disturbance post-
development. The 2021 field works categorized disturbance level as either low,
medium, or high, assessed the types of encroachment, and for comparison across sites,
recorded disturbances at pre-determined distance intervals from the edge of the feature.
The types of encroachment include:

e site alteration (e.g., dumping of yard waste, filling, and grading, etc.),

e structures (e.g., play equipment, forts, sheds, lighting, bird feeders, etc.),

e recreational impacts (e.g., informal trail access points, bike jumps, draining of
backyard pools into the natural area/buffer, etc.), and

e landscaping (e.g., removal of native vegetation, food crop gardening, planting of
non-native trees/shrubs, introduction of invasive species, etc.).

Results of the 2021 field works are summarized below in Table 2 and
Table 3.



TABLE 2 - SUMMARY OF DISTURBANCES AND OCCURRENCES

Disturbance Type Occurrences
Site Alteration Impacts 133
Landscaping Impacts 50
Recreation Impacts 47
Structures 46
Total 276

TABLE 3 - SUMMARY OF DISTURBANCES RELATIVE TO THE FEATURE

Location of Disturbance Occurrences
Within the natural feature 130
Within the buffer area (where one was proposed in 88

the pre-development EIS)

Outside of the natural feature or the buffer area 58
Total 276

Most disturbances were detected within the natural feature; however, for many of the
sites, disturbances were found to be occurring within a buffer area (where one was
provided), suggesting that buffers are effective as a mitigation measure. When looking
at the distribution of disturbances in Figure 1 below, the majority of encroachments were
found to occur within 0-10 m of the edge of the natural feature; this would further
suggest that buffers should be a minimum of 10 metres wide.

FIGURE 1 - FREQUENCY OF DISTURBANCE AT A DISTANCE FROM THE EDGE OF
FEATURE'
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Furthermore, when upon comparing the average number of disturbances per metre of
transect surveyed, it was found that disturbances occurred most frequently on sites with
just fencing (with or without gates) implemented as a mitigation measure. Sites with a
combination of buffers and fencing (with or without gates) had less disturbances than
just fencing but, experienced more disturbances than sites with just buffers (which was
likely due to dense vegetation in the natural area making the feature difficult to access).

2.3.5 Mitigation Measures

Through review of the pre-development EIS reports it was found that ten (10) of the
sites recommended formal buffers around sensitive features (e.g., wetlands,
watercourses and woodlots) with the range in buffer size being between 5 to 20 metres.
The 2021 field works noted variation in buffer sizes (implemented versus
recommended); however, it is difficult to determine if the variation is caused by the
encroachments (e.g., mowing the buffer area), an expansion of the natural area
boundary, or insufficient setbacks at the time of development.

1 Figure 4 from City of London Post Development EIS Monitoring: Final Annual Report — 2021 (Dougan & Associates, 2022)



While only four (4) of the pre-development EIS reports recommended fencing for rear-
yards of residential lots adjacent to the natural area, it was found that rear lot fencing
was present on eight (8) of the sites. However, it was also determined that sites with
both buffers and fencing had more instances of encroachments per metre of monitoring
transect than sites with only buffers. Where rear-yard fencing had private gates allowing
easy access into the natural area, the fencing was doing little to protect the natural
feature from encroachment activities.

24 Recommendations
A summary of the recommended actions per site have been included in Table 4 below.

2.4.1 Remediation of Disturbed Areas

The most common impact observed across surveyed sites were disturbances to the
buffer and natural features from the dumping of waste, the placing of fill, and grading.
These actions can result in negative impacts to wildlife, local vegetation communities
and quantity and quality of runoff reaching wetlands and watercourses. Suggested
remediation actions to mitigate further encroachments include:

e Removal of yard waste, compost, dirt, and garbage found in the buffers and
natural areas.

e Installation of fencing and signage where none are present to discourage
additional dumping.

e Planting of the buffer areas to restore vegetative cover, reduce potential for
erosion and mitigate sediment laden runoff entering wetlands and watercourses.

2.4.2 Invasive Species Management

Most sites experienced some form of landscaping disturbance in the buffer or natural
feature (e.g., horticultural gardening, planting of non-native species, and disposal of
yard waste) which may have contributed to the introduction of invasive species. It is
recommended that invasive species are managed following The City of London’s
‘Invasive Plant Management Strategy” (2017), with targeted species removal and
specific management plans being developed, as required.

2.4.3 Targeted Educational Campaigns

Typically, landowner stewardship is promoted through distribution of educational
pamphlets that discuss the adjacent natural area, its sensitivities and how to mitigate
impacts caused by residential activities. This educational campaign is typically a one-
time occurrence, with only the original landowners receiving the information. To mitigate
future impacts, it was recommended that landowner education continues to occur to
discourage further encroachments, such as:

e mowing/maintenance within the buffer,

¢ landscaping adjacent to natural area,

e dumping of yard waste into the feature,

e bird feeders and other structures (e.g., lighting) that can disrupt local wildlife,
e creation of informal trail access points (e.g., gates in rear-yard fencing), and
e dumping, or draining of swimming pools into the natural area.

Furthermore, it was suggested that any additional landowner engagement and
stewardship strategies follow the recommendations outlined in the “EIS Performance
Evaluation for the City of London” report (Beacon, 2014).

2.4.4 Proactive Actions

The majority of sites experienced some form of disturbance in the buffer or natural
feature resulting from informal trail access point creation, which can result in trampling
of vegetation, habitat disturbance, and introduction of invasive species. Updating the
managed trail system was recommended including discouraging informal access points,
decommissioning informal trails, erecting fencing and signage to discourage informal
access in the future, and that the trail system continue to be monitored according to the

City of London’s “Guidelines for Management Zones and Trails in ESAs” (2016).

10



TABLE 4 - SUMMARY OF SITE-SPECIFIC RECOMMENDATIONS BASED ON 2021 MONITORING RESULTS
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Remediation of Disturbed Areas
Remove structures, dumping and/or fill ® o (] (] (] (] (] [ [ ) [ )
Plant the buffer area ® ()
Plant native species for re-naturalization ®
Install fencing along trail to limit amount of wind-blown garbage and waste entering °
the feature
Invasive Species Management
Monitor invasive species (] (] (] (] (] ® (] ® ®
Develop site-specific invasive species management plan (if needed) ® ® (] (] (] (] [ () ()
Remove invasive species from buffer °
Targeted Educational Campaigns
Educatlongl campaign to inform nearby residents of features and encourage ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° °
stewardship
Discourage mowing/maintenance in buffer { (]
Discourage landscaping adjacent to natural area (] ®
Discourage dumping of yard waste into the feature (] ° ®
Discourage bird feeders and other structures (e.g., lighting) that can disrupt local °
wildlife
Discourage informal trail access point creation, dumping, or draining of °

swimming pools into the natural area
Proactive Actions
Update the managed trail system to discourage informal trail access points ® (] (] (] [ ) [ ) [ )

Additional Monitoring

Attempt to re-detect SAR that were recorded in pre-development EIS, where
suitable habitat is still present
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2.4.5 Additional Monitoring

While some significant and at-risk species (SAR) were observed during the 2021
fieldworks, the surveys were not designed to specifically reconfirm the presence of
SAR. Therefore, SAR should not be considered absent and may still be present within
the area. It was recommended that additional monitoring be undertaken, where suitable
habitat is still present, to re-detect SAR that were present during the pre-development
EIS.

2.5 Long-term Monitoring Program

Continued monitoring of the study sites will allow for detection of additional changes in
future years and will aid in determining the effectiveness of the above recommended
mitigation measures in restoring the buffers and natural areas. A long-term suggested
frequency of monitoring based on the study done by Dougan and Associates is shown
below in Table 5.

TABLE 5 - ALTERNATIVE MONITORING PROGRAM BASED ON YEARS SINCE
DEVELOPMENT

Time Since Sites Studies Suggested Next year of
Development Frequency monitoring |
Northbrook Valley
18-23 years Gibbons Wetland ELC 10 years 2031
Kilally Woods
Northbrook Valley ﬁ%‘ﬁgf&fﬁs
18-23 years Gibbons Wetland . €S, 3-5 years 2024
. Aquatic habitat,
Kilally Woods
Encroachment
Ballymote Trail
Uplands N Powell Woods
15-16 years Pincombe Drain ELC 10 years 2032
Cresthaven Woods
Pebblecreek
Ballymote Trail .
Uplands N Powell Woods ﬁ%ﬁit?;r\%og
15-16 years Pincombe Drain . ©YS, 3-5 years 2025
Aquatic habitat,
Cresthaven Woods
Encroachment
Pebblecreek
Maple Grove Woods
Medway Valley
12-13 years Forest Hill Woods ELC 10 years 2033
Talbot Village Wetland
Maple Grove Woods Vegetation plot,
Medway Valley Wildlife surveys,
12-13 years Forest Hill Woods Aquatic habitat, 3-5 years 2026
Talbot Village Wetland Encroachment

2.6 Environmental Management Guidelines Update (2021)

Each of the 12 sites were developed prior to 2021 when the City of London’s

Environmental Management Guidelines (EMGs) were updated. This recent update
provides clearer expectations for the completion of environmental studies and requires
applicants to apply consistent approaches when compiling pre-development data. Also
required is post-construction data collection and monitoring to be undertaken by the
developer until the end of the assumption development stage.

3.0 Financial Impact/Considerations

The Post-Development EIS Monitoring program is currently 100% growth funded by
Development Charges (DC).

Natural Heritage areas are dedicated to the City at the time of subdivision registration,
therefore the City assumes the long-term costs associated with any remedial efforts.

Remedial actions identified through the monitoring program will inform future workplans

which would be carried out by the applicable management program; Upper Thames
River Conservation Authority for lands adjacent to the City’s ESA or Forestry for lands
adjacent to Woodland Parks.

12



3.1 Bill 23 Impacts

The Government of Ontario’s Bill 23, the More Homes Built Faster Act (2022), received
Royal Assent on November 28, 2022, which had impacts to several Acts, including the
Development Charges Act. The recent changes have excluded recovery for the cost of
growth-related studies through DCs. While London’s DCs have always ensured that
‘growth pays for growth’, this change to legislation would shift the burden for funding
future Post-Development EIS Monitoring efforts to existing taxpayers.

3.2 Multi-Year Budget (MYB)

As part of 2024-2028 MYB preparation, Staff will be undertaking a detailed review of
City led environmental initiatives to ensure funding and resources adequately addresses
future monitoring and rehabilitation efforts.

3.3 Development Securities

Under the City’s ‘Subdivision and Development Agreement Security Policy’ the City may
increase the amount of security required for “Erosion and Sediment Control Measures”
when there are site specific conditions that can contribute to an increased possibility of
a sediment discharge and/or possibility of increased costs for necessary remedial works
(e.g., adjacent to a watercourse, Environmentally Sensitive Area, etc.). Through a future
update to the Policy, Staff should explore the option of taking additional securities or a
holdback specific to the natural areas to ensure restoration can occur prior to
assumption for observed changes in habitat and/or negative impacts to natural area as
a result of development activity.

4.0 Next Steps

4.1 Updates to the Environmental Management Guidelines

Based on the findings of the 2021 post-development monitoring fieldworks it was found
that most encroachments occur within 10 metres of the edge of the natural feature,
which could be within a 10 metre wide buffer (if one was present). Staff should
undertake a review of buffer requirements and their recommended minimum widths and
adjust Table 5-2 of the City’s Environmental Management Guidelines (2021) where
buffers less than 10 metres are proposed.

4.2 Managing Encroachments

City Parks and Forestry divisions and the Upper Thames River Conservation Authority
carryout specific land management programs based on the land use classification of the
natural area. Given the variation of sites within this 2021 study, Staff will engage with
each land management team by July 1, 2023, to highlight the study findings so that they
can determine the remedial efforts required through their workplans.

Outside of planned annual works, Staff could explore opportunities to partner with
external organizations to complete restoration plantings post-assumption to leverage
additional tree planting opportunities.

City By-law staff should also be engaged to discuss enforcement mechanisms to deter
future encroachments into the natural areas.

4.3 Update the Managed Trail System

Based on the recommendations provided, Staff should undertake an update to the
managed trail system to discourage informal access points, decommission existing
informal trails, and erect fencing and signage to discourage informal access in the
future. These updates can be addressed through the Phase 2 Conservation Master
Plan process within ESAs.

4.4 Education

Most of the encroachments observed are a direct result of the proximity of residential
development to the natural area. It was recommended that additional targeted
educational campaigns be undertaken to reach landowners who may not have received

13



initial stewardship packages that would have been distributed at the time of subdivision
construction. Staff should explore opportunities for educational efforts, which could
include placing notices within the annual garbage collection calendars, community
engagement events, targeted mailings, etc., and work with Corporate Communications
to develop an outreach strategy subject to the availability of existing budgets.

4.5 Next Post-Development Monitoring Review

Staff will advance the subsequent round of post-development EIS monitoring and look
for opportunities to expand the scope of the monitoring program to include recently
assumed subdivisions and other recently completed development applications where
development has occurred adjacent to natural areas. It is anticipated that fieldworks will
commence by Fall 2023 and carry through to summer of 2024, with reporting to occur
by year end 2024.

Conclusion

Twelve (12) study sites were selected for the first year of the Post-Development EIS
Monitoring program to determine the success of the pre-development EIS report’s
recommended mitigation measures. Fieldworks undertaken in 2021 demonstrated that
no site was free from disturbances or encroachments in to the buffer or natural feature.
It was found that most encroachments were occurring within 10 metres from the edge of
the feature, suggesting that all sites with natural heritage features should have a
minimum buffer of 10 meters. Furthermore, sites tended to experience more impacts
where fencing (with or without gates) was included, indicating that fencing alone is not a
sufficient mitigation measure.

Comparison of pre-development EIS data to post-development data collection
highlighted a need for better data recording. For most sites, the 2021 monitoring data
was the first sample collected since development of properties adjacent to the natural
heritage areas. The data gathered through the 2021 fieldworks will support long-term
monitoring of the natural sites, which are now in the care and control of the City.

Ultimately, the Post-Development EIS Monitoring program serves as an important
feedback loop. The results of the monitoring program outline the need for remedial
works, allowing for the assessment of long-term trends, and aid in identifying updates to
policy to better protect features across the city as land development continues to
progress.

Prepared by: Matt Davenport, P.Eng.
Manager, Subdivision Engineering

Reviewed by: Emily Williamson, MSc.
Ecologist, Long Range Planning, Research and Ecology

Reviewed by: Peter Kavcic, P.Eng.
Manager, Subdivisions and Development Inspections

Recommended by: Kevin Edwards, MCIP, RPP
Manager, Long Range Planning, Research and Ecology

Recommended by: Heather McNeely, MCIP, RPP
Director, Planning and Development

Submitted by: Scott Mathers, P.Eng.
Deputy City Manager, Planning and Economic Development

CC: Ecological Community Advisory Committee (ECAC)
Bruce Page, Manager, Subdivision Planning
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Appendix A — Map

Map of the City of London showing the location of the twelve (12) study sites.

k4 TSH 9 ‘7 |

ID File Number Feature Name

1 39T-00514 Talbot Village Wetland

2 39T-03512 Cresthaven Woods

3 39T-03518 Kilally Woods

4 39T-04513 Pebblecreek

5 39T-05506 Pincombe Drain

6 39T-05510 Uplands North Wetland & Powell Woods
7 39T-06503 Ballymote Trail

8 39T-08502 Maple Grove Woods

9 39T-10501 Forest Hill Woods

10 39T-10502 Medway Valley Heritage Forest ESA
11 39T-98512 Gibbons/UWO Wetland

12 39T-99522 Northbrook Valley
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Appendix B — Factsheets
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Talbot Village Wetland FACTSHEET

397-00514

Mitigation Measures
»  10m buffer around the wetland
»  no fencing was recommended as a mitigation

Recommendations

*+  Remediate disturbed areas

»  Update the managed trail system to discourage informal
trail access points

»  Monitor invasive species and develop site specific
invasive species management plan, as needed

»  Educational campaign to inform residents of stewardship

+  Attempt to re-detect SAR that were recorded in EIS,
where suitable habitat is still present

Breeding Bird Surveys
POST 37 species (3-SAR, 4-AS, 2-LR, 18-LU)
PRE 53 species (4-SAR)

Nocturnal Amphibian Call Surveys
POST 4 species
PRE 4 species

Incidental Wildlife

m PosT 1 bird, 1 turtle

PrE

Basking Turtle Surveys
4D _ Posto

PrRE N/A

Site Disturbances

Location
I 11 Outside Buffer and Feature
11 Within Buffer
12 Within Feature
= 13 Dumplng and Fil/Grading
10 Landscaping
8 Structures

3 Recreational

At-Risk Species (SAR)

Bank Swallow, Barn Swallow,
Prothonotary Warbler

Vegetation Surveys

151 Vegetation Species...
131 Species Identified 20
110 Native Species 21

Average coefficient of conservatism across the site: 3.4
Average coefficient of wetness across the site: 0.0

Ecological Land Classification Changes
(from pre- to post-development)

1.30 ha Natural area to Cultural

Distance from Edge
of Natural Feature
l 70% Om-10m
15% 11m-20m
15% 21 m-30m

Invasive Species Observed

Garlic Mustard, Multiflora Rose, Honeysuckle
(non-native species), Miscanthus Grass

Legend: Species at Risk (SAR), Area Sensitive (AS), Threatened (THR), Locally
Rare (LR), Locally Uncommon (LU)
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Cresthaven Woods
39T-03512

FACTSHEET

Mitigation Measures
»  no formal buffer was recommended
»  no fencing was recommended

Recommendations

*+  Remediate disturbed areas

»  Monitor invasive species and develop site specific
invasive species management plan, as needed

+  Plant area between natural feature and homes

= Educational campaign to inform residents of
stewardship

»  Discourage landscaping adjacent to natural area

»  Discourage dumping of yard waste into the feature

»  Discourage bird feeders that disrupt local wildlife

»  Attempt to re-detect SAR that were recorded in EIS,
where suitable habitat is still present

Breeding Bird Surveys
PosT 10 species (1-AS, 7-LU)
PrRE N/A

Nocturnal Amphibian Call Surveys
POST 2 species
PrRE N/A

Incidental Wildlife
POST 5 birds, 1 mammal
PrRE N/A

Site Disturbances

Location
14 Edge of Feature (No Buffer)
29 Within Feature

Type
17 Dumping and FillGrading
14 Structures
12 Landscaping

4
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Vegetation Surveys

51 Vegetation Species Observed

44 Species Identified 7

38 Native Species 6

Average coefficient of conservatism across the site: 3.0
Average coefficient of wetness across the site: 1.3

Ecological Land Classification Changes
(from pre- to post-development)

0.06 ha Cultural to Natural
0.01 ha Reduction in Wetland

Distance from Edge
of Natural Feature
86% 0Om-10m
9% 11m-20m
5% 21m-30m

i

Invasive Species Observed

Common Buckthorn, Miscanthus Grass,
Japanese Barberry, Privet, Yellow Iris, Autumn
Olive

Legend: Species at Risk (SAR), Area Sensitive (AS), Threatened (THR), Locally
Rare (LR), Locally Uncommon (LU)
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Kilally Woods

397-03518

FACTSHEET

Pre-Development Mitigation Measures
»  5-6 metre wide buffer adjacent to ESA
*  Orient human traffic to trails to mitigate potential
disturbance
»  Rear-yard runoff to ESA and direct all stormwater flows
to stormwater management pond

Recommendations

»  Update the managed trail system to discourage informal
trail access points

»  Cease mowing/maintenance in buffer

»  Plant native species for re-naturalization

»  Remediate disturbed areas

»  Monitor invasive species and develop site specific
management plan, as needed

»  Educational campaign to inform residents of stewardship

+  Attempt to re-detect SAR that were recorded in EIS,
where suitable habitat is still present

‘ Aquatic Monitoring

Channel Stability: surface runoff from development directed towards the Thames River has caused bank erosion
Change: increased bank erosion due to overland flows directed towards the river
o

Breeding Bird Surveys
POST 15 species (1-SAR, 6-LU)
PRE 53 species (4-SAR)

Nocturnal Amphibian Call Surveys
POST 4 species
PRE 4 species

Incidental Wildlife
PosT 4 birds, 3 mammals

PRE

Basking Turtles
4B _ Post o0

Pre 0

Site Disturbances

Location
I 9 Outside Buffer and Feature
2 Within Buffer
17 Within Feature

Type
14 Informal Trail Access
= 8 Dumping and Fill/Grading
6 Invasive Species

At-Risk Species (SAR)
Eastern Wood-Pewee

Vegetation Surveys

67 Vegetation Species Observed
60 Species Identified 7
39 Native Species 21

Average coefficient of conservatism across thesite: 2.3
Average coefficient of wetness across the site: 0.6

Ecological Land Classification Changes
(from pre- to post-development)

1.67 ha Wetland to Upland/Cultural
0.60 ha Natural area to Cultural

Distance from Edge
of Natural Feature
82% Om-10m
18% 11m-20m
0% 21m-30m

‘l

Invasive Species Observed

Common Buckthorn, White Poplar, English Ivy,
Periwinkle, Dog-strangling Vine, Garlic Mustard

Legend: Species at Risk (SAR), Area Sensitive (AS), Threatened (THR), Locally
Rare (LR), Locally Uncommon (LU)
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Pebblecreek
39T-04513

FACTSHEET

Mitigation Measures
» 10 m buffer was recommended
» 15 m setback from the tributary
»  no fencing was recommended

Recommendations

*+  Remediate disturbed areas

»  Update the managed trail system to discourage
informal trail access points

»  Monitor invasive species and develop site specific
invasive species management plan, as needed

»  Educational campaign to inform residents of
stewardship

»  Attempt to re-detect SAR that were recorded in EIS,
where suitable habitat is still present

/Aquatic Monitoring
Substrate: silty with deep sediment

Channel Stability: stable channel with a few actively eroding banks

Fish Community: no fish observed

At-Risk Species (SAR)

Barn Swallow

Change: deposits of fine sediment possibly from construction; lack of flow likely reduces the flushing of sediments

resulting in poor fish habitat conditions

Breeding Bird Surveys
PoOST 13 species (1-SAR, 5-LU)
PRE 35 species (3-SAR)

Nocturnal Amphibian Call Surveys
POST 5 species
PRE 1 species

Incidental Wildlife
Post 1 bird
PrRE N/A

Site Disturbances

[ Q

Location
1 Outside Buffer and Feature
4 Within Buffer

Within Feature

Type
4 Dumping and Fill'Grading
1 Informal Trail Access

pa B

Vegetation Surveys

78 Vegetation Species Observed
67 Species Identified 11
47 Native Species

Average coefficient of conservatism across the site: 2.0
Average coefficient of wetness across the site: 0.4

20

Ecological Land Classification Changes
(from pre- to post-development)

0.27 ha Reduction in overall Natural Area
0.09 ha Reduction in Wetland

Invasive Species Observed
Garlic Mustard, Privet

Distance from Edge
of Natural Feature
100% Om-10m
11Tm-20m
21m-30m

Legend: Species at Risk (SAR), Area Sensitive (AS), Threatened (THR), Locally
Rare (LR), Locally Uncommon (LU)
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Pincombe Drain FACTSHEET
39T-05506

Mitigation Measures
»  Ecological buffers required for adjacent development
proposals to protect surface water quality, enhance
riparian cover and bird habitat
»  Restore riparian cover by planting existing slopes
»  Maintain existing vegetation were feasible to reduce
surface water temperatures

Recommendations
*«  None
At-Risk Species (SAR)
Eastern Wood-Pewee
/" Aquatic Monitoring

Substrate: silty clay organic muck with cobbles and woody debris

Channel Stability: stormwater management facility outlet channel is eroding around the energy dissipation pad

Fish Community: brook stickleback, creek chub, fathead minnow, green sunfish, northern longear sunfish, white sucker
Change: overall poor channel condition

Vegetation Surveys

Breeding Bird Surveys 34 Vegetation Species Observed
PosT 15 species (2-LR, 4-LU)

PRE 26 Species

32 Species Identified ¥

Nocturnal Amphibian Call Surveys 20 Native Species 12
PoOST 3 species

PRE N/A Average coefficient of conservatism across thesite: 1.5
Average coefficient of wetness across the site: -0.5

Incidental Wildlife
POST 6 birds, 1 mammal
PrRE N/A

Ecological Land Classification Changes

1.34 ha Natural area to Cultural
0.23 ha Wetland to Cultural
Site Disturbances

No formal disturbance / encroachment surveys were
proposed to be completed for this site. The natural feature
(deciduous forest) is not directly adjacent to residential
development but the stormwater management pond.

Invasive Species Observed

Common Buckthorn, White Poplar, English Ivy,
Periwinkle, Dog-strangling Vine, Garlic Mustard

Legend: Species at Risk (SAR), Area Sensitive (AS), Threatened (THR), Locally Summary of results from City of London's Post-Develbpment £1S
Rare (LR), Locally Uncommon (LU) Monitorng: Final Annual Report — 2021 (Dougan & Associates, 2022)
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Uplands North Wetland & Powell Woods racrsHeer

397-05510

Mitigation Measures
»  Vegetated buffers:
»  10m buffer at the northern edge of wetland

»  10m to 25m buffers at the southern edge of the wetland

»  fencing was recommended along the edge of the ESA

Recommendations
«  Remediate disturbed areas

»  Update the managed trail system to discourage informal

trail access points

»  Monitor invasive species and develop site specific invasive

species management plan, as needed

»  Educational campaign to inform residents of stewardship

»  Attempt to re-detect SAR that were recorded in EIS, where

suitable habitat is still present

/Aquatic Monitoring

At-Risk Species (SAR)
Barn Swallow, Eastern Wood-pewee

J

Channel Stability: if additional flow is released in a controlled manner, it will improve baseflow conditions of the receiving watercourse
Fish Community: several fish, ducks, and a great egret observed in the SWM facility

Change: stormwater management pond is likely providing a greater volume of water than the reed canary grass community. A berm
was constructed downstream of the willow thicket swamp and appears to have increased the water elevation in the wetland, which is

resulting in the death of the trees and shrubs in this community.

Breeding Bird Surveys
POST 25 species (2-SAR, 1-AS, 2-(R, 11-LU)
PRE 39 species (1-AS, 1-LR)

Nocturnal Amphibian Call Surveys
POST 6 species (1-AS)
PRE N/A

Incidental Wildlife
PosT 2 butterflies, 1 dragonfly, 1 reptile

PrRE N/A
Basking Turtles
4 , POST 1 species
PrRE N/A

Site Disturbances

-
4

Location
4 Outside Buffer and Feature
14 Within Buffer
7 Within Feature

15 Dumpmg and Fill'Grading
8 Informal Trail Access

1 Structures

1 Landscaping

Vegetation Surveys

92 Vegetation Species Observed
88 Species Identified [
59 Native Species

Average coefficient of conservatism across the site: 2.2
Average coefficient of wetness across the site: 0.5

29

Ecological Land Classification Changes
(from pre- to post-development)

1.45 ha Natural area to Cultural
3.35 ha Wetland to Upland/Cultural

Invasive Species Observed

Glossy Buckthorn, European Common Reed,
Reed Canary Grass, Common Buckthorn

Distance from Edge
of Natural Feature
B 100% om-10m
L 11m-20m
21m-30m

Legend: Species at Risk (SAR), Area Sensitive (AS), Threatened (THR), Locally
Rare (LR), Locally Uncommon (LU)
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Ballymote Trail
39T-06503

FACTSHEET

Mitigation Measures
» 10 m buffer was recommended along edges of all
wetland communities
»  Majority of the natural feature not directly adjacent to
residential houses, separated by a public trail
»  Stormwater runoff to ESA through rear-yard infiltration
swales and pipes

Recommendations

+  Remediate disturbed areas
*  Plant buffer area

*  Educational campaign to inform residents of stewardship
»  Attempt to re-detect SAR that were recorded in EIS, where

suitable habitat is still present

Aquatic Monitoring
Substrate: fine sediment dominated
Channel Stability: stable, shallow, slightly confined
Fish Community: no fish observed

. Change: no change determined, overall stable

b,

Breeding Bird Surveys
POST 16 species (2-SAR, 2-LR, 6-LU)
PRE 36 species (2-SAR)

Nocturnal Amphibian Call Surveys
POST 2 species
PRE 5 species

Incidental Wildlife
POST N/A
PrRE N/A

Site Disturbances

Location
2 Outside Buffer and Feature
4 Within Buffer
1 Within Feature

Type
4 Dumping and Fil/Grading
3 Structures

At-Risk Species (SAR)

Chimney Swift, Eastern-wood Pewee

Vegetation Surveys

15 Vegetation Species Observed

13 Species Identified 2

11 Native Species 2

Average coefficient of conservatism across the site: 3.6
Average coefficient of wetness across the site: -0.5

Ecological Land Classification Changes
(from pre- to post-development)

0.16 ha Increase to Wetland

Invasive Species Observed
Glossy Buckthorn

Distance from Edge
of Natural Feature
57% O0m-10m
43% 11m-20m
21m-30m

Legend: Species at Risk (SAR), Area Sensitive (AS), Threatened (THR), Locally
Rare (LR), Locally Uncommon (LU)
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Maple Grove Woods

397-08502

FACTSHEET

Mitigation Measures
* 15 m buffer was recommended
»  Fencing recommended

Recommendations
«  Remediate disturbed areas

»  Consider fencing along trail to limit wind blown garbage

and waste from entering the feature

»  Invasive species monitoring and management plan to
limit spread of English Ivy

»  Educational campaign to inform residents and nearby
school of stewardship

»  Attempt to re-detect SAR that were recorded in EIS,
where suitable habitat is still present

Fish Community: several hundred goldfish (non-native)

""'“Aquatic Monitoring

Change: water quality appears low due to the constant churning of the sediment by the goldfish

Breeding Bird Surveys
POST 16 species (1-SAR, 1-LR, 5-LU)
PRE 29 species

Nocturnal Amphibian Call Surveys
POST 3 species
PRE 1 species

Incidental Wildlife
POST N/A
PrRE N/A

Site Disturbances

Location
Qutside Buffer and Feature
Within Buffer

13 Within Feature

A

Type
5 Dumping and Fill/Grading
4 Structures
4 Invasive Species

At-Risk Species (SAR)

Eastern Wood-Pewee, Goldfish

"y

Vegetation Surveys

50 Vegetation Species Observed

47 Species Identified ]

o

38 Native Species

Average coefficient of conservatism across the site: 2.7
Average coefficient of wetness across the site: 0.8

Ecological Land Classification Changes
(from pre- to post-development)

0.49 ha Natural area to Cultural
1.35 ha Wetland to Upland Forest

4a

Invasive Species Observed
Common Buckthorn, English Ivy

Distance from Edge
of Natural Feature
46% 0Om-10m
23% 11m-20m
31% 21m-30m

Legend: Species at Risk (SAR), Area Sensitive (AS), Threatened (THR), Locally
Rare (LR), Locally Uncommon (LU)
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Forest Hill Woods

39T-10501

FACTSHEET

Mitigation Measures
» 10 m buffer was recommended
»  Fencing was recommended at the rear
»  of residential yards to protect the natural area

Recommendations

*+  Remediate disturbed areas

= Remove invasive species from the buffer

+  Plant buffer area

»  Educational campaign to inform residents of
stewardship

»  Discourage landscaping adjacent to natural area

»  Discourage dumping of yard waste into the feature

»  Discourage bird feeders that disrupt local wildlife

»  Attempt to re-detect SAR that were recorded in EIS,
where suitable habitat is still present

Breeding Bird Surveys
POST 25 species (1-SAR, 2-AS, 1-LR, 14-LU)
PRE N/A

Nocturnal Amphibian Call Surveys
POST 2 species
PRE N/A

Incidental Wildlife
PosT 1 mammal, 1 bat
PrRE N/A

Site Disturbances

Location
7 Outside Buffer and Feature
37 Within Buffer
5 Within Feature

[

Type
19 Dumping and Fill/Grading
‘ I 16 Landscaping
12 Structures

2 Informal Trail Access

At-Risk Species (SAR)
Eastern Wood-Pewee

Vegetation Surveys

106 Vegetation Species Observed

90 Species Identified 16

73 Native Species 17

Average coefficient of conservatism across the site: 3.25
Average coefficient of wetness across the site: -0.6

Ecological Land Classification Changes
(from pre- to post-development)

0.10 ha Gain to overall Natural Area
2.52 ha Loss of Wetland Cover

B -

Invasive Species Observed
Reed Canary Grass

Distance from Edge
of Natural Feature
90% Om-10m
8% 11m-20m
2% 21m-30m

Legend: Species at Risk (SAR), Area Sensitive (AS), Threatened (THR), Locally
Rare (LR), Locally Uncommon (LU)
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Medway Valley Heritage Forest ESA racrsheer

39T-10502

Mitigation Measures
*  30m setbacks around wetland
»  No buffer was recommended
»  Fencing was recommended at the rear of residential
yards

Recommendations

»  Remediate disturbed areas

»  Update the managed trail system to discourage
informal trail access points

»  Monitor invasive species and develop site specific
invasive species management plan, as needed

»  Educational campaign to inform residents of
stewardship

»  Attempt to re-detect SAR that were recorded in EIS,
where suitable habitat is still present

/Aquatic Monitoring

At-Risk Species (SAR)
Barn Swallow, Eastern Wood-pewee

Substrate: Armourstone channel with stone bottom, clay and cobbles in southern reaches

Channel Stability: single channel with new pond (rehabilitation area)

Fish Community: no fish observed

Breeding Bird Surveys
POST 17 species (2-SAR, 1-AS, 5-LU)
PRE 38 species (8-SAR, 4-AS)

Nocturnal Amphibian Call Surveys
POST 5 species
PRE 4 species

Incidental Wildlife
POST 2 birds
PrRE N/A

Site Disturbances

Location
2 Outside Buffer and Feature
Within Buffer
21 Within Feature

| -

Type
8 Informal Trail Access
15 Dumping and FillGrading
Invasive Species

| Change: reduction in channel length, wetland pocket offsetting well established and functioning as intended |

J

Vegetation Surveys

56 Vegetation Species Observed
49 Species Identified 7
39 Native Species

Average coefficient of conservatism across the site: 3.2
Average coefficient of wetness across the site: 0.4

10

Ecological Land Classification Changes
(from pre- to post-development)

2.57 ha Natural area to Cultural
0.94 ha Cultural to Wetland

' X

Invasive Species Observed

Common Buckthorn, White Poplar, English Ivy,
Periwinkle, Dog-strangling Vine, Garlic Mustard

Distance from Edge
of Natural Feature
87% Om-10m
9% 11m-20m
4% 21m-30m

Legend: Species at Risk (SAR), Area Sensitive (AS), Threatened (THR), Locally
Rare (LR), Locally Uncommon (LU)
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Gibbons/UWO Wetland

39T-98512

FACTSHEET

Mitigation Measures
+ 10 m buffer was recommended
»  No fencing was recommended at the rear of residential
yards

Recommendations

»  Update the managed trail system to discourage
informal trail access points

»  Monitor invasive species and develop site specific
invasive species management plan, as needed

*+  Remediate disturbed areas

*  Educational campaign to inform residents of
stewardship

»  Attempt to re-detect SAR that were recorded in EIS,
where suitable habitat is still present

Breeding Bird Surveys
PosT 10 species (2-LU)
PRE 14 species

Nocturnal Amphibian Call Surveys
POST 2 species
PRE N/A

Incidental Wildlife
Post 1 mammal

PrRE N/A

Site Disturbances

Location
l 4 Outside Buffer and Feature
9 Within Buffer
16 Within Feature

Type
21 Dumping and Fill/Grading
) l 5 Informal Trail Access
3 Structures

Vegetation Surveys

86 Vegetation Species Observed

74 Species Identified 12

47 Native Species 27

Average coefficient of conservatism across the site: 2.3
Average coefficient of wetness across the site: 0.3

Ecological Land Classification Changes
(from pre- to post-development)

0.19 ha Cultural to Natural
0.13 ha Wetland to Upland/Cultural

Distance from Edge
of Natural Feature
86% Om-10m
14% 11m-20m
0% 21m-30m

Invasive Species Observed

Common Buckthorn, Periwinkle, Black Alder,
Privet, Non-native Honeysuckle, Glossy
Buckthorn

Legend: Species at Risk (SAR), Area Sensitive (AS), Threatened (THR), Locally
Rare (LR), Locally Uncommon (LU)
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FACTSHEET

Northbrook Valley

39T-99522

Mitigation Measures
» 5 m buffer was recommended
»  No fencing was recommended
»  Remove fish passage barrier at Adelaide Street
»  Lower Powell Drain channel for improved fish migration

Recommendations

»  Update the managed trail system to discourage informal
trail access points

*+  Remediate disturbed areas

»  Monitor invasive species and develop site specific invasive
species management plan, as needed

»  Educational campaign to inform residents of stewardship

»  Attempt to re-detect SAR that were recorded in EIS, where
suitable habitat is still present

/" Aquatic Monitoring I

Substrate: fine silt and large woody debris

Channel Stability: good stability with localized areas of bank erosion and deep fine sediment deposits
Fish Community: brook stickleback, pumpkinseed, brown bullhead, creek chub, fathead minnows
Change: increased sediment, removal of barrier at Adelaide has improved the fish community diversity

Vegetation Surveys

42 Vegetation Species Observed
37 Species Identified 5
28 Native Species 9

Average coefficient of conservatism across the site: 2.5
Average coefficient of wetness across the site: 0.5

Breeding Bird Surveys
POST 12 species (6-AS)
PRE 63 species (5-AS)

Nocturnal Amphibian Call Surveys
POST 4 species
PRE 7 species

Incidental Wildlife
PosT 1 bird
PRE N/A

Ecological Land Classification Changes
(from pre- to post-development)

2.86 ha Increase to overall Natural Area
0.36 ha Increase in Wetland

Site Disturbances

A

Distance from Edge

of Natural Feature
= 95% Om-10m
5% 11 m-20m
| 21m-30m

Invasive Species Observed

Location
= 5 Outside Buffer and Feature
7 Within Buffer
9 Within Feature

Type
12 Dumping and Fil/Grading
l 5 Informal Trail Access
4 Landscpaing

Common Buckthorn, Periwinkle, European
Common Reed

Legend: Species at Risk (SAR), Area Sensitive (AS), Threatened (THR), Locally
Rare (LR), Locally Uncommon (LU)

Summary of results from City of London's Post-Develbpment £15
Monitorng: Final Annual Report — 2021 (Dougan & Associates, 2022)



Report to Planning and Environment Committee

To: Chair and Members
Planning and Environment Committee
From: Scott Mathers, MBA, P.Eng.

Deputy City Manager, Planning & Economic Development
Subject: ESA Lands Asset Plan and Data Management Tool — Contract
Award (RFP-2023-018)
Meeting on: June 12, 2023

Recommendation

That, on the recommendation of the Deputy City Manager, Planning and Development,
the following actions BE TAKEN with respect to the appointment of consulting services
for the completion of an ESA Lands Asset Plan and Data Management Tool:

a) North South Environmental Inc. BE APPOINTED project consultants to prepare
an ESA (Environmentally Significant Area) Asset Plan and Data Management
Tool, in the total amount of $179,394.00 (including contingency), excluding HST;

b) the financing for the project BE APPROVED in accordance with the Source of
Financing Report attached, hereto, as Appendix ‘A’;

c) the Civic Administration BE AUTHORIZED to undertake all the administrative
acts that are necessary in connection with this project;

d) The approvals given, herein, BE CONDITIONAL upon the Corporation entering
into a formal contract; and,

e) The Mayor and City Clerk BE AUTHORIZED to execute any contract or other
documents, if required, to give effect to these recommendations.

Executive Summary

This report recommends the appointment of North-South Environmental Inc. as project
consultants to prepare an Asset Management Plan and a Data Management Tool for
the City’s Environmentally Significant Areas (ESAS) to serve as a foundational element
for ESA Conservation Master Plans for these lands and provide direction for capital
project budgeting.

In accordance with the City’s Procurement of Goods and Services Policy, North-South
Environmental Inc. had the highest scoring submission through the Request for
Proposal (RFP).

e to the Corporate Strategic Plan

The appointment of consulting services for the preparation of an ESA Asset
Management Plan will contribute to the advancement of Municipal Council’s 2023-2027
Strategic Plan in several ways:

Municipal Council’'s 2019-2023 Strategic Plan identifies ‘Wellbeing and Safety’ and
‘Climate Action and Sustainable Growth’ as strategic areas of focus. The
recommendations in this report will protect and enhance waterways, wetlands and
natural areas by supporting strategies to ‘protect the natural environment when building
new infrastructure’, ‘improving natural areas when replacing aging infrastructure’ and
‘protecting natural heritage areas for the needs of Londoners now and into the future’.

Analysis
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1.0 Background Information
1.1  Environmentally Significant Areas (ESAS)

Environmentally Significant Areas (ESAs) are considered as the largest, highest quality
areas within the City’s Natural Heritage System, and are identified by The London Plan
as ‘areas that contain natural features and perform ecological functions that warrant
their retention in a natural state’. Publicly owned ESAs have a purpose and function
distinct from all other publicly owned green space. Permitted uses, access, and the
provision of recreational activities within ESAs are governed by the Environmental
Policies of The London Plan, and the ecological integrity and ecosystem health of the
ESA shall have priority in any use of design-related decision.

The City maintains twelve (12) Environmentally Significant Areas (ESAS) that together
total over 750 ha of high-quality natural features having over 58,000 linear metres of
trails and at least 350 built structures. Given the focus on ecological integrity, these
lands are administered by the Ecologist Planners in Planning and Development, while
the management of these lands is contracted to a specialized, cross-function team with
the Upper Thames Conversation Authority.

1.2  Project Background

A Conservation Master Plan (CMP) is a tool identified by The London Plan that Council
can adopt for the purposes of providing direction on the management of these areas. In
developing these master plans, key matters to be addressed include feature boundary
refinement, the identification of management zones based on ecological sensitivity, and
details of access permitted to and within the area including formalized pathways and
trail systems. Furthermore, budgets are to be prepared to implement the
recommendations of conservation master plans.

Over the next couple of years, the City will be initiating and completing CMPs for the
City’s ESAs. When preparing CMP’s, it is essential to have an inventory of the locations,
conditions and value of all the built assets in the ESA to develop the necessary
environmental management strategies, identify restoration opportunities and determine
appropriate funding requirements for the long-term management of the lands.

Furthermore, in January 2018 the Province enacted O.Reg 588/17 Asset Management
Planning for Municipal Infrastructure that requires specific content for Asset
Management Plans including an analysis of the municipality’s risks, asset performance,
lifecycle management, and financial strategy to achieve the municipality’s proposed
levels of service. This is to be completed by July 1, 2025. While UTRCA maintains most
City assets within ESA lands, these have yet to be evaluated for replacement cost, nor
have they been incorporated into a long-term asset management plan that conforms to
O. Reg 588/17.

To enable the advancement of CMP’s for ESASs, to guide their long-term management,
and to support the City’s Corporate Asset Management (CAM) division in meeting this
regulation and to inform the next iteration of the City’s Asset Management Plan, the City
requires an inventory, condition assessment, and replacement cost valuation of all city
assets within twelve (12) managed ESA lands in the City.

1.3 Location Map
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Figure 1: City of London, key map showing ESA locations included in the Asset Plan
and Data Management Tool Project

2.0 Discussion and Considerations

2.1 Project Description

The primary objective of this assignment will be to complete a City-wide review to locate
and evaluate all built structures within publicly owned ESA lands to enable the
advancement of ESA Conservation Master Plans and allow for the development of an
asset management plan that conforms to the City’s existing Corporate Asset
Management Plan.

All built assets collected during the inventory will need to be located (georeferenced),
inventoried, inspected and assigned a condition rating, replacement cost, and evaluated
for replacement/rehabilitation timing as part of a 20-year capital forecast. These results
will be provided to the City in a GIS format to allow for integration into a georeferenced
data management and collection tool that is also to be developed through this project so
that new assets can be added at any time. Trails are considered built assets and as
such are included in the asset inventory, they will be assessed for hazards and required
maintenance over the long term.

Additional tasks include the development of two further data collection and referencing
tools for ESA management activities: a Hazard Management tool and an Ecological
Management tool. These will be linked with the data collection tool noted above, as a
single web-based Dashboard Tool that can be accessed by both UTRCA and City staff.
As much the City’s natural heritage and management activity data is only in hard copy
at present, the development of these tools will make these resources available in web
maps and geodatabases for the first time. Having the data easily available and in real
time will provide a great number of efficiencies for both City and UTRCA staff in
tracking, monitoring and reporting activities.

Natural heritage and management activity data are essential inputs when preparing
CMP’s. In addition, having a tool to collect this data will allow for natural assets to be
valued through future asset management plan work. The tools also can be expanded to
incorporate city-wide ecological assets, restoration opportunities, compensation lands
inventories, invasive species monitoring, development and infrastructure ecological
asset inventories. These records will greatly assist city-wide planning and reporting.
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3.0 Financial Impact/Considerations
3.1 Procurement Process

The selection of a consultant for the ESA Asset Management Plan project followed the
Request for Proposal (RFP) procurement, in accordance with section 15 of the City’s
Procurement of Goods and Services Policy. An RFP process was chosen due to the
technical considerations and experience needed, and to help ensure that staff could
fairly evaluate the submissions in the key areas and provide any value-added factors
that were to be considered as part of the final selection.

Following public posting of the ESA Asset Management Plan RFP, four proposal
submissions were received and reviewed by staff from Planning and Development and
Capital Assets and Projects. Evaluation criteria included previous experience, approach
and methodology, project team qualifications, and cost. The proposal submitted by
North-South Environmental Inc. with an upset limit of $179,394.00 (excluding HST,
including 20% contingency) was the highest scoring submission and is recommended
for approval in accordance with Section 15.2 of the Procurement of Goods and Services
Policy.

Funds are available in the Conservation Master Plan capital project account. The
Source of Financing Report is appended to this report as Appendix ‘A’.

All the bid proposals exceeded the original approved project budget of $125,000.00, as
such this result is considered irregular as per Section 8.10 of the Procurement Policy.

Conclusion

It is recommended to appoint North South Environmental to complete the asset
management Plan and create the data management tools to enable the advancement of
ESA Conservation Master Plans and provide direction for capital project budgeting.

Prepared by: Marnie Shepley,
Ecologist Planner, Community Planning

Reviewed by: Kevin Edwards, MCIP RPP
Manager, Community Planning

Submitted by: Heather McNeely, MCIP RPP
Director, Planning and Development

Recommended by: Scott Mathers, MPA, P.Eng.

Deputy City Manager, Planning and Economic
Development

CC: Nathan Asare-Bediako
Steve Mollon
Khaled Shahata

Appendix ‘A’ — Sources of Financing
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Appendix "A"
#23121
June 12, 2023
(Award Contract)

Chair and Members
Planning and Environment Committee

RE: ESA Lands Asset Plan and Data Management Tool (RFP-2023-018)
(Subledger GG230006)

Capital Project PD2179 - New ESA Conservation Master Plans

North South Environmental Inc. - $179,394.00 (excluding HST)

Finance Supports Report on the Sources of Financing:

Finance Supports confirms that the cost of this project can be accommodated within the financing available for it in the Capital
Budget and that, subject to the approval of the recommendation of the Deputy City Manager, Planning and Economic Development,
the detailed source of financing is:

Estimated Expenditures Approved Committed To This Balance for
Budget Date Submission  Future Work

Engineering 716,800 111,791 182,551 422,458

Total Expenditures $716,800 $111,791 $182,551 $422,458

Sources of Financing

Capital Levy 236,544 36,891 60,242 139,411
Drawdown from City Services - Parks and Recreation

Reserve Fund (Development Charges) (Note 1) 480,256 74,900 122,309 283,047
Total Financing $716,800 $111,791 $182,551 $422,458
Financial Note:

Contract Price 179,394

Add: HST @13% 23,321

Less: HST Rebate -20,164

Net Contract Price $182,551

Note 1: Development charges have been utilized in accordance with the underlying legislation and the approved 2019 Development
Charges Background Study and the 2021 Development Charges Background Study Update.

Jason Davies
Manager of Financial Planning & Policy
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1176 Crumlin Sideroad

Focused Environmental Impact Study
(EIS) dated February 9, 2023

Received at ECAC on May 18, 2023 agenda

Reviewed by K. Lee and S. Levin

RECOMMENDATIONS

1.

The 30 m buffer on the east side of the Loveless Drain must be designated and
zoned 0S4, noting that agricultural uses will be permitted to continue. The
reason for this recommendation is to ensure that future development applications
recognize the work done for this application.

As the lands support downstream habitat for SAR fish, the 2022 Recovery
Strategy and Action Plan for the Black Redhorse found at
https://www.registrelep-

sarareqistry.gc.ca/document/default _e.cfm?documentlD=3658 be reviewed prior
to final conditions so that any relevant recommendations can be added to the
Environmental Management Plan.

The boundary monuments must be (not should be) installed and marked with
“Buffer” instead of OS4 for easier understanding.

ESC fencing should be installed at the 30 m buffer on the west side of the
watercourse. There is nothing in the EIS to suggest there will be construction or
soil stockpiling that close to the buffer limits.

There must be regular monitoring (at least weekly and following storm events) of
ESC measures. All monitoring reports must be sent immediately to the
appropriate city and UTRCA staff. Any interruption of ESC measures must be
immediately remediated.

Bat boxes should be installed to replace any removed potential bat maternity
trees.

ECAC agrees that portions of the west OS4 buffer which are not currently
vegetated will be naturalized with native woodland edge species wherever
woodland vegetation is not already present. Monitoring must take place after two
growing seasons post planting (which is clearer than the recommendations in the
EIS and the EMP). Monitoring reports must go to the appropriate city staff. It
would be helpful if they were also included on ECAC agendas when received by
the City.

Monitoring must also include monitoring of encroachment. It is noted from the
Servicing Report that the new house will be within 15 m of the woodland. The
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recent EIS implementation work done for the City by Duggan noted that
encroachment is an issue when a buffer is less than 10 m.

9. Recommendation 17 on page 17 must be revised to read — “Sedimentation
controls during site grading work must control and avoid runoff to the Loveless
Drain.” The current wording is insufficient to protect the watercourse.

Other
ECAC appreciates the consultants consulting eBird and INaturalist during its work.

ECAC appreciates that the EIS includes the qualifications of the consultants as required
by the City’s Environmental Management Guidelines.
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1.0 Introduction

Peter Drankowsky (the ‘Proponent) has initiated the Draft Plan Approval and Zoning By-Law
Amendment approval process for the severance of a lot into three parcels (the ‘Project’) on a
property located at 1176 Crumlin Sideroad, south of Dundas Street, in the City of London (the
‘Subject Lands’). The property is approximately 3.3 ha and is located on Lot 1, Concession 1 North
Division Dorchester.

The Legal Parcel is referred to as the Subject Lands throughout this report [Figure 1]. The Subject
Lands were the focus of field investigations for the Focused Environmental Impact Study (EIS), as
well as a desktop review in the 120 m adjacent lands.

Through discussions with the City of London, it has been determined that a Focused EIS is
appropriate for this Project. The objective of this type of EIS will be discussed in Section 1.1, below,
while the pre-consultation history with the City is provided in Section 1.4.

This report is a Focused EIS as requested by the City of London and agreed-upon by UTRCA. A
Focused EIS is appropriate where a commitment by the proponent is made to establish ecological
buffers for natural heritage features that meet or exceed the City of London’s minimum buffers as per
the Environmental Management Guidelines (City of London, 2021). The typical detailed natural
heritage field studies have therefore been waived and the focus of this EIS will be on the
identification of natural heritage features and confirmation of buffers. Mitigation measures will also be
provided to ensure the proposed buffers are effective and potential indirect impacts are limited.

The process and reporting are also designed to provide a support document for additional approvals
that may be required, including permit applications that may be submitted to the Upper Thames
River Conservation Authority (UTRCA).

Natural heritage features and functions identified in this Focused EIS are evaluated through a review
of the Natural Heritage Reference Manual (NHRM, 2010) for policy 2.1 of the Provincial Policy
Statement (MMAH, 2020), and Section 6 (Environmental Policies) of The London Plan (2021).

This report will be circulated to the City of London and UTRCA for agency review and comment on
the findings and recommendations.

This Focused EIS contains the following components in accordance with the standards noted above:

Section 2.0 Land Use Setting and Policy Overview
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 the Development
Section 7.0  Impacts and Mitigation

Section 8.0 Summary and Conclusions

Section 9.0 References

The following additional documents were reviewed to provide context for the Project and conditions
within Study Area:

Upper Thames River Source Protection Area Assessment Report (Thames-Sydenham and
Region Source Protection Committee, 2015)

Record of Pre-Application Consultation — 1176 Crumlin Sideroad (Nancy Pasato, 2022)
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Plan of Survey Showing Topographical Detail — Lots 15 and 16, Registered Plan No. 17(C)
(AGM, 2022)

A Proposal Summary was submitted by the Proponent to the City of London on December 23, 2021
and reviewed by City Staff at an Internal Review Meeting on January 13, 2022. A Record of Pre-
Application Consultation was subsequently provided to Strik Baldinelli Moniz (SBM; Simona Rasanu,
Planner), dated January 18, 2022. The Record of Pre-Application Consultation outlines the major
concerns and comments from the City of London regarding the proposed Project. In addition, this
document outlines the City’s option for a Focused EIS. City staff stated that for a complete
application, a full SLSR could be waived (including field study requirements) if a suitable buffer to the
drain was provided. The City comment states, “In this case, a buffer of 30 m on each side of the
high-water mark would be required surrounding the water feature associated with the Significant
Valleylands feature”. It was later confirmed with City of London Ecologist Planner Shane Butnari in
late April 2022 that the buffer should be 30 m to either side of the high-water mark plus any
contiguous woodland. The comments that are related to ecology and the Focused EIS will be
addressed in this report. The Record of Pre-Application Consultation is provided in Appendix A.

A Scoping Meeting was held on August 19, 2022, with Shane Butnari (City Ecologist Planner), Mike
Serra (UTRCA), Sandy Levin (ECAC), Steve Evans (ECAC), Kiana Lee (ECAC), Peter Drankowsky
(Proponent), Simona Rasanu (SBM Planner), Melissa Cameron (MTE Ecologist) and Allie
Leadbetter (MTE Ecologist). The Scoping Checklist was finalized and approved by Shane Butnari on
October 21, 2022. The Scoping Checklist is provided in Appendix B.

A site visit was completed on August 31, 2022, with Will Huys (MTE Plant and Wildlife Technician),
Allie Leadbetter, Shane Butnari, Mike Serra, Peter Drankowsky, and Simona Rasanu to review the
staked woodland dripline, as well as discuss the buffers within the Subject Lands. The final revised
woodland dripline was surveyed by AGM and will be used in this Focused EIS.

2.0 Land Use Setting and Policy Overview

The Subject Lands are comprised of an existing residential property, agricultural fields, and natural
vegetation communities along an open drain. The surrounding area is primarily residential and
agricultural, with a commercial region further to the southwest.

Federal, provincial, and municipal legislation and policies, summarized in an overview below, were
reviewed to inform the evaluation of significant natural heritage features on the Subject Lands.

The London Plan (2021) includes environmental policies that provide direction for the long-term
protection and conservation of natural heritage features and areas and the ecological functions,
processes, and linkages that they provide in the City of London. The general environmental goals of
the London Plan include, but are not limited to, the following:

Achieve healthy terrestrial and aquatic ecosystems in the city’s subwatersheds.

Provide for the identification, protection, rehabilitation, and management of natural heritage
features and areas and their ecological functions.

Protect, maintain, and improve surface and groundwater quality and quantity by protecting
wetlands, groundwater recharge areas and headwater streams.

Maintain, restore, monitor and improve the diversity and connectivity of natural heritage
features and areas and the long-term ecological function and biodiversity of Natural Heritage
Systems.
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Provide opportunities for appropriate recreational activities based on the ecological
sensitivities of the area.

Natural Heritage features are identified and mapped on Map 5 of the London Plan (May 2021).
Development and site alteration is not permitted within or adjacent to Unevaluated Wetlands,
Provincially Significant Wetlands, Significant Valleylands and Woodlands, Habitat of Endangered or
Threatened Species, Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest, and Environmentally Significant Areas
unless evaluated by a professional and proven to have no negative impacts on the features or
ecological functions.

2.1.1 Environmental Classifications

Map 5 (City of London, 2021) identifies a Significant Valleyland associated with a drain (Loveless
Municipal Drain) passing north to south through the Subject Lands and extending to adjacent lands
(OMAFRA, 2022). No other natural heritage features are shown within or adjacent to the Subject
Lands on Map 5 [Figure 2].

2.1.2 Land Use Designations

The Subject Lands are shown on Map 1 (City of London, 2021) to be located outside the Urban
Growth Boundary [Figure 3]. Place Types within the Subject Lands include Rural Neighbourhood in
the west, Farmland in the east, and Green Space associated with the Significant Valleyland.

Place Types in the surrounding area primarily include Neighbourhoods to the north and west, and
Farmland to the east. The Green Space designation follows the Significant Valleyland to the north
and south.

The west Subject Lands are zoned Agricultural 1 (AG1), and the east is zoned Agricultural 2 (AG2)
[Figure 4]. The AG1 Zone permits a wide range of non-intensive agricultural uses, whereas the AG2
Zone variation permits intensive and non-intensive agricultural uses (Zoning By-law No. Z.-1). The
west driveway is zoned Residential 1 (R1-11) which provides for and regulates single detached
dwellings.

The drain through the property is zoned Open Space (0S4). The OS4 variation is intended to be
applied to hazard lands, and development proposed there will be regulated by the Conservation
Authorities Act. In this case, the floodway of the drain is the associated hazard.

The UTRCA regulates lands within its watershed under Ontario Regulation 157/06, pursuant to
Section 28 of the Conservation Authorities Act. The UTRCA has jurisdiction over riverine flooding
and erosion hazards, wetlands and the surrounding area, and requires that landowners obtain
written approval from the Authority prior to undertaking any site alteration or development within the
regulation limit.

The Upper Thames River Conservation Authority (UTRCA) regulations within the Subject Lands are
primarily associated with the flood and erosion hazard of the drain flowing through the property
[Figure 5]. An area in the southwest is also regulated due to a flood hazard. These regulation areas
will be discussed further in this EIS.

The Provincial Policy Statement (PPS; MMAH, 2020) was issued under the Planning Act, 1990 to
provide direction to regional and local municipalities regarding planning policy, ensuring that
decisions made by planning authorities were consistent with provincial policy.
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With respect to natural heritage features and resources, the PPS defines seven natural heritage
features:

- Significant Wetlands and Significant Coastal Wetlands

- Significant Woodlands

- Significant Valleylands

- Significant Wildlife Habitat (SWH)

- Significant Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest (ANSI’s)
- Fish Habitat, and,

- Habitat of Endangered and Threatened Species

The Subject Lands are within Ecoregion 7E where no development or site alteration are permitted in
Provincially Significant Wetlands or Coastal Wetlands. Development and site alteration are not
permitted in Habitat of Endangered or Threatened Species or Fish Habitat or, except in accordance
with provincial and federal legislation. For the remaining features, development and site alteration
shall not be permitted unless it has been demonstrated through an EIS that there will be no negative
impacts on the features or their ecological functions.

While not all features and functions of provincial interest noted above are provided on provincial
maps, a review of the Make a Natural Heritage Map (NHIC, 2019) suggests there are no additional
mapped features not already covered by the Official Plan Maps. However, the policies noted above
are reviewed later in this report supported by site specific field work and consultation with the
municipal review agencies.

The Endangered Species Act, 2007 protects species listed as Threatened, Endangered or Extirpated
in Ontario (SARO, 2007) from killing, harm, harassment or possession, and also protects their
habitats from damage or destruction. Activities that may impact a Protected Species or its habitat
require prior authorization from the Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks (MECP), unless
the activities are exempt under a Regulation. No contraventions of the ESAct are anticipated, and
this will be discussed further later in this EIS.

The federal Fisheries Act, 1985 (amended 2019) manages fisheries resources, as well as conserves
and protects fish and fish habitat, including by preventing pollution. The Act presents two main
prohibitions: the prohibition of any work, undertaking, or activity that result in the harmful alteration,
disruption or destruction of fish habitat [section 35(1)] and the prohibition of any work, undertaking,
or activity that results in the death of fish by any other means other than fishing [section 34.4(1)].
Authorizations to proceed with a proposed work, undertaking, or activity that may harm fish or fish
habitat may be provided by the Minister of Fisheries and Oceans, in accordance with sections
34.4(2)(b) and 35(2)(b).

This Focused EIS will take into account the potential fish habitat in the drain and, through avoidance
or additional mitigation, ensure the federal Fisheries Act is not contravened.

The federal Migratory Birds Convention Act, 1994 aims to protect and conserve migratory birds as
populations and individual birds in Canada and the United States. No work is permitted to proceed
that would result in the destruction of active nests (nests with eggs or young birds), or the wounding
or killing of bird species protected under the Migratory Birds Convention Act, 1994 and/or
Regulations under that Act. Many bird species not protected by the MBCA (e.qg., raptors) are
protected under the FWCA.
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The Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act, 1997 (FWCA) regulates hunting, trapping, fishing, and
related activities in Ontario in order to address the conservation of fish and wildlife resources in the
province, including mammals, birds, reptiles, amphibians and fish. Under the Act, a person that
hunts or traps wildlife requires a license administered by the Ministry of Natural Resources and
Forestry (MNRF). Deliberate capture of wildlife or fish for the purpose of salvage and relocation is
regulated under the FWCA.

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 EIS to be
completed where development or site alteration is proposed within or adjacent to the Natural
Heritage System, as set out in Table 13 (Areas Requiring Environmental Study) of the London Plan
(2021a).

The Proponent is proposing the severance of the Subject Lands into three parcels with the
construction of two single family detached houses on two of the parcels. Based on the London Plan
Maps 1, 5, and 6 (2021a), the triggers for the Environmental Impact Study (EIS) are as follows:

Proposed development within 120 m of potential Fish Habitat
Proposed development within 120 m of Significant Valleylands

Proposed development within 30 m of a Significant Groundwater Recharge Area and Highly
Vulnerable Aquifer

As well, application for a permit under the UTRCA Ontario Regulation 157/06 may require an EIS
Subject Lands are within the UTRCA’s regulation limits

In addition, the Endangered Species Act (2007) protects species and habitat not specifically
identified on London Plan Maps. To be consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement (Ministry of
Municipal Affairs and Housing (MMAH), 2020), the requirements for an additional study can be
triggered without any adjacent features identified on the London Plan Maps.

The following section (Section 4.0) reviews the natural heritage setting of the Subject Lands.

4.0 Description of the Natural Environment

The following section reviews the abiotic and biotic features on and within 120 m of the Subject
Lands that contribute to the overall natural heritage features and functions of the Subject Lands and
adjacent lands. This review provides relevant background information for interpreting environmental
features and functions for evaluation in Section 5.0. Areas outside the property limits were studied
from the edge of the property or using satellite imagery.

4.1.1 Physiography

The Subject Lands are underlain by Middle Devonian aged limestone, minor dolostone, and shale of
the Dundee Formation based on mapping from the Ministry of Northern Development, Mines, Natural
Resources and Forestry (MNDMNRF, 2017). Bedrock is not exposed in the area of the Subject
Lands. Physiographic regional mapping indicates that the Subject Lands are situated within the Sand
Plains (MNDMNRF, 2017).
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41.2 Soils

The Subject Lands are located in an area of ice-contact stratified deposits based on OGSEarth
surficial geology mapping (MNDMNREF, 2017). These deposits include sand and gravel, minor silt,
clay, and till. No site-specific soil investigations have been completed.

4.1.3 Topography

The topography in the general region is very gently sloping to nearly flat (Hagerty & Kingston, 1992).
The Subject Lands are generally flat (AGM, 2022). The drain is approximately 1.5 m deep from top
of slope to the bottom of the ditch (AGM, 2022).

4.1.4 Surface Water Features

A drain flows approximately north to south through the Subject Lands. This drain is identified as
“Loveless Drainage Works -1998” on the Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs mapping
(OMAFRA, 2022) and “Loveless Municipal Drain” on UTRCA mapping (2022) [Figure 5]. The drain
flows south to Waubuno Creek approximately 2.9 km downstream. The drain is classified as a Class
F drain by DFO (AgMaps, 2022), indicating it is an intermittent drain that is dry for at least three
months of the year (Kavanagh, Wren, & Hoggarth, 2017). Field observations of the Loveless
Municipal Drain were limited, but the drain was observed to be clearly channelized on August 31,
2022. This drain is piped north of the Subject Lands.

OMAFRA drain mapping (AgMaps, 2022) shows another constructed drain called Toloczko Drain
passing through the Subject Lands and joining with the Loveless Municipal Drain to the south.
Toloczko Drain is not apparent in air photos or UTRCA regulation mapping and was not encountered
during site visits. Water does appear to pool near the south adjacent residential properties in the
spring, but a flowpath was not observed.

4.1.5 Hydrogeology

According to the Upper Thames River Source Protection Area Assessment Report (Thames-
Sydenham and Region Source Protection Committee, 2015), the Subject Lands are located within a
Significant Groundwater Recharge Area (SGRA) and Highly Vulnerable Aquifer (HVA), although the
site-specific recharge conditions are not known (TSRSPC, 2015).

This section summarizes the background review of the Subject Lands and 120 m adjacent lands and
the results of field investigations completed in 2022.

4.2.1 Records Review
Designated Natural Heritage Features

The Land Information Ontario (LIO) mapping (MNRF, 2021) and Natural Heritage Information Centre
(NHIC) online database (2021), and London Plan Map 5 were reviewed for natural heritage features
in and adjacent to the Subject Lands.

A review of the LIO mapping did not identify any natural heritage features (woodlands, wetlands,
ANSIs) within 120 m of the Subject Lands, except for a small patch of woodland approximately 117
m west across Crumlin Sideroad. The London Plan Map 5 identified a Significant Valleyland
associated with the Loveless Municipal Drain flowing through the Subject Lands and extending to the
north and south.

Species Records

Protected Species are those listed as Endangered or Threatened on the Species at Risk in Ontario
(SARO) List of the Endangered Species Act (2007). Only Protected Species receive protection for
individuals or habitat under the ESAct.
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Species of Conservation Concern (SOCC) are those listed as Special Concern on the SARO list and
species with a provincial ranking of S1-S3. Provincial status rankings for plants, vegetation
communities, and wildlife are based on the number of occurrences in Ontario and have the following
meanings:

S1.: critically imperiled; often fewer than 5 occurrences

S2: imperiled; often fewer than 20 occurrences

S3: vulnerable; often fewer than 80 occurrences

S4: apparently secure

S5: secure

S?: unranked, or, if following a ranking, rank uncertain (e.g., S3?)

Provincial status rankings are established by the NHIC and do not provide an indication of regional
abundance or rarity (i.e., species uncommon in the province may still be locally abundant in some
regions).

A review of the Ontario Natural Heritage Information Centre (NHIC), Ontario Breeding Bird Atlas
(OBBA), Ontario Reptile and Amphibian Atlas database, DFO Aquatic Species at Risk Map, and
Citizen Science sources (iNaturalist and eBird) identified several Protected Species and SOCC as
potentially present in the area of the Subject Lands. The areas included in the background review
vary, including 10 km Atlas squares (OBBA and Ontario Reptile/Amphibian Atlas), a 1 km Atlas
square (NHIC), and the 120 m adjacent lands (eBird, iNaturalist). It should be noted that OBBA
occurrence data are from 2001-2005, and the dates of NHIC records are unknown. The remainder of
the records are from within the past 10 years. The observation dates are provided for each species
where possible. These sources display data for a broad area and therefore provide only a general
potential for species presence on or near the Subject Lands.

Table 1: Species Occurrence Data Review (Potential Within 10 km of the Subject Lands)

Date
Common Name Scientific Name SRAOH - Sl Observed Source
Status | Status
(If known)
Red-headed Melanerpes END | THR | 2001-2005 | Birds Canada, 2005
Woodpecker erythrocephalus
Queensnake Regina septemvittata END END 2016 Ontario Nature, 2019
Bank Swallow Riparia riparia THR THR 2001-2005 Birds Canada, 2005
Barn Swallow Hirundo rustica THR THR 2001-2005 Birds Canada, 2005
Black Redhorse Moxostoma duquesnei | THR THR - DFO, 2019
Bobolink Dolichonyx oryzivorus | THR THR 2001-2005 Birds Canada, 2005
Chimney Swift Chaetura pelagica THR THR 2001-2005 Birds Canada, 2005
Eastergracl)(ge—nosed Heterodon platirhinos | THR THR 2013 Ontario Nature, 2019
Eastern Meadowlark Sturnella magna THR THR 2001-2005 NHIC, 2022; Birds
Canada, 2005

In addition to the above list, there are a number of other species that are poorly represented in the
background information sources and which may be present within the City of London. These
additional species to consider include bat species (Little Brown Myotis [END], Northern Myotis
[END], Tri-coloured Bat [END], Eastern Small-footed Myotis [END]), American Badger, Butternut,
and American Chestnut [END].

Several Special Concern or rare (S1-S3) species were also identified through a background review
within 10 km of the Subject Lands. These species are provided in Table 2, below. Observations of
migrant bird species far outside nesting timing windows have been omitted where known.
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Table 2: SOCC Occurrence Records Review (Potential Within 10 km of the Subject Lands)

Common Name Scientific Name ARG | PRI Olsenies Source
Status (If known)

Bald Eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus SC 2001-2005 Birds Canada, 2005
Common Nighthawk Chordeiles minor SC 2001-2005 Birds Canada, 2005
Eastern Wood-pewee Contopus virens SC 2001-2005 Birds Canada, 2005
Grasshopper Sparrow Ammodramus SC 2001-2005 Birds Canada, 2005

savannarum
Northern Brook Lamprey Ichthyomyzon fossor SC - NHIC, 2022
Northern Map Turtle Graptemys geographica SC 2018 Ontaré%i\lgature,
Snapping Turtle Chelydra serpentina SC 2019 Ontaré%i\lgature,
Wood Thrush Hylocichla mustelina SC 2001-2005 Birds Canada, 2005

A complete assessment of habitat for Protected Species and SOCC is provided in Appendix C based
on the field surveys described below. Many of these species are determined to be unlikely to be
present within the Subject Lands based on habitat requirements. The results of the SAR assessment
will be presented in the context of policy protections and appropriate buffers later in this report.

Vegetation Communities

The Subject Lands are currently occupied by cultural meadow (previously agricultural lands), an
existing landscaped residential property, and a small woodlot surrounding the Loveless Municipal
Drain. Trees are also present around the existing residential home and in hedgerows along property
boundaries, particularly to the north and east.

Provincial significance of vegetation communities is based on the rankings assigned by the NHIC
(2020). All communities listed in Table 3 are secure in Ontario. ELC communities within the Subject
Lands are shown on Figure 6.

Table 3: Ecological Land Classifications for the Subject Lands

Polygon ELC Code Description S-rank
1 CUM Cultural Meadow N/A
2 FOD7 Fresh-Moist Lowland Deciduous Forest Ecosite N/A
3 CUM Cultural Meadow N/A

Community 1 is a Cultural Meadow in the south of the Subject Lands in an area previously used for
agriculture. Grass species dominate this community, although Goldenrod was also noted to be
prominent during a site visit on August 31, 2022. This community has been mowed annually.

Community 2 is a Fresh-Moist Lowland Deciduous Forest Ecosite (FOD7) along the Loveless
Municipal Drain flowing through the Subject Lands. Plant species were not investigated in detail for
this Focused EIS, but maple trees were noted as well as a large Eastern Cottonwood and a patch of
Tree of Heaven in the north near the existing residence.

Community 3 is a Cultural Meadow in the east Subject Lands that includes common forb and grass
species. Community 3 was used for agriculture in the past.

The north Subject Lands are residential with an existing single-family home and lawn. This home is
accessed via a gravel driveway connected to Crumlin Sideroad. Several sheds are located in the
backyard of the house.
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4.2.2 Significant Wildlife Habitat

MNRF Significant Wildlife Habitat (SWH) Criteria Schedules for Ecoregion 7E (January 2015) uses
ELC ecosite codes and habitat criteria (e.g., size of ELC polygon, proximity to other natural features)
to define candidate SWH. Additional candidate SWH types for the City of London were obtained from
the London Plan (Policy 1354, 2021a). An assessment of candidate SWH was completed for the
Subject Lands using a combination of desktop analysis and field observations, and is provided in
Appendix D.

Candidate Seasonal Concentrations of Animals
Bat Maternity Colonies — Community 2 (FOD7)

Candidate Habitats for Species of Conservation Concern Considered SWH
Special Concern and Rare Wildlife Species — Subject Lands

Candidate SWH features were further evaluated using the results of a general habitat field
investigation and background review. Targeted field surveys were not completed as this is a
Focused EIS. Results of the assessment of significance for SWH are presented in Section 5.0.

4.2.3 Field Investigations

Field surveys were limited based on the scope of this Project and the agreement with the City of
London to complete a Focused EIS. One site visit was completed on August 4, 2022, by MTE Plant
and Wildlife Technician Will Huys to search for tree species protected under the Endangered
Species Act 2007, inventory trees within 3 m of the property boundaries, delineate the woodland
dripline, and complete a general habitat assessment. All incidental wildlife species observations
were recorded, and potential habitat features were noted. Field sheets are provided in Appendix E
and MTE staff CVs are in Appendix F.

A second site visit was completed on August 31, 2022, by Will Huys (MTE), Allie Leadbetter (MTE),
Mike Serra (UTRCA), Shane Butnari (City of London Ecologist), Simona Rasanu (SBM), and Peter
Drankowsky (Proponent) to review the woodland dripline and discuss feature buffers. All incidental
wildlife species encountered were recorded.

Protected Species

No floral or faunal species protected under the Endangered Species Act, 2007 were identified within
the Subject Lands during the targeted Species at Risk search on August 4, 2022.

Several snags were observed in Community 2 (FOD7) that may be capable of providing maternity
roost habitat for Little Brown Myotis [END], Northern Myotis [END], or Tri-coloured Bat [END]. Bat
maternity roost habitat was not confirmed through a targeted survey, so candidate habitat will be
assumed to be present in Community 2.

DFO identified the Loveless Municipal Drain flowing south through the Subject Lands as potentially
containing Black Redhorse [THR] (DFO, 2019). This is likely because the Loveless Municipal Drain
drains directly into Waubuno Creek approximately 2.9 km downstream. Waubuno Creek is identified
as critical habitat for Black Redhorse by DFO (2019). The Loveless Municipal Drain is a small drain
classified as a Class F drain (intermittent), and therefore is very unlikely to provide the moderate to
fast-flowing warmwater river conditions with diverse substrates that Black Redhorse require
(COSEWIC, 2005). However, protections for downstream habitat in Waubuno Creek will need to be
considered in this Focused EIS.

Incidental Observations

Two Monarch butterflies [SC] were observed flying through Community 1 (CUM) on August 31,
2022. This is the early migratory period for this species.
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5.0 Natural Heritage Policy Considerations

Provincial and municipal natural heritage policies provide guidelines that determine appropriate land
uses on and adjacent to natural heritage features and functions. This section reviews the provincial,
municipal and Conservation Authority regulatory policies which apply to Natural Heritage features
and functions of the Subject Lands and adjacent lands.

Policies and regulations that may pertain to the Subject Lands include:

the 2020 Provincial Policy Statement, Section 2.1, issued under the Planning Act, 1990
these have been reviewed in conjunction with the Natural Heritage Reference Manual
(NHRM) (OMNR, 2010),

the London Plan, Section 6 — Environmental Policies (May 28, 2021),

the City of London Environmental Management Guidelines (2021),

the UTRCA Regulations (Conservation Authorities Act, Section 28 — Ontario Regulation
157/06).

the Endangered Species Act, 2007

the Migratory Birds Convention Act, 1994

The policies above are applied to natural features and functions identified in Section 4.0 of this
Focused EIS in order to determine which components of the natural heritage system will require
additional consideration. Policy (provincial, municipal, and UTRCA) is reviewed below.

5.1.1 Significant Wetlands, Wetlands, and Unevaluated Wetlands

No wetlands (significant or unevaluated) are present within 120 m of the Subject Lands (MNRF,
2021). The absence of wetlands within the Subject Lands was confirmed through field investigations.

5.1.2 Significant Woodlands and Woodlands

No Woodlands or Significant Woodlands are identified on Map 5 (City of London, 2021) within 120 of
the Subject Lands. A wooded vegetation patch (Community 2) within the Subject Lands will be
treated as a Woodland in this Focused EIS. The Woodland boundary was delineated in the field with
Shane Butnari (City Ecologist), Simona Rasanu (SBM Planner), Mike Serra (UTRCA), Peter
Drankowsky (Proponent), Will Huys (MTE), and Allie Leadbetter (MTE) on August 31, 2022.

5.1.3 Significant Valleylands and Valleylands

A Significant Valleyland is present within the Subject Lands based on Map 5 of the City of London
Map 5 (2021). The Significant Valleyland is associated with the Loveless Municipal Drain flowing
approximately north to south through the Subject Lands.

5.1.4 Significant Wildlife Habitat

Candidate significant wildlife habitat (SWH) is based on ELC communities that were identified in
Section 4.2.2. Confirmed significant wildlife habitat is determined through appropriate field
investigations and evaluation of species use in accordance with specific criterion outlined in the
Ecoregion Criteria Schedules 7E (MNRF, 2015). Candidate SWH identified on or adjacent to the
Subject Lands is fully assessed in Appendix D and the results are presented here.

Bat Maternity Colonies
Community 2 (FOD7) contains several snags and may support bat maternity roost habitat. No
targeted bat maternity roost surveys were conducted to confirm SWH.

Candidate SWH — Unconfirmed (Community 2 — FOD7)

Species Concern and Rare Wildlife Species
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The potential for Special Concern and rare wildlife species within the Subject Lands was evaluated
based on a general habitat investigation and a background review [Appendix C].

Two Monarch butterflies [SC] were observed flying through Community 1 on August 31, 2022, during
the early migratory season for this species. No Milkweed was noted in Community 1 during site
visits, so breeding habitat is not present. This community is grass-dominated and is unlikely to
provide especially abundant nectaring opportunities. Community 1 is a culturally impacted grass-
dominated community and Community 3 (CUM) is similarly disturbed by mowing and agricultural
activities. No Monarch SWH is present within the Subject Lands.

Eastern Wood-pewee [SC] was not observed, however Community 2 (FOD7) may provide
appropriate suitable breeding habitat for this species based on the Species at Risk assessment in
Appendix C. Eastern Wood-pewee nests in a variety of wooded habitats, including small woodlots
and forest edges. No breeding bird surveys were completed, so breeding habitat for Easter Wood-
pewee is unconfirmed in Community 2.

As per Policy 1354 of the London Plan (2021), under-represented habitat types in the City of London
should be considered as candidate SWH and assessed following the processes outlined in the
Natural Heritage Reference Manual (MNRF, 2010). Under-represented habitat types listed by the
City of London (marshes, tall grass prairie and savannahs, bogs, fens, bluffs, shallow aquatic, and
open aquatic types) were not identified within the Subject Lands.

Candidate SWH - Unconfirmed (Eastern Wood-pewee in Community 2 — FOD7)
5.1.5 Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest

No Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest (ANSIs) of provincial or regional significance are present
within 120 m of the Subject Lands (MNRF, 2021).

5.1.6 Fish Habitat

The Loveless Municipal Drain within the Subject Lands may contain fish habitat although it is
classified as an intermittent (Class F) drain and therefore aquatic habitat may not be available year-
round (DFO, 2019). The Subject Lands support downstream fish habitat in Waubuno Creek
approximately 2.9 km downstream.

5.1.7 Habitat of Endangered or Threatened Species

A complete habitat screening assessment for Protected Species was completed and is provided in
Appendix C. Based on the vegetation communities and habitat features within and directly adjacent
to the Subject Lands, the Protected Species that are most likely to be present include protected bat
species [END] and Black Redhorse [THR].

Little Brown Myotis [END], Northern Myotis [END], and Tri-coloured Bat [END] maternity roost
habitat may be present in Community 2 (FOD7). One potential habitat tree (Sugar Maple) was also
identified along the north property boundary [Figure 6]. Several snags were observed in Community
2, but a targeted bat maternity roost survey was not completed to identify all trees with peeling/loose
bark, knotholes, or cavities. Habitat will be assumed present in Community 2 for this Focused EIS.

DFO identified the Loveless Municipal Drain as potentially containing Black Redhorse [THR] (DFO,
2019). This is likely because the Loveless Municipal Drain drains directly into Waubuno Creek
approximately 2.9 km downstream, which is identified as critical habitat for Black Redhorse. The
Loveless Municipal Drain is a small Class F drain (intermittent), and therefore does not provide the
moderate/fast flowing warmwater conditions and diverse substrates that Black Redhorse require
(COSEWIC, 2005). However, protections for downstream habitat in Waubuno Creek will need to be
considered in this Focused EIS.
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5.1.8 Environmentally Significant Areas (1367-1371)

No Environmentally Significant Area (ESA) is present within or adjacent to the Subject Lands (City of
London, 2021).

5.1.9 Upland Corridors (1372-1377)
No Upland Corridor is mapped within or adjacent to the Subject Lands (City of London, 2021).
5.1.10 Potential Naturalization Areas (1378-1381)

No Potential Naturalization Areas are mapped within or adjacent to the Subject Lands (City of
London, 2021).

The Upper Thames River Conservation Authority (UTRCA) regulations fall across portions of the
Subject Lands. The primary regulated area is associated with the flood and erosion hazards of the
Loveless Municipal Drain through the Subject Lands. A small area in the southwest is also regulated
by UTRCA due to a flood hazard. Any development proposed within the regulated areas will require a
Section 28 Permit Application from the UTRCA.

Table 4 presents a summary of features and functions of the Subject Lands and adjacent lands that
have been identified through the policy review, above, as requiring consideration in determination of
appropriate buffers and mitigations in this Focused EIS. Features considered under the PPS are not
re-stated under the London Plan.

Table 4: Environmental Considerations for the Study Area

Policy Category |Environmental Consideration Natural Heritage Feature

Associated with the Loveless Municipal Drain flowing
through the Subject Lands

e Candidate bat maternity colonies SWH — Community
2 (FOD7)

¢ Candidate Eastern Wood-pewee [SC] SWH —
Community 2 (FOD7)

The Loveless Municipal Drain within the Subject Lands

Provincial Policy Fish Habitat may support common fish habitat (DFO, 2019), as well

Statement (2020) as supports downstream fisheries in Waubuno Creek

¢ Potential habitat for Little Brown Myotis [END],
Northern Myotis [END], and Tri-coloured Bat [END]
within Community 2 on the Subject Lands

e The Loveless Municipal Drain does not contain
suitable habitat itself, but it does support downstream
critical habitat for Black Redhorse [THR] in Waubuno
Creek (DFO, 2019)

Significant Valleyland

Significant Wildlife Habitat

Habitat of Endangered and
Threated Species

London Plan .
(2021) Woodland o Community 2 (FOD7)
UTRCA regulates the Significant Valleyland within the
UTRCA Requlated Area Subject Lands due to the flood/erosion hazard and a
Regulations 9 small area in the southwest regulated due to a flood
hazard
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6.0 Description of the Development

The proponent is proposing the severance of the existing Legal Parcel into three Parcels [Figure 7].
Parcels 1 and 2 are west of the Loveless Municipal Drain, and Parcel 3 is to the east and includes
the drain [Figure 7]. Parcels 1 and 2 will both have developable areas outside UTRCA regulated
areas and the finalized OS4 zone that will allow for one single-family home to exist on each parcel.
Access to the homes on Parcels 1 and 2 is proposed via Crumlin Sideroad along separate driveways
(approximately 10 m wide) with a shared 6.0 m wide access easement that leads to the existing
agricultural access path.

The existing agricultural access pathway (maintained grass path several metres wide) provides
access over a culvert for farm equipment travelling to the east (Parcel 3). This pathway is shown on
Figure 8 and is proposed to be retained for agricultural vehicle access from Parcel 1 to the east field
(Parcel 3). Agricultural use of the east property will continue and will not be impacted by the 0S4
zoning.

Natural heritage features and functions of the Subject Lands and adjacent lands have been identified
and will need to be considered as part of the development proposal.

6.1.1 Public Ownership/Acquisition

In policy section 1404-1407 of the London Plan (2021), the City recognizes not all natural heritage
areas will be brought into public ownership or shall be open and accessible for public use. The 0S4
zone will remain under the ownership of the Proponent.

6.1.2 Ecological Buffers

Through consideration of the natural heritage features within the Subject Lands, discussions with the
City of London through Pre-Application Consultation [Appendix A], and a site meeting with City staff
and the proponent, a buffer area 30 m from either side of the high-water mark of the drain is to be
designated Open Space 4 (0S4), along with the inclusion of all contiguous woodland vegetation as
delineated by the staked dripline [Figure 8]. This buffer fulfills the requirements for a Focused EIS as
written in the EMGs (2021) as it provides the minimum ecological buffers for the Significant
Valleyland and, in conjunction with other mitigation measures to be discussed, protects all significant
features within the Subject Lands.

It should be noted that the OS4 zoning east of the Loveless Municipal Drain will not restrict
agricultural uses as Policy 2.1.9 of the Natural Heritage section of the Provincial Policy Statement
states “Nothing in Policy 2.1 is intended to limit the ability of agricultural uses to continue” (2020).

This OS4 zone is proposed to protect all significant ecological features that are or may be present
within the Subject Lands, and the protection of each of these features will be discussed in greater
detail in Section 7.0.

6.1.3 Stewardship

Under the stewardship policies 1408-1411 of the London Plan, protection is encouraged for natural
heritage systems that remain in private lands. These protection efforts can include stewardship
agreements, conservation easements, education, land trusts, tax incentives, signage and other
suitable techniques. Such efforts will be discussed in the context of mitigation measures and their
contribution to the effectiveness of buffers.

7.0 Impacts and Mitigation

This section reviews the development proposal [Figures 7 and 8] and identifies potential impacts to
the significant natural heritage features within and adjacent to the Subject Lands. No direct impacts
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are anticipated because the OS4 buffer, as discussed in Section 6.1, will protect all significant
natural heritage features present. This 0S4 zone is shown on Figure 8 and is defined by a 30 m
buffer from the high-water mark of the Loveless Municipal Drain and including the staked woodland
dripline. The buffer is proposed to be vegetated with native species on the west side of the drain and
is discussed further in Section 7.1.

Additional mitigation measures are presented in this section to ensure buffer effectiveness and
mitigation of indirect impacts. Mitigation and avoidance measures are shown on Figure 9. At the
conclusion of the section, a net effects table [Table 5] is provided for the proposed development
application, summarizing potential impacts as well as proposed mitigation measures.

The potential direct impacts of the proposed development on natural heritage features identified in
Table 4 will be discussed in the following Section 7.1. The potential for indirect impacts is discussed
in Section 7.2.

7.1.1 Vegetation Removal and Tree Protection

No tree removal is required for the proposed severance. The dripline of Community 2 (FOD?7) is fully
included in the OS4 zone and therefore all trees in this Woodland will be retained and protected from
future development.

Portions of the west OS4 buffer which are not currently vegetated will be naturalized with native
woodland edge species wherever woodland vegetation is not already present [Figure 9]. This will not
include the existing agricultural lane as access to the east field cannot be inhibited.

A Tree Preservation Report was completed by MTE (2022) for trees over 10 cm DBH within 3 m of
the proposed severance boundaries. The report was requested by the City of London as a part of the
Planning submissions to address boundary trees protected under the Forestry Act (2009). The Tree
Preservation Report confirmed that no tree removals are required for the proposed severance,
however six individual trees along the edge of the residential area are recommended for removal as
a preventative/maintenance measure. All trees proposed for removal, except for one Sugar Maple
with internal rot, are non-native species and do not provide potential bat habitat or contribute to a
woodland feature. Overall tree cover will be maintained and no impact to woodlands or tree cover
within the Subject Lands is anticipated.

Recommendation 1:

Naturalize the west OS4 buffer with native species wherever woodland vegetation is not present and
provided agricultural access is not inhibited [Figure 9]. An Upland Woodland Edge seed mix suitable
for site conditions should be used, as outlined in the Standard Contract Documents for Municipal
Construction Projects 2020 Edition (City of London, 2020). 80% coverage is recommended. The
contractor should follow the supplier's recommendations for overseeding.

Recommendation 2:

No mowing or encroachment should occur within the Naturalization Area. Small concrete
monuments engraved with “OS4 Zone” should be installed along the west boundary of the
Naturalization Area to clearly mark the permissible limits of mowing and maintenance. An example of
City-designed monuments is provided in Appendix G of this EIS. The conceptual location of the
monuments is shown on Figure 8.

Recommendation 3:

A point of access to the existing agricultural access over the Loveless Municipal Drain should be
established to retain agricultural access to Parcel 3 from both Parcels 1 and 2, while avoiding the
0S4 zone. The proposed shared access alignment is shown on the Severance Plan on Figures 7
and 8.
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Recommendation 4:

If the removal of a tree is required for the shared access path, and the DBH is greater than 50 cm, a
Private Tree Permit Application should be completed, and the appropriate number of replacement
trees (as per Schedule A of the Tree Protection By-Law) should be planted on site. Replacement
trees should be native to Ecoregion 7E.

Recommendation 5:
Refer to the Tree Preservation Plan (MTE, 2022) for recommendations regarding tree protection and
recommended removals within the Subject Lands.

7.1.2 Significant Valleylands

The Significant Valleyland associated with the Loveless Municipal Drain on the Subject Lands is
included within the proposed OS4 zone [Figure 9] and therefore no direct impacts from the proposed
lot severance and home construction are anticipated. Indirect impacts are addressed in Section 7.2.

7.1.3 Significant Wildlife Habitat

Candidate SWH (Bat Maternity Colonies, Eastern Wood-pewee [SC] habitat) within Community 2 of
the Subject Lands is proposed to be fully retained in the OS4 zone [Figure 9]. No direct impacts to
confirmed or candidate SWH are anticipated.

7.1.4 Fish Habitat

The Loveless Municipal Drain within the Subject Lands may support common fish habitat as it is wet
at least part of the year and connects to Waubuno Creek downstream which is known to include fish
habitat. The City of London EMGs (2021) recommend fish habitat be provided a 15 m buffer for
warm-water habitats and 30 m buffer for cold or cool-water habitats. The fish community of the
Loveless Municipal Drain was not investigated but a conservative 30 m buffer from the high-water
mark is included in the OS4 zone [Figure 9]. No aquatic Protected Species are present in the drain.

Downstream fish habitat also needs to be considered. The Loveless Municipal Drain flows south to
Waubuno Creek approximately 2.9 km downstream. Waubuno Creek is identified by DFO as
containing critical habitat for Black Redhorse [THR]. The proposed house construction will be outside
the OS4 buffer so there should be no impact on the hydrological or nutrient inputs to Loveless
Municipal Drain which would travel downstream to Waubuno Creek. Tree cover providing shade to
the watercourse will remain as well.

Mitigation of indirect impacts (sediment and erosion, equipment spills, fertilizer/salt use) is addressed
in Section 7.2 below.

Recommendation 6:

Install erosion and sediment control fencing surrounding the ground disturbance limits of the
development to ensure the Loveless Municipal Drain and downstream systems are not impacted
during home construction activities. Details for ESC measures are provided in Section 7.2.

7.1.5 Habitat of Endangered and Threatened Species

Little Brown Myotis [END], Northern Myotis [END], and Tri-coloured Bat [END] may be present within
Community 2 in the Subject Lands, although these species were not confirmed present through
targeted field investigations. Habitat for these bat species will be retained within Community 2 in the
0S4 zone and one potential habitat tree (Sugar Maple) along the north property boundary will be
retained, therefore no impacts to habitat are expected.

7.1.6 Migratory Birds and Wildlife

Nesting migratory birds are protected under the Migratory Birds Convention Act (MBCA), 1994. No
work is permitted to proceed that would result in the destruction of active nests (nests with eggs or
young birds), or the wounding or killing of birds, of species protected under the Migratory Birds

Convention Act, 1994 and/or Regulations under that Act. Some MBCA-protected species, such as
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Killdeer, may make use of un-maintained areas as they frequently make nests on the ground in
construction sites and other disturbed areas.

Wildlife may also experience disturbance during construction when moving through active
construction areas. Timing restrictions on vegetation removal are recommended to avoid disturbance
to wildlife that may be using natural areas on the site, including breeding birds and reptiles.

Recommendation 7:

Avoid vegetation clearing during the migratory bird breeding season (April 1 to August 31) to ensure
that no active nests are removed or disturbed. If works are proposed within the breeding season, the
area should be checked for nesting birds by a qualified person prior to any vegetation removal or
ground disturbance. If nesting birds are present, works in the area should not proceed until after
August 31 or until the nest has been confirmed inactive (e.g., young have fledged).

Recommendation 8:

Make workers aware of potential incidental encounters with wildlife. If an animal enters the work site,
work at that location will stop and the animal should be permitted to leave without being harassed. If
there are repeat observations of wildlife in the work area, barrier fencing may be used to direct
wildlife away from active construction and toward natural areas.

Recommendation 9:

Bank Swallow [THR] have not been identified within the Subject Lands, but the creation of suitable
habitat (e.g., soil stockpiles) during construction should be avoided. Best management practices for
deterring nesting during construction activities should be implemented (OMNRF, 2017). These
measures should include stockpile slope management (i.e., grading stockpiles, eliminating vertical
extraction faces, reducing slopes to 70 degrees or less) until at least July 15.

Natural heritage features may also experience indirect effects. Indirect impacts on natural features
will be limited as site activities are limited to the proposed severance and a single-family home to be
built in the future on Parcel 2.

7.2.1 Sediment and Erosion Control

For all works adjacent to the OS4 zone, sediment and erosion control measures will be required to
ensure that indirect impacts to natural heritage features are avoided or mitigated.

Recommendation 10:

Prior to construction works on site, sediment and erosion control fencing should be installed around
the ground disturbance limits of the construction area. The fence will act as a barrier to keep
construction equipment and spoil away from the vegetation to remain and prevent erosion and
sedimentation of the adjacent natural heritage features. Sediment and erosion control fencing is to
be installed according to the City of London Design Specifications and Requirements Manual
specifications (2019b) and The Erosion and Sediment Control Guide for Urban Construction (TRCA,
2019). During construction, the lands between the sediment and erosion control fencing should be
maintained.

Recommendation 11:

Soil stockpiles should be established in locations where natural drainage is away from the 0S4
zone. If this is not possible and there is a possibility of any stockpile slumping and moving toward the
edge of natural heritage features, the stockpiles should be protected with robust sediment and
erosion controls. Access to the stockpile should be confined to the up-gradient side.

Recommendation 12:
Sediment and erosion control fencing should be inspected prior to construction to ensure it was
installed correctly.
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Recommendation 13:

Sediment and erosion control fencing should be inspected prior to rain events during construction to
ensure that the fencing is being maintained and functioning properly. Any issues that are identified
are resolved as quickly as possible, ideally the same day.

Recommendation 14:

Sediment and erosion control fencing should not be removed until adequate re-vegetation and site
stabilization has occurred. All disturbed areas should be re-seeded as soon as possible to maximize
erosion protection and to minimize volunteer populations of invasive species which may spread to
the adjacent feature. Additional re-vegetation plantings and/or more time for vegetation to establish
may be required; however, two growing seasons are typically sufficient to stabilize most sites.

7.2.2 Construction Site Management

Recommendation 15:
Regular cleanup of the Subject Lands must be completed during construction and post-construction
to ensure the adjacent natural heritage features are not degraded.

Recommendation 16:

Equipment should be cleaned prior to arrival on site including tires, undercarriage, and any part of
the equipment that may transport invasive seeds to the site. Clean equipment protocols are provided
by London’s Invasive Plant Management Strategy (2017) and should be followed where appropriate.

7.2.3 Protection of Water Resources

Recommendation 17:
Sedimentation controls during site grading work must help control and reduce the turbidity of runoff
that could flow to the Loveless Municipal Drain.

Recommendation 18:

Use Best Management Practices (BMPs) for fuel handling, storage, and onsite equipment
maintenance activities to minimize the risk of contaminant release as a result of the proposed
construction activities.

Recommendation 19:
Contractors working at the site should ensure that construction equipment is in good working order.
Equipment operators should have spill-prevention kits, where appropriate.

Recommendation 20:

Limit the use of commercial fertilizers, salts/ice melting additives, and other chemical applications
within the Subject Lands, especially in areas that border the OS4 zone. Consideration may be given
to using grass varieties which are hardier and require less extensive watering or fertilizers.

7.2.4 Lighting and Noise

The lands adjacent to the Subject Lands to the north, south, and west are in existing residential use,
and a single home already exists on the Subject Lands. Residential noise is managed through
existing By-laws which restrict excessive noise, and wildlife using the Subject Lands are already
subject to some noise disturbance by neighbouring residents, traffic, or agricultural practices.
Consequently, no impacts resulting from light or noise are anticipated as a result of development.

Recommendation 21:
Noise disturbance during construction should be limited to allowable hours per City of London By-
law.

7.2.5 Landowner(s) Education

Recommendation 22:
Homeowners should be provided the “Living with Natural Areas” brochure published by UTRCA
(2005) based on the Living with Natural Areas - A Guide for Citizens of London document. This
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brochure [Appendix H] outlines the impacts of various encroachment activities (ex: use of fertilizers,
creation of trails, disposal of yard waste, introduction of invasive species, etc.) and ways
homeowners can reduce their impacts on adjacent natural areas.

Mitigation and compensation measures recommended in this EIS aim to minimize and compensate
for the direct and indirect impacts to significant natural heritage features and functions. The
monitoring plan is recommended to document the implementation of the mitigation and
compensation measures during construction and post-construction.

The monitoring plan will be 2-phase and will consist of a construction monitoring plan and a long-
term post-construction plan. The construction monitoring plan will monitor for construction-related
impacts, document successes or deficiencies of the implemented mitigation measures and provide
guidance on remedial actions for circumstances when mitigation is not successful [e.g., Erosion and
Sedimentation Control (ESC) measures]. This plan should continue from clearing and grubbing
through to home construction until grounds adjacent to natural features are vegetated and stabilized.
Reports should be made available to the UTRCA and City design services staff.

Long-term post-construction monitoring shall evaluate the success of the proposed mitigation
measures. Monitoring should be undertaken at Year 1 of buffer planting (e.g., plant warranty) to
document success of seed germination and cover, and at Year 3 to document plant establishment
and growth. This plan should include remedial actions that are triggered if effects exceed pre-
determined thresholds. Recommendations for monitoring are:

Vegetation monitoring in the naturalized OS4 buffer should be completed for two years after
planting to document compliance with the plans (e.g., the correct seed mix was used), and
establishment of planted material. Implementation of adaptive management to correct
deficiencies.

Adaptive management strategies such as supplemental plantings, and/or control of non-
native invasive species. Adaptive management may be triggered by poor
survival/germination of seed mix (80% natural groundcover is target) and the presence of
unacceptable non-native and invasive species.

Monitor for tree damage post-construction of the single-family home. Consult a certified
arborist if damage has occurred.

Monitoring requirements are restated in the Environmental Management Plan [Appendix I].

UTRCA regulates a portion of the Subject Lands under Ontario Regulation 157/06 based on UTRCA
regulation mapping (UTRCA, 2022). The regulation area is associated with the flooding and erosion
hazard for the Loveless Municipal Drain. No development or site alteration is proposed within the
regulated areas, so no Section 28 Permit Application will be required.

Table 5, below, summarizes potential impacts to natural heritage features and functions as well as
proposed mitigation or avoidance measures.
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Table 5: Net Effects of the Proposed Development

Recommendations for

SDLIEE i Az Predictions of Impact Mitigation Strategy NES Management and
Impact Feature Effects S
Monitoring
e 0S4 Zone : Adding residential lighting from one house where
Artificial . Low impacts expected : S - No net
Lighti (Community 2, . . one home already previously exists is unlikely to None
ighting ! - residential lights L : S . effect
Drain) significantly impact wildlife species.
. 0S4 Zone Low impacts expected
Litter and (Community 2, | - garbage/litter from two Homeowner brochure (UTRCA, 2005) to No net Continuing education.
Garbage : . ) discourage encroachment. effect
Drain) residential homes
0S4 Zone Low impacts expected Homeowner brochure (UTRCA, 2005) to
Creatlon_ of (Community 2, | - ad-hoc trails may trample dlsqourage encroachment; maintenance o_f No net Continuing education.
new trails Drain) ground cover or transport agricultural access may reduce the potential for effect
invasive species informal trail development.
Tree damage Monitor for tree damage
(limb , 0S4 Zone . . Lo . during an_d post-
damage, soil (Community 2 Low impacts expected Community 2 dripline is protected in the proposed No net construction of the single-
compaction, Drain) Y | limb removal 0S4 zone; refer to TPP (MTE, 2022). effect family home. Consult a
changes in certified arborist if
grade) damage has occurred.
Low impacts expected Low level noise from adjacent two houses will not
0S4 Zone - only common faunal . e . : . .
Increased ; . impact wildlife; noise disturbance during No net Residential by-laws
. (Community 2, | species present . . . . .
noise ' ; . construction should be limited to allowable hours effect restrict excessive noise.
Drain) - residential home currently er City of London By-law
exists on the Subject Lands P y '
Disturbance is temporary
and minimal for species
Disturbance Low impacts expected Restrict timing of vegetation removal to outside within the r_eta_lned 0S4
P 0S4 Zone . : -~ . e . . zone. Monitoring and
to wildlife . - disruption to activities of breeding and sensitive periods for birds and other No net .
duri (Community 2, - . S . reporting protocols for
uring . nearby wildlife will be wildlife; make workers aware of potential effect o S
: Drain) - . incidental wildlife
construction temporary incidental encounters and necessary protections.

encounters should be
followed.
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Recommendations for

SDLIEE i Az Predictions of Impact Mitigation Strategy NES Management and
Impact Feature Effects o
Monitoring
Decreased Vegetated OS4 zone including minimum 30 m
infiltration 0S4 Zone Low impacts expected buffer from the high-water mark of the Loveless
. . . i s . . - No net
and (Community 2, | - impervious surfaces Municipal Drain; two single family home replacing None.
: ! R ; S effect
increased Drain) decrease infiltration one home is not expected to have a significant
run-off impact on infiltration rates.
Vegetated OS4 zone including minimum 30 m
buffer from the high-water mark of the Loveless
0S4 Zone . . o . .
Increased ; : Municipal Drain; no development proposed within No net Monitor sediment and
. (Community 2, | Low impacts expected ) . . . .
erosion Drain) the UTRCA regulated area; sediment and erosion effect erosion control fencing.
control fencing installed at development limit
during construction.
Vegetated 0S4 zone including minimum 30 m
buffer from the high-water mark of the Loveless
Municipal Drain; sediment and erosion control
Increased . plan during construction; limit the use of
: Low impacts expected ; . .
nutrient, 0S4 Zone . commercial fertilizers and other chemical . :
o ; - The ESA may receive YR . - No net Monitor sediment and
pesticide, (Community 2, . applications; consider the use of grass varieties . .
) ! regular seasonal nutrient X L effect erosion control fencing.
chemicals, Drain) . which are hardier; limit the use of salts or other
: and sediment loads o : ) :
and sediment additives for ice and snow control; change in land
use from agricultural (regular application of
fertilizers and other chemicals) to single family
residential may be a positive impact.
0S4 Zone Medium impacts expected
Domestic ; - off-leash dogs can trample | Homeowner brochure (UTRCA, 2005) to No net o .
. (Community 2, : Continuing education.
animals . plants discourage encroachment of pets. effect
Drain) Sl
- outdoor cats can kill wildlife
Introduced 0S4 Zone Low impacts expected Homeowner brochure (UTRCA, 2005) to
. . . . . . . ' . No net - .
invasive (Community 2, | - inappropriate disposal of discourage encroachment and inappropriate effect Continuing education.
plants Drain) lawn/gardening waste disposal practices.
0S4 Zone . . . .
Air pollution | (Community 2, | No impacts expected S_mgle” fa_mlly h(;]me W'.” not generate substantial N(]zfnet None.
Drain) air pollution in the region. effect
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Recommendations for

Source of Affected " o Net
Impact Feal e Predictions of Impact Mitigation Strategy Effects Manage_me_nt and
Monitoring
©S4 Zone Low impacts expected Homeowner brochure (UTRCA, 2005) to No net

Fire Hazards | (Community 2, | - potential for recreational Continuing education.

Drain) gatherings discourage encroachment. effect

Establish storage/refueling area away from 0S4
Zone; BMPs should be followed for fuel handling,
storage, and onsite equipment maintenance

Use of heavy 0S4 Zone : Y L . .
. . Low impacts expected activities to minimize the risk of contaminant
machinery — | (Community 2, ; , No net
. . . - machinery can leak or releases as a result of the proposed construction None.
oil, gasoline, | Drain), SGRA, fueli i ek i he site should effect
rease spil HVA refueling can generate spills | activities; contractors working at the site shou
9 ensure that construction equipment is in good
working order; equipment operators should have
spill-prevention kits, where appropriate.
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8.0 Summary and Conclusions

The Proponent (Peter Drankowsky) is proposing the severance of the Legal Parcel located at 1176
Crumlin Sideroad, London, ON into three Parcels [Figure 8]. The existing home will remain, and one
new single-family home will be constructed on Parcel 2. Parcel 3 will continue to be actively farmed.

Based the application of the 2021 EMGs and discussion with the City of London, this Focused EIS
has proposed an OS4 Zone defined by a 30 m buffer from the high-water mark of the Loveless
Municipal Drain and the contiguous staked dripline of woodland Community 2 (FOD7). This
vegetated OS4 zone [Figure 9] will protect the natural heritage features associated with the
Loveless Municipal Drain and surrounding woodland, including a Significant Valleyland, candidate
SWH, indirect fish habitat, and potential habitat for endangered bats. This Focused EIS has also set
out recommendations to improve the effectiveness of the buffer through measures such as
naturalized planting within the buffer and erosion and sediment control measures.

Provided the recommendations in this Focused EIS are followed,; it is our opinion that the proposed
development can proceed.

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

All of which is respectfully submitted,
MTE CONSULTANTS INC.

Allie Leadbetter, B.Sc. Melissa Cameron, M.Sc., M.LA, OALA
Biologist Manager, Ecology

519-204-6510 ext. 2243 519-204-6510 ext. 2263
aleadbetter@mte85.com mcameron@mte85.com

ACL/MXC:sdm
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Figure 7: Site Severance Plan (February 8, 2023)
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