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Part A: Introduction
The City of London has retained Jacobs to undertake the One River Master Plan Environmental
Assessment (EA) to identify the preferred strategy for the Thames River to improve the overall
health of the River. This study has been divided into two stages, with the first stage considering
the future of the Springbank Dam and the second stage assessing options for the Thames River
in the City. With a free-flowing river selected as the preferred option for Springbank Dam in
Stage 1, Stage 2 of the One River Master Plan EA is proceeding throughout 2018.
Stage 2 of the One River Master Plan EA consists of three components. Options will be
developed and assessed, and preferred solutions selected for each component: the inaugural
Back to the River project at the Forks of the Thames, the decommissioning of Springbank Dam,
and the overall River Management Strategy. The Forks of the Thames and decommissioning of
Springbank Dam components of the project are proceeding as Schedule B EAs and will be
integrated with the overall preferred River Management Strategy. The individual study areas for
the two Schedule B EA’s are shown in the figure below as well as the larger study area for the
River Management Strategy.

Figure 1 The Area Within the EA Outlined in Yellow
Stage 2 of the One River Master Plan EA included various forms of stakeholder consultation,
including consultation and engagement with First Nations and Metis, government approval
agencies, interest groups and the general public. In total, two public information centres and an
online survey were used to
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The objectives of the Phase 1 public engagement program were to:
• Introduce the One River Master Plan EA to the community
• Encourage residents to visit the GetInvolved.london.ca website to learn more about the
EA and participation in the One River Public Survey
• Engage community members in meaningful conversations about the One River Master
Plan EA to gather constructive, solutions-based input
• Inform the ultimate selection of an option for the Springbank Dam
• To continuously monitor the success of the Public Engagement Program in reaching its
audiences, and to adjust the program, as required

Part B: Overview of Consultation Activities
A variety of strategies and tools were used during Phase 2 to ensure widespread and
accessible participation in the public and stakeholder engagement process.

Surveys

A survey was developed to collect information about London Residents’ ideas and wishes for
the future of the river, and input on three streams of river-based projects, including:
• River Management Options: Defining plans for shoreline remediation, access points,
look outs, and other features
• Dam Decommissioning Options: Determining the approach and ideal result of a
decommissioned dam
• Forks of the Thames Options: Selecting preferred and priority features based on the
Back to the River Design by Civitas.
The survey was available in paper format at Public Information Centres and online at the
webpage, GetInvolved.london.ca. The survey asked respondents both multiple choice and
open-ended questions to solicit feedback on the information provided on presentation boards at
the Stage 2 PIC; the information also made available online, for those completing the survey on
the website. A copy of the survey can be found in Appendix A. A copy of the presentation
boards can be found in Appendix B.
A summary of the survey data results is provided in Part C: Summary of Public Feedback.

Notice of Commencement

A formal notice to announce the commencement of the EA process was published in local
newspaper, The Londoner on May 3rd and May 10th, 2018. This notice is attached in Appendix
C.

Webpage

As with phase 1 of the EA, the One River project webpage was the central online resource for
project information during Phase 2 (getinvolved.london.ca). Lura Consulting and CH2M
provided content for the webpage, which was finalized and run by the City of London
communications team.

Social Media

Social Media (Twitter and Facebook) was used to raise awareness of the One River EA Stage 2
Public Information Center, and to drive people to the webpage to learn more and complete a
survey.
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Traditional Media

Local news media coverage was used to raise awareness of phase 2 of the One River Master
Plan EA, and encourage the public to visit the getinvolved.london.ca webpage to learn more
and complete a survey.

Phase 2 Public Information Centre

The City hosted a Phase 2 Public Information Centre on June 6th from 4:00 to 8:00 p.m. at the
Museum London. In total, 78 participants signed into the PIC (participants were not required to
sign in to participate). Information on alternatives for each component of the One River EA, and
how these alternatives will be evaluated were presented on display boards (Available in
Appendix B). Representatives from the project team were available to answer questions.
Feedback from the public was collected through a survey and comment form (Available in
Appendix A). A summary of the PIC feedback and online survey feedback is provided in Part C:
Summary of Public Feedback.

Meeting with First Nations

On June 11th, the project team facilitated a meeting with First Nations about the One River EA
study process and objectives for the three components of Stage 2 of the study. In total, 16 First
Nations Peoples (and 5 children) attended this meeting. A separate summary of First Nations
engagement outcomes is provided in Part D: Summary of First Nations Engagement.
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Part C: Summary of Public Feedback
The following information provides an overview of the PIC survey and comment form feedback
as well as the online survey results. In total, 78 participants signed into the PIC (participants
were not required to sign in to participate). Questions posed at the PIC and in the online survey
are identical and can be found in Appendix A. Overall, 44 respondents completed a paper
Survey and Comment form at or following the PIC, 69 respondents completed the Survey and
Comment form online, and 3 people provided written feedback through email. In total, 116
members of the public provided their feedback into the phase 2 public engagement process.

Section 1: One River Master Plan EA Survey and Comments
1. Is the presentation of the overall One River Master Plan EA process Clear? Is there any part of
the process that is not clear? (N=98)
Seventy-one (72%) respondents indicated that the presentation of the overall One River Master
Plan EA process was clear compared to twenty-seven (28%) who indicated that the process
had not been made clear.
Attendees who felt the process was clear recognized that the process may have been difficult to
explain, and shared that the use of boards and communication of the scope were particularly
helpful for their understanding. They also expressed questions regarding the impact on dam
materials, River Management Strategy Alternatives and water quality improvements.
Of the attendees who felt the process was not clear, comments were made regarding the
budget where some felt the numbers provided in the presentation were inaccurate, and others
requested clarity on projected operational costs. In addition to confusion of financial costs,
attendees were unclear on the environmental and social costs of various options, and requested
specificity in future presentations. Attendees also expressed confusion regarding how various
options will be prioritized, especially since permits have not yet been granted. Finally, some
attendees expressed difficulty visualizing the future of the Thames River, reading about the
process, and understanding the assessment.

2. Do you feel anything important has been missed in the evaluation criteria? (N=83)
Fifty-five (66%) respondents indicated that nothing has been missed in the One River Master
Plan EA evaluation Criteria. They expressed that it was done thoughtfully, appeared to be
complete and they appreciated the use of categorizing based on compatibility.
The remaining twenty-eight (34%) respondents expressed that there was criteria missing from
the EA evaluation. Their comments have been summarized into the following three categories:
Natural Environment
• Clarity on the scope of the evaluation criteria (i.e. if natural environment criteria will
extend beyond the EA sections of the river).
• Specifying criteria by season (i.e. impact on water levels during spring thaw).
Social and Cultural
• Measurement of community activity respective to each alternative plan.
4

London One River Master Plan EA - Phase 2 Public Engagement Summary

Technical and Economic
• Construction criteria should include reducing impacts on the environment.
• Measurement of risks to public health and safety.
• How the project connects to climate change mitigation/adaptation.
Other
• The weighting of evaluation criteria based on importance (i.e. natural environment
criteria is weighted more important than social/cultural criteria).
• Identifying the overall objective of the project and how it benefits each of the themes.
• Setting specific targets for evaluation criteria.
• Collaborating with the Upper Trent Conservation Authority (UTRCA) and the Lower Trent
Conservation Authority (LTRCA) on natural environment measurement criteria.

Section 2: River Management Strategy Class EA Components Survey
1. The following Alternative(s) have not been presented clearly: (N=87)
Overall, twenty-five (29%) respondents stated there were aspects of the alternatives that were
not presented clearly while sixty-two (71%) respondents stated the presentation of the River
Management Strategy Alternatives were clear. Respondents noted that the alternatives
presented were too high level and lacking in detail (e.g. location; cost and benefit of each
alternative, including long term maintenance costs for partial dam removal; potential difficulties
that may be encountered while delivering on each alternative; the analysis, weighting,
evaluation, and decision-making processes; and how those processes will be made public).
Respondents noted that these details are especially necessary as some of these projects are
planned or underway, having the potential to directly impact the river, or work against other
projects and goals outlined in the presentation. Additionally, respondents noted that the
presentation lacked details about potential changes to existing parking facilities and where
areas of increased water depth will be located. Overall, many respondents requested
alternatives that clearly prioritize the health of the river over human access to the river (e.g. a
focus on improving river health in relation to water quality and quantity, ecosystem health,
biodiversity, and more).
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2A. What components are you in favour of examining further as part of the River Management
Strategy? (N= 83)
Participants were asked to select which components they were in favour of examining further as
part of the River Management Strategy. Their responses are summarized in the graph below.

What components are you in favour of examining further as
part of the River Management Strategy?
Number of Respondents
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20
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Recreational Bridge
Construction
(Becher Bridge)

Dyke Projects

Linear
Enhancement of
Thames Valley
Infrastructure
Natural Features in
Corridor Plan
Renewal Projects the Thames River Recommendations

Answer

Sixty-seven (81%) people selected “Enhancement of Natural features in the Thames River”,
fifty-five (66%) people selected “Thames Valley Corridor Plan Recommendations”, thirty-nine
(47%) people selected “Dyke Projects”, thirty-seven (45%) people selected “Recreational Bridge
Construction (Becher Bridge)”, and thirty-three (40%) people selected “Linear Infrastructure
Renewal Projects” to investigate further as part of the River Management Strategy.

2B. Please briefly list for the alternatives would impact your use of and access to the river.
(N=60)
Respondents were asked to list how the alternatives would impact their use of and access to the
river. Many respondents noted that there was little detail provided about each of the
alternatives, which made it difficult or impossible to assess the impact of the alternatives on their
use of and access to the river. Feedback provided fit into the following three categories:
Recreation
Different alternatives could allow canoes and kayaks to manage the river during dry spells and
improve access to the river (e.g. dyke projects could increase water depth and other projects
could create new access points and additional parking). Alternatives could also provide
additional recreation spaces (on land) which would attract people to the river and adjacent area.
Respondents don’t foresee alternatives having a large impact on existing recreations trails
(used for walking and cycling) though some respondents are hopeful that alternatives could
provide new trails or improvement to existing trails so they become more physically accessible
(e.g. for strollers and wheelchairs) and safer. Respondents would like to ensure passage on the
existing trail system remains uninterrupted through any changes that may occur to the dam or
river area (e.g. through any construction).
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Natural Areas
Respondents suggested that different alternatives could restore the natural environment in and
around the river, leading to the long-term health of the river ecosystem and bank stabilization.
Greening of the river and surrounding areas also has the potential to help mitigate climate
change. Additionally, restoring the ecosystems in and around the river will provide a more
naturalized, calm, and nature-filled area for London residents and visitors to enjoy. Respondents
disagreed over whether or not trees and foliage should be managed to improve views to the
river, or if trees and foliage should be allowed to grow without interruption. Respondents were
unclear of the impacts (ecological and recreational) of islands proposed as part of the
alternatives.
Bridge Alternative
Respondents provided mixed feedback on the bridge alternative, with some respondents
cautioning that the potential bridge would obstruct view from the Forks of the downstream
stretch of the river, while other respondents supported the enhanced connectivity a bridge would
provide, especially for cyclists.

2C. Please briefly identify your preferred locations for the following features (N=80)
Respondents were asked to identify their preferred locations for Canoe or Kayak launches,
outlooks and crossings. Respondents suggested the City provide a map of existing sites for this
type of question in the future. Locations suggested for each site follow:
Canoe or Kayak Launches
Specific locations where respondents suggested launch sites include:
• Carfrae Park: Richmond Street, on the south bank of the river after decommissioning
Hunt Weir/Dam
• Clarke Road North
• Forks of the Thames: Above the forks, near parking area
• Former London Canoe Club / London Rowing Club boat storage facility
• Gibson Park: Near parking areas
• Greenway Park
• Harris Park: Existing launch at the south end, and Dundas Street
• Joe McManus Rowing and Canoeing Facility
• Kiwanis Seniors Centre
• Komoka Provincial Park
• Naval Center
• Near Western
• North Thames: South of Windermere road, downstream of Adelaide; east extension of
Windemere; Fanshawe Drive; and Richmond street (below the weir)
• Old Pump house
• Peace Park
• South Thames: Veterans Memorial Parkway; Vauxhall STP; Wellington; close to Wortley
Village; south Street at Clarence Street
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•

•
•
•

Springbank Park: Downriver from the current dam, near the parking area; where the
existing dam stands; and improve the existing Canoe launch west (downstream) of the
existing dam
Thames Valley Golf Course
Veterans Memorial Parkway
Wonderland area: Greenway/Riverside bend; Oxford crossing; and improve the existing
launch at the southeast corner of Wonderland Road and Riverside Drive

Respondents also suggested the City creating launch points:
• Regularly throughout the river system (e.g. every 2 km).
• Along the existing bike path (without impeding bike and pedestrian flow).
• Close to plentiful (and free) parking.
• That ensure the least amount of disturbance to ecosystems.
o Creating fewer access points but better developing existing sites to minimize
disturbance to river ecosystems.
o Removing all launch points (especially if water levels are low).
• That are low-cost.
• That are natural river bank rather than concrete.
• By straight sections in the river.
• That include dredging in order to ensure the water is deep enough for boats.
• In the form of private docking for residents whose property abuts the river.
Outlooks
Some respondents would like outlooks established throughout the study are, where they would
“naturally” occur (with little engineering design), and linked to existing trails and greenspace.
Others do not want any outlook areas citing costs, lack of good views, and an already narrow
and crowded space around the river. Some respondents noted the need to balance the desire
for outlooks with the need to allow spaces along the river to re-naturalize. Specific suggestions
for new outlook points include:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Byron Dam
Existing bridges
Fanshawe
Forks of the Thames (add or improve): Create small structures in multiple locations (e.g.
fountain outlook, east bank outlook, south bank outlook)
Gibbons Park
Greenway Park
Harris Park
King Street Bridge (north side by Garden of Life)
Museum London
Old London Traction Bridge
Old Springbank Dam (repurpose): Including natural steps to permit water-level
observation and pet wading areas.
Pump house
Riverbanks (rather than from a high point)
South Branch at Richmond Street and Grey Street (old train trestle just south of Labatt’s)
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•
•
•
•
•

South of Guy Lombardo
South Street
Springbank Park: TVP and Soho
Thames Park
West of Wharncliffe (away from traffic sounds)

Crossings
Some respondents are content with existing crossings, while others would like existing
crossings to be enhanced to improve the pedestrian and cycling experience (e.g. pedestrian
bridges attached to but at a different elevation compared to vehicle bridges). Some respondents
would like more regular crossings throughout the study area. One respondent suggested more
vehicle crossings over the river instead of pedestrian and cyclist crossings. Respondents
suggested including crossings at the following locations:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Becher Bridge (to build a loop around the Forks)
Blackfriars Bridge
Boler Road (down river) as this is a high traffic and therefore unsafe bridge for cyclists
and pedestrians.
East of Old Victoria Hospital (South Branch)
Existing CN bridge
Harris Park
Heritage Forest behind Elsie Perrin Williams Estate
Kiwanis
Museum London
South Street
Springbank Dam
Thames Park
Thames Valley Golf Course
Thames Valley Parkway North Branch

A respondent also suggested incorporating vendor spaces at each end of any new or improved
crossing.

3. Additional comments regarding the list of River Management Strategy Alternative (N=41)
Additional suggestions provided by respondents include:
• Design with climate change in mind (e.g. ensure plans are able to manage new patterns
for rainwater events to prevent future flooding).
• Wildlife and ecology:
o Reduce the number of geese in the study area.
o Address the negative impact of varying water levels on waterfowl and turtles.
o Add areas of bulrushes and other species that promote natural water filtration.
o Improve flow to reduce suspended sediments in the river.
o Create and share an inventory of healthy tree species in the study area.
o Do not widened Wonderland Road South at Springbank Park to maintain trees
along the riverbank and prevent erosion.
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•

•

•

•
•

•

Provide public interpretation signage as learning opportunities to accompany low impact
development, ecological restoration, and modern environmental design throughout the
study area.
o Reduce signage around Ivey Park as there is a feeling of clutter due to the high
number of signs present.
Recreational and human uses:
o While some respondents would like more cultural, entertainment, event and
picnic venues, and commercial spaces along the river, others would like the area
to remain natural and peaceful (e.g. Not including any food trucks near the river
due to concerns over waste production and noise). Reflecting this divide, some
respondents would like ecological health of the river and natural areas around
the river (including trees) be placed as a higher priority than human access to the
river (e.g. refrain from adding dykes, weirs, concrete beaches; instead, naturalize
river areas). Others would like human access to the river to be prioritized,
including deepening the water level in the river for recreational access, water
taxis, and river cruises.
o Expand the trail at the fountain at the Forks to Wharncliffe, along the flood plain
(for seasonal use) and also underneath Wharncilffe on north side.
o Improve water features and ponds.
o Create new and enhance existing public spaces (e.g. a new splash pad).
o Increasing river depth around the rowing club to allow for rowing as a
recreational activity.
o Add additional fishing platforms such as the one located in Greenway Park.
Address security issues and litter issues around the river:
o This includes safety issues that arise when pedestrians and cyclists share trails
and cyclists navigate these trails too quickly, posing a danger to pedestrians.
Replace the Labatt sanitary syphon and Hunt (Labatt) weir as it is crumbling and at risk
of failing.
Provide recognition that the projects implemented in the study area impact the river
upstream and downstream of the study area as well. Impacts should be included in the
scope of the study, potentially expanding the project scope boundary.
Paint the Kensington Bridge by Museum London the same colour of dark green as the
footbridge to improve sense of place.

Section 3: Forks of the Thames Schedule B EA “Ribbon of the Thames”
1. Is the presentation of the Forks of the Thames Schedule B EA “Ribbon of the Thames”
Alternatives clear? (N=79)
A total of fifty-seven (72%) respondents indicated that the presentation of the Forks of the
Thames Schedule B EA was clear. Attendees expressed that it was easy to refer to the boards
and see the differences the various options, and that the computer animations were helpful. It
was also expressed that while the presentation was clear, it was not detailed enough. The
remaining twenty-two (28%) respondents indicated that the presentation was not clear.
Components of the presentation that remained unclear to respondents included the estimated
time and cost of the alternative and why the lookout has been proposed for this specific location.
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Many respondents expressed confusion regarding the purpose of the project, and disapproved
of the development and investment being made to the alternative and general project.

2A. Which Ribbon of the Thames Alternative do you prefer? (N=81)
After presenting each option, respondents were asked which River Overlook alternative they
preferred. Their responses are summarized in the graph below.

Number of Respondents

Which Ribbon of the Thames Alternative do you prefer?
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Alternative 4 – Ribbon
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Overlook (shorter
supported)
Kensington Bridge)
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Answer

2B. Please briefly explain why you selected your preferred River Overlook alternative and how it
would impact your use of the river.
Following selecting their preference, respondents were asked to elaborate on how their
preferred alternative would impact their use of the river. Respondents who were supportive of
Alternative 1 expressed that it is the option that best supports add-ons for community events
(i.e. screens for outdoor movies), it best captures the enthusiasm for the project and that it will
support the most visitors at one time. Other respondents expressed that they disliked this option
because of the piers, and that this feature will not be as popular as others if water levels are
very low.
Respondents who were supportive of Alternative 2 expressed that this option is the most
attractive and would make a statement as a feature that could be representative of the City of
London. Other respondents preferred this option because they felt the cables would lessen the
impact on the river environment. Respondents who expressed that they disliked this option
expressed that it is because they expect that the cables to require maintenance and they will
also more susceptible to extreme weather events.
Respondents who were supportive of Alternative 3 expressed that this alternative will best
support leisure, as it involves the most seating areas. Respondents also expressed that
widening the bridge would encourage active transportation across the bridge and encourage
visitors. Suggestions for enhancing this option involved incorporating infrastructure to support
shade around the seating areas, and providing opportunities for temporary vendors to set up to
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support economic activity and encouraging visitors. Other respondents expressed that they
disliked this option because they felt people would be too close to traffic for it to be enjoyable.
Respondents who were supportive of Alternative 4 indicated that it was preferable to have the
lower terrace since the river levels will likely be lower. Other respondents who were in favor of
this alternative had the perception that this is the most cost-efficient and would impact the
natural environment the least. Suggestions for enhancing this option included connecting the
paths to the surrounding trails. Other respondents expressed that they disliked this option
because it was not dramatic enough to warrant the financial investment.
A large number of respondents expressed that they are not supportive of any of the alternatives.
Their rationale included cost, especially with low water levels resulting in unattractive views.
Some respondents expressed that they would prefer the alternative that is the least
environmentally damaging (i.e. would not impact river flow, habitat loss or flow of ice in the
melting season). Others commented that they were not provided enough information to inform
an opinion.

2C. What do you prefer, like, or dislike about each component?
Respondents were also provided the opportunity to comment on the proposed design for
terraces and parks along the Ribbon of the Thames. Their comments are summarized below by
component.
Terraces
Respondents were provided with an urban and vegetated alternative. An overwhelming majority
of respondents preferred the vegetated design because it supported natural features, reduced
impermeable surfaces, provided a greater opportunity to enhance and plant native species, and
provided an opportunity to educate the public on natural features and plants incorporated on the
terrace. Those who preferred the urban design expressed that this option was more reflective of
city life and urbanism, provided more practical gathering place, and may be less expensive
since less vegetation would suggest maintenance costs would be lower. Many respondents
expressed concern regarding investing in developing terraces because the site is located on a
floodplain and may be susceptible to damage as a result. Other concerns regarding the
development of the area included the cost of development, the removal of important native
species (e.g. milkweed for monarch butterfly populations) and natural plants to put new natural
features, the potential introduction of concerts to the area, an increase in pollution in and around
the river as a result of attracting the public to the area, and whether there will be parking/other
infrastructure to support visitors. Lastly, there were a number of respondents who expressed
they were not in favor of the development of the terrace because of the cost or impact on the
natural environment.
Harris Park
Similar to the Terrace options, respondents were provided with an urban and vegetated
alternative. Again, the majority of respondents were supportive of the vegetated option. Their
reasons included supporting the natural environment by the river, preserving green space and
retaining existing trees. Those who support the urban alternative shared that it best supports
gathering and provides a better opportunity to host community events. Respondents also
expressed that the park should be accessible for those who may visit with mobility devices (i.e.
12
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adding more ramps). The introduction of habitat islands was contentious amongst respondents.
Respondents who were not in favour of the islands expressed concerns regarding their size (too
small to effectively support habitat), and concerns that they will attract geese and create public
health risks (i.e. increased E. Coli in the river and the park). Those who were supportive of the
islands expressed that they liked the concept that they are designed exclusively for wildlife.
Other respondents expressed confusion regarding the purpose/value of the habitat islands.
Other comments regarding the proposed designs for Harris Park included adding safe pathways
for active transportation, space for locking bikes, and boats (i.e. canoes and kayaks), and
allowing space for food vendors.
Museum London/Dundas Connection
Respondents were provided a proposal for enhanced physical and visual connection between
the Museum, Dundas Place and Ivey Park. A large majority of respondents supported this
concept, with many expressing enthusiasm. A recurring comment from respondents was that
this proposal does not address concerns regarding traffic calming and pedestrian safety at the
crosswalk. Solutions that were proposed included adding a bridge, promoting travel under the
existing bridge, and adding a signalized crossing. Additional comments included providing safe
cycling infrastructure for accessing the space. Other comments included using natural features
in the space and limiting the addition of hard, impermeable surfaces, and using this opportunity
to introduce vendor space, including restaurants.

Section 4: Decommissioning of Springbank Dam Schedule B EA
1. Is the presentation of the Decommissioning of the Springbank Dam Schedule B EA process
clear? (N=86)
Sixty-eight (79%) respondents stated that the presentation of the decommissioning of the
Springbank Dam Schedule B EA process was clear, while eighteen (21%) said it was not clear.
Respondents identified a lack of clarity provided on the benefits and impacts of each alternative,
including impacts on local ecology and water quality, challenges with long-term management,
liabilities, and maintenance requirements and costs. In particular, there was a lack of
explanation on the differences in benefits and costs between the partial removal and the do
nothing options. Respondents also expressed concern that general costs associated with each
option were inaccurate (especially regarding the cost difference between removal and
maintenance of remaining dam features). Additionally, respondents identified a lack of clarity on
whether removal would result in recouping some costs or repurposing parts of the dam, and a
lack of clarity around the weighting of evaluation criteria.

2. What Alternative are you in favour of for the Decommissioning of Springbank Dam? (N=97)
Respondents were asked to select which Alternative they favoured for the decommissioning o
the Springbank dam. Forty-five (46%) respondents favoured alternative 2 – Partial Dam
Removal, twenty-nine (30%) respondents favoured Alternative 3 – full dam removal, and twentythree (24%) respondents favoured alternative 1 – do nothing. There responses are represented
in the graph, below.

13

London One River Master Plan EA - Phase 2 Public Engagement Summary

What Alternative are you in favour of for the
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Answer

Respondents were also asked to provide feedback on how each alternative would impact their
use of the river. This feedback is summarized below by Alternative:
Alternative 1 – Do Nothing
Many respondents stated Alternative 1 would result in no change to their current use of the
river. Respondents noted that although this option was lower cost, it provided no added value or
benefit (e.g. it serves no purpose and has no aesthetic value) and allows the existing
obstruction to remain in the river (serving as a navigation hazard, safety concern to
recreationists at curl edge, impairing downstream island habitat regeneration, and posing a
challenge to fish passage). Respondents also noted that the existing dam could be turned into a
viewing platform or crossing for the public. Some respondents were concerned about the
eventual deterioration of the dam in the future, including necessary maintenance and related
costs and safety hazards. Other respondents expressed concern that the “Do Nothing” option
was a part of the stage 1 selection process and was not selected through council decision,
public, First Nations, and stakeholder engagement; respondents asserted that it should
therefore not be an option considered during stage 2.

14

London One River Master Plan EA - Phase 2 Public Engagement Summary
Alternative 2 – Partial Removal
In addition to providing feedback on how Alternative 2 would impact their use of the river,
respondents were also asked if they would like to see the Dam Repurposed as part of
Alternative 2. Fifty-six respondents said they would like to see the dam repurposed whole
twenty respondents said they would not like to see the dam repurposed, and sixteen
respondents responded with “other” (some respondents chose more than one response). These
responses are represented in the graph, below.

Would you like to see the dam repurposed?
(As Part of Alternative 2) (N=87)
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Many respondents suggested that the partial removal option would be beneficial to their use of
the river area with the inclusion of a pedestrian bridge or lookout, as long as the structure was
safe and affordable to maintain. Other respondents noted that a bridge would not be possible in
this location as the land on the other side of the river is privately owned. Respondents in favour
of alternative two noted that partial removal would make Springbank Park more appealing to
visit (and could even be beautified by artists), would make paddling through the existing dam
area safer, would preserve the history of the dam, improve the ecology of the area (e.g. better
access for migrating fish), recoup some of the costs of the dam (by salvaging parts) and better
ensure long-term safety of the site.
Some respondents who were not in favour of Alternative 2 noted that they were against the
ongoing maintenance and operating costs that would be required for this alternative (and the
associated impact on their taxes), and the disruption to the environment caused by construction
to remove portions of the dam. Some respondents not in favour of maintaining the dam as a
viewing platform noted that they felt there was no benefit to viewing the area from anywhere not
already accessible (e.g. the shoreline) as the river is already fairly narrow and easily viewable
near the forks.
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Alternative 3 – Full Dam Removal
Many respondents stated that full dam removal would be too expensive, thereby diverting funds
away from other city projects, however some respondents stated that removal would be more
cost effective in the long run as the dam would no longer need to be maintained. Overall, many
respondents also stated removing the dam would have little to no impact on their use of the
river. Of those who said dam removal would impact their use of the river, positive changes
included a more beautiful river, easier river navigation by watercraft, a more naturalized river
(better for wildlife and water vegetation), an enhanced fishing experience, more kayak and
canoe launch locations, and additional and longer water trip course options. Respondents noted
that negative changes that could result from dam removal include the loss of a cultural and
historic artifact (the bridge), noise, disruption, and ecological damage during removal. One
respondent noted that the City should clearly inform the public that funding from the dam
settlement has been earmarked for the dam’s removal and ecological restoration.

3. Additional Comments
Respondents provided a wide range of additional comments about the future of the dam:
• Costs:
o Choose the cheapest option for moving forward.
o Ensure maintenance and legacy costs are included in overall cost calculations for
each option and more detailed cost estimates are provided to the public.
o Some respondents are concerned that cost estimates were inaccurate and
misleading.
o Recoup costs by salvaging or repurposing portions of the dam.
• Increase water depth at Forks of the Thames (i.e. construction of weirs or ripples) for
recreational uses.
• Consult Ingersoll and Oxford County about the proposed upstream dump by Walker
Environmental, which will affect the flow in London.
• The health of the river is of high concern for many respondents.
• Ensure long-term safety of the dam site.
• Look to other cities with riverfronts for ideas for redevelopment (e.g. Saskatoon and
Winnipeg)
• Respondent would have liked to see alternatives presented for future uses (e.g. if the
dam were to be repurposed).
• Install interpretive signage to ensure the history of the dam is remembered (whether the
dam remains in place or is removed).
• Place Interpretive and wayfinding signage up in Indigenous languages to show respect
for Indigenous culture and mark how many kilometers downstream different Indigenous
communities live.
• Concern over the potential risk presented to the community of Byron should there be a
flood, as there is no longer a dam to manage water levels.
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Section 5: PIC and Public Engagement
1. Was the information provided helpful to you? (N=92)

Was the information provided helpful to you?
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Answer

Fifty-six (61%) respondents found the PIC and online public engagement information helpful,
thirty-four (37%) people found it somewhat helpful, and two (2%) people found the information
provided not helpful.

2. Were all your questions answered? (N=90)

Were all your questions answered?
Number of Respondents
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Some

No

Answer

Thirty-eight (42%) respondents had all their questions answered, thirty-eight (42%) had some of
their questions answered, and fourteen (16%) respondents did not have all of their questions
answered.
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3. Was the information provided appropriate? (N=89)

Was the information provided appropriate?
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Answer

Three (3%) respondents stated the information provided was too technical, fifty-nine (66%)
respondents stated the information provided was about right, and twenty-seven (30%)
respondents stated that the information provided was not detailed enough.

4. Do you think the public consultation and engagement steps taken to-date have been
sufficient? (N=87)

Do you think the public consultation and engagement steps
taken to-date have been sufficient?
Number of Respondents
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Answer

Fifty-four (62%) respondents stated that the public consultation and engagement process has
been sufficient, while thirty-three (38%) respondents stated the public consultation and
engagement process could be improved. Suggestions for improvement include:
18

London One River Master Plan EA - Phase 2 Public Engagement Summary
•

•

•
•
•

Provide more detailed explanations of alternatives, including estimated costs,
environmental impacts, long-term potential positive and negative impacts of each
alternative, and how each alternative will address climate change. This information
should also be available online.
Engage more people and keep the public well informed at every stage of the process.
o Host additional public meetings as part of this Stage 2 process. Meetings should
be open format (e.g. town hall style with an expert panel) so members of the
public can hear what fellow residents have to say.
o Provide a clear explanation to how feedback from the public will be integrated
into the decision-making process, as some respondents felt the City had already
made decisions (e.g. future plans had been decided) without consulting the
public.
o Some respondents suggested the decision-making process should be more
deeply based in public engagement while others suggested there be less public
engagement and more reliance on expert, professional guidance.
As the process proceeds, present each project and why decisions have been made to
date.
Share a list of stakeholders who have been consulted during stage 2.
o Meet with stakeholders regarding the feedback provided prior to the
advancement to the next stage of the process.
The survey and presentation were not streamlined or consistent (e.g. in font or wording)
and division between the projects was unclear. This made the survey and presentation
difficult to understand. The survey and presentation should be clearer and streamlined in
the future.
o Add a list of definitions for some of the terms and acronyms used.
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Part D: Summary of First Nations Feedback
The following information provides an overview of the written feedback collected from the inperson meeting held with First Nations on June 11 to solicit feedback on the One River Master
Plan EA. In total, 16 First Nations Peoples (and 5 children) attended this meeting. A copy of the
feedback form can be found in Appendix A. In total, two respondents completed a feedback
form, with one additional respondent providing one comment as feedback. The summary of this
written feedback is provided below.

Section 1: One River Master Plan EA Survey and Comments
1. Is the presentation of the overall One River Master Plan EA process Clear? Is there any part of
the process that is not clear? (N=2)
One respondent noted that the presentation on the One River Master Plan EA process was
clear and one respondent noted that the process was unclear. Suggestions made to improve
clarity include providing more information on drainage and explicitly stating the role of the
Oneida Nation of the Thames and how their input will be heard and included in the process.

2. Do you feel anything important has been missed in the evaluation criteria? (N=2)
Both respondents stated that evaluation criteria had been missed. Suggestions for adding to the
evaluation criteria include criteria around First Nations perspectives (e.g. on water) and consent,
and land-based education (rather than recreation criteria). A respondent noted it is important to
ensure local First Nations are included as stakeholders and have the opportunity to provide
input throughout the process.

Section 2: River Management Strategy Class EA Components Survey
1. Have River Management Strategy Alternative(s) been presented clearly? (N=2)
Both respondents stated the River Management Strategy Alternatives were presented clearly.

2A. What components are you in favour of examining further as part of the River Management
Strategy? (N=2)
Two respondents suggested examining “Thames Valley Corridor Plan Recommendations” and
one respondent suggested examining “Enhancement of Natural Features in the Thames River”
further as part of the River Management Strategy.

2B. Please briefly list for the alternatives would impact your use of and access to the river. (N=2)
Both respondents provided feedback on how alternatives would impact their use of the river.
Potential positive impacts of the alternatives include greater natural heritage preservation
around the river, and a greater opportunity for water protection and cultural teaching
opportunities connected to water (e.g. prayer for water, access points to water for schools,
cultural teachings around the Thames). Potential concerns around alternatives include that the
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river property may become overdeveloped and that sewage may flow into the river (from the
Labatt area). One respondent suggested the need to ensure no or limited sewage enter into the
main river.

2C. Please briefly identify your preferred locations for the following features (N=2)
One respondent suggested that for all features, effort be made to build partnerships with
schools and communities to provide land for, and encourage the use of, these features.
Canoe or Kayak Launches
Suggested locations from respondents include Fanshawe Dam, Springbank, and the Forks.
Outlooks
Suggested locations from respondents include Springbank and the Forks (along both north and
south banks).
Crossings
Suggested locations from respondents include Springbank and the Forks.

3. Additional comments regarding the list of River Management Strategy Alternative (N=0)
No additional comments were provided.

Section 3: Forks of the Thames Schedule B EA “Ribbon of the Thames”
1. Is the presentation of the Forks of the Thames Schedule B EA “Ribbon of the Thames”
Alternatives clear? (N=2)
Both respondents stated the Forks of the Thames Schedule B EA “Ribbon of the Thames”
Alternatives were presented clearly.

2A. Which Ribbon of the Thames Alternative do you prefer? (N=2)
One respondent preferred Alternative 2, Ribbon Overlook (cable supported) while the other
respondent preferred Alternative 3, Ribbon Overlook (extension from Kensington Bridge).

2B. Please briefly explain why you selected your preferred River Overlook alternative and how it
would impact your use of the river. (N=2)
One respondent selected Alternative 2 as they felt this alternative provides less disruption to
species at risk, and is aesthetically pleasing. They noted they would like the project to look more
like a ribbon, to match the name of the project.
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The second respondent selected Alternative 3 as they felt this alternative provides less harm to
the river. They also appreciate that Alternative 3 makes use of existing infrastructure.

2C. What do you prefer, like, or dislike about each component? (N=2)
Terraces
One respondent noted they preferred the vegetated terraces over the urban terraces, as they
provided more greenery. The second respondent stated that terraces were a good idea and
could be useful for learning activities.
Harris Park
One respondent favoured the look of the vegetated park option. The second respondents stated
the park option was a good choice (no specified preference between urban or vegetated
options).
Museum London/Dundas Connection
One respondent stated this was a good option. The other respondent did not leave a comment
for this component.

Section 4: Decommissioning of Springbank Dam Schedule B EA
1. Is the presentation of the Decommissioning of the Springbank Dam Schedule B EA process
clear? (N=2)
Both respondents stated the Decommissioning of the Springbank Dam Schedule B EA process
was presented clearly.

2. What Alternative are you in favour of for the Decommissioning of Springbank Dam? (N=2)
Both respondents selected Alternative 2 – Partial Dam Removal as their preferred alternative.
Feedback provided on each of the alternatives follows:
Alternative 1 – Do Nothing
One respondent felt this option would allow dangerous parts of the dam to remain in the water.
Alternative 2 – Partial Removal
Respondents commented that they support this option because they feel reusing the existing
dam is an ideal option, and that it provides the opportunity for a walkway or viewing platform
which can be used as a space to teach about and celebrate the water.
Both participants noted that they would like to see the dam repurposed.
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Alternative 3 – Full Dam Removal
One respondent noted they were strongly against this option as they do not support machinery
and associated fuels and exhausts being placed in the river during removal (as this may harm
the river).

3. Additional Comments
One respondent stated they would like to see this project happen but want to ensure First
Nations groups are engaged and informed throughout the process.

Section 5: PIC and Public Engagement
1. Was the information provided helpful to you? (N=2)
Both respondents stated that the information provided was helpful.

2. Were all your questions answered? (N=2)
Both respondents stated all their questions were answered.

3. Was the information provided appropriate? (N=2)
Both respondents stated the information provided was appropriate (“about right”).

4. Do you think the consultation and engagement steps taken to-date have been sufficient?
(N=2)
Both respondents stated that the consultation and engagement process could be improved by
including more engagement with local First Nations, providing more educational resources, and
including more traditional based perspectives and spaces throughout the engagement process.
They suggested using flyers, radio announcements, community mailouts and word of mouth to
raise awareness and spread information about the project. Overall, respondents would like
engagement to be meaningful, not tokenistic.
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Appendix A: Survey

Stage 2: One River Environmental Assessment (EA)
Public Information Centre #2
Wednesday June 6th, 2018
4:00 to 8:00 pm
Museum London - 421 Ridout St.

Survey and Comment Form
Contact Information:
Name: ______________________________________________
Email: ______________________________________________
Postal Code: ______________________________________________

 Add my Email Address to the Project Notification List

Section 1: One River Master Plan EA Survey and Comments
1. Process: The One River Master Plan EA consists of three parts, the River
Management Strategy Class EA Alternatives, the Forks of the Thames Schedule “B” EA
Alternatives including the “Ribbon of the Thames”, and the Springbank Dam
Decommissioning Schedule “B” EA Alternatives. Is the presentation of the overall One
River Master Plan EA process clear? Is there any part of the process that is not clear?
 The presentation of the One River Master Plan EA process is clear
 The following part(s) of the process has not been made clear:
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________

1

2. Evaluation Criteria: Please review the explanation of the One River Master Plan EA
draft evaluation criteria. The evaluation criteria will be further refined and used to select
the preferred Alternatives for all three components of the One River Master Plan. Do
you feel anything important has been missed?
 Nothing has been missed in the One River Master Plan EA evaluation criteria
 The following criteria should be added to River Management Strategy Master Plan
EA evaluation criteria:
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________

Section 2: River Management Strategy Class EA Components Survey
1. River Management Strategy Alternatives: Is the presentation of the River
Management Strategy Class EA Alternatives clear? Are there any Alternatives that are
not clear?
 The presentation of the River Management Strategy Alternatives is clear
 The following Alternative(s) have not been presented clearly:
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________

2

2. List of Alternatives
A) There are a number of alternatives to examine further within the River Management
Strategy part of the Master Plan. After reading through the display panel with examples
of many of the alternative components, what components are you in favour of
examining further as part of the River Management Strategy?
 Recreational Bridge Construction (Becher Bridge)
 Dyke Projects
 Linear Infrastructure Renewal Projects
 Enhancement of Natural Features in the Thames River
 Thames Valley Corridor Plan Recommendations
B) Please briefly list how the alternatives would impact your use of and access to the
river.
The alternatives would impact my use of and access to the river by:
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
C) Please briefly identify your preferred locations for the following features:
Canoe or Kayak Launches: __________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
Outlooks: ________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
Crossings: _______________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
3

3. Additional Comments
Please share any additional comments or suggestions you have regarding the list of
River Management Strategy Alternatives.
_____________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________

Section 3: Forks of the Thames Schedule B EA “Ribbon of the
Thames”
1. Process: Is the presentation of the Forks of the Thames Schedule B EA “Ribbon of
the Thames” Alternatives clear? Is there any part of presentation that is not clear?
 The presentation of the Forks of the Thames “Ribbon of the Thames” components is
clear
 The following component(s) has(have) not been made clear:
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________

4

2. Ribbon of the Thames Alternatives
A) There are a number of alternatives for the River Overlook at the Forks of the
Thames. After reading through the display panels with details of each of the River
Overlook alternatives, please select the one you prefer.
 Alternative 1 – Ribbon Overlook (original design)
 Alternative 2 – Ribbon Overlook (cable supported)
 Alternative 3 – Ribbon Overlook (extension from Kensington Bridge)
 Alternative 4 – Ribbon Overlook (shorter extension)
B) Please briefly explain why you selected your preferred River Overlook alternative
and how it would impact your use of the river.
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
C) There are a number of other components that make up the Ribbon of the Thames
Alternatives. After reading through the display panels with details of each of the
components, please provide your comments on what you prefer, like, or dislike about
the component.
Terraces (urban or vegetated): Upper, middle, and lower terraces that provide spaces
for events, social gathering and access to the water’s edge.
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________

5

Harris Park (urban or vegetated): – Seating terraces, habitat islands, lawn pods and
plaza.
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
Museum London/ Dundas Connection: Enhanced physical and visual connection
between the Museum, Dundas Place, and Ivey Park.
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________

6

Section 4: Decommissioning of Springbank Dam Schedule B EA
1. Process: Is the presentation of the Decommissioning of Springbank Dam Schedule
B EA process clear? Is there any part of the process that is not clear?
 The presentation of the Decommissioning of Springbank Dam Schedule B EA
process is clear
 The following part of the process has not been made clear:
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
2. List of Alternatives
A) There are three alternatives for the Decommissioning of Springbank Dam. After
reading through the display panels with descriptions of each of the three alternatives,
what Alternative are you in favour of for the Decommissioning of Springbank Dam?
 Alternative 1 - Do Nothing
 Alternative 2 - Partial Dam Removal
 Alternative 3 - Full Dam Removal
B) Please briefly list how each alternative would impact your use of the river.
Alternative 1 - Do Nothing would impact my use of the river by:
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________

7

Alternative 2 - Partial Dam Removal would impact my use of the river by:
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
Would you like to see the Dam Repurposed (for example, as a lookout)?
Y

N

 Other_________________________________________

Alternative 3 – Full Dam Removal would impact my use of the rive
by:___________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
3. Additional Comments: Please share any additional comments you have regarding
the Decommissioning of Springbank Dam.
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________

8

PIC and Public Engagement
1. Was the information provided helpful to you?
 Helpful

 Somewhat Helpful

 Not Helpful

2. Were all your questions answered?
 Yes

 Some

 No

 About right

 Not detailed enough

3. Was the information provided:
 Too technical

4. An important part of each of the EA processes is the consultation with the public and
the engagement. Based on the information provided in the Public Information Centre, do
you think the public consultation and engagement steps taken to-date have been
sufficient?
 Yes, the public consultation and engagement process has been sufficient.
 The following public consultation and engagement steps would improve the One
River EA:
_____________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
Please note that all correspondence will be maintained for reference throughout the
project and will become part of the project record. Under the Municipal Freedom of
Information and Protection of Privacy Act (MFIPPA) and the Environmental Assessment
Act (EAA), unless otherwise stated in the submission, any personal information such as
name, address, telephone number and property location included in a submission will
become part of the public record files for this project and will be released, if requested,
to any person.
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Appendix B: Presentation Boards
Appendix B may not be fully accessible. For accessible formats or communications
support, please contact Jillian Schmitter at 519-514-1622 or jillian.schmitter@jacobs.com .

One River Environmental
Assessment
Stage 2 PIC

Welcome!

One River Environmental
Assessment
Welcome to the One River Environmental
Assessment
Public Information Centre No. 2

Please explore each presentation area to
learn about the study process and
alternatives for deciding the future of the
Thames River in the City of London!
We look forward to your questions and
hearing your ideas!
getinvolved.london.ca/OneRiver

The Environmental
Assessment Process
The environmental assessment (EA)
process ensures that governments
and public bodies consider potential
environmental effects before an
infrastructure project begins.
Key Features of a Master Plan EA Include:
• System-wide approach
to environmental
planning.
• Consideration of
potential environmental
and social/cultural
impacts and mitigation.
• Public consultation.
• Integration with other
planning initiatives.

getinvolved.london.ca/OneRiver

One River EA Process
Stage 1 Master Plan EA
Data Compilation and
Consultation

Comprehensive List of Opportunities and Constraints for Alternatives for
Springbank Dam

Consultation and
Agreement on Initial Three
Alternative Approach

Alternative 1:
Do Nothing

Alternative 2:
Free‐Flowing River

Alternative 3:
Reinstate the Dam

Consultation

Common Evaluation Criteria Developed and Defined

Consultation and
Evaluation

Evaluation Based on Technical, Environmental, Social/Cultural and Economic
Criteria

Preferred Alternative for Dam: Free Flowing River (Decommission the Dam)
Stage 2 Master Plan EA
Additional Data Gathering
and Compilation

Confirm Comprehensive List of Opportunities and Constraints

We Are
Here

Class EA: River
Management
Alternatives

Consultation

A

B

Schedule B EA:
Dam Decommissioning
Alternatives

C

A

B

C

Schedule B EA:
Forks of the Thames
Alternatives

A

B

C

Consultation

Evaluation Criteria Developed and Defined for Each Component

Consultation and
Evaluation

Evaluation Based on Technical, Environmental, Social/Cultural and Economic
Criteria for Each Component

Potential Next Steps
Following the Completion
of
One River EA

Preferred
Alternative(s) for
River Management

Preferred Alternative
for Dam
Decommissioning

Preferred Alternative
for Forks of the
Thames

Implementation OR
Schedule B EAs as
required

Implementation
through to
Design &
Construction

Implementation
through to
Design &
Construction

getinvolved.london.ca/OneRiver

Problem/Opportunity
Statement and Feedback
“The river that flows through London’s downtown has many
names:
Deshkan Ziibiing (known to the Anishnaabeg and Lenape of the Great
Lakes);
Kahwyˆhatati (ONYOTA:KA); and,
The Thames (John Graves Simcoe).

This river is both our inheritance and our living legacy. It is our
collective responsibility to maintain and enhance this shared
natural, cultural recreational and aesthetic resource. The One
River Master Plan Environmental Assessment will consider the
area historically influenced by the Springbank Dam and will
provide a plan that coordinates critical infrastructure projects in
ways that improve the overall health of the river, identifies and
creates an understanding of potential impacts these projects may
have on downstream communities, species at risk and/or
endangered species and where possible avoids them and
respects the vision of Back to the River’s “The Ribbon of the
Thames” concept plan. This study, in the context of many other
ongoing initiatives, will preserve for future generations this
valuable resource and allow people of all abilities to enjoy and
access this designated Canadian Heritage River.”

getinvolved.london.ca/OneRiver

Current Conditions of the
Springbank Dam and the
Thames River

• With the dam not in
operation, the river is
changing, resulting in a
greater diversity of habitat
and species in the study
area.
• Many of the floodplain
areas along the river
upstream of the dam have
seen new growth of a mix of
native and non-native plant
species.
• The stretch of the river
within the study area is
home to 17 different
Species at Risk (SAR).
getinvolved.london.ca/OneRiver

• The Springbank Dam is not
operating because of
damage to the dam gates.
• The area of the river that
was once a reservoir now
flows freely.
• Access to the river for
recreation has been
reduced.
• The depth of water in the
river now varies with
rainfall and snowmelt.

Potential Species at Risk
(SAR) and Species of Concern
• Additional SAR are present in the study area such as plants, birds
and mammals and insects.
• The table below lists the species that are most likely to use the river
for various aquatic functions.
• Status is given to species by both the federal and provincial
governments.
Common Name

Federal Species At
Risk Act Status

Provincial Endangered
Species Act Status

END
SC
SC

END
SC
SC

SC
END
THR

NAR
END
THR

THR
THR
SC
THR
SC

THR
THR
SC
THR
SC

SC
END
SC
END
END
SC

THR
END
THR
END
END
THR

Turtles
Eastern Spiny Softshell
Northern Map Turtle
Snapping Turtle
Snakes
Eastern Milksnake
Queensnake
Eastern Hog-nosed
Snake
Fish
Silver Shiner
Black Redhorse
Northern Brook Lamprey
Pugnose Minnow
Spotted Sucker
Mussels
Wavy-rayed Lampmussel
Salamander Mussel
Rainbow Mussel
Rayed Bean
Round Pigtoe
Mapleleaf Mussel
END - Endangered: Species facing imminent extirpation or
extinction.

SC - Special Concern: A wildlife species that may become a
threatened or an endangered species because of a combination of
biological characteristics and identified threats.

THR - Threatened: Species which are likely to become endangered NAR - Not at Risk: A wildlife species that has been
if nothing is done to reverse the factors leading to their extirpation or evaluated and found to be not at risk of extinction given the
current circumstances.
extinction.

getinvolved.london.ca/OneRiver

Thames River Vision
Thames Valley Corridor Plan
The Thames Valley Corridor is considered London’s most important natural,
cultural, recreational, and aesthetic resource.
Promote and enhance the Forks of the Thames River and the Thames
Valley Corridor as an important natural, cultural, recreational, and aesthetic
resource within our city.

The London Plan
Recognize and build upon the important linkages between economy and
environment.
Protect and enhance our Thames Valley corridor and its ecosystem.
Back to the River
Back to the River was an initiative to revitalize the Thames River through an
international design competition.
The winning design “Ribbon of the Thames” was submitted by Civitas, a US
landscape architecture firm, and Stantec, a local consultant.

getinvolved.london.ca/OneRiver

Alternatives that were
Considered for the
Springbank Dam in Stage 1

Alternative 1: Do Nothing
The dam will be maintained in its current condition, with no
upgrades or repairs.
Alternative 2: Free Flowing River
Remove all or part of the dam so that it can no longer
provide a water retention function.
May include Alternatives for repurposing, such as using
structure for viewing platform or walkway.
Alternative 3: Reinstate the Dam
Repair or reconstruct dam so that it can provide a water
retention function.
Should operate at a similar capacity as it did previously.
May include alternatives for repurposing, such as using
structure for viewing platform or walkway.
getinvolved.london.ca/OneRiver

Outcome of Stage 1
Stage 1 of the One River EA focused on making a
decision on the future of the Springbank Dam.
It was complete in January 2018 with the selection
of “Free Flowing River” Alternative for the
Springbank Dam.
The preferred alternative was selected through a
rigorous evaluation of each of the alternatives on
the basis of their net social/cultural, environmental,
technical and economic impacts.

getinvolved.london.ca/OneRiver

Purpose of Stage 2
The Purpose of Stage 2 is to develop and evaluate
alternative river management strategies.
Stage 2 will consist of 3 components:
• River Management Plan
• Dam Decommissioning
• Fork of the Thames
The preferred Alternative for each component will be
chosen based on Environmental, Social & Cultural,
Technical, and Cost criteria.

getinvolved.london.ca/OneRiver

Stage 2 River Management
Plan Alternatives
Recreational Bridge Construction
• Becher Bridge
Dyke Projects
• Concepts for the North Thames Scour Pool
• Concepts for Riverview‐Evergreen and Coves
Dyke
Linear Infrastructure Renewal Projects
• Replace Labatt Sanitary Siphon
Increased Water Depth Natural Enhancement
Features
• Construction of weir or Riffle pools
Thames Valley Corridor Plan Recommendations
• Develop Natural Heritage, Stewardship and
Protection Projects
• Assess and identify canoe and kayak launch
locations
• Make recommendations with respect to existing
lookout locations

getinvolved.london.ca/OneRiver

Stage 2 River Management
Plan Alternatives Map

getinvolved.london.ca/OneRiver

Stage 2 Springbank Dam
Decommissioning Alternatives

Alternative 1: Do Nothing
The dam will be maintained in its current condition, with no
upgrades or repairs.
Alternative 2: Partial Dam Removal
Remove and/or salvage components of the dam such as
hydraulics, electronics and gates. Stabilize the dam
structure and surrounding works for safety, and perform
erosion repair.
May include Alternatives for repurposing, such as using
structure for viewing platform or walkway.
Alternative 3: Full Dam Removal
Fully remove dam components and structure including
gates, piers and surrounding erosion control works. Fully
restore impacted river bank areas.

getinvolved.london.ca/OneRiver

Stage 2 Springbank Dam
Decommissioning Alternatives

Alternative 1:
Do Nothing

Alternative 2:
Partial Dam Removal

Alternative 3:
Full Dam Removal
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Relative Cost of
Design Alternatives for Dam
Decommissioning and
Forks of the Thames
Dam Decommissioning
Alternative 1: Do Nothing
Alternative 2: Partial Dam Removal ($1M-$5M)*
Alternative 3: Full Dam Removal ($10M-$20M)*
*Costs are initial estimates only. More detailed costs will be estimated as concepts are
further developed.

Forks of the Thames: How will this
work be funded?
“The Ribbon of the Thames” conceptual plan was
endorse by City Council in January 2016 but the
related projects are not currently included in the
City of London’s multi-year budget. In order to
proceed, any Forks of the Thames projects work
would need to be approved by Council and
included in future multi-year budget.
The City will work with the London Community
foundation in an effort to canvas for prospective
provide donors.
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Stage 2 Consultation and
Engagement
Notice of Stage 2
A formal notice to announce Stage 2 of the One River EA process and the
Public Information Center was published in The Londoner on May 3 and
May 10.
Surveys
Information is being collected via survey about London residents’ ideas and
wishes for the future of the river.
Webpage
A project webpage was created on the getinvolved.london.ca website. The
webpage is the central online resource for project information.
Stakeholder Meetings
The project team will continue to meet with local stakeholders including
community associations and recreational groups to better understand their
vision for the river moving forward.
Media
Local news media coverage raised awareness of the One River Master
Plan EA in Stage 1 and this will continue into Stage 2.
Public Information Centre
This event is being held this evening to offer information to the public and
give the public an opportunity to provide feedback on their opinions of the
three Stage 2 components.
First Nations Engagement
The project team has facilitated engagement with First Nations on study
process and objectives for the three components of Stage 2.
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Stage 2 Evaluation Criteria
The preferred Alternatives for the Springbank Dam
Decommissioning, the Back to the River design and the River
Management Strategy will be selected based on the following
sets of Environmental, Social and Cultural, and Economic
and Technical criteria.
Natural Environment

Category & Criterion

Description

Measure/Indicator

Water Quality

The potential of the option to
maintain or improve water
quality.

Potential change in water quality
compared to the existing
conditions for total suspended
solids (TSS) and total phosphorous
(TP).

Geomorphology

The potential of the option to
result in a stable river system
(i.e. stable streambanks and
stream bottom conditions) to
optimize sediment transport
to support a healthy aquatic
environment.

Potential change in the extent and
risk of streambank erosion and
stream bottom scour compared to
the existing conditions.

Species at Risk

The potential of the option to
protect and enhance the
habitat of sensitive species
and species at risk (both
aquatic and terrestrial).

Potential change in the extent and
quality of significant habitats for
sensitive species at risk compared
to the existing conditions.

Terrestrial Habitat

The potential for the option to
maintain or enhance
terrestrial and riparian habitat
for both plants and animals.

Potential change in the terrestrial
habitat function and production
capacity compared to existing
conditions.

Aquatic Habitat

Potential change in the aquatic
The potential for the option to
habitat function and production
maintain or enhance habitat
capacity compared to existing
for aquatic dependent species.
conditions.

Groundwater and Surface
Water Interactions

The potential of the option to
protect or improve
groundwater and surface
water interactions in order to
maintain or improve water
quality and quantity.
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Potential changes in groundwater
and surface water interactions
compared to existing conditions.

Evaluation Criteria
Social/Cultural
Category & Criterion

Description

Measure/Indicator
Potential of the construction and
related changes to the river regime
to impact archeological and cultural
heritage resources.

Archeological/Cultural Heritage

The potential of the option to protect
archeological and cultural/heritage
resources.

Public Health & Safety

Potential change in risk or liability to
The potential of the option to
minimize risk or liability to community community health and safety from
existing conditions.
health and safety.

Boating Recreation

The potential of the option to provide
or enhance boating recreational
activities.

Potential change in boating
(canoeing, kayaking, etc.)
recreational activities and areas from
existing conditions.

Fishing Recreation

The potential of the option to provide
or enhance fishing recreational
activities.

Potential change in fishing
recreational activities and areas from
existing conditions.

Land‐ Based Recreation

The potential of the option to provide
or enhance land‐based recreational
activities such as walking, biking and
bird watching.

Potential change in land‐based
recreational activities and areas from
existing conditions.

Shoreline Accessibility

Potential change in sites and areas
The potential of the option to enhance
for shoreline access from existing
public accessibility to the river.
conditions.

Aesthetics

The potential of the option to maintain Potential change in the visual
or enhance the visual character of the character of the river corridor from
existing conditions.
river corridor.

First Nations Interest

The potential of the option to address Ability to address First Nations and
First Nations and Métis interests.
Métis interests.

Urban Revitalization

Integration with "The London
Plan"

The potential of the option to
encourage investing in London's
downtown as the heart of the City to
support urban regeneration and
revitalization, as well as provide a
signature attraction.
The potential of the option to facilitate
and integrate with planned and
proposed land use change in
downtown London, the potential to
support linkages to parks and open
space system, the potential to enhance
or impact existing or proposed
pedestrian and cycling linkages, and
the potential change in vistas.
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Potential to encourage investing in
London's downtown.

Potential to improve the experience
and accessibility of the public to
enjoy a wide range of recreational
activities associated with The Forks.

Evaluation Criteria
Technical and Economic
Category & Criterion

Description

Measure/Indicator

Flood Hazard

The ability of the option to mitigate
flood hazards.

Potential change in risk of flood and
erosion damage to public
infrastructure and private property.

Carbon Footprint

The ability of the option to minimize
carbon footprint.

Potential change in carbon footprint
from existing conditions, including
the change in energy requirements
during construction and operations.

Constructability

The ease of the option to be
constructed and implemented on a
technical basis.

Ease of constructing the option,
considering land requirements for
works and staging areas,
construction equipment, and
timeframe for construction.

Approvability

The ease of the option to obtain
required permits and approvals from
regulating agencies (e.g. UTRCA,
MNRF, MOECC, DFO).

Ease of obtaining approvals and
permits, including timeframe for
receiving approval.

Operations & Maintenance

Degree of change in operations and
The ease of the option to be operated
maintenance requirements from
and maintained.
existing conditions.

Compatibility with existing and
planned infrastructure projects

The compatibility of the option with
existing and planned public
infrastructure projects.

Ability of an option to be integrated
with or complement existing and
planned infrastructure projects.

Capital Cost

Relative capital costs.

Capital costs of an option relative to
other options.
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Agency Considerations
The project team has consulted with
relevant regulatory agencies including:
Conservation Authorities (UTRCA,
LTVCA), Fisheries and Oceans Canada
(DFO), Ministry of Natural Resources and
Forestry (MNRF), Ministry of Environment
and Climate Change (MOECC) throughout
the project on potential impacts permitting
requirements. The focus of the Stage 2
discussions will be on the environmental
impacts of the River Management
Strategy, including the “Back to the River”
Alternatives and the Springbank Dam
decommissioning Alternatives to enable
the agencies to provide guidance to the
project team on the evaluation of
Alternatives.
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Next Steps

Further environmental field studies will be
completed through spring and summer 2018 to
provide information on potential impacts and to
support the evaluation criteria.
A second PIC in fall 2018 will present the refined
alternatives and the preferred alternatives to receive
further comment and feedback.
The One River EA final report will be taken to City
Council for approval in late 2018. Components of
the River Management Strategy that require further
EA work will put forward, while those addressed as
Schedule “B” EA alternatives can move to next
stages of design and construction.
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Give us your opinion on
the Future of the Thames
River!
Feedback on the three EA
components of the EA is an
important part of the
decision making process.
Your opinion is welcome
and appreciated!

Please fill out the survey provided. We
have copies here or you can fill out online at:
getinvolved.london.ca/OneRiver
getinvolved.london.ca/OneRiver

