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1.0 Introduction 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Legacy data collected from background sources and agency consultation encompassed the 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

1.1 Proposed Undertaking 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

1.2 Project Scoping 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

parking area. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

following sources: 

 The London Plan (City of London 2016) 

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

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

 Harris Park Subject Land Status Report (NRSI 2013) 

 West London Dykes Subject Land Status Report (UTRCA 2015) 

 Land Information Ontario (LIO) data base mapping 

 Middlesex Natural Heritage System Study (Middlesex County 2014) 

 The Forks Watershed Report Card (UTRCA 2017) 

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

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

 Ontario Reptile and Amphibian Atlas (Ontario Nature 2018) 

 Atlas of the Mammals of Ontario (Dobbyn 1994) 

 Ontario Butterfly Atlas (MacNaughton et al. 2018) 

 Ontario Odonata Atlas (MNRF 2018b) 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 Species designated provincially as Special Concern,  

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

by the NHIC, and 

 Species that are designated federally as Threatened or Endangered by the 

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

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

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

provincially by the ESA.  

Species at Risk and Species of Conservation Concern Habitat Screening 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

provided in Appendix II. 

Significant Wildlife Habitat Screening 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

This analysis is shown in Table 1. 

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

Description Project Relevance 

Provincial Policy 
Statement 
(OMMAH 2014). 

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

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

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

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

 Habitat for Endangered and 
Threatened species, 

 Significant Wildlife Habitat 
 Fish Habitat 
 Woodlands 

Endangered 
Species Act (2007) 

and 
Ontario Regulation 
242/08 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Description Project Relevance 

 SAR turtles have been documented off-
property and their habitat protection does not 
affect the subject property.  

Canadian Fisheries 
Act (2007) 

 Manages threats to the sustainability and productivity of 
Canada’s commercial, recreational and Aboriginal fisheries. 

 The Act prohibits “serious harm to fish” including destruction of 
habitat. 

 DFO has developed an online, self-assessment tool, where 
proponents can determine whether their projects require DFO 
review based on the type of water body the work is occurring in 
and the nature of the proposed activity. 

 Development within the floodplain limit, as 
well as the approach to stormwater 
management may have implications on fish 
habitat within the Thames River adjacent to 
the subject property.   

 Construction activities will need to follow 
mitigation and best practices as per DFO 
recommendations to avoid serious harm.  

City of London 
Official Plan (1989) 

and 
The London Plan 
(2016) 

 Schedule B1 on the City of London Official Plan identifies 
Natural Heritage Features and B2 identifies the Natural 
Resources and Natural Hazards. 

 The City of London’s new Official Plan, ‘The London Plan’ 
(2016) outlines current policies for the protection of natural 
features within the City of London and which represent a 
constraint for development. 

 The London Plan was adopted by Council and the Province in 
2016.   

 Map 1 identifies Place Types within the City (Green Space, 
Downtown) 

 Map 5 identifies Natural Heritage areas.  
 Map 6 identifies Hazards and Natural Resources 
 As sections of the London Plan have been appealed, if is not yet 

in force, but must be considered.  The City of London Official 
Plan (1989) is still in force.  

 An EIS that was to be scoped with the 
UTRCA was requested due to the potential 
for SWH or SCC/SAR within the subject 
property, as well as the proximity to the 
floodplain and associated features. 

 Green space is identified on Map 1 for portion 
of the subject property which includes natural 
heritage features are areas. 

 Map 5 (Natural Heritage) of the London Plan 
shows a woodland within 120m of the subject 
property.   

 Map 6 identifies the subject property and 
study area as having hazards including being 
within the Regulatory Flood Line, Riverine 
Erosion Hazard Limit for Unconfined 
Systems, the Maximum Hazard Line, and the 
Conservation Authority Regulation.  

 Schedule B1 on the OP (1989) identifies a 
portion of the subject property (Thames River 
Valley) as being a Big Picture Meta-Core and 
Meta Corridor, a significant corridor, and 
within the Max hazard Line.  

City of London 
Environmental 
Management 
Guidelines (2007) 

 Outline policy guidelines, standards, process and procedures for 
the preparation and review of Environmental Impact Statements 
(i.e. studies), determination of buffers and setbacks, and 
evaluation of significant woodlands   

 Environmental Management Guidelines are to 
be followed through the project steps 
including data collection standards and 
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Policy/Legislation/
Plan 

Description Project Relevance 

guidelines for determining setbacks and 
ecological buffers.  

 The EIS guidelines were followed, as outlined 
in Section 1 of the Environmental 
Management Guidelines. 

UTRCA Regulation 
157/06 

 Regulation issued under Conservation Authorities Act, R.S.O. 
1990. 

 Through this regulation, the UTRCA has the responsibility to 
regulate activities in natural and hazardous areas (i.e. areas in 
and near rivers, streams, floodplains, wetlands, and slopes).   

 UTRCA regulates the development or alteration of habitats 
within a river valley.  Where the stream has an apparent valley 
and stable slopes, the valley extends from the stable top of 
slope plus 15 m, to a similar point on the opposite side.    

 UTRCA requires that a Permit be required if work is to be 
undertaken within the Regulation Limit.   

 UTRCA Regulated Areas fall within the 
subject property. 

 The Regulation identifies that “no person shall 
undertake development or permit another 
person to undertake development in or on the 
areas within the jurisdiction of the Authority 
(UTRCA)” such as river or stream valleys.  

 A permit is required from the UTRCA to 
undertake work within the Regulation Limit.  

 Farhi Holdings has worked with the UTRCA to 
design a development plan that is accepted in 
principle by the UTRCA. 

Thames Valley 
Corridor Plan 
(2011) 

 Recommends measures to protect and enhance the natural 
features within the Thames River valley in support of the City of 
London Official Plan.   

 Thames River is designated as a Canadian Heritage River.   
 It defines the functional limits of the Thames River, and 

provides visions and objectives for the corridor.  

 Section 3.3 of the Plan describes various 
strategies for land use management and 
planning and states that a 100m edge zone 
(measured from the bank full high water 
mark) is to be allocated as open space for 
vegetated buffers, ecological enhancements 
and public use purposes. 

 Identifies the Harris Park area with potential 
improvements including restoration of the 
Thames River edge, introduction of a water’s 
edge promenade or overlook, pathways and 
lighting upgrades and landscape plantings 
that may improve the aesthetic aspects of the 
Park.  

City of London Tree 
Protection By-law 
(2017a) 

 By-law that regulates the injuring and destruction of trees and 
to encourage preservation and planting on trees throughout the 
City of London.   

 Provides maps with designated Tree Protection Areas (TPA).  
Any tree within a TPA, regardless of species and size, is 
protected until such time as a permit is issued. 

 The subject property is partially within a 
designated Tree Protection Area (Map D7) 
(area that is within the floodplain).  

 A permit is required for any clearing of trees 
within the subject property.  
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3.0 Field Methods 

Field surveys were undertaken within the subject property to characterize the natural 

features and identify significant and sensitive features and species that have potential to 

be adversely affected by the proposed development.   

Based on a dedicating a large portion of the floodplain and completing a landscape plan 

for the subject property as part of the proposed development, the field surveys were 

scoped to the following (Appendix I): 

 Species at Risk (SAR) screening 

 Significant Wildlife Habitat (SWH) screening and review in field 

 Ecological Land Classification (ELC) and fall vegetation inventory 

 Tree inventory of all trees greater than 10cm Diameter at Breast Height (DBH) 

 Stick nest survey 

 Incidental wildlife observations 

A total of 3 site visits were completed between September and November 2018, which 

are summarized in Table 2.  Surveys conducted were undertaken in accordance with 

provincial and local guidance documents.   

All observations of wildlife were documented on the field visits.  This included actual 

direct observations of individuals, as well as signs of wildlife presence (i.e. tracks, scats, 

dens, nests etc.). 

Table 2.  Field Investigations Completed Within the Subject Property 
Date (2018) Tasks Completed Field Staff 

September 24 
A preliminary site visit to inform scope, photographs 
of site. 

Gina MacVeigh, 
Katharina Richter 

October 11 

Bat cavity assessment; Significant Wildlife Habitat 
(SWH) screening; Ecological Land Classification 
(ELC) (Lee et al. 1998); vegetation inventory; tree 
inventory; incidental wildlife observations. 

Gina MacVeigh, 
Jeremy Bannon 

November 28 
Significant Wildlife Habitat (SWH) screening; 
incidental wildlife observations. 

Gina MacVeigh, 
Jeremy Bannon 
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3.1 Terrestrial Field Surveys 

3.1.1 Vegetation Surveys 

Vegetation community delineation was completed using aerial photography and through 

site investigations in the field on October 11.  The standard Ecological Land 

Classification (ELC) System for southern Ontario was applied (Lee et al. 1998).  Details 

of vegetation communities were recorded on standard data sheets including species 

composition, dominance, uncommon species or features, and evidence of human 

impact.   

All observed species of vascular flora were recorded during field surveys on October 11.  

Additional detailed seasonal surveys were deemed unnecessary due to the simple 

nature of the natural features and the existing background information as identified in the 

Summary Checklist (Appendix I). 

3.1.2 Tree Inventory 

A comprehensive tree inventory was completed by an NRSI Certified Arborist and 

additional staff on October 11 within the subject property.  Any trees with the potential to 

be impacted by the proposed development were identified and assessed as per the City 

of London’s tree protection by-laws.  Individual trees that were greater than or equal to 

10cm in DBH were assessed by a Certified Arborist.  The location of trees inventoried 

was surveyed using an SXBlue II GNSS GPS unit by the Certified Arborist.  The 

following information was recorded for each tree: 

 Species, 

 DBH measurement (cm),  

 Crown radius (metres),  

 General health (excellent, good, fair, poor, very poor, dead),  

 Potential for structural failure (improbable, possible, probable, imminent),  

 Tree location (on-site/off-site), and, 

 General comments (i.e. disease, aesthetic quality, development constraints, 

sensitivity to development). 

The overall health of each tree and the potential for structural failure was assessed 

based on the criteria outlined in Appendix IV.  In carrying out these assessments, NRSI 

has exercised a reasonable standard of care, skill and diligence as would be customarily 
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and normally provided in carrying out these assessments.  The assessments have been 

made using accepted arboricultural techniques.  These include a visual examination of 

each tree for structural defects, scars, external indications of decay such as fungal 

fruiting bodies, evidence of insect attack, the condition of any visible root structures, the 

degree and direction of lean (if any), the general condition of the tree(s) and the 

surrounding site, and the current or planned proximity of property and people.  None of 

the trees examined on the property were dissected, cored, probed, or climbed and 

detailed root crown examinations involving excavation were not undertaken.  The 

conditions for this assessment, including restrictions, professional responsibility, and 

third-party liability can be found in Appendix IV, along with all tree inventory data. 

3.1.3 Bird Surveys 

As larger bird species, such as Raptors, Osprey and Bald Eagles are known to use river 

corridors, a stick nest survey to document any potential nesting species undertaken.  

The survey to identify any stick nests occurred on November 28 when there were no 

leaves on the trees by 2 NRSI biologists.  The survey consisted of the biologists walking 

throughout the subject property and visually searching for stick nests within any of the 

trees.  The chimneys of the heritage buildings were also inspected from the ground to 

determine the likelihood of Chimney Swift (Chaetura pelagica) useage during the 

November 28 survey.  Breeding bird surveys were deemed not necessary through the 

scoping meeting as there was existing information from the area.  It is known that Barn 

Swallow (Hirundo rustica) nest under the Queens Avenue bridge.   

3.1.4 Herpetofauna Surveys 

A search of the subject property to determine if hibernacula may be present, or if there 

are areas where hibernacula may be restored/created as part of the project was 

completed on October 11 and November 28.  Other surveys for herpetofauna were 

deemed not necessary as there is existing background information.   

3.1.5 Mammal Surveys 

During the 2 field visits, surveys for bat roosting habitat were conducted within the 

subject property.  Little Brown Myotis (Myotis lucifugus), a SAR, is known from the 

vicinity and roosts in tree cavities, hollows, or under loose bark, as well as within 

buildings (OMNR 2000).  To address potential bat habitat presence within treed areas of 

the subject property, NRSI staff undertook an assessment of suitable tree habitat 
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features, including snags, cavities, exfoliating bark, and leaf clusters, in accordance with 

MNRF standardized protocol (OMNR 2011, MNRF 2017).  The bat habitat assessment 

was completed during leaf-off conditions.  

Information considered for cavity trees included tree species, location, DBH, canopy 

cover, tree height, decay class according to Watt and Caceres (1999), and number of 

potentially suitable cavities.  Other criteria were also considered, including the use of 

cavities by other wildlife, the potential for cavities to be used by predators, 

supporting/surrounding habitat, and other characteristics which may contribute to the 

habitat requirements of these species, such as temperature regulation.  
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4.0 Existing Conditions 

The existing conditions, as outlined below, summarize the findings of the 2018 field 

surveys, in addition to observed species during the 2013 Harris Park SLSR (NRSI 2013).  

Additional sources outlined below include UTRCA watershed documents, and applicable 

wildlife atlas data, as referenced. 

4.1 Soil, Terrain and Drainage 

The subject area lies within the Upper Thames River watershed, which falls under the 

jurisdiction of the UTRCA.  The Upper Thames watershed is 3,420km2 (UTRCA 2017), 

and contains 28 subwatersheds.  The subject area is present within the Forks 

subwatershed (UTRCA 2017).  As the Thames River erodes the glaciofluvial deposits, it 

leaves extensive alluvial deposits of sands and gravels in the floodplain.  Therefore, the 

primary material throughout the Thames River watershed is sand, with gravel along the 

east and southern boundaries.  Rich alluvial soil is present as small pockets in the 

floodplain (UTRCA 2015).   

Map 6 of the London Plan (City of London 2016) indicates that there are no identified 

Significant Groundwater Recharge Area (SGRA) or Highly Vulnerable Aquifer area 

(HVA) designations within the subject property.    

The topography of the eastern portion of the subject property is considerably upslope 

from the lower western portion, which resides within the Thames River floodplain.  

Disturbed, cultural natural areas are present along the transition slopes (Map 2). 

4.2 Designated Natural Areas 

According to The London Plan (2016), there are no designated natural areas located 

within the subject property or adjacent lands.  Harris Park is located immediately north of 

the subject property, although it also does not contain any identified designated natural 

areas.  The Thames River, a significant watercourse and valleyland, is located west of 

the subject property.   

4.3 Vegetation 

4.3.1 Vegetation Communities 

The subject property consists primarily of urban land use, including 3 heritage buildings 

for business and private school use, and two parking lots.  Limited, culturally influenced 
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natural areas are present along the sloped areas of the subject property, and are 

described as Cultural Woodland.  A summary of ELC vegetation communities identified 

within the subject property is provided in Table 3 and are shown on Map 2.  ELC data 

sheets are provided in Appendix V.  The subject property contains 2 separate Cultural 

Woodland communities, one of which is an inclusion within a larger Sugar Maple forest, 

as originally assessed in the Harris Park SLSR (NRSI 2013), and as refined and shown 

on Map 2 of this report.   

Table 3.  Vegetation Communities Identified within the Subject Property 
ELC 
Type ELC  Environmental Characteristics 

Cultural 

CUW1 Cultural 
Woodland 
(Southern 
site) 

The center of the subject property contains a 0.21 hectare culturally 
influenced wooded feature that is bound by parking lots to the north and 
south, Harris Park Gate to the west and the Blythe Academy to the east.  
The community is only present on the steep north-facing slope, and 
contains many planted and invasive species.  The canopy contains no 
dominant species, with small areas of Hedge Maple (Acer campestre), 
Manitoba Maple (Acer negundo), Common Hackberry (Celtis 
occidentalis), Norway Spruce (Picea abies), Austrian Pine (Pinus nigra), 
and Norway Maple (Acer platanoides). Understorey species include 
European Buckthorn (Rhamnus catthartica), Virginia Creeper 
(Parthenocissus inserta), and Multiflora Rose (Rosa multiflora).  
Groundcover contains many invasive and non-native species, including 
Garlic Mustard (Alliaria petiolata), Awnless Brome (Bromus inermis), 
and several goldenrod (Solidago) species.  Aside from larger DBH trees 
inventoried in the western extent of this polygon, the majority of species 
are considered planted, escaped, or invasive.  The assemblage of trees 
does not match any described ELC community, which shows how 
disturbed this community is.  Notable dumping and unauthorized public 
use were documented within the community. 

CUW1 Cultural 
Woodland 
Inclusion 
(Northern 
site) 

The northeast corner of the property contains the southern extent of a 
previously identified FOD5-1 Sugar Maple forest, as outlined in the 
Harris Park SLSR (NRSI 2013) and is located along the west-facing 
slope, ascending from the floodplain.  This community contains a 
canopy consisting of some planted individuals along the southern and 
western extent, including Thornless Honey Locust (Gleditsia triacanthos 
var. inermis), as well as native Black Walnut (Juglans nigra), Manitoba 
Maple (Acer negundo), and Sugar Maple (Acer saccharum ssp. 
saccharum).  The understorey contains these species, as well as an 
escaped community of Redbud (Cercis canadensis).  The ground cover 
contains Garlic Mustard, Lily-of-the-Valley (Convallaria majalis), and 
Zig-zag Goldenrod (Solidago flexicaulis).  This community contained 
fewer documented cultural influences and contained a more functioning 
natural community, however the southern portion of the property 
contained a higher portion of invasive and non-native species.  Specific 
to the subject property, and just beyond, included Redbud and Canada 
Yew (Taxus canadensis), both species believed to be associated with 
landscaping of the subject property and the adjacent Eldon House. 
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4.3.2 Vascular Flora 

During the described field visits, 63 species were recorded within the subject.  A 

complete list of these species is appended to this report (Appendix VI).  Approximately 

54% of the vascular plant species observed are considered non-native species.  No 

plant species are reported from NHIC atlas data, as well as no additional plant SAR or 

SCC were provided by the MNRF Aylmer District (Webb, J. pers. comm. 2019). 

Canada Redbud, which is considered Extirpated from Ontario (SX), was noted growing 

within the Cultural Woodland Inclusion.  This species has escaped from the gardens at 

Eldon House, so this observation is also not considered significant.   

4.3.3 Tree Inventory 

In total, 105 trees were inventoried, comprised of 23 species.  Of the trees inventoried 

and assessed, 49 (46.6%) are native species and 56 (53.3%) are non-native.  A 

complete list of trees inventoried is provided in Appendix V and tree locations within the 

subject property are shown on Map 3. 

Table 4 provides a list of tree species inventoried within the subject property, whether 

they are native or non-native and their overall health.  

Table 5 provides a summary of the overall health of trees inventoried within the subject 

property, along with their potential for structural failure.  The majority of the trees 

inventoried are in fair health with an improbable potential for structural failure.  
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Table 4.  Summary of Inventoried Trees 

Common Name Scientific Name Excellent Good Fair Poor 
Very 
Poor Dead Total 

Native Species   
       

Red Maple Acer rubrum 
 

1 
    

1 
Sugar Maple Acer saccharum ssp. 

saccharum 
1 

 
1 

   
2 

American Basswood Tilia americana 
  

1 
   

1 
Freeman's Maple Acer X freemanii 

  
5 

   
5 

Manitoba Maple Acer negundo 
  

3 4 10 
 

17 

Sycamore Platanus occidentalis 
  

1 
   

1 
Common Hackberry Celtis occidentalis 1 1 6 1 

  
9 

Eastern Cottonwood Populus deltoides 
  

2 
 

1 
 

3 
Black Walnut Juglans nigra 

 
2 1 

   
3 

Redbud Cercis canadensis 
 

1 4 
   

5 
Canada Yew Taxus canadensis 

 
2 

    
2 

Total   2 7 24 5 11 
 

49 
Non-Native Species 

       

Norway Maple Acer platanoides 
 

4 14 
 

2 
 

20 
Norway Spruce Picea abies 

  
3 

   
3 

Small Leaf Linden Tilia cordata 
  

1 
   

1 
English Oak Quercus robur 

 
2 3 

   
5 

Austrian Pine Pinus nigra 
  

3 2 
 

3 8 
Hedge Maple Acer campestre 

 
1 3 1 

  
5 

Colorado Spruce Picea pungens 
 

1 7 
   

8 
Sweet Cherry Prunus avium 

  
1 

   
1 

White Mulberry Morus alba 
   

2 
  

2 
Thornless Honey 
Locust 

Gleditsia triacanthos var. 
inermis 

 
1 

    
1 

London Plane-Tree Platanus X acerifolia 
 

1 
    

1 
Golden Weeping 
Willow 

Salix alba var. vitellina 
   

1 
  

1 

Total   0 10 35 6 2 3 56 
Overall Total   2 17 59 11 13 3 105 

 
Table 5.  Overall Health of Trees Inventoried 

Potential for 
Structural Failure 
Rating 

Overall Condition 
Total Excellent Good Fair Poor Very Poor Dead 

Improbable 2 17 51 0 0 0 70 
Possible 0 0 8 5 3 3 19 
Probable 0 0 0 6 9 0 15 
Imminent 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
Total 2 17 59 11 13 3 105 
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4.4 Birds 

A total of 93 species are reported from the vicinity of the study area based on the OBBA 

(BSC 2009), MNRF background information (Webb, J. pers. comm. 2019), and the NHIC 

database (MNRF 2018a).  The data found in the OBBA includes those species that have 

been observed in the area (10 x 10km range), are known to nest in the area, and/or 

have exhibited some evidence of breeding in the area.  The NHIC results are based on 

1km x 1km squares, and the MNRF (2018a) data are based on species reported within 

Middlesex County.  Very low species diversity was observed during field visits, which is 

not uncommon given the timing, with a total of 4 species documented within the subject 

property.  No stick nests were observed within the subject property throughout the field 

visits.  An Osprey nest is present on a light post in the ball park to the northwest of the 

subject property.  The chimneys of the heritage building within the subject property were 

determined to not provide suitable nesting habitat for Chimney Swift.  

During surveys completed for the Harris Park SLSR (NRSI 2013), NRSI observed a total 

of 36 species.  Of these 36 species, 2 species of threatened species were observed: 

Barn Swallow (Hirundo rustica) and Chimney Swift. 

Background information (MNRF 2019, BSC 2009) and SAR and SCC screening 

indicated that 5 significant bird species are reported from within the study area that have 

potentially suitable habitat (Appendix VII).  No birds were listed within the NHIC data 

atlas.  Of these 5 species, 2 have potentially suitable habitat within the subject property.  

4.5 Herpetofauna 

A total of 27 species are reported from the vicinity of the study area based on the 

Ontario Reptile and Amphibian Atlas (Ontario Nature 2018) and NHIC (MNRF 2018a).  

No herpetofauna species were observed during the 2018 field season primarily due to 

the timing as well as limited habitat present within the subject property. A list of all 

species found within the study area, including those found during the Harris Park SLSR 

(NRSI 2013) is found in Appendix VIII. 

Background information indicated that 7 of the species that are reported within the study 

area are SAR or SCC (Appendix II).  Based on the SAR/SCC screening, no suitable 

habitat is present within the subject property for any of these species, although suitable 
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habitat has the potential to occur within the adjacent Thames River and opportunities for 

restoration should be considered.  

No species were observed associated with any areas of land, and none were observed 

within the subject property.  The search of the subject property found no suitable 

hibernacula areas.  The adjacent Thames River may provide suitable hibernacula within 

the banks for some species, as well as potential suitable nesting habitat for turtles.   

During surveys completed for the Harris Park SLSR (NRSI 2013), a Northern Map Turtle 

(Graptemys geographica) was observed within the Thames River.  This species is 

considered special concern both provincially and federally, and as such is protected 

under the PPS through SWH as a SCC (OMMAH 2014).   

4.6 Mammals 

According to the Mammal Atlas of Ontario (Dobbyn 1994) and background information 

from MNRF, 24 mammal species are reported from within 10km of the subject property.  

During the field surveys, 5 mammal species were documented within the subject 

property: Northern Racoon (Procyon lotor), Eastern Chipmunk (Tamias striatus), Eastern 

Gray Squirrel (Sciurus carolinensis), Eastern Cottontail (Sylvilagus floridanus), and 

Woodchuck (Marmota monax).  Appendix IX provides a complete list of mammal species 

reported from the study area.   

An assessment of trees which could provide bat roosting habitat was conducted during 

the leaf-off stages (October and November 2018).  It was determined that 2 trees which 

could provide suitable bat roosting habitat are present trees along the western edge of 

the southern community.  The 2 identified trees are shown on Maps 3 and 4, and are 

large Common Hackberries with potentially suitable cavities and cracks.  No suitable 

habitat was observed in the northern community, and none was observed in any 

inventoried isolated tree.  Suitable roosting habitat may be present within trees in the 

woodlands off the property.   

Appendix II (SAR screening) provides a summary of significant mammal species 

reported from the study area vicinity, their current status ranks, and preferred habitats.   
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4.7 Additional Wildlife 

No Lepidoptera or Odonata species were observed during the field visits, which was 

expected due to the timing of the surveys.  A list of Lepidoptera and Odonata species 

reported from the study area are attached to the report (Appendix X and XI, 

respectively).  A total of 57 butterfly species are reported from the study area based on 

the Butterfly Atlas (TEA 2018).  This includes several SCC, as listed in Appendix II.  

Based on the presence of Common Hackberry within the subject property, Hackberry 

Emperor (Asterocampa celtis) and Tawny Emperor (Asterocampa clyton) may be found 

within the subject property. 

A total of 19 odonates are reported from the study area based on the Odonata Atlas 

(MNRF 2018b).  None of the species are considered significant.   

4.8 Aquatic Habitat and Species 

As the Thames River was outside of the subject property, no specific surveys were 

completed as part of this EIS.  The existing conditions data is taken from the Harris Park 

SLSR (NRSI 2013) and additional background information received from the MNRF 

Aylmer District (Webb, J., pers. comm. 2019).   

The information collected from the DFO, UTRCA, and the MNRF has been included in 

Appendix XII, along with the complete list of fish, freshwater mussels, and benthic 

invertebrate sampling records from the study area, provided by UTRCA (Schwindt, J. 

pers. comm. 2013).   

A total of 17 fish species are reported from UTRCA sampling records from Harris Park 

and Gibbons Park, which is found approximately 750m upstream of Harris Park.  These 

fish species that have been observed are common to the Thames River and not at risk.  

The background information indicates that 2 SAR fish, Black Redhorse (Moxostoma 

duquesnei) and Silver Shiner (Notropis photogenis), are present within the Thames 

River study area.  Black Redhorse and Silver Shiner are both listed as threatened 

provincially and are afforded protection through the ESA.  Background information also 

indicated that Wavy-rayed Lampmussel (Lampsilis fasciola) may be present within the 

study area (north branch of the Thames River).  Wavy-rayed Lampmussel is considered 

threatened provincially and is protected under the ESA.  It also has specific habitat 

defined under O.Reg 242/08 section 23.9.  It is considered special concern federally. 
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The substrates within the Thames River adjacent to the subject property, based on the 

visual habitat assessment within the Harris Park SLSR (NRSI 2013), would provide 

suitable habitat for the for Wavy-rayed Lampmussel.  

The UTRCA has also conducted benthic invertebrate collections within the Thames 

River within the study area.  The site downstream of Blackfriar’s bridge has been 

sampled yearly from 2004 (current to 2013) and the number of families found ranged 

from 10 to 22, with stream health varying from poor to fair.    
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5.0 Significance and Sensitivity of Natural Features 

Natural features that are sensitive to disturbance are identified based on the rarity or 

significance of the feature or its functions.  These areas are identified as “constraints” 

and are discussed in the context of natural heritage policies governing their protection.  

Conversely, opportunities for development may occur outside of these natural 

environment constraints within the subject property.  Results of this analysis have been 

provided as input to the proposed development plan in order to avoid or reduce impacts 

to natural features and functions.  A summary of this analysis for the subject property is 

discussed below.  

5.1 Significant Valleylands 

The Thames River is considered significant.  The majority of the study area falls within 

the significant valleyland corridor.  Enhancement opportunities are expected through the 

remediation/restoration of the lower dedicated parkland area.   

5.2 Fish and Fish Habitat 

The Thames River, immediately adjacent to the subject property, provides fish habitat.   

5.3 Significant Wildlife Habitat 

Based on a detailed background information review, desktop analysis, and field studies, 

the subject property is not expected to contain any SWH.  No SWH was confirmed 

during field surveys, however candidate SWH is discussed below.  SWH may also be 

present on a broader scale within the Thames River and the overall study area.  Full 

results of the SWH assessment are discussed below and provided in Appendix II.  

5.3.1 Seasonal Concentration Areas 

Wildlife seasonal concentration areas are defined as areas where animals occur in 

relatively high densities for all, or portions, or their life cycle (OMNR 2000).  These areas 

are generally relatively small in size, particularly when compared to areas used by these 

species during other times of the year.   

Turtle Wintering Area 

Turtles hibernate over the winter in Ontario, often communally.  For most turtles, 

wintering areas are in the same general area as their core habitat and the water must be 

deep enough to avoid freezing over completely, and have soft mud substrates to burrow 
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into (MNRF 2015).  Identification of a turtle wintering area is determined by the presence 

and number of individuals observed in suitable habitats in early spring and/or late fall 

(MNRF 2015).  No suitable habitat was found within the subject property but portions of 

the Thames River adjacent to the property may provide suitable habitat, and turtle 

species have been reported in background data (NHIC 2018a, Ontario Nature 2018, 

NRSI 2013).  

5.3.2 Rare Vegetation 

No rare vegetation communities are found within the subject property.  The Redbud 

community discussed in Section 4.3.1 is an escaped population from landscaping stock 

and does not qualify. 

5.3.3 Specialized Wildlife Habitat 

Osprey nests are considered SWH, but nests located on man-made objects are not to 

be included as SWH (MNRF 2015), therefore this nest site is not significant. 

Candidate SWH is also identified within the Harris Park SLSR (NRSI 2013) for an area 

of sand deposits immediately downstream of Blackfriar’s Bridge on the west bank (north 

of the subject property).  No turtle nests were observed, so the SWH could not be 

confirmed.   

5.3.4 Habitat for Species of Conservation Concern 

No SCC were observed within the subject property.   

Although it was not observed during field work associated with the Harris Park SLSR 

(NRSI 2013), the UTRCA indicated that habitat for Eastern Wood-pewee should be 

protected regardless of whether the species was observed or not (Creighton pers. 

comm. 2013).  Eastern Wood-pewee is found in forests and forest edges, as well as 

parks (OMNR 2000).  Habitat for Eastern Wood-pewee was identified in Harris Park as 

candidate SWH (Eastern Wood-pewee), which extends onto the subject property as 

shown on Map 4.  The southern cultural woodland community on the subject property 

does not provide suitable habitat for Eastern Wood-pewee as it is so highly disturbed. 

Common Nighthawk, which is considered special concern provincially and therefore its 

habitat is considered SWH, prefers open ground, clearings in dense forests, open 

woodlands and flat gravel roofs for habitat (OMNR 2000).  It may have marginal habitat 
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provided from the one heritage building with the flat roof top, and is shown as candidate 

SWH (Common Nighthawk) on Map 4.  

Northern Map Turtle, which had been observed during the Harris Park inventory (NRSI 

2013), is considered a SCC.  Northern Map Turtle is a highly aquatic species, but 

females may move up to 700m away from the water to find suitable nest sites (Harding 

1997).  The SWH for this species is shown on Map 4 and was mapped as the Thames 

River and 15m on either side of the river to allow for basking and nesting sites in the 

Harris Park SLSR (NRSI 2013).   

5.3.5 Animal Movement Corridors 

Animal movement corridors are elongated, naturally vegetated parts of the landscape 

used by animals to move from one habitat to another (OMNR 2000).  The potential for 

animal movement corridors to occur in the subject property is contingent on confirming 

Amphibian Breeding Habitat (Wetland) SWH or Deer Wintering Habitat SWH (MNRF 

2015); neither of these confirmed habitats were identified within the subject property and 

as such the SWH type is not present.  

5.4 Habitat of Endangered and Threatened Species 

No Endangered or Threatened Species were observed within the subject property.   

Confirmed habitat for Barn Swallow exists adjacent to the subject property on the Queen 

Street bridge over the Thames River and is shown on Map 4.   

As noted in Section 4.6, 2 potentially suitable bat cavity trees were documented within 

the subject property (Map 4).   

5.5 Linkages 

Linkages are continuous, often linear bands of vegetation in the landscape which 

provide opportunities to connect natural features.  They are important within the natural 

heritage system to provide cover for wildlife movements and dispersal of otherwise 

isolated populations.  

The Thames River Corridor represents a significant linkage for both terrestrial and 

aquatic organisms between habitat patches.  A key ecological goal of the Thames Valley 

Corridor Plan (City of London 2011) is to preserve, enhance and create ecological 
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corridors and linkages between natural features in order to establish a continuous 

corridor along the Thames River and enhance linkages to tributary watersheds.    

 

 



Natural Resource Solutions Inc. 24 
435-451 Ridout Street, London Ontario Preliminary Environmental Impact Study  

6.0 Impact Analysis and Recommendations 

The proposed undertaking is described in Section 1.1 of this report.  This preliminary EIS 

has been prepared for the subject property with reference to the development site plan 

which is based largely on adhering to the floodplain limit to the extent possible and that 

aligned with the original layout that was accepted, in principle, by the UTRCA.  A 

Preliminary Grading Plan, Stormwater Management Strategy, Hydrological Investigation 

and Geotechnical Investigation have yet to be finalized based on the most recent design.  

The development plan is indicated on Map 5. 

The development footprint includes the removal of a large portion of the CUW1 inclusion 

and part of the CUW1 area.   

The following recommendations are provided for the landscape plan.   

 The inclusion of a diversity of native trees and shrubs in the landscape design 

will improve diversity within the adjacent natural features.  All species should 

be native to Middlesex County, commercially available and suited to early 

succession conditions.  A mixture of caliper, potted and plug stock is 

recommended, with native companion seed mix.  Guidance for species 

selection is outlined in the Guide to Plant Selection for Natural Heritage Areas 

and Buffers (City of London 1994).   

 Consider wetland creation. 

 Consider the inclusion of wildlife habitat features such as bat boxes. 

 Include educational signage to foster nature appreciation and respect. 

A preliminary analysis has been conducted for the subject site based on the site 

development plan and basic understanding of the proposed works.  Stormwater 

management will need to consider the Thames River and the floodplain, as well as the 

One River Environmental Assessment (if finalized at the time).  

6.1 Approach to Impact Analysis 

Potential impacts arising from the proposed development are determined by comparing 

the details of the proposed development with the characteristics of the existing natural 

features and their functions.  Where the development proposal overlaps with the natural 
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features or their buffers, impacts may arise.  The following is a description of the types of 

impacts which will be discussed.   

 Direct impacts to the natural features within the study area associated with 

disruption or displacement caused by the actual proposed ‘footprint’ of the 

undertaking. 

 Indirect impacts associated with changes in site conditions such as drainage 

and water quantity/quality. 

 Induced and cumulative impacts associated with impacts after the 

development is constructed such as subsequent demand on the resources 

created by increased habitation/use of the area and vicinity over time. 

6.2 Evaluations of the Potential Effects, Mitigation and Net Effects 

Impacts, mitigation measures and net effects are detailed in Table 5.  The table details 

the impact of all components of the proposed development. 



Natural Resource Solutions Inc. 26 
435-451 Ridout Street, London Ontario Preliminary Environmental Impact Study  

Table 6.  Impact Assessment and Net Effects 

Source of 
Potential Impact 

Direct or 
Indirect 
Impact 

Ecological 
Feature or 
Function 
Effected Potential Impact Mitigation Measures Net Impact 

Land Use Impacts 
Land use 
designation  
 
 
 

Direct & 
Indirect 

Cultural 
Woodlands 
& 
Groundwater 
resources 

- Change in land use 
will not significantly 
change the current 
use or impact on 
natural heritage 
features 

- Completion of an EIS 
- Use of Environmental Management 
Guidelines 

- Use of Best Management Practices 
 

With the completion of 
an EIS and the use of 
the Environmental 
Management 
Guidelines, changes in 
land use designation 
can be completed 
without net impact to 
natural heritage 
features.  Only 
significant natural 
feature identified is the 
Thames River. 
 
Low 

Development 
design and 
location 

Direct Cultural 
Woodlands  

- Removal of CUW 
features  

- General impacts as 
a result of 
urbanization 

- See above 
- Permit from UTRCA required for 
development in floodplain. 

- Landscape Design 

See above.  Features on 
site are cultural 
woodlands with an 
abundance of invasive 
species.   
 
Low 

Increased Edge 
effects 

Direct  Cultural 
Woodlands 

- Adjacent FOD5-1 
could be impacted 
by the removal of 
CUW1.   

 
The development 
plan includes 
removal of the 
CUW1 inclusion 

- An Erosion and Sediment Control (ESC) 
plan is recommended to be prepared to 
help control and reduce the sediment load 
of runoff which may flow towards nearby 
regulated water features. 

- Regular monitoring of sediment fences 
and other ESC measures, particularly 
following large rain events. 

With the landscape plan 
after construction, 
removal of invasive 
species, the remediation 
of this Brownfield site, 
and the limited habitat 
function provided by the 
CUW1 there is expected 
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Source of 
Potential Impact 

Direct or 
Indirect 
Impact 

Ecological 
Feature or 
Function 
Effected Potential Impact Mitigation Measures Net Impact 

within the subject 
property and part of 
CUW1.  These 
features are 
comprised of 
invasive species 
and provide limited 
opportunities. 

- Landscape design should use native 
species  

- A certified arborist should be on site to 
determine the best approach to protecting 
the trees to be retained in the CUW 
inclusion along the northern subject 
property boundary.  Tree protection 
fencing should be erected. 

to be low to no net 
impacts.  
 
Low 

Interruption or 
change of surface 
water and ground- 
water flows (water 
balance) 
 

Direct 
and 
Indirect 

Thames 
River 
floodplain 
and Thames 
River 

- Changes to water 
balance, increased 
runoff 

- Studies/discussions will be required in 
order to ensure the floodplain storage 
capacity is maintained.  Flooding of the 
lower area may need to be part of final 
design.  Expected that less than 2 feet of 
excavation in new park space (dedicated 
area) will result in “net 0” flood water 
displacement.  

- Opportunity to remove non-natural fill 
materials through excavation of the bank.   

-  On-site drainage and SWM should be 
appropriately designed to maintain water 
balance to the degree possible.  

- Any changes in runoff or water storage 
should consider impacts to the nearby 
Thames River and overall floodplain, and 
be approved by the UTRCA. 

This potential impact will 
be further discussed 
through the 
hydrogeology team 
members.   
 
Net impact is not 
expected to be 
significant if the 
drainage plan considers 
water balance and the 
floodplain capacity of the 
Thames River is 
maintained.  
 
Low 

Increased hard 
surface/decreased 
in infiltration 

Direct Thames 
River 
floodplain 

- Changes to surfaces 
to become 
impervious can 
result in changes in 
components of the 
water balance. 

- Consideration of LID measures where 
feasible 

- Use of infiltration measures where feasible 

This potential impact will 
be further discussed 
through the 
hydrogeology team 
members as part of the 
SWM/drainage plan.   
 
Low 
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Source of 
Potential Impact 

Direct or 
Indirect 
Impact 

Ecological 
Feature or 
Function 
Effected Potential Impact Mitigation Measures Net Impact 

Interruption of 
Corridors 

Indirect Thames 
River 
Corridor 

- Development can 
create barriers to 
wildlife movement. 

- Removal of CUW1 

- Removal of CUW1 will follow timing 
windows and best management practices.   

- Tree preservation plan will ensure that the 
adjacent woodland features are not 
degraded. 

No wildlife corridor is 
present on site.     
 
Low 

Flora Direct CUW1 - Removal of flora - Landscape Design/Plan to use native 
species 

There are no significant 
species and many non-
native species, so 
impact is very low.   
 
Low 

Specialized 
Wildlife Habitat 

Direct Thames 
River 
floodplain 
 
Bat habitat 
trees 
(candidate) 

- Removal of 
candidate bat 
habitat trees 

- Tree preservation plan will ensure that 
adjacent features are not degraded. 

- Opportunity to use bat boxes on site.    

 
Low  

Habitat for SCC Direct 
and 
Indirect 

Cultural 
Woodlands, 
flat roof top 
of heritage 
building 

- Marginal suitable 
habitat may exist 
within the cultural 
woodland inclusion 
for Eastern Wood-
pewee  

- Flat roof tops, as 
found on the 
heritage buildings 
on the subject 
property, can 
provide suitable 
nesting habitat for 
Common 
Nighthawk. 

- Follow best management practices for 
removal of woodland features. Follow 
TPP. 

- Removal of trees should occur outside of 
the active breeding season approximately 
April 1 to August 31 for bird species in 
open habitats (CWS 2017a,b).  

- When necessary, nest surveys should be 
completed on roof structures by a qualified 
biologist within 48hrs of the initialization of 
construction 

As these areas are 
highly disturbed, and a 
larger forested 
community is present to 
the north, and since no 
individuals were 
observed, impacts to 
these species are 
expected to be avoided 
if removal occurs 
outside of the active 
breeding bird season. 
 
Low 
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Source of 
Potential Impact 

Direct or 
Indirect 
Impact 

Ecological 
Feature or 
Function 
Effected Potential Impact Mitigation Measures Net Impact 

Habitat of 
Endangered or 
Threatened 
Species 

Direct  Cultural 
Woodland 

- Two potential bat 
cavity trees were 
identified within the 
CUW feature.  
These cavities could 
contain SAR bats 
during nesting 
season. 

- Removal of trees if required as part of the 
development or restoration, should be 
completed outside of the bat timing 
windows (April 1 to September 30), as per 
the bat timing windows. 
 

Impacts to these species 
are expected to be 
avoided if best 
management practices 
are followed. 
 
Low 

Construction Impacts 
Site grading, 
during 
construction 
activities (erosion 
from runoff and 
sedimentation) 

Indirect Thames 
River 

- Potential for soil 
erosion and 
sedimentation into 
the Thames River 
 

- An Erosion and Sediment Control (ESC) 
plan is recommended to be prepared to 
help control and reduce the sediment load 
of runoff which may flow towards nearby 
regulated water features. 

- Regular monitoring of sediment fences 
and other ESC measures, particularly 
following large rain events. Prepare an 
emergency response plan.  

- Re-establishing vegetative cover in 
disturbed areas following the completion of 
the construction work is recommended. 

- Monitoring of construction activities to 
ensure no additional ESC concerns. 

- Implement sediment control measure at 
the discharge point of any dewatering 
systems for servicing 
trenches/excavations. 

- Runoff and erosion will particularly require 
monitoring through any work proposed for 
the currently vegetated slope. 
 

With the preparation of 
an approved ESC plan, 
emergency response 
plan and with regular 
monitoring, the impacts 
from erosion and 
sediment can be 
eliminated.  
 
Net impact to the 
Thames River is 
expected to be low. 
 
Low 
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Source of 
Potential Impact 

Direct or 
Indirect 
Impact 

Ecological 
Feature or 
Function 
Effected Potential Impact Mitigation Measures Net Impact 

Compaction of 
soils within tree 
rooting zones 

Direct 
and 
Indirect 

Isolated 
trees, 
cultural 
woodlands, 
adjacent 
FOD feature. 

- Soil instability 
- Reduced ability to 
absorb nutrients 

- Prepare a tree management plan as the 
subject property is within the Tree 
Protection area.  Trees recommended for 
retention will require protection.  Further 
mitigation measures for tree protection 
fencing measures will be included with the 
Tree Preservation Plan.   

Tree management plan 
will include details of 
where protection fencing 
should be included.  
This fencing will be 
effective in protecting 
against compaction to 
root zones of the trees 
that are reserved within 
the plan.  
 
Net impact expected to 
be Low but further 
mitigation measures will 
be provided in the TPP. 

Site clearing and 
vegetation 
removal 

Direct 
and 
Indirect 

Isolated 
trees, 
cultural 
woodlands; 
soil 
stabilization; 
water 
management 
through 
uptake 

- Disruption to 
migratory birds and 
their nests 

- Soil instability, 
resulting in erosion 
and sedimentation 

- Tree removal 
- Disruption to local 
wildlife 

- Potential impact to 
bats 
 

The development 
plan includes 
removal of the CUW1 
inclusion within the 
subject property and 
part of CUW1.  

- Vegetation removal is recommended to 
occur outside of the breeding and nesting 
season for migratory birds, approximately 
April 1 to August 31 for bird species in 
open habitats (CWS 2017a,b), as well as 
outside of the active bat season (April 1 to 
September 30). 

- Stabilize soils following vegetation removal 
and grading, by seeding the area with 
appropriate cover crop (i.e. Annual Rye, 
Lolium multiflorum) to reduce the potential 
for sedimentation and erosion.  Maintain 
vegetation wherever possible. 

- Prepare a tree management plan as the 
subject property is within the Tree 
Protection area.  Trees recommended for 
retention will require protection.  Further 
mitigation measures for tree protection 

With the timing windows 
followed, and best 
management practices 
applied, the 
tree/vegetation removal 
will not have negative 
impacts to nesting birds.   
 
The removal of the 
degraded and invasive 
species dominated 
CUW1 will be addressed 
as part of the landscape 
plan.  
 
Low 
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Source of 
Potential Impact 

Direct or 
Indirect 
Impact 

Ecological 
Feature or 
Function 
Effected Potential Impact Mitigation Measures Net Impact 

These features are 
comprised of 
invasive species and 
provide limited 
habitat opportunities. 

fencing measures will be included with the 
TPP.   

 

Scarring and 
damage to 
vegetation by 
machinery 
 
 
 

Direct Isolated 
trees, 
cultural 
woodlands 

- Scarring and 
damage from 
construction 
vehicles is possible 
to natural features if 
not properly 
identified and 
secured.   

- Install silt fencing at grading limits to 
demarcate construction zone and establish 
separation to adjacent natural features. 

- Develop and implement an ESC plan. 
 

Silt fencing and 
protective fencing will 
protect the natural 
areas/ trees.  Further 
mitigation measures to 
be provided within the 
TPP.   
 
Low 

Decreased health 
of vegetation from 
dust and 
sedimentation 
 

Indirect Natural 
features to 
north, 
Thames 
River, 
isolated 
trees within 
subject 
property 

- Dust on vegetation 
can lead to reduced 
photosynthesis and 
temperature 
regulation 
 

- Ensure dry unvegetated conditions are 
“soaked” to reduce dust disturbance.  If 
dust does accumulate on adjacent 
vegetation, hose washing is suitable 
outside of peak daylight hours. 

- Prepare an ESC plan and follow best 
management practices. 

If ESC plan is prepared 
and followed, and 
includes regular 
monitoring, the impacts 
from dust and 
sedimentation can be 
mitigated. 
   
Low 

Disturbance of 
wildlife from 
machinery 
equipment noise, 
traffic 

Indirect Adjacent 
Lands, 
Thames 
River, Harris 
Park 

- Construction noise 
can displace wildlife.  
Impact to this is 
expected to be 
minimal given the 
highly disturbed 
areas (parkland) 

- Follow noise by-laws for the City of 
London 
 

As the area is primarily 
manicured lawn, the net 
impacts to wildlife is not 
expected. 
 
Low 

Introduction of 
non-native 
species 

Indirect Adjacent 
lands 

- Introduction of non-
native species  

- Follow the goals outlined within the 
London Invasive Plant Management 
Strategy (2017b) 

The landscape plan will 
include native species.  
The CUW that are on 
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Source of 
Potential Impact 

Direct or 
Indirect 
Impact 

Ecological 
Feature or 
Function 
Effected Potential Impact Mitigation Measures Net Impact 

- Follow City of London’s Clean Equipment 
Protocol to minimize risk of spreading 
invasive species.   

- Avoid or minimize the introduction of fill to 
the site to prevent introduction of invasive 
species. 

site are comprised 
primarily of invasive or 
introduced species.  No 
net impact is expected 
and may be a net benefit 
as removing large 
amount of non-native 
species on site. 
 
None 

Drainage of 
Wetlands 

N/A N/A - N/A - N/A No wetland on site.   

Fragmentation of 
habitat and 
linkages 

Indirect Cultural 
woodlands, 
Thames 
River 

- Removal of cultural 
woodlands may 
cause fragmentation 
of habitat and 
linkages, although 
the woodlands are 
already very 
degraded and the 
Thames River itself 
acts as a linkage. 

- Prepare a TYPP and use native species 
within the Landscape plan.  

The area is already 
heavily used through the 
parking lot and Harris 
Park.   
 
Low 

Fish Habitat Indirect Thames 
River 

- Potential for Serious 
Harm to fish and fish 
habitat under 
Section 35 of the 
Fisheries Act. 

- A proponent led self-assessment should 
be completed for the proposed works for 
areas within the high-water mark of the 
Thames River.  If there is potential for the 
works to cause serious harm, the project 
will be submitted to DFO for a site-specific 
review. 

- Follow ESC plan. 

If best management 
practices are followed, 
the net impact will be 
Low. 
 
Works occurring below 
the high-water mark of 
the Thames River, have 
a higher probability of 
requiring a DFO review 
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Source of 
Potential Impact 

Direct or 
Indirect 
Impact 

Ecological 
Feature or 
Function 
Effected Potential Impact Mitigation Measures Net Impact 

and potential Fisheries 
Act Authorization. 

Building 
Construction/ 
activity on building 
roof tops 

Direct Potential 
habitat for 
Common 
Nighthawk  

-  Birds may use roof 
structures for 
nesting, which can 
be disrupted  

- When possible, construction should occur 
outside of the breeding and nesting 
season for migratory birds, approximately 
April 1 to August 31. 

- When necessary, nest sweeps should be 
completed on roof structures by a qualified 
biologist within 48hrs of the initialization of 
construction 

Through mitigation 
measures and best 
management practices 
applied there is 
expected to be no net 
impact.   
 
None 

Stormwater Management Development Impacts 
Location of facility N/A N/A Details are unknown. - To be determined, if applicable. TBD 
Change and/or 
Loss of Habitat 

N/A N/A N/A - To be determined, if applicable. TBD 

Erosion and 
sedimentation 
related to 
construction 

Indirect Thames 
River 

-Potential for soil 
erosion and 
sedimentation on the 
Thames River. 

- Develop and implement an ESC plan that 
includes multi-barrier approaches.   

- Regular monitoring of the construction 
activities and the ESC measures. 

- Work within the dry. 

With an approved ESC 
plan, and regular 
monitoring, the impacts 
from erosion and 
sediment can be 
eliminated.   
 
None 

Alterations to 
surface water flow 
patterns and 
groundwater 
properties 
 
 

Direct 
and 
Indirect 

Groundwater 
resources, 
Thames 
River 

-Changes to water 
balance, increased 
runoff 

- Standard mitigations measures relating to 
erosion and sediment control are 
recommended during and after 
construction. 

TBD 

Stream 
Morphology 

N/A N/A N/A - N/A N/A 

Discharge Outlet 
Configuration 

N/A N/A Details are unknown - To be determined, if applicable. TBD 
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Source of 
Potential Impact 

Direct or 
Indirect 
Impact 

Ecological 
Feature or 
Function 
Effected Potential Impact Mitigation Measures Net Impact 

Impact on 
receiving 
watercourse 

Indirect Thames 
River 

-Urban stormwater 
can have impacts on 
the quality and 
quantity of receiving 
watercourse 

- Ministry of Environment, Conservation and 
Parks water quality guidelines are 
available and will be applied to any SWM 
design plans.   

- Water quality will also follow any 
recommendations within the One River 
Class EA, if available at the time. 

TBD 

Roads and Utility Corridor Impacts 
Width of Road 
(species 
movement) 

N/A N/A - N/A - N/A Roads as part of the 
development plan are 
limited to areas where 
they already occur.   

Mortality of 
Wildlife 

N/A N/A - N/A -N/A Mortality of wildlife not 
expected as no new 
roads are planned  

Drainage Indirect Groundwater 
resources 

- Changes to water 
balance 

- Appropriately designed SWM and 
drainage on-site to maintain the water 
balance to acceptable standards. 

- Use of LID measures proposed to capture 
and infiltrate runoff, thereby reducing the 
variation between pre-development and 
post-development conditions. 

This potential impact will 
be further discussed 
through the 
SWM/drainage plan.   
Net impact is not 
expected to be 
significant if the 
Drainage plan considers 
water balance and the 
capacity of the Thames 
River is maintained.  

Microclimate N/A N/A - N/A - N/A N/A 
Salt damage 
Noise 
Heavy Metals 
Road dust 
Wind effects 
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Source of 
Potential Impact 

Direct or 
Indirect 
Impact 

Ecological 
Feature or 
Function 
Effected Potential Impact Mitigation Measures Net Impact 

Parks/Recreational/ Cultural Impacts 
Increased 
recreational use 

Induced Adjacent 
natural 
areas, 
dedicated 
Parkland 

- Not expected to be 
any potential 
impacts as Harris 
Park is already a 
park feature 

- Increased pathways and lighting if 
required. 

- Improve connection to Harris Park 

Area is already 
frequented since it is 
Harris Park and trails 
already exist along the 
Thames River.  
Dedicated parkland will 
be a net improvement. 

Compaction of 
soils/ trampling of 
vegetation 

Induced Adjacent 
natural areas 

- Invasive species 
establishment 

- Reduced water 
uptake, reduced 
community vigor 

- Trails  
- Fencing if required 

Due to the highly utilized 
park and urban area, 
there is not expected to 
be a net impact. 
 
Low 

Disturbance to 
wildlife 

Induced Natural area 
ecological 
function, 
urban wildlife 

- Bird, bat, and urban 
mammal 
populations may be 
disturbed and leave 
the area 

- Dedicated parkland may create wildlife 
habitat 

- Educational signage to inform park users 
of natural heritage features and functions 
and request respect 

Due to the highly utilized 
park and urban area, 
there is not expected to 
be a net impact to 
wildlife. 

Change in cultural 
values 
(aesthetics, 
education) 

N/A N/A - N/A - N/A N/A 

Archaeological 
resources 

N/A N/A - N/A - N/A N/A 

Land Use Management 
Property 
maintenance 
 
Yard waste 
disposal 
 

Induced Local 
environment 

- Potential impact to 
parks, greenspaces, 
naturalized or 
restoration areas 

- No additional impact 
from domestic pets 
anticipated 

- Implement Best Management Practices for 
lighting infrastructure to effectively direct 
light and minimize disruption to local 
wildlife. 

- Limit use of commercial fertilizers in 
landscaped areas.  

With the use of best 
management practices 
following provincial laws 
as they relate to 
pesticides and using 
native species within the 
landscaping there will 
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Source of 
Potential Impact 

Direct or 
Indirect 
Impact 

Ecological 
Feature or 
Function 
Effected Potential Impact Mitigation Measures Net Impact 

Non-native 
species planting 
 
Domestic pets 
 
Lighting 
 
Property 
encroachments 

- No impact from 
property 
encroachments 
anticipated 

- Limit use of salts or other additives for ice 
and snow control on the roadways. 

- Native species on landscape plans. 
- No invasive non-native species to be used 
anywhere 

not be significant 
impacts to any of the 
natural features.  
 
Low 
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7.0 Environmental Management and Monitoring Plan 

The primary objective of the Environmental Management and Monitoring Plan is to restore the 

function and structure of features which are removed and to enhance any areas on-site.  It is 

proposed that this brownfield site be remediated, as well as the non-natural fill materials be 

excavated from the bank.  There is opportunity to stabilize the bank and re-naturalize it with 

native species through new landscaping.   

A monitoring plan is intended to protect the natural heritage features during and post-

construction by ensuring tree protection and sediment fencing are installed properly and 

maintained.  Monitoring will also ensure that naturalization plantings achieved a target rate of 

survival.  

7.1 Monitoring 

The following are recommendations for monitoring to be conducted on site prior to, during and 

following construction:  

 Inspection of all Tree Protection Zone and Construction Delineation Area fencing 

prior to commencement of grading to ensure that fence placement reflects the extent 

of the identified natural feature buffers. 

 Regular monitoring of tree protection fences, sediment fences and other ESC 

measures, particularly following large rain events, to be completed during 

construction.  

 Inspection of planted tree and shrub stock and herbaceous vegetation to evaluate 

survival and success of establishment and identify need for replacement plantings for 

any dead material, to be completed post-construction, 2 years following the date of 

installation. 

 Monitoring of plants within the Landscape Plan. 
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8.0 Summary 

NRSI was retained by Farhi Holdings to complete a scoped EIS for the proposed development 

located at 435-451 Ridout Street.  This report provides a summary of the natural features within 

the subject property, an analysis of the significance and sensitivity of these natural features, a 

description of the proposed preliminary development plan, and a preliminary assessment of 

potential impacts.  Information on tree removal, protection and retention will be provided within 

the TPP once detailed site and grading plans are available.  Further impact analysis and 

mitigation measures may be warranted once detailed designs are known and other studies have 

been completed (i.e. servicing plan, grading plan, stormwater management plan).   
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Tree 
Number Common Name Scientific Name

Native/ Non-
native DBH (cm)

Stem 
Count

Crown 
Radius (m)

Potential for 
Structural 

Failure Rating
Overall 

Condition Comments
J English Oak Quercus robur N on-N ative 13.0 1 2.0 Improbable Good Columnar growth, healthy crown, behind fence.
K S ycamore Platanus occidentalis N ative 11.1 1 2.5 Improbable Fair Minor dieback, damage to roots.
L English Oak Quercus robur N on-N ative 14.0 1 2.0 Improbable Good Very minor dieback, columnar growth.
1482 English Oak Quercus robur N on-N ative 16.2 1 2.5 Improbable Fair Codominant columnar growth, minor dieback.
1483 English Oak Quercus robur N on-N ative 28.0 1 3.0 Improbable Fair S mall dead branches, limited root z one.
1484 S mall L eaf L inden Tilia cordata N on-N ative 48.7 1 4.0 Improbable Fair Included bark, minor dieback.
1485 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra N on-N ative 24.0 1 2.0 Possible Poor S mall crown limited to above building height, potential 

diplodia, dieback.
1486 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra N on-N ative 25.2 1 2.5 Possible Fair S mall crown, minor dieback, minor mower damage.
1487 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra N on-N ative 34.7 1 3.0 Possible Fair S mall crown, minor dieback, minor mower damage.
1488 Common 

Hackberry
Celtis occidentalis N ative 23.0 1 4.0 Improbable Fair Growing on steep slope, minor dieback.

1489 N orway S pruce Picea abies N on-N ative 39.6 1 4.0 Improbable Fair Minor dieback, top of slope.
1490 N orway S pruce Picea abies N on-N ative 26.8 1 4.0 Improbable Fair Minor dieback, mid slope.
1491 N orway S pruce Picea abies N on-N ative 37.8 1 4.0 Improbable Fair Minor dieback, mid slope.
1493 Hedge Maple Acer campestre N on-N ative 26.9 1 5.5 Improbable Fair Codominant leaders, minor dieback, top of slope.
1492 Hedge Maple Acer campestre N on-N ative 23.2 4 5.5 Improbable Fair Codominant leaders, asymmetrical crown to north.
1494 Hedge Maple Acer campestre N on-N ative 21.2 4 5.0 Probable Poor Codominant leaders, dead stems, vertical crack, dieback.
1495 Hedge Maple Acer campestre N on-N ative 16.4 1 4.5 Possible Fair Dead stem, remaining growth over parking lot, water 

sprouts at base.
1496 N orway Maple Acer platanoides N on-N ative 39.0 1 4.0 Improbable Good Crown to edge of parking, healthy crown, minor erosion at 

base.
1497 N orway Maple Acer platanoides N on-N ative 44.9 1 5.0 Improbable Fair Minor broken branches, healthy remaining crown.
1498 N orway Maple Acer platanoides N on-N ative 41.5 1 7.0 Improbable Fair Crown outside of lots, erosion, minor dead branches.
1499 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra N on-N ative 20.4 1 2.0 Possible Poor Minor pistol butt on upper side of retaining wall, potential 

diplodia, dieback.
1500 Hedge Maple Acer campestre N on-N ative 23.3 1 2.5 Improbable Good Minor erosion, healthy crown.
1501 N orway Maple Acer platanoides N on-N ative 24.2 1 Imminent Very PoorBroken hanging crown.
1502 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra N on-N ative 26.0 1 5.0 Possible Fair Major dieback, leaning over parking lot, dead branches.
1503 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra N on-N ative 20.8 1 3.0 Possible Dead Bore holes.
1504 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra N on-N ative 24.3 1 3.0 Possible Dead Bore holes.
1505 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra N on-N ative 16.9 1 2.0 Possible Dead Bore holes, losing bark.
1506 N orway Maple Acer platanoides N on-N ative 38.7 2 5.0 Improbable Fair Codominant leaders, included bark, good reaction wood, 

erosion.
1507 Eastern 

Cottonwood
Populus deltoides N ative 54.8 1 6.0 Probable Very Poor L arge dead branches, 75% dieback.

1508 N orway Maple Acer platanoides N on-N ative 55.6 1 6.0 Improbable Good Crown stops at bottom lot, erosion.
1509 Eastern 

Cottonwood
Populus deltoides N ative 56.4 2 7.0 Possible Fair Codominant leaders, dieback, included bark, minor rot.

1510 N orway Maple Acer platanoides N on-N ative 15.0 1 3.0 Improbable Fair S lightly suppressed, slightly unbalanced.
1511 S ugar Maple Acer saccharum ssp. 

saccharum
N ative 21.5 1 3.0 Improbable Fair Broken branch, minor dieback.

1512 Colorado S pruce Picea pungens N on-N ative 20.2 1 2.5 Possible Fair Asymmetrical crown to south, minor dieback.
1513 N orway Maple Acer platanoides N on-N ative 21.8 1 4.0 Improbable Good Minor erosion, healthy crown.
1514 Eastern 

Cottonwood
Populus deltoides N ative 26.8 1 3.0 Improbable Fair Very high crown, minor dieback.

1515 Freeman's Maple Acer X freemanii N ative 31.1 2 4.5 Improbable Fair Dieback, codominant leaders, minor dead branches.
1516 N orway Maple Acer platanoides N on-N ative 47.5 1 5.0 Improbable Good Erosion, minor dieback.
1517 N orway Maple Acer platanoides N on-N ative 17.1 1 3.0 Improbable Fair Erosion, slightly suppressed.
1518 N orway Maple Acer platanoides N on-N ative 17.4 1 3.0 Probable Very PoorCompletely defoliated at time of assessment, dead 

branches.
1519 N orway Maple Acer platanoides N on-N ative 14.8 1 3.0 Improbable Fair S lightly suppressed, slightly overextended.
1520 N orway Maple Acer platanoides N on-N ative 10.7 1 2.0 Improbable Fair S lightly suppressed, healthy crown.
1521 S weet Cherry Prunus avium N on-N ative 36.2 1 4.0 Improbable Fair Minor dieback, good torsion reaction wood, tall crown.
1522 N orway Maple Acer platanoides N on-N ative 26.4 1 5.0 Improbable Fair S lightly unbalanced, bottom of slope.
1522 Freeman's Maple Acer X freemanii N ative 31.9 1 5.0 Improbable Fair S lightly unbalanced, bottom of slope.
1523 Freeman's Maple Acer X freemanii N ative 39.9 1 6.5 Improbable Fair S lightly unbalanced, bottom of slope.
1525 Freeman's Maple Acer X freemanii N ative 25.8 1 5.0 Improbable Fair S lightly unbalanced, bottom of slope, minor dieback.
1526 N orway Maple Acer platanoides N on-N ative 25.7 1 5.0 Improbable Fair S lightly unbalanced, bottom of slope, minor dieback.
1525 N orway Maple Acer platanoides N on-N ative 25.7 1 5.0 Improbable Fair S lightly unbalanced, bottom of slope, minor dieback.
1527 Manitoba Maple Acer negundo N ative 29.6 1 7.0 Probable Poor Extreme lean northeast just over lot, water sprouts, dead 

branches.
1528 N orway Maple Acer platanoides N on-N ative 27.3 1 4.5 Improbable Fair Minor dieback , erosion on lower side.
1529 Manitoba Maple Acer negundo N ative 31.3 1 3.0 Probable Very PoorBroken top, large dead branches, leaning west. ,
1530 Manitoba Maple Acer negundo N ative 38.5 1 3.0 Possible Very Poor U prooted, growing horiz ontal.
1531 Manitoba Maple Acer negundo N ative 30.6 1 4.0 Possible Fair Water sprouts, dieback, unbalanced .
1532 N orway Maple Acer platanoides N on-N ative 13.7 1 3.0 Improbable Fair S lightly suppressed .
1533 Common 

Hackberry
Celtis occidentalis N ative 70.3 1 7.0 Improbable Excellent Healthy crown, stable form.

1534 Common 
Hackberry

Celtis occidentalis N ative 80.8 1 6.0 Probable Poor L arge dead branches, cavities, good reaction wood.

1535 Manitoba Maple Acer negundo N ative 22.3 2 5.0 Probable Very PoorDeasd tree on top, broken branches , dieback .
1536 Manitoba Maple Acer negundo N ative 30.4 1 6.0 Probable Very Poor L earge dead leaning top north.
1537 N orway Maple Acer platanoides N on-N ative 21.7 1 4.5 Improbable Fair Erosion , slightly suppressed .
1538 Freeman's Maple Acer X freemanii N ative 73.9 1 6.0 Improbable Fair Crown to edge of lot, codominant leaders , included bark.

1539 N orway Maple Acer platanoides N on-N ative 27.5 2 3.0 Improbable Fair Codominant leaders, dead secondary stem.
1540 White Mulberry Morus alba N on-N ative 12.5 1 1.5 Probable Poor Dieback, dead tree in crown.
1541 Manitoba Maple Acer negundo N ative 60.0 1 3.0 Possible Very Poor Topped, suckering branches, major rot.
1542 Manitoba Maple Acer negundo N ative 29.7 1 3.0 Probable Very Poor U prooted, leaning horiz ontal west, broken branches.
1543 Black Walnut Juglans nigra N ative 47.0 1 5.5 Improbable Good Asymmetrical crown to west, debris at base.
1544 Manitoba Maple Acer negundo N ative 16.1 1 3.0 Probable Very PoorMajor rotted base, major dieback .
1545 Manitoba Maple Acer negundo N ative 38.4 1 4.0 Probable Very PoorRotted base, water sprouts, dead crowns.
1546 Manitoba Maple Acer negundo N ative 65.0 1 8.0 Probable Poor Rot at base, codominant leaders, broken branches, 

dieback.
1547 Common 

Hackberry
Celtis occidentalis N ative 24.0 1 3.0 Improbable Fair S lightly unbalanced.

1548 Common 
Hackberry

Celtis occidentalis N ative 13.6 1 3.0 Improbable Fair S lightly suppressed, erosion.

1549 Colorado S pruce Picea pungens N on-N ative 32.3 1 3.0 Improbable Good Minor light pruning.
1550 Colorado S pruce Picea pungens N on-N ative 17.8 1 3.5 Improbable Fair Dieback , dead lower branches.
1551 Colorado S pruce Picea pungens N on-N ative 23.4 3 3.5 Improbable Fair Dieback , light pruning , codominant leaders.
1552 Colorado S pruce Picea pungens N on-N ative 46.8 1 5.0 Improbable Fair Dead lower branches.
1553 Colorado S pruce Picea pungens N on-N ative 57.3 1 4.0 Improbable Fair Dead lower branches.
1554 Colorado S pruce Picea pungens N on-N ative 43.5 1 4.0 Improbable Fair L ight pruning, codominant leaders.
1555 Colorado S pruce Picea pungens N on-N ative 52.3 1 5.0 Improbable Fair Dead lower branches.
1556 Redbud Cercis canadensis N ative 14.3 1 4.0 Improbable Good L eaning slightly over road, slightly unbalanced, prolific 

seed production,slightly unbalanced.
1557 Redbud Cercis canadensis N ative 11.2 1 4.0 Improbable Fair L eaning toward road, slightly suppressed , slightly 

unbalanced.
1558 Redbud Cercis canadensis N ative 10.1 1 5.0 Improbable Fair L eaning toward road , prolific seed production.
C T hornless Honey 

L ocust
Gleditsia triacanthos 
var. inermis

N on-N ative 54.0 1 7.0 Improbable Good S mall dead branches , overhanging road, healthy 
structure.

D Common 
Hackberry

Celtis occidentalis N ative 22.8 1 4.0 Improbable Fair Minor dieback.

1559 Redbud Cercis canadensis N ative 16.7 1 5.0 Improbable Fair Prolific seed production, unbalanced, minor dieback.
1560 Redbud Cercis canadensis N ative 10.9 1 4.0 Improbable Fair Minor dieback, seeds.
1561 Black Walnut Juglans nigra N ative 69.8 1 7.0 Improbable Good L arge healthy crown.
E Manitoba Maple Acer negundo N ative 28.6 1 4.5 Possible Poor L eaning west, water sprouts, dieback.
1562 Manitoba Maple Acer negundo N ative 33.5 1 4.0 Probable Very PoorRotten base, major dieback, dead top.
F Common 

Hackberry
Celtis occidentalis N ative 18.2 1 3.5 Improbable Fair Asymmetrical crown, overextended branches.

G Common 
Hackberry

Celtis occidentalis N ative 11.9 1 3.0 Improbable Fair S lightly suppressed.

H White Mulberry Morus alba N on-N ative 29.0 1 5.0 Probable Poor Major rot at base.
I S ugar Maple Acer saccharum ssp. 

saccharum
N ative 70.5 1 6.5 Improbable Excellent L arge healthy crown.

1563 Manitoba Maple Acer negundo N ative 14.0 1 3.0 Possible Fair Dieback  slightly suppressed  slightly unbalanced.
1564 Black Walnut Juglans nigra N ative 78.7 1 6.5 Improbable Fair Minor dieback minor dead branches.
1565 Manitoba Maple Acer negundo N ative 26.4 1 3.0 Possible Poor Damage at base, water sprouts , leaning west.
1566 American 

Basswood
Tilia americana N ative 39.4 1 5.0 Improbable Fair Minor dieback.

1567 Common 
Hackberry

Celtis occidentalis N ative 37.8 1 5.0 Improbable Good Minor dieback.

1568 Manitoba Maple Acer negundo N ative 22.2 1 3.5 Possible Very PoorRot at base, dead top.
1569 Canada Y ew Taxus canadensis N ative 10.2 1 3.0 Improbable Good N ext to building, next to retaining wall, healthy crown.
1570 Canada Y ew Taxus canadensis N ative 10.0 1 2.0 Improbable Good N ext to fece, healthy crown, codominant leaders.
1571 Manitoba Maple Acer negundo N ative 22.2 1 3.0 Improbable Fair Damage atbase, dieback, water sprouts.
B Red Maple Acer rubrum N ative 19.9 1 3.5 Improbable Good Minor damage at base.
A L ondon Plane-

T ree
Platanus X acerifolia N on-N ative 42.7 1 5.5 Improbable Good Minor dieback, minor water sprouts

N Golden Weeping 
Willow

Salix alba var. 
vitellina

N on-N ative 97.3 1 6.0 Possible Poor Heavily pruned with only structurally safe branching 
remaining, galls, hollow base.

M English Oak Quercus robur N on-N ative 27.2 1 3.5 Improbable Fair Minor dieback of epicormic growth.
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Species (Common Name) COSEWIC ESA 2007 Abundance  Distribution

Sample DateLocation Site Number

Scientific Name SARA

Species at Risk (SAR) Status Provincial Status

SRank

North Thames River

10/14/2005Gibbons Park, Near Footbridge TF15UTM x: 478414 UTM y: 4760639

Blackside Darter Abundant widespreadPercina maculata S4

Central Stoneroller Abundant widespreadCampostoma anomalum S4

Common Carp Abundant widespreadCyprinus carpio SNA

Fantail Darter Abundant widespreadEtheostoma flabellare S4

Greenside Darter Abundant widespreadEtheostoma blennioides S4

Johnny Darter Abundant widespreadEtheostoma nigrum S5

Northern Hog Sucker Abundant widespreadHypentelium nigricans S4

Pumpkinseed Abundant widespreadLepomis gibbosus S5

Redhorse sp.

Rock Bass Abundant widespreadAmbloplites rupestris S5

Smallmouth Bass Abundant widespreadMicropterus dolomieu S5

Spotfin Shiner Abundant widespreadCyprinella spiloptera S4

Stonecat Abundant widespreadNoturus flavus S4

Striped Shiner Abundant widespreadLuxilus chrysocephalus S4

White Sucker Abundant widespreadCatostomus commersoni S5

10/20/2007Gibbons Park, Near Footbridge TF15UTM x: 478414 UTM y: 4760639

Blackside Darter Abundant widespreadPercina maculata S4

Bluntnose Minnow Abundant widespreadPimephales notatus S5

Central Stoneroller Abundant widespreadCampostoma anomalum S4

Common Carp Abundant widespreadCyprinus carpio SNA

Fantail Darter Abundant widespreadEtheostoma flabellare S4

Golden Redhorse Abundant widespreadMoxostoma erythrurum S4

Greenside Darter Abundant widespreadEtheostoma blennioides S4

Johnny Darter Abundant widespreadEtheostoma nigrum S5

Logperch Common widespreadPercina caprodes S5

Mimic Shiner Abundant widespreadNotropis volucellus S5

Northern Hog Sucker Abundant widespreadHypentelium nigricans S4

Rock Bass Abundant widespreadAmbloplites rupestris S5

Rosyface Shiner Abundant widespreadNotropis rubellus S4

Smallmouth Bass Abundant widespreadMicropterus dolomieu S5

Spotfin Shiner Abundant widespreadCyprinella spiloptera S4

Striped Shiner Abundant widespreadLuxilus chrysocephalus S4

White Sucker Abundant widespreadCatostomus commersoni S5

North Thames River

10/15/2007d/s Blackfriars Bridge TF12UTM x: 478970 UTM y: 4759434

Central Stoneroller Abundant widespreadCampostoma anomalum S4

Greenside Darter Abundant widespreadEtheostoma blennioides S4

Logperch Common widespreadPercina caprodes S5

Longnose Dace Common widespreadRhinichthys cataractae S5



Species (Common Name) COSEWIC ESA 2007 Abundance  Distribution

Sample DateLocation Site Number

Scientific Name SARA

Species at Risk (SAR) Status Provincial Status

SRank

Mimic Shiner Abundant widespreadNotropis volucellus S5

Northern Hog Sucker Abundant widespreadHypentelium nigricans S4

Rainbow Darter Uncommon localizedEtheostoma caeruleum S4

River Chub Common widespreadNocomis micropogon S4

Rock Bass Abundant widespreadAmbloplites rupestris S5

Smallmouth Bass Abundant widespreadMicropterus dolomieu S5

Spotfin Shiner Abundant widespreadCyprinella spiloptera S4

Striped Shiner Abundant widespreadLuxilus chrysocephalus S4

White Sucker Abundant widespreadCatostomus commersoni S5

5/15/2012d/s Blackfriars Bridge TF12UTM x: 478970 UTM y: 4759434

Greenside Darter Abundant widespreadEtheostoma blennioides S4

Mimic Shiner Abundant widespreadNotropis volucellus S5



Species (Common Name) COSEWIC ESA 2007 Abundance  Distribution

Sample DateLocation Site Number

Scientific Name SARA

Species at Risk (SAR) Status Provincial Status

SRank

Prepared - 

COSEWIC Status:  The Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada (COSEWIC) assesses species for their consideration for legal 
protection and recovery (or management) under the Species at Risk Act (SARA).  

Extinct:  A wildlife species that no longer exists. 
Extirpated:  A wildlife species no longer existing in the wild in Canada, but exists elsewhere. 
Endangered:  A wildlife species facing imminent extirpation or extinction. 
Threatened:  A wildlife species likely to become endangered if limiting factors are not reversed. 
Special Concern:  A wildlife species that may become a threatened or an endangered species because of a combination of biological characteristics and 
identified threats.
Not at Risk:  A wildlife species that has been evaluated and found to be not at risk of extinction given the current circumstances.

Reference: www.cosewic.gc.ca  (current to November 2011)

ESA 2007 / SARO Status:  Species at Risk in Ontario (SARO) are designated by the Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources (OMNR) in accordance 
with the provincial Endangered Species Act (ESA) through the Committee on the Status of Species at Risk in Ontario (COSSARO).  

Extirpated:  A native species that no longer exists in the wild in Ontario but still occurs elsewhere. 
Endangered:  A native species facing imminent extinction or extirpation in Ontario. 
Threatened:  A native species that is at risk of becoming endangered in Ontario. 
Special Concern:  A native species that is sensitive to human activities or natural events which may cause it to become endangered or threatened.

Reference: www.ontario.ca/speciesatrisk  (current to January 2012)

Monday, July 08, 2013

Abundance:  Refers to the relative abundance or common occurrence of the species found within the waters of the Thames River watershed based on 
sampling results.  Consideration was given to accurately reflect the species presence within the watershed due to the sampling capture method, effort, 
and biases, difficulty in capturing certain species and anecdotal reporting.
Abundant:  Greater than 50 sample records in the database
Common:  Between 15 and 50 sample records in the database
Historical:  . species that have been previously recorded in the Thames
Rare:  Less than 5 sample records in database
Uncommon:  Between 5 and 15 sample records in database

Distribution:  Indicates whether species are sampled throughout the watershed or restricted to specific locales.

SARA Status:  The federal at risk designation for species under the Species at Risk Act (SARA)
Reference: www.sararegistry.gc.ca  (current to December 2011)

Provincial Rank (SRANK):  Provincial (or Subnational) ranks are used by the Natural Heritage Information Centre (NHIC) to set protection priorities for 
rare species and natural communities. These ranks are assigned to consider only those factors within the political boundaries of Ontario. 

SX Presumed Extirpated:  Species or community is believed to be extirpated from the nation or state/province. Not located despite intensive searches of 
historical sites and other appropriate habitat, and virtually no likelihood that it will be rediscovered.
SH Possibly Extirpated (Historical):  Species or community occurred historically in the nation or state/province, and there is some possibility that it may 
be rediscovered. Its presence may not have been verified in the past 20-40 years. A species or community could become NH or SH without such a 20-
40 year delay if the only known occurrences in a nation or state/province were destroyed or if it had been extensively and unsuccessfully looked for. The 
NH or SH rank is reserved for species or communities for which some effort has been made to relocate occurrences, rather than simply using this 
status for all elements not known from verified extant occurrences.
S1 Critically Imperiled:  Critically imperiled in the nation or state/province because of extreme rarity (often 5 or fewer occurrences) or because of some 
factor(s) such as very steep declines making it especially vulnerable to extirpation from the state/province.
S2 Imperiled:  Imperiled in the nation or state/province because of rarity due to very restricted range, very few populations (often 20 or fewer), steep 
declines, or other factors making it very vulnerable to extirpation from the nation or state/province.
S3 Vulnerable:  Vulnerable in the nation or state/province due to a restricted range, relatively few populations (often 80 or fewer), recent and widespread 
declines, or other factors making it vulnerable to extirpation.

S4 Apparently Secure:  Uncommon but not rare; some cause for long-term concern due to declines or other factors. 
S5 Secure:  Common, widespread, and abundant in the nation or state/province.
SNR Unranked:  Nation or state/province conservation status not yet assessed.
SU Unrankable:  Currently unrankable due to lack of information or due to substantially conflicting information about status or trends. 
SNA Not Applicable:  A conservation status rank is not applicable because the species is not a suitable target for conservation activities.
S#S# Range Rank:  A numeric range rank (e.g., S2S3) is used to indicate any range of uncertainty about the status of the species or community. 
Ranges cannot skip more than one rank (e.g., SU is used rather than S1S4).  

Reference:  http://nhic.mnr.gov.on.ca/MNR/nhic/nhic.cfm (current to March 2012)



UTRCA / DFO / EC Mussel Sampling Records

Common Name Latin Name COSEWIC Status SARO StatusCondition Number

North Thames River

SiteCode - TF000 LOCATION: Gibbons Park,  Grosvenor St parking lot

UTM X 478699 UTM Y: 4760521

DATE 9/10/2004

Elktoe Alasmidonta marginata Relict Shell 2

Fluted Shell Lasmigona costata Live 2

Giant Floater Pyganodon grandis Relict Shell 0

Mucket Actinonaias ligamentina Live 1

Wavy-rayed Lampmussel Lampsilis fasciola Special Concern ThreatenedRelict Shell 1

Zebra Mussel Dreissena polymorpha Live

COSEWIC Status:  The Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada (COSEWIC) assesses species for their consideration 
for legal protection and recovery (or management) under the Species at Risk Act (SARA).  

Extinct:  A wildlife species that no longer exists. 
Extirpated:  A wildlife species no longer existing in the wild in Canada, but exists elsewhere. 
Endangered:  A wildlife species facing imminent extirpation or extinction. 
Threatened:  A wildlife species likely to become endangered if limiting factors are not reversed. 
Special Concern:  A wildlife species that may become a threatened or an endangered species because of a combination of biological 
characteristics and identified threats.

References:  http://www.sararegistry.gc.ca/species/schedules_e.cfm?id=1 
https://www.registrelep-
sararegistry.gc.ca/sar/index/default_e.cfm?stype=speciesindex=1cosid=common=scientific=population=taxid=3locid=0desid=0schid=0desi
d2=0 
http://www.cosewic.gc.ca/eng/sct0/rpt/rpt_csar_e.pdf 
http://www.cosewic.gc.ca/eng/sct5/index_e.cfm
(current to September 2009)

Monday, July 08, 2013 Page 1 of 1

SARO Status:  Species at Risk in Ontario (SARO) are designated by the Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources (OMNR) in accordance 
with the provincial Endangered Species Act (ESA) through the Committee on the Status of Species at Risk in Ontario (COSSARO).  

Extirpated:  A species that no longer exists in the wild in Ontario but still occurs elsewhere. 
Endangered:  A species facing imminent extinction or extirpation in Ontario which is a candidate for regulation under Ontario's ESA. 
Threatened:  A species that is at risk of becoming endangered in Ontario if limiting factors are not reversed. 
Special Concern:  A species with characteristics that make it sensitive to human activities or natural events.

Reference: http://www.mnr.gov.on.ca/en/Business/Species/2ColumnSubPage/STEL01_131230.html  
http://www.mnr.gov.on.ca/en/Business/Species/2ColumnSubPage/276722.html and 
http://www.e-laws.gov.on.ca/html/regs/english/elaws_regs_080230_e.htm 
http://www.mnr.gov.on.ca/276841.pdf  (current to September 2009)



UTRCA Benthic Sampling Data
Taxonomic Name Common Name Life Stage # in Subsample Biotic Index

North Thames River Downstream of Black Friars Bridge, accessed from Cummings Ave.

UTM X: 478959 UTM Y: 4759451Site code: TF14

Sampled - 10/20/2004

REP: 1

Acariformes Water Mite A 10 4

Caenidae Crawling Mayfly N 8 7

Ceratopogonidae Biting Midge L 1 6

Chironomidae Midge P 9 6

Chironomidae Midge L 84 6

Elmidae Riffle Beetle A 2 4

Elmidae Riffle Beetle L 4 4

Empididae Dance Fly L 3 6

Ephemerellidae Mayfly N 6 1

Erpobdellidae Leech A 3 10

Heptageniidae Stream Mayfly N 41 4

Hydropsychidae Net-spinning Caddisfly L 35 4

Nematoda Thread Worm A 1 -1

Oligochaeta Aquatic Worm A 27 8

Philopotamidae Finger-net Caddisfly L 4 3

Polycentropodidae Caddisfly L 1 6

Psephenidae Water Penny Beetle L 1 4

Psychomyiidae Tube-making Caddisfly L 2 2

Sialidae Alderfly N 1 4

Sphaeriidae Fingernail Clam A 4 8

Taeniopterygidae Stonefly N 1 2

Tipulidae Crane Fly L 4 3

Tricorythidae Crawling Mayfly N 23 4

Turbellaria Flatworm A 5 4

Family Biotic Index 5.26Stream Health Fair

Sampled - 10/25/2004

REP: 1

Acariformes Water Mite A 4 4

Asellidae Sow Bug A 1 8

Baetidae Small Mayfly N 1 4

Caenidae Crawling Mayfly N 19 7

Calopterygidae Broad-winged Damselfly N 1 5

Ceratopogonidae Biting Midge L 1 6

Chironomidae Midge P 2 6

Chironomidae Midge L 110 6

Elmidae Riffle Beetle L 6 4

Elmidae Riffle Beetle A 1 4

Empididae Dance Fly L 7 6

Ephemerellidae Mayfly N 5 1

Heptageniidae Stream Mayfly N 23 4

Hydropsychidae Net-spinning Caddisfly L 24 4

Nematoda Thread Worm A 1 -1

Oligochaeta Aquatic Worm A 21 8

Philopotamidae Finger-net Caddisfly L 1 3

Psephenidae Water Penny Beetle L 2 4

Psychomyiidae Tube-making Caddisfly L 2 2

Sphaeriidae Fingernail Clam A 6 8

Taeniopterygidae Stonefly N 1 2

Tipulidae Crane Fly L 1 3

Tricorythidae Crawling Mayfly N 19 4



Taxonomic Name Common Name Life Stage # in Subsample Biotic Index

Turbellaria Flatworm A 5 4

Family Biotic Index 5.49Stream Health Fair

Sampled - 6/2/2005

REP: 1

Acariformes Water Mite A 1 4

Baetidae Small Mayfly L 12 4

Caenidae Crawling Mayfly N 1 7

Ceratopogonidae Biting Midge L 1 6

Chironomidae Midge P 20 6

Chironomidae Midge L 122 6

Cyclopoida Fish Lice A 3 8

Empididae Dance Fly L 1 6

Ephemerellidae Mayfly N 2 1

Heptageniidae Stream Mayfly N 1 4

Hydropsychidae Net-spinning Caddisfly L 4 4

Nematoda Thread Worm A 1 -1

Oligochaeta Aquatic Worm A 83 8

Philopotamidae Finger-net Caddisfly L 1 3

Simuliidae Black Fly L 1 6

Family Biotic Index 6.59Stream Health Poor

Sampled - 6/12/2006

REP: 1

Acariformes Water Mite A 1 4

Baetidae Small Mayfly N 2 4

Chironomidae Midge P 5 6

Chironomidae Midge L 177 6

Cyclopoida Fish Lice A 1 8

Elmidae Riffle Beetle L 1 4

Erpobdellidae Leech A 1 10

Hydropsychidae Net-spinning Caddisfly L 4 4

Oligochaeta Aquatic Worm A 7 8

Simuliidae Black Fly L 3 6

Sphaeriidae Fingernail Clam A 1 8

Family Biotic Index 6.04Stream Health Fairly Poor

Sampled - 6/7/2007

REP: 1

Acariformes Water Mite A 3 4

Baetidae Small Mayfly N 8 4

Chironomidae Midge P 8 6

Chironomidae Midge L 112 6

Corixidae Water Boatmen A 1 5

Cyclopoida Fish Lice A 67 8

Daphniidae Water Flea A 3 8

Elmidae Riffle Beetle A 3 4

Elmidae Riffle Beetle L 1 4

Empididae Dance Fly L 2 6

Empididae Dance Fly P 1 6

Ephemerellidae Mayfly N 1 1

Heptageniidae Stream Mayfly N 3 4

Hydropsychidae Net-spinning Caddisfly L 15 4

Leptoceridae Long-horned Caddisfly L 1 4

Oligochaeta Aquatic Worm A 33 8

Ostracoda Seed Shrimp A 1 8

Simuliidae Black Fly L 1 6



Taxonomic Name Common Name Life Stage # in Subsample Biotic Index

Family Biotic Index 6.16Stream Health Fairly Poor

Sampled - 5/13/2008

REP: 1

Acariformes Water Mite A 5 4

Baetidae Small Mayfly N 40 4

Caenidae Crawling Mayfly N 1 7

Chironomidae Midge P 20 6

Chironomidae Midge L 112 6

Cyclopoida Fish Lice A 21 8

Daphniidae Water Flea A 56 8

Elmidae Riffle Beetle A 1 4

Elmidae Riffle Beetle L 3 4

Ephemerellidae Mayfly N 3 1

Erpobdellidae Leech A 1 10

Heptageniidae Stream Mayfly N 3 4

Hydropsychidae Net-spinning Caddisfly L 3 4

Oligochaeta Aquatic Worm A 32 8

Perlidae Stonefly N 3 1

Philopotamidae Finger-net Caddisfly L 1 3

Psephenidae Water Penny Beetle L 1 4

Simuliidae Black Fly L 13 6

Family Biotic Index 6.05Stream Health Fairly Poor

Sampled - 6/3/2009

REP: 1

Asellidae Sow Bug A 2 8

Baetidae Small Mayfly N 20 4

Chironomidae Midge P 1 6

Chironomidae Midge L 141 6

Collembola Springtail A 1 5

Corixidae Water Boatmen A 2 5

Cyclopoida Fish Lice A 6 8

Daphniidae Water Flea A 30 8

Elmidae Riffle Beetle L 22 4

Elmidae Riffle Beetle A 6 4

Ephemerellidae Mayfly N 1 1

Erpobdellidae Leech A 2 10

Heptageniidae Stream Mayfly N 4 4

Hydropsychidae Net-spinning Caddisfly L 24 4

Nematoda Thread Worm A 5 -1

Oligochaeta Aquatic Worm A 70 8

Ostracoda Seed Shrimp A 1 8

Simuliidae Black Fly L 3 6

Talitridae Sideswimmer A 1 8

Tricorythidae Crawling Mayfly N 2 4

Turbellaria Flatworm A 1 4

Family Biotic Index 6.24Stream Health Fairly Poor

Sampled - 5/27/2010

REP: 1

Acariformes Water Mite A 8 4

Baetidae Small Mayfly N 12 4

Caenidae Crawling Mayfly N 1 7

Ceratopogonidae Biting Midge L 1 6

Chironomidae Midge P 43 6

Chironomidae Midge L 199 6

Cyclopoida Fish Lice A 2 8



Taxonomic Name Common Name Life Stage # in Subsample Biotic Index

Elmidae Riffle Beetle A 1 4

Elmidae Riffle Beetle L 1 4

Ephemerellidae Mayfly N 1 1

Heptageniidae Stream Mayfly N 1 4

Hydropsychidae Net-spinning Caddisfly L 7 4

Nematoda Thread Worm A 1 -1

Oligochaeta Aquatic Worm A 76 8

Ostracoda Seed Shrimp A 1 8

Simuliidae Black Fly L 1 6

Sphaeriidae Fingernail Clam A 1 8

Family Biotic Index 6.38Stream Health Fairly Poor

Sampled - 6/6/2011

REP: 1

Acariformes Water Mite A 1 4

Baetidae Small Mayfly N 4 4

Chironomidae Midge P 31 6

Chironomidae Midge L 245 6

Elmidae Riffle Beetle A 1 4

Elmidae Riffle Beetle L 4 4

Ephemerellidae Mayfly N 1 1

Erpobdellidae Leech A 2 10

Heptageniidae Stream Mayfly N 3 4

Hydropsychidae Net-spinning Caddisfly L 19 4

Hydrozoa Hydra A 1 5

Nematoda Thread Worm A 1 -1

Oligochaeta Aquatic Worm A 20 8

Simuliidae Black Fly L 1 6

Sphaeriidae Fingernail Clam A 2 8

Family Biotic Index 6.02Stream Health Fairly Poor

Sampled - 5/15/2012

REP: 1

Acariformes Water Mite A 9 4

Baetidae Small Mayfly N 6 4

Caenidae Crawling Mayfly N 1 7

Capniidae Stonefly N 1 1

Chironomidae Midge L 177 6

Chironomidae Midge P 30 6

Elmidae Riffle Beetle A 2 4

Elmidae Riffle Beetle L 7 4

Ephemerellidae Mayfly N 5 1

Glossiphoniidae Leech A 1 8

Glossosomatidae Caddisfly L 3 0

Helicopsychidae Snail-case Caddisfly L 1 3

Heptageniidae Stream Mayfly N 8 4

Hydropsychidae Net-spinning Caddisfly L 5 4

Hydroptilidae Micro-caddisfly L 1 4

Nematoda Thread Worm A 8 -1

Oligochaeta Aquatic Worm A 41 8

Philopotamidae Finger-net Caddisfly L 3 3

Psephenidae Water Penny Beetle L 1 4

Psychomyiidae Tube-making Caddisfly L 1 2

Sphaeriidae Fingernail Clam A 1 8

Tipulidae Crane Fly L 1 3

Trichoptera Caddisfly P 3 -1

Family Biotic Index 5.97Stream Health Fairly Poor



Taxonomic Name Common Name Life Stage # in Subsample Biotic Index

North Thames River Gibbons Park, Upstream of Footbridge

UTM X: 478414 UTM Y: 4760639Site code: TF15

Sampled - 10/14/2005

REP: 1

Acariformes Water Mite A 6 4

Ancylidae Limpet A 3 6

Chironomidae Midge P 6 6

Chironomidae Midge L 77 6

Elmidae Riffle Beetle A 1 4

Elmidae Riffle Beetle L 6 4

Helicopsychidae Snail-case Caddisfly L 1 3

Heptageniidae Stream Mayfly N 29 4

Hydropsychidae Net-spinning Caddisfly L 44 4

Limnephilidae Northern Caddisfly L 1 4

Nematoda Thread Worm A 2 -1

Oligochaeta Aquatic Worm A 4 8

Philopotamidae Finger-net Caddisfly L 2 3

Psephenidae Water Penny Beetle L 1 4

Psychomyiidae Tube-making Caddisfly L 4 2

Rhyacophilidae Primative Caddisfly L 1 0

Sphaeriidae Fingernail Clam A 16 8

Taeniopterygidae Stonefly N 3 2

Tipulidae Crane Fly L 2 3

Tricorythidae Crawling Mayfly N 12 4

Turbellaria Flatworm A 3 4

Family Biotic Index 5.09Stream Health Fair

Benthic Samples were obtained using a Rapid Bioassessment Protocol developed by the United States Environmental 
Protection Agency and modified by Dr. Robert Bailey of the University of Western Ontario Zoology Department.  A 
representative section of stream is selected, incorporating a riffle if present, and sampled by moving upstream along a 
diagonal transect, dislodging and capturing  invertebrates with a .5 mm mesh "D"- frame net.  Samples are preserved in 
the field and analyzed in the lab to randomly select a 100 bug subsample which is identified to the Family taxonomic level.

The biotic index is a value assigned to benthic invertebrate taxa indicating their pollution sensitivity and tolerance on a scale 
from 0 to 10. Lower numbers indicate pollution sensitivity and high numbers tolerance. A value of -1 indicates that no biotic 
index value has been assigned to these taxa.

The Family Biotic Index is the weighted average of the biotic index and number of bugs in each taxa in the sample. The 
water quality ranges for the FBI values are as follows: < 4.25 = Excellent;  4.25 - 5.00 = Good;  5.00 - 5.75 = Fair;  5.75 - 
6.50 = Fairly Poor;  6.50 - 7.25 = Poor;  and > 7.25 = Very Poor.

Monday, July 08, 2013Report prepared - 



North Thames River Downstream of Black Friars Bridge, accessed from Cummings Ave.

Site code TF14 UTM X Coordinate: 478959 UTM Y Coordinate: 4759451

10/20/2004 5.26 Fair

10/25/2004 5.49 Fair

6/2/2005 6.59 Poor

6/12/2006 6.04 Fairly Poor

6/7/2007 6.16 Fairly Poor

5/13/2008 6.05 Fairly Poor

6/3/2009 6.24 Fairly Poor

5/27/2010 6.38 Fairly Poor

6/6/2011 6.02 Fairly Poor

5/15/2012 5.97 Fairly Poor

North Thames River Gibbons Park, Upstream of Footbridge

Site code TF15 UTM X Coordinate: 478414 UTM Y Coordinate: 4760639

10/14/2005 5.09 Fair

Biotic indices are values assigned to benthic invertebrate taxa indicating their pollution sensitivity and tolerance on a scale from 0 to 10. 
Lower numbers indicate pollution sensitivity and high numbers tolerance. The Family Biotic Index (FBI) is the weighted average of the 
biotic index and number of bugs in each taxa in the sample. The water quality ranges for the FBI values are as follows: < 4.25 = 
Excellent;  4.25 - 5.00 = Good;  5.00 - 5.75 = Fair;  5.75 - 6.50 = Fairly Poor;  6.50 - 7.25 = Poor;  and > 7.25 = Very Poor.

Monday, July 08, 2013
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