
CLASS ENV¡RONMENTAL ASSESSMENT PROCESS FOR THE
MINISTRY OF INFRASTRUCTURE

FOR REALW ACTIVITIES OTHER THAN ELECTRICITY PROJECTS
CONSULTATION AND DOCUMENTATION REPORT

(G&D Report)

This report is completed and signed by Ministry of lnfrastructure (MOl), lnfrastructurc Ontario (lO) or
other Agency under MOI (MOUIO/Agency) staff or its agents for all Category !'8" and Category "C"
undertakings. This is an electronic form available from the MOI/tO/Agency. The form is designed so
that any field can be enlarged to incorporate all required information. The form may be used in
either electronic or hard copy form. All questions must be addrcssed, as appropriate.

Project lnformation

MOI/lO/Agency staff or service provideis name:
Katherine Hotrum
Alan Sawyer

Projec{ number and name: D00014: London Psych¡atr¡c Hospital

PIMS Installat¡on number
(N#\: N00014 & N037U

PIMS Building (B#) or Land (P#) numbe(s):

P Numbers: P00014 & P03704

B Numbers: Stonge Bam (812035), Recrcation Hall (812029), Potting
Shed (817057), Chapel (812019), Examination Building (812018), Wtng C
Offræs (812007), Wing A Offræs (812008), Wing B HospitalWard
(812009), Notth Conidor (812010), South Conidor (812011), Wing D
Auditorium (812012), North Complex (812013), South Complex (812014)
Pump House (812015), Granary @12016), Sfomge Shed (812031), New
Laundry Building (812033), Power House (812034), Landscape
M ainte nance Build ing (81 61 82), Water Reseruoir (81 61 84), Soær Cl ub
Building (817059), Ktchen, Sfores & Tndes (820794), Offrce Building
(812150)

Brief description of undertaking (see Class EA list of undertakings and/or Appendix 1):

. Deæmmissioning afterthe depañure of Sf. Josepfb Health Care;

. Demolition of non-heritage buildings as follows: Wng C Offiæs (812007), Wing A Offræs
(812008), Wing B HospitalWard (812009), Notth Conidor (812010), South Conidor (812011),
Wing D Auditorium (812012L North Ømplex (812013), South Ømplex (812014), Pump House
(812015), Granary @12016), Storage Shed (812031), New Laundry Building (812033), Power
House (812034), Landscape Maintenance Buildíng (816182), Water Reseruoir (816184.), Soccer
Club Building (817059), Ktchen, Sfores & Trades (820794), Offræ Building (812150);

. Disposition of the property (including disposition with ESA fo non-conseryation body);

. Planning Approvals (Secondary Plan);

. Severanæ (as required);

. Leases (letting)lEasements (as required); and

. Co4evelopmentagreement.

' See attached Prefened Land IJse Conæpt Plan (PLIJCP). Please note thatthe PLTJCP includes additional
Iands beyond the property which are not subject to this Class EA.

Phone:
41ù212-2746
519-837-6379

Review of a¡ternat¡ves to the undertaking (opt¡onal);

As fáis undertaúng is being categorized as a Category B (details arc within this document), review of
altematives is not required.

NOTE: All following sections must be completed if appropriate (e.9. lf questions/sections are not applicable,
N/A (Not Applicable) should be entered).

Last updated 21-Sept-2010



f . ldentify Undertaking(s)

f] Building Additions

f] Building Alteration and Restor'n (lnt & Ext)

fl euitOing Mäintenance or Repair (lnt & Ext)
X Godevelopment Agreements
! Contaminant Search
n Construction of New FaciliÇ
X Decommissioning

X Demolition

flDesign Services
f] Feasibility Studies

I Grounds Maintenance

I Landscaping

I Reconstruction

E Relocation - Heritage Only
! Market & Realty Services

n Building Maintenance (lnterior & Exterior)

n Otner (describe):

I Acquisition

E Disposition

I Disposition w/ESA, to Conservation Body

fi Disposition dESA, to Non-Conservation Body

I Easements

! Expropriations

E Lease Purchase

I Leasing, or Licensing From, No Change in Use

X tetting, or Licensing To, No Change in Use

I Leasing, or Licensing From; w/Change in Use

[l tett¡ng, or Licensing To, w/Change in Use

fi Planning Approvals (Land Development)

! Sale of Density orAir Rights

X Severance

E Voltage Rights (Power Poles & Guy Wires)

E Ott¡er (describe):

I.ast updated 21-Sept-2010



2 Client Ministry, Agency, Board or Commission: Ministry of Infrastructure (MOl)/lnfrastructure Ontario (O)

3. S¡te Tenant: Çunently Sf. Josep/,3 Health Çare, Ç¡ty of London,
Promotion (OAHPP) Lab, and Fairmont Lawn Bowling Club.

4. Client's lntended Land Use for Site: Decommissioning, demolition of above referenæd non-heritage
buildings, disposition, planning approvals (Seændary Plan), ævennæ (as required), /eases
(letting)/easements as req uired), and æ4evelopme nt agrcement.

5. Site Description and Features (Attach Site Plan if available): The s¡te ¡s owned by the Prov¡nce of ontar¡o
and cunently is operated as a mental health hospital by lhe Sf. Josephb Health Care organization- The site
is located on the east side of Highbury Avenue, nofth of Dundas Street, and æuth of Ortord Street. There
are approximately twenty-two buildings on the propefty which is inegular in shape and relatively flat with a
general slope to the south. A Canadian Pacific (CP) Rail line óisecfs the proprty.

Legal Address (if available): Paft of Lot B, Conæssion I and Pañ of Lofs 6 & 7, Conæssion 2, City ol
London, County of Middlesex.

Municipal Address: 850 &90A Highbury Avenue, London

Site Area: Approximately 160-35 acres (64.89 ha)

Brief Description of Site Features (Optional): See Paft I Subsedion 5 above.

Ontar¡o Agency for Health Protect¡on and

1. Does client ministry/municipality have an applicable Class EA process or approval for
the proposed undertaking?

lf YES, receive written confirmation ftom client that it intends to use its own process.
(Document identified as ltem 8 in Appendix 4 to be completed and kept in projec* file.) ln
this case, no further EA work is required by MOI/lO/Agency.

lf NO, continue.

2. ldentify provisional EA Category of Projec{ using the Class EA, Fig.2.l (Flowchart),
Category Listing Matrix, and Appendix 1.

lf Category is in doubt, use Class EA Table 2.1 Category ldentification Table.

Provisional Category n A tr B E c fl D

Ptovisional Cateoow C: The City of London Planning Depaftment and MNR identifred the
Infirmary Building on the propefi, specifrcally the six related chimney structurcs, as
habitat for provincially and federally threatened Chimney Swrñs (Species at Risk). Under
the MOI C/ass EA habitatforthreatened species ls considered an ESA and disposition
with an ESAto a non-ænæruation body is a prcvisional Category C.

3. Provisional Environmental Assessment Categorization Summary

. For Category A projects, proceed without further EA action unless a heritage feature
of the site or building is involved.

. For Category B projects, complete remainder of this report and Sign€ff Declaration in
Part V.

. For Category C projects; æmplete remainder of this repoft and Sign-Off Declaration in
Part V and then referto C/ass EA, Section Sfor next steps.

L-ast updated 2l-Sept-2010



l. EXISING LAND USE STATUS (Under"
Authority contac't that provided the information.

a. Cunent Official Plan and Zoning Designations: Designated and zoned
Source: Barbara Debbert, Senior Planner, City of London, bdebbeft{òlondon.ca

Source: Mark Snowsell, Land Use Regulations Offiær,
Authority (UTRCA), snowsellm@thamesriver.on. ca

c. Designated Prime Agricultural Areas where Specialty Crop Lands a
Lands (Class 1,2and 3) predominate:
Source: Canada Land lnventory
Specify: http://qeoqrat¡s.Çadi.qc.ca/cø¡-bin/aeoaratislcl¡laoriculture.al

Source: MNR & City of London
Speciff: Amanda McCloskey &Barþara Debbert

ronmentally Significant Areas (ESAs): Habitat for

give name & phone number
lf information was derived from public

Source: lntemal lO documents
lf yes, desøibe: Two easements in favour of Union Gas Ltd.

f. From the above contacts / research, in your opinion, will the undertaking require an
application under the Planning Act to bring cunent land use into conformity with intended
land use?

lf YES, has MOI/lO/Agency, or anyone else, applied for a change in land use under the XIYes f]No
Planning Aú?

regarding
designation in the Seændary Plan. The Ci$ of London flagged that road layout and land
uses proposed in this area in the Secondary Plan may require changes. Subsequently,
fl¡rsr.ssue was rcsolved through the submitted Secondary Plan.

g. Directly adjacent to major transportat¡on
lf yes, describe and determine whether proposed undertaking will negatively impact
local traffic: MA

(For example, Federal land ownership/impac{, Federal funding/financial interest fish
habitat impact, navigable water impad, etc.).

due to adjaænt plastics mixing plant and the residential

2. ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITION OF THE PROPERTY

: City of London Planning nised æncems

ln order to complete this Section, the MOI/lO/Agency or its Service Provider has the
option of completing a Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment Report (by a qualified

assessor) or completing a visual lnspection.

lf a Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment report has been completed and is on file

with MOUIO/Agency please detail reference information: Phase I ESA,850 Highbury
Avenue, London, Ontario prepared by Pinchin dated February 9, 2011

Describe resolution of any issues ín Part lV.

I -qst updated 21-S€pt-2010



5r1e rnsoecÎron Clate: ()ctodêr 2ö- 2u7u
e. Was there evidence on the land or in buildinos of anv of the followino: lX for YESI
ll lncineration
! Leaking or unprotected above ground storage
tanks
EI sta¡neo surfaces
fl O¡ly sheens on water
I Unprotected industrial drums
EI PCB ballasts/transformers
flVegetation damage
[l Underground storage tank(s)

b. Record the results of environmental review or summarize Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment with
respec{ to:

i. cunent and past uses of site: The site has been operated as a Psychiatric Hospital sinæ the mid to
late 1800s. Cunently the site is oæupied by a Prychiatric Hospital, a Lawn Bowling Club, Soær
fÌelds, and an otriæ building located at 900 Highbuty Avenue.

i¡. adjacent uses: Norffi; Ortord Street followed by residential dwellings and scñoo/s; South: former
Canadian Foræs Base Supply and Maintenanæ facili\, The Salvation Army Village, McMaster
Chev Ltd. follo:wed by Dundas Street; East: Residential dwellings, Commercial Cresænt and
varíous industrial propefties; West: tlighbury Avenue by various industrial and æmmercial
propeñies-

¡¡¡. underground and aboveground storage tanks : Iwo ASIs are located on the site. Three USTs are
loæted on the site.

iv. records of old landfills or previous complaints or violations on site: None.
v. use of potentially hazardous substances on s¡te: There arc general purpose cleaning and building

maintenance chemicals, comprcssed gases, gas, oil, paints, waste oil, and biomedical waste.
vi. other local findings (e.9. natural gas wells, radon gas, radioacÍivity, etc): None.
vii. Have other contaminant assessments taken place on this site?

lf yes, reference information; Numerous envircnmental assessmenfs ñave taken plaæ at the site-
Mosf reæntly Phase I ESA and Phase ll ESA was æmpleted by Pinchin to the amended O. Reg.

153/04. In addition, Supplemental Phase Two ESA and Due Diligenæ RrskÁssessmenf óy
Êæmetrix are in prcgress.

X Filladded
X Leaded paint (any building constructed prior to
1980 may contain leaded paint)
E Discarded batteries
El Friable asbestos
E] Pesticideitrerbicide containers
fl Signs of above-noted items on adjacent
properties
I Other potential contaminants (specify); Iwo
ASTs located on the site. Previous fueling and
maintenance usage of buildings- Historical
rc<fí ¡i rlalhø rh ì¡ì ¡l ø t rce

c. ln your opinion, does the site contain evidence of actual contamination? XYes LlNo

A YES" answer is wananted if there is question of the nature or extent of contamination or
the use of hazardous substances.
lf YES document anv orooosed investioation in Part lV-

3. ENVIRONMENTALLYSIGNIFICANTAREAS (ESA) (Ref: Class EA, Glossary)

These areas will consist of those that have been desionated bv anv of the aoencies listed in this Section.
a. MNR Contact Name: Amanda McCloskey, Distr¡ct Planne. MNR,
Am a nda. M cCl o skev@ onta rio -ca

Wetlands?
Areas of Natural and Scientific lnterest? (ANSls)
Habitats designated by Endangered Species AcQ
Habitats designated or proposed of rare, vulnerable, threatened or endangered species?
Floodplains (MNR responsible for floodplain management where no Conservation
Authorities exist)?

Additional MNR Comments:

MNR stated that site-specific investigation within and adjaæntto the study area may
find additional specres and/or habitat location on or adjaænt to the site. lO provided the
clarification that as paft of the Seændary PIan pro.æss, an initial Phase 1 Natunl
Heñtage Study Constraints and OpportunitÌes Repoft and was æmpleted by Stantec in
October2009 and updated in April2010 and a Phase 2 NaturalHeritage Study and
Envircnmental Management Plan Repoftwas æmpleted by Stantec dated December
toln

Last updated 21-Sept-2010
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b. Conservation Authority Contact Name: Marl< Snowse{ Land Use Regulations Otriæn
UpperThames RiverConseruation Authority (UTRCA), snowsellm@thamesriver.on.ca

ESAs?
Floodplains?

c. Municipaf Contact Name: Earbara Debbeñ,
bdebbert(õlondon.ca

ESA designation in Offic¡al Plans?
Groundwater recharoe or discharoe sites?

d. ls any portion of the property designated by the
i. Niagara Escarpment Plan as Natural or Rural Protection Area?
ii. Oak Ridges Moraine ConservAtion Plan as Natural Core Area, Natural Linkage

Area andlar aq a Kev Nafrrral HerÍlaoe FeehtncT

e. ls any part of the property an ESA?
ls site adjacent to an ESA?

lf YES, describe ESA below and attached site plan.
Description: The lnfrmary Building, specifically the six related dtimney structures, is
habitatfor provincially and federally threatened Chimney Swrlts (Species At Risk). Under
the MOI C/ass Er4 habitats of threatened species are cons¡dered to be an Environmentally
Signifrcant Area (ESA).

Senior Planne¡ City of London,

lf the site is part of an ESA, and a sale or disposal is intended, is the purchaser
a conservation body, and if so, is the intended use for conservation purposes?

g. ln your opinion, based on the above contacts and any cunent, relevant MOI/lO/Agency
feasibility studies, could the intended undertaking cause any local, long term changes
significant enough to threaten the ESA?

lf YES, EITHER hold turther implementation until the environmental effec{s are identified
and the required mitigation and monitoring are identified in Part lV, OR until a Category C
essessment is comoleted.

4. DISTINCTIVE ENVIRONMENTAL FEATURES

a. Does visual inspeclion or research reveal any natural features (otherthan ESAs noted
above) such as floodplain, high groundwater level, groundwater wells, streams, rivers,
natural conidors (e.9., hedgerows), woodlots, wetlands, springs, water bodies,
topography, prevailing slope direction, steep slopes, ravines, and rock outcrops?

lf YES, describe below, and on attached site plan.
Description:
Upper Thames R¡ver Conærv

TJTRCA identiñed a small unevaluated wetland in the extreme southeast comer of the site.

Citv of ,London Plannino Department:

lJnderthe Clean Water Act, 2006, a Source Prctection Plan is being developed forthe
Upper Thames watershed based on an ,Assessme nt repoft prepared by the Thames-
Sydenham Source Protection Region- The Plan is intended to be completed in 2012.
Pretiminary mapping indicates that significant portions of this property are affected by
Signifrcant Groundwater Recharge Areas and Highly Vulnerable Aquifers. No significant
drinking water (groundwater) threats have been identified for the site. On a very
preliminary basis, it is unknown at this time whether there will be any policies æming out
of the PIan that would apply to the site.

City of London Ptanning atso identifred the wetland in the southeast comer as locally
significant. One locally nre species in Middlesex County, Vhginia peppergrass, was
oþserued in the cultural meadow community near the edge of the locally significant
wettand. These distinctive environmental features were identified in the Phase 2 Natural
Heritage Study (Stantec, Deæmber 2010).

EJYes XHo
flYes FlNo

EYes EJNo
f-lYes ñNo

EYes Elt¡o
flVes EIr.¡o

XYes llNo
Eyes Eltto

LlYes XNo

LJYes XNo

Last npdated 21-Sept-2010
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b. Do mun¡cipal or other author¡t¡es or ¡nterest groups, including the contacts listed above
in ltem 3 on Environmentally Significant Areas, say that any of the observed features Eyes Et¡o
listed in ltem 4(a) above wanant protedion?

Name(s) of municipal or other authorities or interest group(s): UTRCA and City of London
Planning

Name(s) of óntact(s):

Mark Snowsell, Land IJse Regulations Officer, IJpper Thames River Conseruation
Authority (UTRCA), snowsellm@thamesríver.on.ca

Barbara Debbert, Senior Planner, City of London, bdebbeñ@tontdon.ca

c. ls there a potent¡al to impact any spec¡es at risk and the¡r hab¡tats, as des¡gnated by the
Specres af Rrsk Acf ? Source: Please see Parl tV, Secfion TEnvironmentally Signifrcanf [Yes XNo
A¡eas.

d. ln your opinion, would any of the observed features be affected by the implementat¡on
ofthe undertaking as cunently planned?

lf YES. describe effec{s and anv reouired mitioation and monilorino in Part lV- below-

5. SERV¡GING CAPACITY RE: SEWERAGE, WATER, ROADS, GAS, HYDRO, ETC.

a. ls a septic system present?
b. ls a new septic system proposed or is expansion proposed to existing system?

lf YES, note in Part lV and if applicable, attach technical research supporting site's
capacitv to sustain a septic svstem.
c. ls potable groundwater well(s) present or proposed?

lf NO, then proceed to d.

d. ls groundwater used for potable purposes?

lf NO, specify why and if applicable, note in "Contam¡nants'sec{ion above and describe
resolution in Part lV, below.

lf YES, and if the proposed undertaking is anticipated to cause any negative effecis to
local potable water supply(ies), describe resolution in Part lV, below.

e. Based on information gathered, will the undertaking require new or different servicing?

lf YES, speciff anticipated resolution of new or different service in Part lV, below.

64. BUI LT HER¡TAG E/CU LTURAL LAN DSCAPE ANALYS IS

lJec¡(oround
a. Are there any building(s) present on the subjecf property?

lf NO, then proceed to c.

b. \Mat is the date of construc{ion of the building(s)?

Sforiage Bam (81 2035þ1 894
Recreation Hall (BI 2029)-1 920
Pofting Shed (81 7057)-1 893
Chapel (812019)-18U
Examination Building (81 201 8)-1 902
Wtng C Offrces (812007)-1967
Wing A Offices (812008)-1967
Wing B Hospital Wad (812009)-1967
Notth Co¡ridor (81 201 0)-1 968
South Conidor (812011)-1968 -

Wng D Auditorium (812012)-1967
No¡th Comølex (81 201 g-1 968

nYes XNo

llYes XNo
DYes EJt¡o

DYes XINo

Lsst updâted 2l-Sept-2010
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South Ømplex (81 201 4)-1 968
Pump House (81 201 5)-1 968
Gnnary @12016)-1956
Stonge Shed (Bl 2031 )-Unknown
New Laundry Building (812033)-1962
Power House (81 20U)-1 962
Landwpe Maintenanæ Building (ffi ü e44 954
Water Reæ¡voir (816184)- Unknown
Soær Club Building (81 7059)- Unknown
Ktchen, Sfores & Trades (820794)-19U
Office Building (BI 21 50)-1 957

Source: Heritaoe Assessmenf Q0041. Asset Plan & Påase /ESÁ
Prôtêcf¡ôn ând Rêcôdn¡tiôn
c. ls the property (check all appl¡cable):

i. Designated under Part lV of lhe Ontario Heritage Act, or
ii. Listed under Part lV of the Ontario Heritage Act, or
¡ii. Part of a conservation district under Part V of the Ontario Heritage AcQ
iv. Subject to a municipal easement?
v. Subject to an Ontario Heritage Trust easement?

lf YES, provide reference(s) :. The property was designated, by the City of. London under
Paft IV of the Ontario Heritage Act, in 2000, , (By-law L.S.P. - 3321-208). The trce-líned
drive, examination building, rccreation hall, dtapel and horse stable are included in the
re a son s for de sig nati on.

Contact MOI/lO/Agency heritage staff for information to complete this section, as required.

For each protedion mechanism describe whether or not it will affect the undertaking.
lf the proteclion mechanism affects the undertaking, document the appropriate mitigation
measures in Part lV of this doq¡ment.
MOI/lO/Agency Heritage Management Process (to be completed w¡th ¡nformat¡on
supplied by MOUIO/Agency Heritage Staff)
MOI/lO/Agency Heritage StaffContact Name: E//en Kowalchult Cultural Heritage

Snaoielicf l()
d. Has the local community been contac{ed regarding heritage interest in the property?

lf YES, provide contact information and response:
1. Don Menañ, Heritage Planner, City of London, dmenard@London.ca. email

dated March 2, 2011
" ...Noting that the cultural herítage assessrnenf a nd the draft Seændary PIan
address the key heritage designated features and the æncept of a cultural
heritage landscape of the historic LPH site I otrer the following additional
æmments.
The removal of the more æntemporary buildingswill facilitate the intended
consevation of the cultural heritage legacy and æntext of the historic psychiatric
hospital.
It is evident from the identifiers that the buildings proposed for refnoval date to the
later use of the sife. None have b.een identified as having heritage signifrcanæ in
terms of designation or listing. Given the historical evolution of the site from 1870
to the present, I would hope that some degree of photo documentation of key
features and elements of some buildings slated for removal be unde¡taken for
possrb/e use in an interpretive display at some point in the futurc-
White this is not directty related to heritage, there is the possibílity of the use of
some of the identified strudures in the sho¡t term or, perhaps adaptively, over a
longer period.
-While the soccerfields continue in that use, the assumption is that the soccer
building (817059) and the seruiæ building (816182) will continue to support
f/¡ose uses.
-As the site ís cleared for redevelopment in the future, there may be a cont¡nued
use for the Gnnary @12016) and Storage Shed (812031) perhaps not at the
same locations but relocated elsewhere. At one point in the planning process
related to the sec-andary plan, itwas æntemplated thatthe Power House
ß1203û miqht alæ be reused but that is morc problematic and unlikely at thís

Eves nruo
lves Xt¡o
nYes ElNo
lYes ElNo
lYes XNo
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point.
-Another structure in the modem complex of some interest, to me, is the
auditorium building( 812012) in that it might offer some potential for reuse in
some capacity although its location is within an area demarcated torfuture live-
work .'

2. Earbara Debbert, Senior Planner, City of London, bdebbètt@tondon.ca-
. answered on behalf of Don Menard and was æpied on the response, email dated

Decembeì 8, 201 I (1 :40 pm)
". ..1 would like to draw your afrention to a few policies of the Plan which were
developed co-operatively between City and IO staff, which are to be met priorto
the disposition of the land:

Secfibn 20.4.4.6 ¡¡) requires the æmpletion of a Community Parkland
lmplementation Plan by the owner, to be adopted by CiU Council, priorto the
disposition of the community paûland æmponents of the PIan.

Secfibn 20-4-3.6 v¡¡) requ¡res the æmptetion of a Stewardship Plan prior to thte
disposition of lands or structures designated as Provincially Signifrcant, to identify
how the features are to be maintained, ff¡e cosfs asæciated with maintenance,
and idenfrfy souræs of funding to cover the maintenance costs.

The enüre Secondary PIan as adopted by Council can be referenæd at
http:/l¡tv'nt.london.ca/d.asox?s--Elanninq and Develooment/londonosvch.htm.

I am also responding on behalf of Ðon Mena¡d who has indiæted that nofollow-
up is required on this matterwith the London Advisory Committee on Heritage-"

3. Barþara Debbert, Senior Planner, City of London, bdebbert@tondon.ca.
answercd on behalf of Don Menard and was æpied on the rcsponse, email dated
Deæmber 8, 2011(2:25 pm)
" ...However, fuúher to your responses fo me and Don Menard, Heritage Planner
for the City of London, of April I 2, 2010, I can ænfrrm that the Seændary Plan
proposed to the City by MHBC Planning on behalf of lO (formerly ORC),
enæurcged but did not rcquire, the ænseruation and re-use of the potting shed,
the vegetable soñing shed and the æntnl heating plant. The Seændary PIan
approved by Council, in Secfion 20.4.3.6 0, rcpeaß this policy. lt is anticipated
that this conseruation and re-use would involve the rclocation of the building(s).

I can not ænfidently maifch MHBC's dewiption of these buildingswith the
building numbering scheme you ptovided last year. However, I suspect they may
be slated for demolition under the EA, negating any opportunity for their re-uæ in
the future. Ellen Kowalchuk may be able to help identify which outþuildings ffiese
are.*

I would also note that Section 20.4.4.10 v) i) of the Seændary Plan encourages
the use of salvaged building materials in landsæping, public añ and/or new
building construction. Can the EA address the need to stocþile salvageable
materials when the buildings are demolished?..."

"lO confirmed with the City of London that the æntral heating plant and vegetable æfting
shed are proposed for demolition but that the potting shed is not.

ln addition, ænsultation was undertaken with Minislry of Tourism, Culture, and Sport
(MTCS) as pañ of the EA. The requircd mitigation measures are outlined in Part lV,
SuÖsecfi'on 64, Buift Heritage Analysis.

lf NO, provide rationale: IVA

e. Has the building/property been the subject of an MOI/lO/Agency heritiage evaluation?

lf YES, provide reference: Heritage Assessmenf of ORC Mentat Health & Developmentat
Serwbes Facilities, N00014-Regional Mental Health, London, Site SpeciÍic Report, dated

Last upalsted 21-Sept-2010
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lf NO, document findings of MOI/lO/Agency
Part lV of the document-
f. Have the recommendations in the MOI/lO/Agency heritage evaluation been confirmed by
the MOI/lO/Agency?

The results were ænfrrmed by the Heritage Committee on I February 2008.

lf NO, contact MOI/lO/Agency heritage staff and document appropriate mitigation
measures in Part lV of this document, proceed to g.

lf YES, is this an MOI/lO/Agency Heritage Place?

lf NO. th¡s oroDertv is not considered an MOI/lO/Aqencv Heritaoe Prooertv: oroceed to 68.
g. lf the properly is an MOI/lO/Agency Heritage Place, is there an MOI/lO/Agency
Conservation Plan?

lf NO, contact MOI/lO/Agency heritage staff and document appropriate mitigation
measures in Part lV of this doc¡.¡ment; proceed to h).

lf YES, is the undertaking accommodated by the Plan?

lf NO, contact MOI/lO/Agency heritage staff and document appropriate mitigation
maa<rrrêc in Parf lV nf thic ¿lor:rmanf

Heritage Staff review and relevant effects in

68. ARCHAEOLOGICAL ANALYSIS & ABORIGINAL ENGAGEMENT

(Applies to all projects)

a. Will the undertaking:
i. Cause a below grade ground disturbance (i.e., site grading, trenching)?
ii. lnvolve new construc{ion?
iii. lnvolve a disposition (sale or transfer), easement, or acquisition?

lf NO. oroceed to i.
b. Does this property have archaeological potential according to MOI/lO/Agency heritage
staff or the Ministry of Culture? lf YES, prootre a licensed archaeologist to conduct a
Stage 1 & 2 Archaeological Assessment and provide the final report to the MOI/lO/Agency
heritage staff for comment and direc'tion.

:

ln agreement with the Ministty of Culture, although data may be ca¡lecfed and assessed, ff¡is
document will nof d¡þclose specifrc information on the preænæ or absence of ardtaeological
resources at the subjed prape¡ty. ln accordanæ with the spirit.of the Class EA, the Miniúry of Culture
revíews archaeological liænce reporfs öyassess,ing ffie potential ac/verse e¡ïecfs of the proposed
undertaking on archaeological resources and re@mmending apprapriate m¡tîgation meâsures.

XYes UNo

c. Aboriginal Engagement MOI/lO/Agency has a statutory duÇ to accommoclate
aboriginal ¡nterests that may be articulated by the Class EA process.

Are there likely Aboriginal interests based on geographical proximity or cultural affiliation
(via archaeological evidence) for the property/undertaking that rñay be adversely
affected by the proposed undertaking?

lf YES or UNKNOWN, contac.t lO heritage staff for direction and include resolution in Part
tv.

XYes ENo

XYes LlNo

6C ARTWORK (Not Required for Undeveloped Land)

ElYes flNo

a. Are there any murals, artwork, sculptures, stained glass, or other similar features
present in the location of the undertaking?

lf YES, does the Archives of Orrtario consider the artwork significant?
lnclude reply on file and, if YES, describe effects, mitigation and monitoring requirements
in Part lV.

EIYes [No
EYes EINo
XYes [No

Last updatcd 2 1-Sept-2010
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EYes XNo
nUnknown

EIYes flNo

EYes EINo
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7. SOCIO-ECONOM¡C EFFECTS (use MOI/lO/Agency electronic socio+conomic
analysis tool as needed)

a. Does the undertaking involve an application under the Planning Act?

lf YES, then defer sociæconomic analysis to planning approval process and proceed to
Part lV.

lf NO, proceed to b.

b. Could the undertaking cause significant long-term changes to the social structure or the
demographic characferistics of the sunounding community?

lf the answer to this Question is YES then there must be a study completed to assess the
imoac{s and identifv mitioation and monitorino reouirements.

EIYes nruo

N/A
Eyes flt¡o
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Part lV of the C&D Report is used to discuss environmental effects and identiff any required mitigation and
monitoring that, when implemented, would negate or reduce the significance of any environmentat effects.

Summary of Environmental Effects: The site is cunently designated and zoned Regional Facilîty. lO
submitted the London Psychiatric Hospital Seændary PIan as perthe Prefened Land Use Concept Plan
(PLUCP). The London Psychiatric Hospital Seændary Plan was adopted by City of London Øuncilon
October 3, 2011. lt was subsequently appealed to the Ontario Municipal Board (OMB) by the Fairmont
Lawn Bowling CIub, and it has Þeen determined that a full hearing is not required. A motion to dismrss fåls
appeal has been scheduled to be heard bythe OMB on January 22, 2013.

Mítigation Measures: The appeal will be dealt with as required sepantely through the Planning Act and OMB
prooess.

Monitoring Measures: None required.

Summary of Environmental Effec{s:

Soil and G¡oundwater Contamination: City of London Planning expressed the preference forthe site to be
remediated priorto disposition and specifically flagged concem with contamination in the vicinity of Horse
Bam (812035) as Fanshaw College ñas expressed interest in possibly expanding its horticulture program to
that area.

Numerous environmental studies have been undeñaken at the site; however, reæntly a Phase/ ESA was
æmpleted and a Phase ll ESA is in proæss fo ffe amended O. Reg. 153/04. In addition, Supplemental
Phase Two ESA and Due Diligence Rrsk Assessm ent by Ecometrix are in progress. There is known soil
c:antamination atthe site cpnsrsfs of metals, pesticides, PHdBTE\ and PAHs. ln addition, there is known
groundwater æntamination at site for PHABT*.

Desionated and/or Hazardous Materials: Due to the age of the buildings, asöesfos, mercury, PCBs and lead
are tikely to be æntained in equipment and/or building materials. ln addition, the operctions unde¡taken in
various buildings may have used hazardous and/or designated subsfances

Mitigation Measures:

@:
lO is in fhe pocess of compteting its' environmental due diligence for the London Psychiatric Hospital. The

appropriate disposition strategy witl be determined at a later date and possibly in coniunction with future
purchase(s)- Fudhermore, environmental due diligenæ ¡n the area of the Horæ Bam (812035) will take
place before any real estate activity (etting, disposition, etc) relating to that area.

The remainder of the site will either be remediated, nsk assesse4 or disposed in the cunent ændition while

informing the purchaser of the results.

Desiqnated and/or Hazardous Materials: Prior to any alteration work and/or any work distyrbíng any building
materøts on s¡te, at a mn¡mum an inspection is reguired prior to æmmencing the work. Where suspected

designated anüor hazardous materials are identified, they should either be sampled to colfirm whether they

are hazardous and/or designated substances, or handled, managed and disposed of as if they are.

Monitoring Measures: /O's drspostfion/codevelopment team as Íepresented by lO's Ontario Lands division
and Seniõr Real Estate Advisor will be responsible for ensuring that the above mitigation measures are met.
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3. ENVIRON

Summary of Environmental Effeds & Mitigation Measures:

MNR

. MNR expressed ænæm regarding ongoing monitoring of Chimney Swifts, potential disturþance to
the Chimney Swifts, and limiting development within 50m of infi¡mary building during the bird
breeding seasor?. ln addition, MNR is interested in further discusslons due to the potential
End a.nge red Specie s Act æn ce m s -

. MNR provided two responses related to the Planning Study undertal<en by lO to MMAH. Notably,
MNR recognizes that the infrmary building chimneys provide impoñant habitat functions for
Chimney Swifts and are protected under the Endangered Species Acf, 2007. Areas of suitable
fonging habitat sunounding nesting and roosting locations may also be subject to Endangered
SpecrbsAc{ 2007. MNR recommends the six related chimney swifts structures in the infrrmary
building be regarded as signifrcant habitat for a threatened specres as per the Provincial Policy
Statement 2005. MNR will work with the proponent to clearly delineate the extent of adjacent area
that should be ænsidered, if any, as signifrcant habitat for fonging and habiât access
pufposes.

Citv of London Plannino Deoìañment

¡ There is Chimney Swift (Species at Risk) roosting habitat in the chimneys of the lnfrrmary building.

Drscussrbn

The tnfirmary Buitding on the proprty, specifrcally the six related chimney structures, is habitatfor
provincially and federally threatened Chimney Swrñs (Specres af Risk). The vacant lnfrrmary Building is a
designated heritage building which is not proposed to be physicalty altered and is only proposed to be
dþosed.

It is the view of lO that it is not the ownership that could pose risk to the ESA; it is any subsequent
development or construction that could cause risk to the habitat. The approved Seændary PIan includes a
total of skteen Natu¡al Heritage policies. Any future development plans will be reviewed agaínst these
policies. The Natural Heritage policies that specifrcally relate to the habitat of the Chimney Sw¡Ís are as
follows:

. The use and / or redevelopment of the Infirmary will be permitted provided the chimneys are
maintained and disturbance fo specres and the habitat are avoided;

. Furtherconsuftation with the Ministry of Natural Resources and the Canadian Wildlife Seruiæ will
occur during subsequent phases of development to identÍfy, ref¡ne and assess the significanæ of
any foraging habitat within the Secondary Plan Area and to determine appropriate measures to
mitigate impacts on this habitat;

. Additional monitoring of Chimney Swift activity within the Secondary PIan Area will be undeftaken
through consultation with the MNR and Canadian Wildlife Seruiæ, with possible parlicipation by
Bird Studies Canada, to monitor Chimngy Swift activity and determine whether additional structures
or habitats are being used by Chimney Swift (roosting, nesting, foraging) within the Secondary Plan
arca;

o /llo developmenl grading, construction or other disturbances occurwìthÍn 50m of the
infrrmary duríng the breedíng bírd and roosúing seasons (May 1 to mí&late October). Any
future purchaserldeveloper wíll retain the oppoftunity fo dÍscuss monÍtorÍng and surueying
oppoftunÍties to refine thís tinefnme fu¡ther dÍrectly with MNR*;

Any tree or vegetation removal, or any disturbance to any bird nest on the Infirmary building will be
avoided during the breeding bird window of between May ls and July 31* in accordance with the
Migntory Bird Convention Act; and

An Environmental lmpact Study shall be prepared in support of any development within 120 metres

Last updated 2l-Sept-2010
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for roosting or nesting, and which recommends appropriate mitigation measures to avoid
disturbanæ to the existing Chimney Swift populations as a resu/f of land use ac:tivities within or
adjacent to the lnfirmary.

The same stringent planning and development contrcls (including Endangered Species Act and Secondary
Plan Natural Heritage policies) cunently in place exist regardless of whether the land is within public or
private ownership. The potential environmental effects due to the disposition are negligible given the
æntrols that will be impoæd on any future development. As a result, lO feels that it would not be useful or
reasonable to ænduct a Category C EA to fufther study and mitigate potential environmental effects for the
disposition. /O proposes to æmplete the EA for the disposition of the propeñy with an Environmentally
Significant Area to Non-Conseruation Body by completing Step Cl of the Category C EA proæss which
requires the æmpletion of a Category B EA Ønsultation & Documentation (C&D) Repoft. As per the MOI

public conæms have been addresse4 the reviewer can identify that fñe assessme nt is in fact a Category B.

Condusion

Based on my review of the Seændary Ptan and other due ditigence conducted by lO for this properTy, it is
my opínion that the disposition of the property would not result in any environmental effects to the ESA and
therefore the appropriate assessmenf /evel is Category B. This opinion is based on the following:

1 . Change in ownership of the paræl unto itself does nof pose risk to the ESA as ff is activíty such as
development or ænstruction that æuld th¡eaten the ESA.

2. There are the same stringent ptanning and development æntrots currently in place that exist for
both public and private ownership which provides the CiU of London and MNR with an oppoftunity
to ensure that new development does not negatively affect the habitat of Chimney Swtfrs.

The City of London P|anning, MNR, and UTRCA were given the oppoftunity to comment on the IO's above
approach. The City of London Planning Depaftment responded and stated that they had no fufther
æmments. UTRCA did not provide any æmments. MNR provided two amending æmments and the
revised wording is reflecfed above in bold.

*This item witt be inctuded in future disposat and/or devetopment agrcements.

Monitoring Measures: lO's disposition/co4evelopment team as rcpresented by lO's Ontario Lands division
and Senior Real Estate Advisor will be responsible for ensuring that the above mitigation measures are met.

y Swiftforaging habitat and whether additional structures are being used by

Summary of Environmental Efþc{s:

IJooer Th?mes River Conseruation AuthoriV (UTRCA):

I)TRCA identifred a small unevaluated wetland in the extreme southeast comer of the site and expressed
concem thatit would be impacted by the proposed stormwater management stratery.

Citv of London Planninq:

tJnder the Clean Water Act, 2006, a Source Protection PIan is being developed for the Upper Thames
watershed based on an Assessmenf repo ft prepared by the Thames-Sydenham Source Protection Region.

The Ptan is intended to be æmpteted in 2012. Prcliminary tnapping indicates that significant portions of this
property are atrected by Signifrcant Grcundwater Recharge Arcas and Highly Vulnerable Aquifers. No
signifrcànt drin4ing water (grcundwater) threats have been identifred forthe site. On a very preliminary basis,

it is unknown at this time whether there will be any policies coming out of the Plan that would apply to the

sle.

City of London Planning also identified the wetland in the æutheast comer as locatly sþnificant. One locally
rare species in Midcttesex County, Virginia pepper-grass, was obserued in the cultural meadow æmmunity
near ihe edge of the locally significant wetland. These distinctive environmental features were identified in
the Phase 2 Natural Heritage Study (Stantec, December 2010).
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Mitigation Measures:

U ppe r T h a me s Rive r Co n se ruatio n Authoritv ( UT RC A) :

The wetland is designated as open space under the Secondary Plan (please æe afrpched Prefened Land
Use Concept PIan) and is not proposed to be paft of the overall stormwater management strategy. In
addition, any future development of the property will be subject to various approvals under the Planning Act
such as Zoning By-law Amendment(s), Draft Plan(s) of Subdivision and Site Plan Control.

Citv of London Plannino:

Any future purchaser will be informed thaf a Souraa Protection PIan ís being developed for the Upper
Thames watershed based on an Assessment rcpoñ prcpared by the Thames-Sydenham Source Protection
Region and it is unknown at this time whether there will be any policies æming out of the Plan that would
apply to the site. The wetland and the area where the Virginia peppergrass was obse¡ved is designated as
open space underthe Secondary Plan (please æe attached Prefened Land Use Concept Plan). ln addition,
any future development of the property will be subject to various approvals underthe Planning Act such as
Zonîng By-law Amendment(s), Dnft Plan(s) of Subdivision and Site Plan ØntroL

Monitoring Measures: lO's disposition/co4evelopment team as represented by lO's Ontario Lands division
and Senior Real Estate Advisorwill be responsihle for ensuring that the above mitigation measures are meL

5. SERVICING CAP

Summary of Environmental Effec{s: The undefta4ng will not require new servicing.

Mitigation Measures: None required.

Monitoring Measures: None.

Summary of Environmental Effec{s: The site has been assessed and determined to have provincial heritage
signifrcance. Fuñhermore, the site was designated, by the City of London, in 2000, for its historíc or
architectural value or interest, under Paft tV of the Ontario Heritage Act (By-law L S.P. - 3321-208). The
designation applies to lnfrrmary Building, Recreation Hall, Chapel of Hope, Horse SfaÖ/e and tree-tined
avenue off Dundas Street. The Seændary Plan addresses the key heritage designated featurcs and the
ænæpt of a cultural heritage landscape of the historic London Psychiatric Hospital site. The City of London
Heritage Planner requested that the non heritage buildings proposed for demolition would be photo
documented of key features and elements of æme buildings slated for removal be undeftaken for possible
use in an interpretive display at æme point in the future. While not directly related to heritage, the City of
London Heritage Planner reguested the use of ævenl buildings in the sho¡t term or, perhaps adaptively,
over a longer period asfollows:

"-While the soccerfields @nt¡nue in that use, the assumption is that the socter
building (817059) and the seruice building (816182) willcontinue to supporf
frose uses.
-As the site is cleared for redevelopment in the future, there may be a æntinued
use forthe Granary @12016) and Storage Shed (812031) perhaps not at the
same locations but relocated elsewhere. At one point in the planning proæss
related to the seændary plan, it was contemplated that the Power House
(812034) might alæ be reused but that is more problematic and unlíkely at this
point.
-Another slructure in the modem æmplex of some interest, to me, is the
auditorium building (812012) in that it might offer some potential for reuse in
some capacity although its location is within an area demarcated for future live-
work."

The City of London clarified that the Seændary Plan encouraged but did not require the conse¡vation and
re-use of the potting shed, the vegetable sorting shed and the æntnl heating plant. The Secondary PIan
approved by Council, in Section 20.4.3.6 i), repeats this policy. lt is anticipated that this conseruation and re-
use would involve the reloætion of the building(s).

Secfion 20.4.4.10 v) i) of the Seændary Plan encounges the uæ of salvaged building materials in
landscaping, public art and/or new building construction. The City of London enguired whetherthe EA can
address the need to stockoile salvaaeable materials when the buildinas are demolished.
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Mitigation Measures: lO will conplete the photo documentation of key features and elemenfs of sorne
buildings slated for removal be undeftaken for possible use in an interpretive display at some point in the
future. lO confirmed that while the soærfrelds are in use that Socær Ctub Buitding (817059) and Seruice
Building (816182) will æntinue to suppott those uses and only afterthey are no longer in use will they be
demolished- The Auditorium Building (812012) was not included for re-use in the Secondary Plan and
ænæquently re-use is not being ænsidercd. ln accordance with the Seændary Plan, the ænseruation and
¡e-use of the pott¡ng shed (817057), vegetable softing shed (817059) and æntral heating plant (812034) is
encouraged but not required. The demolition of the æntral heating plant (also refered to as Power House,
8120U) and vegetable soñing shed (alæ refened to as Soccer C/ub Building, 817059) are included in this
undertaking; however, as mitigation priorto the demolition, IO will ænsiderthe rc-use orwill outline the
rcquirement for ænsideration of re-use in futu¡e disposal and/or development agreements.

lO is aware that section 20.4.4.10 v) í) of the Seændary Ptan enæurages the use of salvaged building
materials in landscaping, public art and/or new building ænstruction is enæunged should any existing
structures be demolished. At this point, a greater understanding of the redevelopment sænario and
supporting studies are rcquired to be able to properly address the stockpiling of salvageable materials. Any
future purchaser/developerwill be made aware of section 20.a.4.10 v) i).

ln addition, any future purchaser/developer of the property will also have to æmply with the Seændary Plan,
once in force and effect, and is subject to various approvals under the Planning Act such as Zoning By-law
Amendment(s), Dnft Plan(s) of Subdivísion and Site PIan Control.

As per theMICS's Standards and Guidelines:
1. lO will obtain all neæssary MTCS approvals priorto removal, demolition ordisposal of the

property.
2. a. The s'trategic ænsevation plan forthe prcperty will be submitted to MTCS for approval.

b. lO will æntinue to work with MTCS regarding täe process for including the propefty on the lísf of
p rovi n ci al heritage prope ftie s.

Monitoring Measures: /O's drsposrûb n/codevelopment team as represented by l}'s Ontario Lands division
and Senior Real Estate Advisor will be responsible for ensuring that the above mitigation measures are met.

68. ARCHAEOLOGICAL AND FIRST NATIONS ANALYSIS (see Part ttt, Section 68 for Declaration on
the Protection of Archaeological Resources)
Summary of Environmental Effects: City of London Heritage Planner stated that there may be archaeological
potentîal based on proximity to historic roads and potential for human remains aæording to local onl history.
Stage 1-3 Archaeological Assessmentæmpleted south of the nilway fracks. Sfage 2 archaeological
assessrnenf rs required nofth of the railway tracks.

Mitigation Measures: Stage 2 Archaeological Assessment is in progress norfh of the raitway tracks and as
requircd wîll be submitted to MTCS. lf additional assessrnenf rs reguired it lnay æmprise paft of the
disposition agreement orwilt be undeftaken by lO,

Monitoring Measures: lO's disposition/co4evelopment team as represented by l}'s Ontario Lands division
and Senior Real Estate Advisor will be responsible for ensuring that the above mitigation measures are met.

6C. ARTWORK

Summary of Environmental EffectS: There is stained g/ass ln the Chapel of Hope; however, it is not
ænsidered significant by the Archives of Ontario.

Mitigation Measures: None required.

Monitoring Measures: None.
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7. SOCIO'EGONOMIC EFFECTS (attach or have on file, completed MOUIO/Agency socio-economic
analysis tool as needed)

Summary of Environmental Effects: The socio-economic analysis is defened to the planning apprcval
process.

Mitigation Measures: None required.

Monitoring Measures: None.

8A. OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS AND OTHER ISSUES

Summary of Environmental Effec{s: lO (ORC at the time) attended Planning Open House on November 1&¡,
2010 prior to the commencement of the EA proæss. Attendees were given the opportunity to request to be
sentthe Notice of Ømpletion. No reguesfs were rcæived-

Mitigation Measures: None required.

Monitoring Measures: None.

88. OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS AND OTHER ISSUES

Summary of Environmental Effects: tO has a lease with the City of London for socærfrelds on the no¡fhem
porfion of the site.

Mitigation Measures: As per the Seændary Ptan, City of London staff have recognized that the use of the
site for a regional æccer facility was not a permanent uæ. The lease agreement between the City of London
and tO contemptated the eventual retocation of these soær fields to altemative areas. IO will provide the
City of London with termination of the lease with the appropriate amount of notification as perthe lease
agreement.

Monitoring Measures: /O's disposifion/co4evelopment team as represented by lO's Ontario Lands division
and Senior Real Estate Advisor will be responsible for ensuring that the above mitigation measures are met.

8C. OTHER ENV¡RONMENTAL EFFECTS AND OTHER ISSUES

Summary of Environmental Effec{s: IO has a lease with the Fairmont Lawn Bowling Club (LBC) fortheir
lacility located on the southeast portion of the site fronting Dundas Street.

Mitigation Measures: Mr. Robert Maþass, Presrdent of Faimont Lawn Bowling Club, was sent EA
consultation on May 25, 2011 and November4, 2011. No response was reæNed. Mr. Malpasswas
informed at a meeting with IO repreæntatives on April 12, 2012 that lO is intending on disposing of the site
and would not absorþ rclocation costs; however, lO has extended the íease with the LBC to December 31,
2014 to allow the LBC time to pursue other options.

Monitoring Measures: None required-

8D. OTHER ENV¡RONMENTAL EFFECTS AND OTHER ISSUES

Summary of Environmental Effects: The OAHPP Lab is cunently located on the f¡fth floor of Wing C Building
(812007).

Mitigation Measures: OAHPP has ¡ecently compteted a functionat planning report for the future operational
needs of the facility. A lefter was sent to OAHPP in March 2012 stating that existing lease which expires on
December 31 , 2013 would not be ertended and offered a month to month lease ending December 31 , 2014
at which time the lab would have to be relocated. Diæussions between IO, Ministry of Health and Long Term
Care (MOHLTC) and OAHPP including funding are on going; however, such contractual considerations are
outside of the EA and conæquently will be addressed separately.

Monitoring Measures: None required.
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Summary of Environmental Effects: The City of London Planning has stated their interest in continuing to
work with lO in a æ+pentive manner towards the appropriate disposition and development of the site. ln
addition, the City of London Planning outlined conæms regarding the comprehensive development of the
property and the Cifs involvement going foruard including involvement in development of RFP and/or draft
terms of æ4evelopment agre"r"nt

Mitigation Measures: lf tO proæeds with a æ4evelopment agreement, tO witl ænsutt y![þe City to
address any ænæms priorto issuing such RFP; however, the City will not act as an {dvisoàin the selection,
of the deuetopngqjp¡gp_g2-eú(s) as fñísprocesswill remain underthe puruiew and cffi tO.

-Furtñermoté:¡õ f,äððpe¿ffi-àna Aetaitea procurement policies and sates guidelineswhich mus|Tê adhered
to for any disposition or co4evelopment agreement. In addition, the City does have existing c:antrols to
ensure the site is developed comprehensively through the planning proc€ss as any future
purchaser/developerof the property is also obligated to æmply with the Secondary Plan, onæ in foræ and
effect, and will be subject to varíous approval requirements under the Planning Act such as Zoning By-law
Amendment(s), Draft P\an(s) of Subdivision and Site Plan Contrcl.

Monitoring Measures: /O's dlsposifibn/co4evelopment team as represented by IO's Ontario Lands division
and Senior Real Estate Advisor will be responsible for ensuring that the above mitigation measures are met.

AND OTHER ISSUES

Summary of Environmental Effects: Two policies of the Secondary Plan must be met prior to the disposition
of the site asfollows:

. Secfibn 20.4.4.6 ii) requiresthe completion of a hmmunity Parldand Implementation Plan bythe
owner, to be adopted by City Council, prior to the disposition of the æmmunity patuland
æmponents of the Plan.

. Secfibn 20.4.3-6 vii) requires the æmpletion of a Stewardship Plan príor to the dîsposition of lands
or structurcs designated as Prcvincially Significant, to identify how the features are to be
ma¡nta¡ned, fl¡e ocsfs associa ted with maintenanæ, and identify sources of funding to æver the
maintenanæ costs.

Mitigation Measures: IO wilt æmplete the above plans as rcgtuired prior to disposition.

Monitoring Measures: IO's disposition/co4evelopment team as represented by lO's Ontario Lands division
and Senior Real Estate Advisorwill be responsible forensuring that the above mitigation measures are met

Summary of Environmental Effec;ts: Noise, dust, vibration, possrb/e exposure to hazardous materíals and
general health and safety are all ænæms for contnctors working on a dernolition sìte.

Mitigation Measures: Detailed specifications to appropríately address potential common and proiect specifrc

effecß retating to the demolition ac,tivities. The specifrcations will ensure that appropríate health an! safety
measures arã in plaæ and wilt atso address rissues sucñ as approvals, appröpríate management of
æntamination and archaeoloQical features, p¡otection of lnfrrinary Building (habitat for threatened species),

døsf suppressrbn, water/sediment management, noise and vibration management, spills management,

was'te management (including æmpliance with O.Reg. 347) among othets-

Monitoring Measures: Details regading monitoring (if any is required) will be ¡ncorpôrated into the proiect
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