
2ND REPORT OF THE
ENVI RONMENTAL AN D ECOLOG ICAL PLAN N I NG ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Meeting held on January 17,2013, commencing at 5:08 p.m.

PRESENT: D. Sheppard (Chair), K. Delaney, R. Gupta, S. Levin, Dr. W.R. Maddeford, L. Nattagh,
S. Sanford, G. V¡lk and Dr. N. Zitani and H. Lysynski (Committee Secretary).

ALSO PRESENT: B. Bergsma, C. Creighton, B. Krichker, A. Macpherson and L. McDougall.

REGRETS: H. McNeely, C. Peterson, G. Sass and A. Youssef.

Planning and
Design
Standards for
Trails in
ESA'S

YOUR COMMITTEE RECOMMENDS:

1. (Add) That the Environmental and Ecological Planning Advisory Committee
(EEPAC) heard a verbal presentation from S. Levin, with respect to the planning and
design standards for trails in environmentally significant areas. The EEPAC asked the
Civic Administration to advise the EEPAC when the Civic Administration applies trail
standards in significant woodlands.

Water
Resource
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lnfrastructure

Medway
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North of
Fanshawe
Park Road -
Trail Planning
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Mills ESA
Natural
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lnventory
Evaluation
and
Management
Strategy
Request for
Proposal

PenEquity
Realty
Corporaiion -
3130 and
3260
Dingman
Drive

Environmental
lmpact Study
Addendum -
130, 136, 146
and 164 Pond
Mills Road &
925 Deveron
Crescent

YOUR COMMITTEE REPORTS:

2. That the Environmental and Ecological Planning Advisory Committee
(EEPAC) heard the attached presentation from B. Krichker, Manager of Stormwater,
with respect to the water resource system, the storm/drainage and stormwater
management infrastructure.

3. That the Environmental and Ecological Planning Advisory Committee
(EEPAC) heard the attached presentation from B. Bergsma, Ecologist Planner, with
respect to trail planning for the Medway Valley Heritage Forest ESA, norlh of
Fanshawe Park Road. The EEPAC referred the presentation to its Working Group to
review and report back at a future EEPAC meet¡ng.

4. (2) That the Environmental and Ecological Planning Advisory Committee
(EEPAC) received the Westminster Ponds-Pond Mills ESA Natural Heritage lnventory
Evaluation and Management Strategy Request for Proposal from B. Bergsma,
Ecologist Planner. The EEPAC indicated support for the study, being driven by the
Master Plan to bring the existing data upto-date and asked Membèrs to próvide
individual comments to B. Bergsma, Ecologist Planner, with respect to this matter.

5. (6) That the Environmental and Ecological Planning Advisory Committee
(EEPAC) asked that the attached, revised, comments, prepared by the EEPAC
Working Group, with respectthe application of PenEquity Realty Corporation relating
to the properties located at 3130 and 3260 Dingman Drive, be fon¡rarded to Staff for
their review and consideration.

6. (7) That the Environmental and Ecological Planning Advisory Committee
(EEPAC) asked that the attached comments, prepared by the EEPAC Working Group,
with respect to the Environmental lmpact Study Addendum relating to the properties
located at 130, 136, 146 and 164 Pond Mills Road & 925 Deveron Crescent, be
fonruarded to Staff for their review and consideration.

7. Thatthe Environmentaland Ecological Planning Advisory Committee
(EEPAC) received and noted the following:

(a) (1) the 1st Report of the EEPAC from its meeting held on December 20,
2012;

1st Report of
the EEPAC
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Borer Funding

Next Meeting

(b) (3) a communication with respect to the EEPAC comments with respect to
the application of Sifton Properties Limited relating to the properties located at 1400
and 1440 North Wenige Drive;

(c) (4) a communication, dated January 11, 2013, from B. Tegler,
Partner/Applied Ecologíst, North-South Environmental lnc., with respect to the Boler
Mountain and Adjacent Lands Subject Lands Status Report; and,

(d) (5) a2Q13 Budget Overview page, submitted by D. Sheppard, noting the
possible financial reduction to the Emerald Ash Borer Strategy funding.

L That the Environmental and Ecological Planning Advisory Commiüee
will hold its next meet¡ng on February 21,2013.

The meeting adjourned at 8:18 p.m.
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. Approximately 70o/o of Earth's surface is
water covered and approximately 2.5% is
fresh water:

. The Great Lakes represent 21 % of the
world's fresh water resources;

. Canada has approximalely 20% of the world's
water resources, r,ffiich 7% is renewable.

Water R

The measurable water contrìbution to the
Canadian economy is significant in the
natural resources section, which is 220 billon
dollars a year (12.5o/o of Canada's GDP);

Humans require 2.4 liters of water per day to
be replaced in their bodies;

1 liter of oil can contaminate approximately
up to 1 million liters of fresh water;

lmportance of SWM and surface water in
Water Resources Management.
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Beach Protectlon Act
Beds of Navlgable WateG Act
Bulldlng Code Act
Conseryaüon Authorltl6 Act
CoDsolldated Hearlngs Act
CrM Tlmber Act
Drà¡nage Act
Endangered Sp€cles Act
Energy Act
Envlronmental Asse$menl Act
Envircnmental Protectlon Act
Focst Flres Prevention Act
FoEUy Act
Gaine rnd Fish Act

rovincial
H¡storlcal Pa¡ts Act
Lakes and Rlve6 lmprovement
Act
Land tltlæ Act
Mlnlng Ac{
Munlcipal Act
Munlclpal Bærd Act
Niagam Escarpment Plannìng
and Development Act
Onterlo Plânnlng 8nd
Devêlopment Acl
Ontarlo Watêr Resourcês Act
Pestlcldes Act
Planning Act
Trees Act

Major Approvals:

' EAuq
. EPA
. Ontario Water Resources Act
. Planning Act
. Conservation Act
. Fishery Act
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Part l, Section 2
The M¡nister, the council of a municioalltv. a
local board, a planning board and tn'e n¡úhicipal
tsoard, in carrying out their responsibilities
under this Act, shall have reqaid to. amono
other matters, matters of prñincial'interesi
such as

. the protection of ecoloqical svstems.
including natural areasl featúres and
functions;

Planni

Subwatershed approach
ldentify Environmental Targets criteria and
indicate constraints
ldentify S/D and SWM servicing criteria
Further refining of Storm/Drainage and SWM
lnfrastructure will be provided by Municipal
Class EAstudies

Flood plain, erosion and hazardous slope, lands
protection
Slope stability and engineering setbacks
Water balance and mitigation measures
Fluvial geo-morphology of the stream,
waterways, tributaries, creeks and river
Protection of recharge/discharge areas

Water qualiÇ and temperature control of the
receiving system
Protection of fishery and aquatic system level of
protection for receiving watercourses and
tributaries
Natural features and ecological functions in
NHSs and for ESAs in accordance with the City's
Official Plan
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How we are managing
Stormwater?

treatment of both major and minor
stormwater flows

Ensure compliance with OWRA and
Drainage Act and all others applicable Acts
to maintain and enhance the existing system

and SWM lnfrastructures

. The City of London has constructed '108

stormwater management facilities in the past
10- 20 years.

. Currently, an additional 108 facilities are
proposed to be constructed.

Management (SWM) Facilities

Engineered facilities to detain/retain storm
runoff in order to:

- Provide ettenuetion of storm flows (flood and eroéion
control)

- lmprove water qual¡ty discharge from urbanized areas
to open water courses.

- Ensure public safety and providê protection for the
ecosystem and its propertles.

urpose of sto



2003 Ministry of the Environment Stormwater Management
Planning and Design Manual suggests that SWM faë¡lities
treating drainage areas less than 10 ha. may not funcÌion
as efficiently as fecilities serving larger areað.

Th.e_Ctty of London promotes a total catchment approach to
SWM in an effort to reduce the number of SWv täð¡litie!
constructed and improve the efficiency of fac¡lities that are
constructed.

Regional SWM solutions reduce capital construct¡on costs
and long-term operation and ma¡ntenance costs.

Solutio

Conceptual Regional SWM Strategies can be
prepared through:

- Community Plans

- Master Drainage Plans

- Municipal Class Environmental Assessments

The goals and criteria of the Subwatershed
Study are applied to lhe total drainage
catchment of a development area.

õnal SW

# conce
London

. The main purpose of the Conceffistorm/Drainage
and SWM Servicing Plan is to:

- ldent¡fy all ma¡n components of the proposed storm
servicing option;

- Develop a conceptual design for the proposed servic¡ng
opt¡on; and

- ldentify projected storage, flows, land requiremenls and
prelim¡nary buffers and setbacks for proposed SWM facility.

. Conceptual Plan to be consistent with the
Subwatershed Studies, Community Area Plan
Master Drainage Plan and/or the Municipal
Class EA.

M Servici



Conceptual SWM Plan should include the
following:

- Identifìcation of SWM criteria;

- ldentification of drainage arbas;

- ldentifìcation of conceptual minor and major flow
routes;

- Preliminary hydrologic and hydraulic modeling;

- Conceptual SWM facility design drawings; and

- Consideration of anv site sDecifìc challenoes
(e.g.,water balance,-slope ötabitity anatpïs¡.

Servicing L.o^r9e^n "* SWM SefViCi
. The Functional SWM Plan should confirm that

the main components of the prooosed
storm/drainagè and SWM seiviiinq ootion are
consistent with the Conceptual SWM'plan and
the SWM Master Plan and/or Municipal Class
EA.

. Functional SWM Plan to include the following:
- Confirmation of drainage areas;
- Refinement hydrologic/hydrolic modeling to be consisterìt

wrth deta¡led servicing design;
- Accommodation of drainage ftom extemal lands;
- Verification of minor and majorflow paths and

conveyance capacity; and
- Consider any Site SDec¡fic Challenqes (e.o.. water

balance, sloÞe stabilþ assessmentJ

'Protect Public Health and Properties
r Manage WR and provide required

protection of stormwater as the
resource.
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Exeter/North of London

. 8-12 hour perlod of intense thunderstorms

. -160 mm of rain in Exeter; 175 mm north of London

. Severe flash flooding/damages with flood tevels close
to 250 year regulatory in Upper Thames watershed

. lnflows to Fanshawe Dam highest since dam construct¡on
in1952



Ø

Severe Flooding on the Thames
is nothing new

ln the last 30 years:

- March 1977;

-September 1986

- July 2000

-April2008
- December 2008

Flood frequency is increasing and severe more intense storms
attributed to the escalat¡on of flood damage
Close to $250M in flood damage costs from 197ù1999 in
Ontario

Flooding damages cost for major storms in Canada variies from
$100M to $1 B for the tast two decades
Flooding of the Red River in Manitoba, the estimated cost -
$817M

inm
1

rise in Can

The Environment Canada Study states:
"The implementation of the [climate]
change should be taken in consideration
i n adj u sti ng e ng i ne eri ng i nfrastru cture s
design standards and developing
ad a ptati o n sfrafegies a nd pol icie s."
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Two-phase Climate Change
Adaptation Strategy

Phase 1 - Short-term Strategy:
. Conducl general risk and consequence analyses to

determine level of service of ,the 
City of London:

Vulnerability of lnfmstructuÍe to Cliniate Change'. Review Ontario municipalities' practices and standards. Update the Ci!y's cunent IDF curves, usinq data from
London-Aìrport (196t2003) Updated Rainïall IDF Curves
under Changing Climate¡ Develop interim measures if requiredi. Report on implicat¡ons

Two-phase Climate Change
Adaptation Strategy

Phase 2- Long-term Strategy:
. Update key elements of London,s Subwatershed

studies (\¡¡ater resources functions and features and
slope stability ). Develop Green lnfrastructure Plan's fundamental
principles

. Finalize a Climate Change Long Term Adaptation
Strategy

*
þ^nip^.

Our Historical standards are not able to
provide adequate fl ooding protection

Standards based on
historical design storms:
- No longer reprsentative

- Ex¡st¡ng properties in areas
with risk of îæding

Some infrastructure
may not have the
capacity to handle the
new extreme events

#
London

The City of London: Vulnerability of
lnfrastructure to Climate Change Study

vulnerability of lnfrastructure to Climate Change commenced
the end of 2009 and the infrastructure data consldered for this
study included:
. 216 bridgæ & culverts,
. 520 km of arterial roads,
. more than 3,000 bu¡ldings within the flood¡ng area under

considerat¡on,
. more that 1,300 km ofsan¡tary/stom pípe network,
. ô pollution control plants, end
. approximâtely 100 stomwater management Jac¡lit¡es.

11
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ffiffi
Vulnerabil ity of I nfrastructure

ffi
ffi

Vulnerability of lnfrastruõfure - Results

The ludy identifìed areas of high risk within the City of
London:
. Pollution control plants are high risk infrastructure,

specifìcally the Area containing the Greenway PCP
. Area behind Broughdale dyke along the North
. Area behind West London Dyke near the downtown

Forks
. Pottersburg Creek southwest of Trafalgar Street and

Clarke Road

lnerability of lnfrastffiFResu lts

Existing conditions: 250 year flood -
approximately $600 M in damages

Climate change conditions: 250 year
flood - approximately $l A in damages

Climate change generates an increase
in risk of approximately 70%

12



Subwatershed studies intended to assess impacts and
develop mitigation strategies

. Optimize and minimize requirements for storages
(on-line and offJine)

. Preliminary estirnate of d¡rect ¡ncrease on SWM
footprint is 10-15% assuming IDF increases
21%

217o increase in IDF curves from EC IDF will have
minimal impact on pipe sizes as the City does not use
EC IDF for pipe design

Recommendations to Council
ility of ln

Plâ¡n¡m. Enviffimffil and Eæincdiæ ScNi@ BE OIRECTEO b prÞ6€d dlh tho nâxt $t of
Cliñâ6 Ch¡€e Àdapúùs Sffigy dud¡6 ar frolm:

O updetskwatdR@u@ componñ of thc didiñg suhrstoÉhod Siu¿t* ¡ra¡*o"
Dingmen Cræk. Ston€y Cñk, Mud Cr@k, Mtuy CËk .õd PotHbùtg CÉk u8¡ng lho
Climtô Chsrce UpFr Bound (CC-UB) snlnìr ln ordôr to d.velop cl¡ñåto chångô
AdapH¡oñ Policiæ; asæ thr inpaæ of thôæ ænad@ on thê CiVr ¡ofræhftrc ond
d6volop mitgadon 3El6!ioa:

(ji) dddop ths W6tcr ReuÈ CoñpononE snd 3loÞc Sbifúry drlu¡¡on ld ¡ Cøb¡l
th¡lË SubMì!ßttod St¡dy u.lng tþ Oimd. Chañge Uppôr Adnd (CC-UB) .ð@d6
i¡ ordd to dffip dknsto ch¡ng. AdâÞtdiø PolicJ.t, M thr ¡mpeci. of th@
snânü on the CVs HffiwþF ¡nd dryclop oi¡grdoñ ht€gls;

(ÍÐ dmlop eGræn hffilctiÞPhntoin@rporôtoenóvlffil/@lo9l@l8pp@cjìto
wEls6N@ múgomG¡ìt

(tu) dddop a Long.'fm C[mtr Chrng€ Adaphtion Str¡tôgy ú thê bå3i¡ olth€ oùtFrþ ftoñ
sdlsa O to (Ír): .nd,

(v) us of 21% ¡doliv ouÞtion FFq$ncy (lDÐ lor môdsi¡ñg purposa: ând

#
l+.1ç9.n

(City Council

The future City's works will include:
- Updates to the Emergency Response plans;

- Developing new protocols for essential
services (liospitals, fire stations, schools, etc.)
in the flood zones

- lnspection of dams and dykes, in particular the
Broughdale and West London dykes

- Reassessing bridges, dykes and dams
elevations as new or rec¡nstruction work ¡s
proceed¡ng

- Upgrading existing infrastructure as
appropriate

Pñase 2- Long-term SÍrafegy;
The City commenced Phase 2 Cttmate Change Adapât¡on Stntegy
lmplffinãuon ln 2012

- the water RecouM and Slope Stability components of Dingman Cræk,
Mud Creek, Medway Creek and Potteßbuß Creek Subwateßhed Stud¡es
Updates are ongoiîg end intended to be æmpleted by the C¡ty in spring of

- lhe water Ræoußes and Slope Stebility comænents of the Central
Thames Subwateßhed Studies are ongoing and intended to be completed
by the City ìn spring of 2013

- The fißt Green lnf€st¡ucture SWM Stoney Creek Erosion Control Wetlând
that seryice app. 3000 ha ms ænstructed in 201 2 ãnd we intend to work
on lhe Green lnfÉstruclure standards in 2013

- â Climate Change Long Tem Adaptation Strategy wìll be sterting the end
of 2013

13



. Planning Act provides the legislative framework
for land use planning:

. Development control provisions can only be used
in response to a planning application.

. lnfrastructure servicing including storm/ drainage
and SWM systems in the subdivision process are
very important issues.

# .ffiffi1s199^n Regui

Land Development Activities:

. Approval activities

. Public request to ensure environmental
protections

. Public request to ensure sustainability of
environmental and ecological health of
the system

Approval agencies general requirements are to:

. Protect, improve, restore the quality and quantity of
WRI/stormwater through minimizing volumes

. Natural hazard policies directing development to
locate outside of hazardous lands (including
flooding hazards)

14
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Approval agencies general requirements are to:

. Ensure that ecological/environmental adverse
impacts are minimized or amming for no
impacts on the system (preserve the net
environmental benefits and provide a
compensation and mitigation measures if
deemed necessary by EA)

Requ

Approval agencies general requirements are to:

. Ensure that land developments will not create
permanent adverse water resources
ecological/environmental impacts

. Stronger protection measures

rúkff
Loodon

Generally based on the following:
. System approach
. SWM infrastructure integrated with NHS
. SWM infrastructure developed as an

amenity
. Constructed with the regard for source

control and Climate Change (Adaptation
Strategies

""" Storm/Dr
lnfrastructures and SWM Infrastructures

Class EA/design of this infrastructure and
approval agencies generally require to:
. Undertake inventory of existing environmental

conditions (functions and features, NHS, ESA) of
the system where this SWM infrastructure is
proposed to be located.

. Provide justifications when proposing to locate
the SWM system in areas where ecological/
environmental conditions would be impacted.

u rces/M unici pdffiWrai na ge

15
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MEDWAY VALLEY HERITAGE FOREST
ENVI RONM ENTALLY SIG NI FICANT AREA (ESA}

North of Fanshawe park Road
Trail Planning

January 1T, Z01j
EEPAC

@
frnbc

. Project Status & Background

. Trail Options Evaluation Criteria

. Trail Option Evaluation Process

. Preferred Trail Options

' Discussion

AGENDA

. Wrap Up and Next Steps



MEDWAY VALLEY NORT¡-| - S¡TE and
CU RRENT LAI\ D OWN ERS¡-I I P

Me{tmy vslley ftålt north of FaEhile Park R@d ñ
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' Public input from March zoLz has been incorporated into the trail option
evaluation process

' The broader Trails Standards for ESAs is complete and will be used to
assist this process

CURRENT STATUS OF PROJECT

council has supported project with a capital budget of 5440,000 for
implementation starting zotg,An additional S3oô,000 is in the zot3
budget submission

' EEPAC role is to provide technical review and comments

' The final preferred option willgo to council in April zor3

Sewer to support development in Sunningdale Area
approved in Medway Valley in 2004

As a result of community input, approval tied to
providing social benefit with 'recreational pathway,

Comrnunity participated in developing the 2005
Medway Valley North Master Plan - Continuous
pathway/sewer access road & 5 bridges

BACKGROUND FOR PROJECT

. Phase 1 sewer was installed with a pathway access
road & 2 bridges

Phase 2 sewer design was changed, eliminating need
for 3 bridges & pathway access road



Process to revisit pathway plan extended to altow
time to address the'asphalt moratorium, in all
ESAs, City-wide.

Trails Focus Group engaged to create planning &
Design Standards for Trails in ESAs - Completed in
June 2Ot2

3 Public Meeting held to engage community
Accessibility Advisory Committee and EEpAC to
receive draft Master planning Study for review
and comments

Planning Advisory Group engaged to assist with
developing trail options for Medway Valley ESA
North.

BACKGROUND FOR PROJECT

a

a

APPLYING the P & D STANDARDS FOR TRATLS in
ESAs to MEDWAY VALLEY NORTH ESA

1. EcoLoGlcAL INVENTORY FoR ESA - compreted through sewer EA

DEVELOP MANAGEMENT ZONES BASED ON INVENTORY AND ESA
CRITERIA MET BY THE MEDWAY VALLEY HERITAGE FOREST ESA

EVALUATE TRAIL OPTIONS- with consideration for:
Sewer EA construction and need for long-term maintenance access
Council direction for providing a recreational pathway system in the valley to satisfy
EA recommendation
Ecological sensitivities of valley {based on ESA criteria)
Community input (Public Preference Surveys)

4, DEVELOP OTHER MANAGEMENT RECOMMENDATIONS FOR ESA

5. IMPLEMENTATION



Management Zones for
the Medway Valley

North ESA

LEGEND

WffiWffiffiffiffi
A

t'¡ANlRE RËSERVEZOI'¡E

I'¡ATURALAREÀZOôE 1

ò¡ATLIRALAREA ZOi,!Ê 2

ACCESSZOùIE

UTIUTY ZO¡IE

R€STOfiATIOO,¡ OVERLAY

SPECLAL FEATURE O1IERLÁY

TRÅILACCESS

Ecologica I Sen sitivities
within the Study Area

for Trail Options

¡.-EGE[i¡D

ffiffi
I
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WLDLIFE MOVEMENT CORRIDOR
FROM SOUTH.NORTH THROUGH
THE VALLEY AND FROM EAST.WEST
ACROSS THE VALLEY

Medway Valley Trail North of Fanshawe Park Road
S¡ gnÍñcarìt Environment Features

s$tc 1:æ00 fr-{-{ H



IMPACT - human generated activity that affects the characteristics of an ecosystem

' Direct lmpact -impact that results in the immediate loss or removal of a feature
or function

' lndirect lmpact - lmpact that results in stress or impairment of a feature or
function over time and space.

' Cumulative lmpact - indirect impacts that are applied to more and more areas

MAGNITUDE OF IMPACT -relates to the type and degree of impact i.e. the intensity
(minor or significant) and amount of area affected (small or large).

EXTENT OF IMPACT - relates to frequency (continuous or intermittent) and time
duration (short-term or long-term). Generally short-term impacts are related to
construction activities, while long-term impacts are related to use.

DFFIN¡TIONs OF TYPES OF

E NV! RO N MI Ë IUTAI- ¡ MI PACT

SCORES FOR ENV¡RONMEIUTAL IMPACTS

Environmental impacts for each criteria are scored as negative numbers

0 = no impact or change from existing

-1= short-term indirect impact affecting a small area

-2 = long-term indirect impact affecting a larger area

-3 = minor short-term direct impact

-5 = significant long-term indirect impact, or significant short-term direct
impact

-8 = significant direct impact with potentialfor indirect impacts over a small
area

-13 = significant direct impact with potentialfor long-term indirect impacts
over a large area



TRA L OPTIONS EVALUATION PROCESS

E ¡\lVI RON Mî E NTAL CRITE RIA

TRA L OPTIONS EVALUATION PRCCESS

SOCIAL CRITËRIA



TRAILS OPTIONS EVALUATION MATRIX

¿6Þ6mhÈr¡dú.r6ø¡ry&Èrd6drÈ ds.h

TRAI I- OPT¡ONs EVALUATIOÍ\¡ OUTCOMI E
7 PoslrlvE oPTloNs represent those with the least harmful

impact on environment and highest social benefit

A:,s.p ha.lt, with boé,r;d-walk
a:round. bend.t'

.Søq,q,!1!rp¡ov,ed

$õ..nqe,êtio-ns.

[fgr,th & S.ou,tlll Loops

No tf 3.0 rn wtiÐ,F,AsP;

YES if 2,0 r¡ W¡liÐiE AS,e

North East Loop

YES



TRAIL OPTION 4
CONTINUOUS LINK - HIKING
ONLY&lNEWBRIDGE

LEGEND

ryÉÎÑêAsruîPÀRAY
FWRÊ&ÀtÞÁffi^Y
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gFùxgMMNE^æ(mlffi
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PRæOSæ'.hÆ4I MWI€ PAi1üY
PRæGEO ?.h CE6 AO æI PÀ]RAY
PR@6ÐT.6HMMfu

o6ru@€FfilEÀlNO?

o
æ

TRAIL OPTION 4A*'
CONTINUOUS LINK _

ASPHALT BOARDWALK

& 1. NEW BRIDGE

Trail Conæpt4C: Cont¡nuou€ Lint. existtûg âsphsltpatÌtrvays to mnan;
. Exisìnq gfsnulaf lrårls to rÐarn:
. Nåw I 0m hihng trêrt tround bend in

CæDk;

LEGENO

N&/ 1 0n hiklng IøtÈ comecting to

-

o#

mo ûew bridgB cr$ing.

LÚÍ S OA'URBÑE Fd{1S*I AOz
dÉÎNogeÎÞ^m^Y
¡WÆÆruÎhwaY
{MMFRo@)
ûaÍRowl.E¡{N€AGs(oNlÆ
eÆ COVCrc WdH TO&|LAO SÊÐ)

€x6fr 6rRurd Mrrrß ffi À6NMÊM

3IÂUCIUFÊ æOUIREO

moEÊo 3.has4f M4lr{* PAm^Y

PRæ5Ð I.hHÑTGfu

Exrsllll¡,cA$PHALT &
r..o:



TRAIL OPTION 58
CONTINUOUS LINK - PATH LINK T

SUNNINGDALE ROAD &
HIKING ONLY AROUND BEND & ì

1 NEW BRIDGE

LEGÊNO

qÊùo6úwE^æ(oNlÆ
uscmÊowfrlæaoÐ)
gÉùgB@

EX6îNG@HilT&ffR@Ú
r qsüGMArcL€

O oRræEEouRÐ

ffi rÂæNÉ REourRÊo

PRæOSæ ¡,h Æfj4I MßII.W PAMY
PtæsÊo ?,h Nß &o MÎÞÁlwaY

WRE¡s4lÞAlWAY
(DffiPNFWÐ)

FR@OS@ r& HRrc1&

OUTSTANÐING ISSUFS

.BALANCING FINAL INPUT

.LAND OWNERSHIP - Phasing?
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.December 7,ãOtZ - deadline for public comments from
review of the evaluation to select a preferred option
.December -January 20L3 - preparation of the draft Trail
Master Plan
.January L7,20L3 - City to post the draft Trail Master Plan
on the website and present to EEPAC for review
.January 3L,2OL3 - present to AAC for review
rearlv February - Planning Advisory Group (PAG) to review
.February 2t,20Lg - deadline to receive comments from
EEPAC, public and TAG for incorporation into final report
.April 2OL3 - Final Traíl Master Plan to a public
participation meeting at the Planning and Environment
Committee

NEXT STEPS

BACK UP SLIDES IF NEEDED



Updating of the 2005 Medway Trail Flan with PAG

GOALS AND TASKS

1. Protect ecological integrity and ecosystem health - Management Zones

2. Address Background documents

3. Provide access for sewer maintenance (asphalt or granularl2" soil/grass).

5. Address London's Strenqtheninq Neiqhborhoods Master Plan (2009)

6. Respond to Councils moratorium on asphalt in ESAs.

7. Review Evaluation and Assessment Criteria Matrix.

8. Develop conceptual trail options considering trail width, trail location,
surface types

Þ Option #1 - Maintain current conditions (do nothing more)

Þ Option #2 - Preferred TrailAlignment from 2005 Master Plan

Þ Other options....

TH¡S WORK WAS COMPLETED IN 2011 FOR THE DECEMBER 2011

PUBLIC MEETING AND THE MARCH 2012 MEETING

Review of Best Management Practices for Trail Planning and

Design in Environmentally Significant Areas

CitY of Londo¡
Parks Plannlng and 'Oosign.Manual of, Oosign spècificat¡ons

Pl.AtttN$rc AilE D.ËIGN :STÆIIEAFDS

FOß rBllfL{¡ tN

EIìTVIRONMENTAT.LY 8IG''IITCÂi¡T AREÂ'S

Jüno 4,2042

Prêptred byl
Pârlß Plannlng ând Dæ19n, Planntng Dlvþton

lvlth schollèn & CompGrry lnc, tnd
North-South En v¡ronmontal

Will be used to
assist with the
Medway Valley
North Trail Planning

P rocess

May not be fully
applicable as a

result of the Sewer

EA and construction
& Counc¡l direction
re: pathway need
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Ecosystem changes and current conditions post
Sanitary Sewer Construction

sewer alignment

What is the Most Preferred Trail Type for an ESA?

LEVEL 2 lmproved TRAIL

LEVEL 1 Natural Surface TRAIL 69% < 2.5 m width 22%



Ecosystem Changes and Current Conditions post

Sa nitary Sewer Construction

Ecosystem Changes and Current Conditions Post
Sa nita ry Sewer Construction

nular base
ns of erosi

rns are n

restoration within cleared sewer
alignment and staging areas.

reinstated to pre-construction state
to protect Species-At-Risk mussels.



what is your preference for the relative weighting of
evaluation criteria?

. Environmental 100 : Social 0 3.5 %

. Environmenta I 75 : Socia I 25 19 %

. Environmental 60 : Social 40 3.5 %

. Environmental 50 : Social 50 72 %

. Environmental 25 : SocialTS 2%
While the environment should be weighted more heavily for an

ESA, in this case it is fair to weigh them equally to be
consistent with the rationale of the EA Addendum that
required a greater social benefit to compensate for the high
environmental impact of the sewer construction.

MANAGEMENT ZONES - AT BEND

LEGEND
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TRAILACCESS



EXISTING CONDITIONS - AT BEND

LEGEND

-
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Llt\,llT OF DISTURBAI{CE FOR ÀfISS pHl AND ?

EXISTING ASPHAIT PATHWAY

FUTURE ASPTALT PATHIA'AY

EXISTING fVAINTENANCE ACCESS (GRANUTÂR
BASE COVERED wlTH TOPSOIL AND SÉEO)

EXISTING ERIDGE

EXISTING IRUNK SANITARY SEWER ALIGIúI,IEN1

EXISTNG MANHOLE



3RITERIA

\rea of Contiguous Forest Hab¡tât C3a

Areas of seepage and aquatic habltat at the bend in the
river C4a,C4b

^/ildlife 
Movement Trãils and Corr¡dors C6a

fotal Area of lnter¡or Hâbitat C3b

l> 100m from Edpel

Floodplain Vegetátion through site alterat¡on C4b

lab¡tat for Species-at-Risk Mussels C7

Creates Least User Confl¡cts
7¡içfJ"88ï11ffi'j:i?'#:j; ;; . ,:-, .: -' ,'rl 

'.: 
,.. .:':'i':,:;;:,L5:1

Provides Accessible Pass¡ve Recreat¡on woth
convenient connect¡ons between Neighbourhoods

Prov¡des Best Opportunity to fncrease Health and
Fitness Benef¡ts

Number of Opportunities to Highlight points of
Educãt¡onal lnterest or Vistas)

Medway Valley Trail North of Fanshâwe Park Road

EVALUATION MATRIX

)rov¡des Quietude and'w¡lderness, Exoerience
vleets Public Preference

TRAIL OPTIONS
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Notes:

1. Probable construction costs âre not to be used for budgeting purposes, but have been prepared to prov¡de an order of magn¡tude related to the possible vâlue of construction.
2. Cost to Construct does not include temporary Creek crossings or site restoration.
3. cost to construct essumes a bridge design similar to stage 2A, thât is not constructed to accommodate vehicular traff¡c.
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Review of:

Reviewers: L. Nattagh, D. Sheppard, N. Zitani January 2013

Woodland is Significant
1) As supported by the SLSR, Patch 10i02 is a significant woodland and should

be protected

RatÌonale
The report scores FIVE (out of a total of eight) criteria as HIGH; only one
criterion needs to meet the standard for high in order for the patch to be
determined Significant. Therefore the patch exceeds the one-criterion
requirement; therefore, the patch is a significant woodland.

"The conservation and protection of woodlands has been identified as a
priority for some time..." states the Executive Summary of Section 4.0 of the
Guideline document for the Evaluation of Significant V/oodlands of the City
ofLondon.

Technical Flaws in the Report
2) It is interesting that the report has notable flaws that if corrected, would

undoubtedly add to the data supporting the conclusion of "Significant
Woodland".

Rationale
The floral and faunal surveys are incomplete. It is missing surveys for
migratory birds, fish habitat, wetland species, and flora. E.g., fieid visits in
spring 2011 only are not adequate to determine a plant inventory. One field
visit on 9 July 2011 is not adequate to determine a breeding bird inventory;
site visits in May and June are necessary.

Amphibian survey not complete- only two out of three surveys was done. The
second survey wasn't conducted under required weather conditions though the
report mentions that it was.

it cannot be concluded that no Species at Risk (SAR) occur on the subject
lands (criterion 3.0) when the biodiversity inventory is incompiete.

EEPAC aiso suspects that the size of the Patch has been under reported by the

SLSR. It seems clear that the reported patch size of 4.I ha (more than enough

to be significant on its own) is likely signifrcantly underestimated due to the
exclusion of ail vegetation communities that do not have 30-60% tree cover.
Consultants doing this kind of work for the City of London know well that all
vegetation communities are included within the patch unless excluded via

Subject Land Status Report for Patch 10102
as prepared by Aecom; undated

EEPAC page 1 of3



application of the Patch Boundary Delineation Guidelines. Excluding
vegetation patches in the manner done here is clearly incorrect.

3) As is common in such reports, the maps are of such poor quality as to be
unusable.

Protection of Provincially Uncommon Vegetation Community
4) The provincially uncommon vegetation community SV/T should be protected

as per City guidelines.

A Gray Dogwood Mineral Thicket Swamp, SWT 2-9, occurs on the subject lands.
It is noted several times in the report that this community is provincially
uncommon (S3/S4) "but found throughout the City of London". There is no
literature citation or survey data to support the comment.
In actuality, Iess than 8% of London's vegetation communities comprise SV/T
(Bergsma and DeYoung2}}4).It is clear that those comprising SV/T2-9
specifically are in turn far less than common than 8%.

Secondly, if it is true (if they can provide a reference), then this information has
an aiternate interpretation which is that the presence of this community makes
London environmentally unique within the Province, and it should be protected.
Furthermore, ffiy community that is provincially rare should be protected.

This is the second time in less than six months that a Gray Dogwood Thicket
Swamp has been proposed for destruction (the first time was indicated on agenda
item 9b, Stanton Drain Remediation, of the September 2012 meettng). If the City
continues to allow destruction of this Provincially ra¡e community then indeed
there will be no more Gray Dogwood Thicket Swamp in London.

Extenuating Circumstances

5) EEPAC finds many of the listed 'extenuating circumstances' listed which
attempt to convince the reader that despite the woodland achieve top scores on

five out of eight criterion to be inappropriate.

The goal of an SLSR is to inventory and evaluate the woodland according to
City requirements. Whiie both the inventory and the evaluation may be

incomplete, it is clear the woodland warrants protection under City policy and

it is inappropriate to suggest otherwise within an SLSR which does not deal

with impacts nor other planning considerations.

As per OP 15.5.2a)
Subject Lands Status Report shall provide an assessment of
natural features on the Subject Lands and within that part of the
Sub-Watershed catchment area that may be impacted by the new
development and including but not limited to those areas

EEPAC page2of3



designated as open space or Environmental Review on schedule
"4" in accordance with the requirements of 1S.4.

EEPAC interprets the above as directing the SLSR to provide an ecological
evaluation of the features on the subject land. conclusions beyond, and
contrary to, the approved ecological evaluation method would seem to be
subjective

EEPAC disagrees with the unfound report statement that the "long-term
viability of the patch...is dubious...its isolation from other patches..." There is
no evidence that provided to support this claim. Further, it is inappropriate to
make such a claim without the benefit of a proper Environmental Impact
Study. Only through analyzing impacts can such conclusions be made.

One of the claimed extenuating factors is not even supported by the SLSR
findings in that the woodland does not provide "quality habitat" yet the
breeding birds survey shows the identification of 30 species of birds within a
three hour period and the observation notes also clearly state "a variety of
habitats".

Designation and Zoning of Patch 10102
6) Based on the'Woodland Evaiuation, the full and prqperiy bounded Patch

10102 shouid be designated Open Space and zoned OS5. Boundary
refinements and other protective measures should be determined through a
Environmental Impact Study as per OP i5.5.2 b.

oP 15.5.2 b)
lf the Subject Lands Status Report identifies any lands that, in
the estimation of the City, may meet the criteria for determining
significance set out in Section 15.4for specific components of the Natural
Heritage System, the City shall require the preparation of an
Environmental lmpact Study for these lands in accordance with the
requirements of 15.5.2. Lands that satisfy the criteria for significance shall
be designated as Open Space in conjunction with any Official Plan
amendment required for the proposed development.

/end
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Reviewof: Pond Mills Subdivision - Gentre St.
EIS Addendum
Prepared by Biologic; dated July 2072

Reviewers: S. Sanford, D. Sheppard; January 2013

1. Encroachment and Filling of Ravine

The east ravine should not be altered and certainly not filled to accommodate the
proposed development. Proposed developments are intended to preserve and enhance our
natural heritage features not build on top of them.

2. T r ziUP athway Placement

It is still not clear where a pianned pathway would be located. It is sadly coÍìmon for this
aspect of development to be left undecided at this point in the process which ultimately
means a portion of the natural heritage feature would be removed and fragmented in
order to any futwe pathway. The EIS is incomplete without finalization of the pathway
location and an assessment of its impacts and any additional lands required to be
dedicated' specifically for the pathway.

3.Inclusion of Plantation and Other Vegetation Communities in Significant
Woodland

EEPAC concerns in this regard do not seem to have been addressed. If the development
proposai is to remain unchanged, ie. removing vegetation communities that should
otherwise be included in the protected woodland boundary, the EIS should at a minimum
propose compensation for these communities.

4. Develppment Encroaches SignifÎcant Woodland

The development proposal still encroaches within the boundary of the significant
woodland. Destruction of a natural heritage feature simply because it is convenient to the

design layout of a proposed development is not allowed. It is a saddening situation for
EEPAC that EIS reports by consuitants and proponents that well understand City
requirements continue to be submitted.

5. Buffers

Even though this is at least the second revision of the original EIS, the consultant and the

proponerit have still failed to consider, calculate and propose ecological buffers as

required by City guideline.

EEPAC page 1 of 1



As is well known, each segment of the natural heritage feature edge must be assessed for
sensitivities and appropriate level of buffering. This has not been done. In fact, many
areas of the natural feature edge, (of those not experiencing encroachment) have no
proposed buffer at all.

EEPAC recommends that buffer ranges be calculated as per City approved Ecological
Buffer Assessment Calculations. The buffer range can then be refined and justifieã using
the sensitivity analysis Table 2 of the Guidelines for Determining Setbacks and
Ecological Buffers.

it is disheartening that EIS reports, with this level of serious lack of consideration of
ecological protection, in clear contravention of Cþ approved guidelines, are being
submitted as professional.

/end
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