Appendix B-11
30 Day Comment Period

City of London
One River Master Plan Environmental Assessment
NOTICE OF COMPLETION
On May 21, 2019, London City Council approved a long-term strategy for the Thames
River as laid out through the One River Master Plan Environmental Assessment (EA).
The first stage of the EA considered the future of the Springbank Dam, with a freeflowing river selected as the preferred option.
The second stage determined a strategy to improve the health of the Thames River
through dam decommissioning options, development of a design for the Forks of the
Thames, and an overall River Management Plan that considered ecological
improvements and river access.
The following preferred alternatives emerged for the Dam and the Forks of the Thames
through a Schedule B EA study, making them eligible to proceed to the next stages of
design and construction:
-

Partial removal of Springbank Dam

-

A “Ribbon of the Thames” design involving a suspended walkway and softlandscaped terraces

The River Management Plan was completed as a Municipal Class EA Master Plan. The
preferred alternative recommended new access points to the river, improving the
condition of existing access points, and restoring areas impacted by invasive species
and erosion.

Engagement with First Nations, Métis, the public and agency stakeholders was a key
component of the One River EA process. Numerous opportunities for engagement and

consultation were provided through agency and stakeholder meetings, mail-outs, public
pop-up events, Public Information Centres (PICs) and a web-based project site that
allowed for information sharing and feedback collection.
As part of the One River Master Plan EA, a final report has been completed,
documenting the project findings, conclusions and recommendations. The report will be
available for public viewing at the following locations from July 4, 2019 to August 2,
2019:
•

Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks, 135 St. Clair Avenue West, 1st
floor, Toronto, ON, M4V 1P5

•

London Public Library, Central Branch, 251 Dundas Street: open Monday to
Thursday, 9 a.m. to 9 p.m., Friday 9 a.m. to 6 p.m., and Saturday 9 a.m. to 5 p.m.

•

The following London Public Library branches, open Tuesday to Thursday 9 a.m.
to 9 p.m., Friday 9 a.m. to 6 p.m., Saturday 9 a.m. to 5 p.m.:
o Beacock, 1280 Huron Street
o Bostwick, 501 Southdale Road
o Byron, 1295 Commissioners Road West
o Cherryhill, 301 Oxford Street West
o Crouch, 550 Hamilton Road
o East London, 2016 Dundas Street
o Jalna, 1119 Jalna Boulevard
o Landon, 167 Wortley Road
o Masonville, 30 North Centre Road
o Pond Mills, 1166 Commissioners Road East
o Sherwood, #23-1225 Wonderland Road North; and,
o Stoney Creek, 920 Sunningdale Road East

•

The following London Public Library branches open Tuesday and Thursday 1
p.m. to 5 p.m. and 6 p.m. to 9 p.m., Wednesday, Friday, and Saturday 9 a.m. to
12 p.m. and 1 p.m. to 5 p.m.:
o Carson, 465 Quebec Street; and,
o Lambeth, 7112 Beattie Street.

•

City Hall, 300 Dufferin Avenue, 8th Floor: open Monday to Friday, 8:30 a.m. to
4:30 p.m.

The final report is also available online here: www.getinvolved.london.ca/OneRiver
Interested parties are encouraged to review this document and provide comments by
August 2, 2019, to the project contacts below.

Ashley M. Rammeloo, MMSc, P.Eng
Manager, Engineering
Rapid Transit
City of London
300 Dufferin Ave P.O. Box 5035
London, ON N6A 4L9
Email: arammelo@london.ca

Tom Mahood, P.Eng
Project Manager
Jacobs
72 Victoria Street South, Suite 300
Kitchener, ON N2G 4Y9
Email: Tom.Mahood@jacobs.com

If concerns regarding this project cannot be resolved in discussion with the City of
London, a person may request the Minister of the Environment, Conservation, and
Parks to issue an order to comply with Part II of the EA Act. This is known as a ‘Part II
Order’, bumping up the status of this project to a full Individual Environmental
Assessment. The procedure for a Part II Order request is as follows:
•

First, the person with concerns directs them to the City of London and Jacobs,
during the (30) calendar day review period for consideration and mitigation.

•

Second, if the concerns cannot be resolved, the person may submit a Part II
Order request to the Ministry of the Environment, Conservation, and Parks at
College Park 5th Flr, 777 Bay St. Toronto, ON M7A 2J3 within the 30-calendar
day review period, with a copy of the request being sent to the City of London
and Jacobs.

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.
This Notice was issued July 4, 2019

72 Victoria Street South, Suite 300
Kitchener, Ontario N2G 4Y4
Canada
T +1.519.579.3500
F +1.519.579.8986
www.jacobs.com

30-Day Comment Period: Response Summary
Project Name

One River EA

Attention
Date

MECP, MNRF, and MCTS
September 9, 2019

Commenter
MECP

Comment

Response

Indigenous Consultation: Appendix B-9 of the Master Plan provides information on
conversations the proponent has reportedly had with one First Nation (COTTFN) at one
Public Information Centre. Were there any additional conversations with other Indigenous
communities not documented in the Master Plan? If so, when were they, and what issues
were discussed? If issues were raised, how were or will they be addressed? Please provide
MECP with a complete (consolidated) copy of your Indigenous Consultation Log for ministry
review, and please include any additional conversations with communities not documented in
the Master Plan. Thank you in advance.

The First Nations
consultation log has been
updated and included in
Appendix B-9 and is provided
to the MECP

Species at Risk: The MECP understands that the One River Master Plan Environmental
Assessment process determined the preferred alternatives for Springbank Dam and the
Forks of the Thames to be:
• Partial removal of the Springbank Dam
• A “Ribbon of the Thames” designed involving a suspended walkway and softlandscaped terraces.
The MECP also understands that the River Management Plan was completed and
recommended new access points to the river, improving the condition of existing access
points, and restoring areas impacted by invasive species and erosion.

A reference to Appendix B-11
(30-Day Agency Review
Comments) has been added
to the report to incorporate
review recommendations into
the ESR and future efforts.

Given the presence of species at risk and protected habitat throughout the Thames River
corridor, including Queensnake (endangered), Spiny Softshell (endangered) and aquatic
species, it is recommended that MECP be further consulted during project planning/design
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30-Day Comment Period: Response Summary

phases to ensure compliance with the Endangered Species Act, 2007 (ESA). If any project
proposed (e.g. removal of the dam, the Ribbon of the Thames or activities under the River
Management Plan) are likely to impact species at risk, or protected habitat, authorization
under the ESA may be required.

MNRF

Appendix B2 – Agency Consultation One River EA Agency Advisory Committee:
Meeting 4 Summary Friday September 7th, 2018 – Minutes Item #5 - BTTR “Schedule
B” EA Discussion: During the course of the September 7th, 2018 Agency Meeting, under
this agenda item specifically, the MECP questioned whether past property use has been
looked at for this general area. MECP stated that there could be a source of potential
contamination, specifically that there was some coal tar present not too far from this general
area. Tom Mahood, Project Manager responded that, yes, they are aware, and will be looking
into that after the Public Information Centre.

This matter was investigated
by the City and determined to
not be a concern. A summary
of the previous investigations
has been attached to this
response.

General Comments
• MNRF would like to be notified as the project progresses, e.g. review of the detailed
design phases for all components of the project related to natural heritage, including
conceptual design of the partial Dam removal, Final EIS Reports, and results of
additional surveys yet to be taken (e.g. turtle overwintering habitat assessments)

A reference to Appendix B-11
(30-Day Agency Review
Comments) has been added
to the report to incorporate
review recommendations into
the ESR and future efforts.

•

The Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks (MECP) has now assumed
responsibility for the Endangered Species Act (ESA), including species at risk (SAR)
in Ontario. All future correspondence related to ESA or SAR should be sent to
SAROntario@ontario.ca to reach the MECP directly.

A reference to Appendix B-11
(30-Day Agency Review
Comments) has been added
to the report to incorporate
review recommendations into
the ESR and future efforts.

Appendix A-2: Natural Heritage Assessment Report - One River Master Plan
Environmental Assessment Natural Heritage Setting, Version 0.2
Section 2.1
• In Table 2.1, the Conservation Authorities Act and Provincial Policy Statement are
provincial pieces of legislation, not federal.
Section 3.1
• Some unevaluated vegetation patches are located on the north side of Springbank
Dam and near the confluence of Mud Creek. Will these areas be evaluated?
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Report will reflect change.

No, further evaluation is
outside the scope of the EA.

30-Day Comment Period: Response Summary

Section 3.1 and 4.4.3
• There are 3 unevaluated wetlands identified near the Coves. Will these areas be
evaluated or impacted by any of the proposed activities?

No wetland evaluation is
outside the scope and
requirements of the EA.

Section 3.2.1.2
• In Paragraph 4, MNRF understands there to be a typo and suggests including S1
species in the first sentence.
Appendix A-4: Forks of the Thames EIS
Section 5.2.1 Seasonal Concentration Areas of Animals & Section 7.2 Mitigation Measures
• Will candidate Significant Wildlife Habitat (SWH) (i.e. turtle overwintering habitat and
bat maternity colonies) be carried forward to assumed SWH? Or will surveys be
conducted to confirm/disprove presence?

Report will reflect change.

•

If turtle overwintering habitat is identified (i.e. presence of 5 overwintering Midland
Painted Turtles, as per the SWH Criteria Schedule for Ecoregion 7E), MNRF
recommends that timing windows are implemented to restrict any in-water works
during hibernation. Please provide further details on the mitigation measures that will
be implemented to avoid disturbance/alteration/destruction of hibernation areas.
Please note, species listed on the Species at Risk in Ontario (SARO) List (including
Special Concern species) are now the responsibility of the Ministry of Environment,
Conservation and Parks. Please contact SAROntario@ontario.ca for more
information on SAR species.

A reference to Appendix B-11
(30-Day Agency Review
Comments) has been added
to the report to incorporate
review recommendations into
the ESR and future efforts.

5.2.2 Specialized Habitats of Wildlife & Section 7.2 Mitigation Measures
• MNRF recommends that movement of construction equipment is avoided over open
gravelly and sandy areas that occur within 10 m of any watercourses during turtle
nesting season (June through September).

A reference to Appendix B-11
(30-Day Agency Review
Comments) has been added
to the report to incorporate
review recommendations into
the ESR and future efforts.

•
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No further surveys are
required to fulfill the EA
requirements. The need for
additional studies will be
assessed during conceptual
design.

If Species of Conservation Concern (SCC) turtle nests are identified in any of the
construction areas, MNRF recommends that nests are avoided from any
disturbance or destruction and additional nest protection measures are considered
in the mitigation plan (e.g. wire mesh to protect against predation).

A reference to Appendix B-11
(30-Day Agency Review
Comments) has been added
to the report to incorporate
review recommendations into
the ESR and future efforts.

30-Day Comment Period: Response Summary

•

If avoidance of nests is not possible during construction, a Wildlife Custodian
(authorized under the Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act) should be contacted.
These activities may require authorization under the Fish and Wildlife Conservation
Act. Please contact MNRF in instances of incidental encounters where avoidance is
not possible.

Section 5.2.3 Habitat of Species of Conservation Concern & Section 7.2 Mitigation
Measures
• The Natural Heritage Assessment Report, section 4.6, Table 4.2 and Appendix D-1
identifies rare plant species as being present in the Study Area (Habitat for Species
of Conservation Concern (SCC)); however, Section 5.2.3 of the EIS does not
mention any SCC flora species as being present or potentially being present. Please
confirm if any SCC flora species are found in the Forks study area or have the
potential to be present in the study area (e.g. Hispid Buttercup, Honey Locust). The
habitats of provincially rare (S1-S3, SH) plant and animal species are considered
Significant Wildlife Habitat (SWH) under the category of ‘Special Concern and Rare
Wildlife Species’.
•

If additional SWH is identified for flora species, MNRF recommends that additional
mitigation and/or monitoring measures are implemented (e.g. appropriate habitats
should be surveyed prior to any vegetation removal activities, occurrences should
be avoided and flagged for avoidance, possible transplantation if the individuals
cannot be avoided, etc.).

Table 7.1
• Potential impacts of various project activities may include Incidental Take (e.g. of
nests/eggs). These activities may require authorization under the Fish and Wildlife
Conservation Act. Please contact MNRF in instances of incidental encounters where
avoidance is not possible.
•
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In-water works will likely be required for construction (e.g. removal of the hydraulic
gate). Multiple SCC mussel species and their habitats may be present in the subject
work area (i.e. habitat of species of conservation concern). MNRF recommends that
any in-water work areas are thoroughly visually surveyed by a qualified biologist for

A reference to Appendix B-11
(30-Day Agency Review
Comments) has been added
to the report to incorporate
review recommendations into
the ESR and future efforts.
Rare flora was not observed
within the EIS study areas
but was observed within
previous studies within the
EA study area (this includes
West London Dykes, the
Coves, and Thames South
Dyke). This is why the flora is
confirmed with the Master
Plan EA but not within the
EIS documents.

A reference to Appendix B-11
(30-Day Agency Review
Comments) has been added
to the report to incorporate
review recommendations into
the ESR and future efforts.
A reference to Appendix B-11
(30-Day Agency Review
Comments) has been added
to the report to incorporate
review recommendations into
the ESR and future efforts.
A reference to Appendix B-11
(30-Day Agency Review
Comments) has been added

30-Day Comment Period: Response Summary

the presence of mussel species prior to in-water work commencing. MNRF
recommends that the Protocol for the Detection and Relocation of Freshwater
Mussel Species in Ontario-Great Lakes Area (Mackie et al. 2008) is followed.

to the report to incorporate
review recommendations into
the ESR and future efforts.

Section 7.2.1
• 1A – Working outside of the breeding bird window and other wildlife timing windows
should be discussed with MNRF as well as Upper Thames River Conservation
Authority (e.g. in situations where SWH is present).

A reference to Appendix B-11
(30-Day Agency Review
Comments) has been added
to the report to incorporate
review recommendations into
the ESR and future efforts.

General Comments
• MNRF would like to be notified as the project progresses, e.g. review of the detailed
design phases for all components of the project related to natural heritage, including
conceptual design of the partial Dam removal, Final EIS Reports, and results of
additional surveys yet to be taken (e.g. turtle overwintering habitat assessments)

A reference to Appendix B-11
(30-Day Agency Review
Comments) has been added
to the report to incorporate
review recommendations into
the ESR and future efforts.

•

The Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks (MECP) has now assumed
responsibility for the Endangered Species Act (ESA), including species at risk (SAR)
in Ontario. All future correspondence related to ESA or SAR should be sent to
SAROntario@ontario.ca to reach the MECP directly.

A reference to Appendix B-11
(30-Day Agency Review
Comments) has been added
to the report to incorporate
review recommendations into
the ESR and future efforts.

Appendix A-2: Natural Heritage Assessment Report - One River Master Plan
Environmental Assessment Natural Heritage Setting, Version 0.2
Section 2.1
• In Table 2.1, the Conservation Authorities Act and Provincial Policy Statement
are provincial pieces of legislation, not federal.

A reference to Appendix B-11
(30-Day Agency Review
Comments) has been added
to the report to incorporate
review recommendations into
the ESR and future efforts.

•

Section 3.1
• Some unevaluated vegetation patches are located on the north side of
Springbank Dam and near the confluence of Mud Creek. Will these areas be
evaluated?
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No, further evaluation is
outside the scope of the EA.

30-Day Comment Period: Response Summary

Section 3.1 and 4.4.3
• There are 3 unevaluated wetlands identified near the Coves. Will these areas
be evaluated or impacted by any of the proposed activities?

No wetland evaluations is
outside the scope and
requirements of the EA.

Section 3.2.1.2
Report will reflect change.
•
In Paragraph 4, MNRF understands there to be a typo and suggests including
S1 species in the first sentence.
Appendix A-4: Forks of the Thames EIS
Section 5.2.1 Seasonal Concentration Areas of Animals & Section 7.2 Mitigation
Measures
• Will candidate Significant Wildlife Habitat (SWH) (i.e. turtle overwintering habitat and
bat maternity colonies) be carried forward to assumed SWH? Or will surveys be
conducted to confirm/disprove presence?
•

If turtle overwintering habitat is identified (i.e. presence of 5 overwintering Midland
Painted Turtles, as per the SWH Criteria Schedule for Ecoregion 7E), MNRF
recommends that timing windows are implemented to restrict any in-water works
during hibernation. Please provide further details on the mitigation measures that
will be implemented to avoid disturbance/alteration/destruction of hibernation areas.
Please note, species listed on the Species at Risk in Ontario (SARO) List (including
Special Concern species) are now the responsibility of the Ministry of Environment,
Conservation and Parks. Please contact SAROntario@ontario.ca for more
information on SAR species.
5.2.2 Specialized Habitats of Wildlife & Section 7.2 Mitigation Measures
• MNRF recommends that movement of construction equipment is avoided over open
gravelly and sandy areas that occur within 10 m of any watercourses during turtle
nesting season (June through September).

•
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If Species of Conservation Concern (SCC) turtle nests are identified in any of the
construction areas, MNRF recommends that nests are avoided from any
disturbance or destruction and additional nest protection measures are considered
in the mitigation plan (e.g. wire mesh to protect against predation).

No further surveys are
required to fulfill the EA
requirements. The need for
additional studies will be
assessed during conceptual
design.
A reference to Appendix B-11
(30-Day Agency Review
Comments) has been added
to the report to incorporate
review recommendations into
the ESR and future efforts.

A reference to Appendix B-11
(30-Day Agency Review
Comments) has been added
to the report to incorporate
review recommendations into
the ESR and future efforts.
A reference to Appendix B-11
(30-Day Agency Review
Comments) has been added
to the report to incorporate
review recommendations into
the ESR and future efforts.

30-Day Comment Period: Response Summary

•

If avoidance of nests is not possible during construction, a Wildlife Custodian
(authorized under the Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act) should be contacted.
These activities may require authorization under the Fish and Wildlife Conservation
Act. Please contact MNRF in instances of incidental encounters where avoidance is
not possible.

Section 5.2.3 Habitat of Species of Conservation Concern & Section 7.2 Mitigation
Measures
• The Natural Heritage Assessment Report, section 4.6, Table 4.2 and Appendix D-1
identifies rare plant species as being present in the Study Area (Habitat for Species
of Conservation Concern (SCC)); however, Section 5.2.3 of the EIS does not
mention any SCC flora species as being present or potentially being present. Please
confirm if any SCC flora species are found in the Forks study area or have the
potential to be present in the study area (e.g. Hispid Buttercup, Honey Locust). The
habitats of provincially rare (S1-S3, SH) plant and animal species are considered
Significant Wildlife Habitat (SWH) under the category of ‘Special Concern and Rare
Wildlife Species’.
•

If additional SWH is identified for flora species, MNRF recommends that additional
mitigation and/or monitoring measures are implemented (e.g. appropriate habitats
should be surveyed prior to any vegetation removal activities, occurrences should
be avoided and flagged for avoidance, possible transplantation if the individuals
cannot be avoided, etc.).

Table 7.1
• Potential impacts of various project activities may include Incidental Take (e.g. of
nests/eggs). These activities may require authorization under the Fish and Wildlife
Conservation Act. Please contact MNRF in instances of incidental encounters where
avoidance is not possible.
•
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In-water works will likely be required for construction (e.g. removal of the hydraulic
gate). Multiple SCC mussel species and their habitats may be present in the subject
work area (i.e. habitat of species of conservation concern). MNRF recommends that
any in-water work areas are thoroughly visually surveyed by a qualified biologist for

A reference to Appendix B-11
(30-Day Agency Review
Comments) has been added
to the report to incorporate
review recommendations into
the ESR and future efforts.
Rare flora was not observed
within the EIS study areas
but was observed within
previous studies within the
EA study area (this includes
West London Dykes, the
Coves, and Thames South
Dyke). This is why the flora is
confirmed with the Master
Plan EA but not within the
EIS documents.

A reference to Appendix B-11
(30-Day Agency Review
Comments) has been added
to the report to incorporate
review recommendations into
the ESR and future efforts.
A reference to Appendix B-11
(30-Day Agency Review
Comments) has been added
to the report to incorporate
review recommendations into
the ESR and future efforts.
A reference to Appendix B-11
(30-Day Agency Review
Comments) has been added

30-Day Comment Period: Response Summary

the presence of mussel species prior to in-water work commencing. MNRF
recommends that the Protocol for the Detection and Relocation of Freshwater
Mussel Species in Ontario-Great Lakes Area (Mackie et al. 2008) is followed.

to the report to incorporate
review recommendations into
the ESR and future efforts.

Section 7.2.1
• 1A – Working outside of the breeding bird window and other wildlife timing windows
should be discussed with MNRF as well as Upper Thames River Conservation
Authority (e.g. in situations where SWH is present).

A reference to Appendix B-11
(30-Day Agency Review
Comments) has been added
to the report to incorporate
review recommendations into
the ESR and future efforts.

Appendix A-5: Springbank Dam EIS
Section 5.2.1 Seasonal Concentration Areas of Animals & Section 7.2 Mitigation
Measures
• MNRF recommends that additional studies are undertaken to confirm presence of
raptor wintering areas, bat maternity colonies, reptile hibernacula, and turtle
wintering areas. If identified, please provide mitigation/avoidance measures that will
be implemented.
• If snake hibernacula (including potential hibernacula features) are
harmed/altered/destroyed, MNRF recommends that the construction of artificial
hibernacula is explored in the detailed design phase.

A reference to Appendix B-11
(30-Day Agency Review
Comments) has been added
to the report to incorporate
review recommendations into
the ESR and future efforts.

•

If turtle overwintering habitat is identified (i.e. presence of 5 over-wintering Midland
Painted Turtles, as per the SWH Criteria Schedule for Ecoregion 7E), MNRF
recommends that timing windows are implemented to restrict any in-water works
during hibernation. Please provide further details on the mitigation measures that
will be implemented to avoid disturbance/alteration/destruction of hibernation areas.
Please note, species listed on the Species at Risk in Ontario (SARO) List (including
Special Concern species) are now the responsibility of the Ministry of Environment,
Conservation and Parks. Please contact SAROntario@ontario.ca for more
information on SAR species.
5.2.2 Specialized Habitats of Wildlife & Section 7.2 Mitigation Measures
• MNRF recommends that movement of construction equipment is avoided over open
gravelly and sandy areas that occur within 10 m of any watercourses during turtle
nesting season (June through September).
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A reference to Appendix B-11
(30-Day Agency Review
Comments) has been added
to the report to incorporate
review recommendations into
the ESR and future efforts.
A reference to Appendix B-11
(30-Day Agency Review
Comments) has been added
to the report to incorporate
review recommendations into
the ESR and future efforts.

A reference to Appendix B-11
(30-Day Agency Review
Comments) has been added

30-Day Comment Period: Response Summary

to the report to incorporate
review recommendations into
the ESR and future efforts.
•

If Species of Conservation Concern (SCC) turtle nests are identified in any of the
construction areas, MNRF recommends that nests are avoided from any
disturbance or destruction and additional nest protection measures are considered
in the mitigation plan (e.g. wire mesh to protect against predation).

A reference to Appendix B-11
(30-Day Agency Review
Comments) has been added
to the report to incorporate
review recommendations into
the ESR and future efforts.

•

If avoidance of nests is not possible during construction, a Wildlife Custodian
(authorized under the Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act) should be contacted.
These activities may require authorization under the Fish and Wildlife Conservation
Act. Please contact MNRF in instances of incidental encounters where avoidance is
not possible.

A reference to Appendix B-11
(30-Day Agency Review
Comments) has been added
to the report to incorporate
review recommendations into
the ESR and future efforts.

Section 5.2.3 Habitat of Species of Conservation Concern & Section 7.2 Mitigation
Measures
• The Natural Heritage Assessment Report, section 4.6, Table 4.2 and Appendix D-1
identifies rare plant species as being present in the Study Area (Habitat for Species
of Conservation Concern); however, Section 5.2 of the EIS does not mention any
SCC flora species as being present or potentially being present. Please confirm if
any SCC flora species are found in the Springbank Dam study area or have the
potential to be present in the study area (e.g. Hispid Buttercup, Honey Locust). The
habitat of provincially rare (S1-S3, SH) plant and animal species is considered SWH
under the category of ‘Special Concern and Rare Wildlife Species’.

Rare flora was not observed
within the EIS study areas
but was observed within
previous studies within the
EA study area (this includes
West London Dykes, the
Coves, and Thames South
Dyke). This is why the flora is
confirmed with the Master
Plan EA but not within the
EIS documents.

•

If additional SWH is identified for flora species, MNRF recommends that additional
mitigation and/or monitoring measures should be implemented (e.g. appropriate
habitats should be surveyed prior to any vegetation removal activities, occurrences
should be avoided and flagged for avoidance, possible transplantation if the
individuals cannot be avoided, etc.).

Table 7.1
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A reference to Appendix B-11
(30-Day Agency Review
Comments) has been added
to the report to incorporate
review recommendations into
the ESR and future efforts.
A reference to Appendix B-11
(30-Day Agency Review

30-Day Comment Period: Response Summary

•

Potential impacts of various project activities may include Incidental Take (e.g. of
nests/eggs). These activities may require authorization under the Fish and Wildlife
Conservation Act. Please contact MNRF in instances of incidental encounters where
avoidance is not possible.

Comments) has been added
to the report to incorporate
review recommendations into
the ESR and future efforts.

In-water works will likely be required for construction (e.g. removal of the hydraulic
gate). Multiple SCC mussel species and their habitats may be present in the subject
work area (i.e. habitat of species of conservation concern). MNRF recommends that
any in-water work areas are thoroughly visually surveyed by a qualified biologist for
the presence of mussel species prior to in-water work commencing. MNRF
recommends that the Protocol for the Detection and Relocation of Freshwater
Mussel Species in Ontario-Great Lakes Area (Mackie et al. 2008) is followed.
Section 7.2.1
• 1A – Working outside of the breeding bird window and other wildlife timing windows
should be discussed with MNRF as well as Upper Thames River Conservation
Authority (e.g. in situations where SWH may be impacted).

A reference to Appendix B-11
(30-Day Agency Review
Comments) has been added
to the report to incorporate
review recommendations into
the ESR and future efforts.

•

MTCS

Appendix A-3 Part 4 - Cultural Heritage Assessment Report 1 (CHAR 1)
2.0 Scope and Methods
Table 1: Record of Consultation indicates that only city staff was consulted. Please include
information as to whether the municipal heritage committee (MHC) was involved in any of the
consultation activities and if the MHC provided any comments or input to the undertaking.

5.2 The Forks Sub-Study Area On page 30, the first sentence begins with “These”; since
it follows the list of views, it can be taken to refer to the views. To avoid confusion and
misinterpretation, replace “These” with “The adjacent heritage resources”.

5.2.1 Cultural Heritage Resources
On page 30, the description is of the entire Thames River as a Canadian Heritage River,
however, the images depict views from the Springbank Dam. This can lead to confusion,
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A reference to Appendix B-11
(30-Day Agency Review
Comments) has been added
to the report to incorporate
review recommendations into
the ESR and future efforts.
The London Advisory
Committee on Heritage (the
City of London’s Municipal
Heritage Committee)
provided comments on the
CHAR on April 4, 2019.
These have been added to
[Appendix A-3 of the ESR.
Acknowledged, however
original wording will be
maintained to facilitate
completion of reporting
elements.
The scale of the Thames
River and its values as a
Canadian Heritage River are
not meant to be captured by

30-Day Comment Period: Response Summary
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therefore, replace these images with an aerial of the river and possibly some notable
points of interest.

the report images. The
images are provided to show
only related study area
features.

8.0 Summary Statement and Recommendations
MTCS notes that, although the Springbank Dam has been determined to contain cultural
heritage value or interest (CHVI), there is no discussion as to whether designation under
the Ontario Heritage Act is recommended. Please indicate whether or not this is a
recommendation to the City of London as a future undertaking.

The City acknowledges the
cultural heritage value or
interest of the Springbank
Dam. Section 9 of the ESR
has been amended to include
that the City could consider
designation pursuant to the
Ontario Heritage Act in the
future.

Appendix A -Cultural Heritage Overview: One River Master Plan Environmental Assessment
CHAR 1 centres on the Springbank Dam and adjacent properties while the Cultural Heritage
Overview Report, which is appended, deals with heritage considerations of the entire One
River Strategy project. Its relevance to the Springbank Dam project – the focus CHAR 1 –
is not immediately clear. Since the document is already appended to CHAR 2, which has
a broader and more applicable heritage scope, Appendix A should be removed from
CHAR 1 to avoid duplication and any potential misinterpretation.

The report content and
organization reflects the two
stages of the study execution
and the different levels of EA
Schedule, Master Plan and
Schedule B. The content
considered the two stages to
avoid confusion.

Appendix A-3 Part 5 - Cultural Heritage Assessment Report 2 (CHAR 2)
2.0 Scope and Methods
Table 1: Record of Consultation indicates that only city staff was consulted. Please include
information as to whether the municipal heritage committee (MHC) was involved in any of the
consultation activities and if the MHC provided any comments or input to the undertaking.

The London Advisory
Committee on Heritage (the
City of London’s Municipal
Heritage Committee)
provided comments on the
CHAR on April 4, 2019.
These have been added to
[Appendix A-3 of the ESR.

5.3 Harris Park Sub-Study Area
The third paragraph indicates that the Ridout Street Complex (435-451 Ridout Street
North) has both Part IV and Part V designation under the Ontario Heritage Act (OHA).
Please note that the OHA does not permit “dual” designation, but does permit the
recognition of a Part IV-designated property within a Part V-designated heritage

The City of London
corresponded with the MTCS
regarding this comment. This
comment was formally
retracted on August 28,

30-Day Comment Period: Response Summary

consesrvation district (HCD). This entry should be corrected to reflect the appropriate
designation (Part IV or Part V); this correction should be made throughout the document.
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2019. Correspondence on
this comment can be found in
Appendix B-11.

6.2.2 Impact Assessment
In Table 5: The Forks Sub-Study Area Impact Assessment, the structure at 1 Dundas
Street is noted as being impacted by each of the alternatives, yet there is no mention of
its contextual setting being part of the CHVI and whether any impacts arise or mitigation
measures required. This information should be added.

The heritage designating bylaw for the property at 1
Dundas Street does not
include any contextual
values. However, potential
impacts will be addressed
through the HIA during
Detailed Design.

6.4.2 Impact Assessment
In Table 8: Museum London Sub-Study Area Impact Assessment, this same comment as
in Table 5 applies to the terracing and landscaping components impacting the contextual
setting of 1 Dundas Street.

Potential impacts to the
contextual setting of 1
Dundas Street will be
assessed through the HIA
during Detailed Design.

7.0 Summary Statement and Recommendations
The purpose of a CHAR is not only to describe the existing conditions with respect to
cultural heritage resources, but to also recommend whether an HIA is required. Given the
information presented throughout the document illustrates that the project has the
potential to negatively impact some of the cultural heritage resources (both known and
potential), the recommendation for an HIA should be added here.
Final Remarks
The heritage findings of this EAR should be provided for review and comment to the
municipal heritage committee and any other parties that have expressed an interest. A record
of their comments, if any, should be included in the final EA submission.
Given the magnitude of the entire project, and the fact that so many recognized and potential
cultural heritage resources are found within and adjacent to the study area, a full HIA (as a
single exercise) should be undertaken for all cultural heritage properties.
With respect to heritage conservation districts (HCDs), the HIA should note how the project
impacts the statement of cultural heritage value and the heritage attributes for each HCD as a
whole; assessment of impacts should not be only in regards to individual properties, as they
collectively contribute to the CHVI. Therefore, for HCDs and the Thames River (as a
Canadian Heritage River), a landscape approach should be taken. To assist with the
preparation of the HIA, enclosed is a draft sample table for reference and guidance.

Section 9 of the ESR has
been amended to include the
recommendation for the HIA
during Detailed Design.

A reference to Appendix B-11
(30-Day Agency Review
Comments) has been added
to the report to incorporate
review recommendations into
the ESR and future efforts.

72 Victoria Street South, Suite 300
Kitchener, Ontario N2G 4Y4
Canada
T +1.519.579.3500
F +1.519.579.8986
www.jacobs.com

Coal Tar Investigations
Project Name

One River EA

Date

September 10, 2019

To

Ashley Rammeloo, City of London

From

Jeff Hachey, City of London

Hi Ashley,
As requested, I have gone through our available historical files related to coal tar contamination
within the One River Master Plan EA Study Area and the Forks of the Thames Schedule B EA
Study Area. The historical file review work was undertaken to address comments from the
Ontario Ministry of Environment, Conservation, and Parks (MECP) related to past property use,
and the potential for contamination related to the historical coal gasification plant Site near the
intersection of Ridout Street and Horton Street.
Based on the information that I have reviewed, contamination related to the historical coal
gasification plant Site has only been identified near the area of the former plant itself. I have
attached a few Figures that I believe can summarize the work completed in this area, from
approximately 1984 to 2004.
The figure entitled “Investigation Locations, Coal Tar Sites – Thames River” shows borehole
and monitoring well locations where sampling for coal tar related contamination was
completed. These locations were supplemented by a number of surface water and riverbed (i.e.
sediment) samples from the Thames River itself. The information I have reviewed indicates that
coal tar contamination was identified at the following locations:
•
•
•
•
•

Along the south bank of the Thames River, in a localized area of Thames Park.
Within the riverbed sediments of the Thames River, in a localized area approximately
between Thames Street and Ridout Street.
Along the north bank of the Thames River, where a historical disposal pond site was
located.
Within the historical gasification plant site, now located at 199 Ridout Street North and
24 Horton Street East.
A localized area east of Ridout Street, which was formerly 75 Bathurst Street. This
parcel has since been severed into 3 separate parcels (75 Bathurst Street, 65 Bathurst
St, and 84 Horton St E). The localized area of contamination in this area is shown on
the attached figure “Proposed Severance Line, 75 Bathurst Street”.

As a result of the environmental coal tar impacts identified above, a number of soil and
groundwater remedial programs and risk management measures have been undertaken at
various times. These are summarized on the attached figure, entitled “Risk Management
Measures, Coal Tar Sites – Thames River”. As shown on that figure, the following
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Coal Tar Investigations

environmental management measures have been conducted at each area of environmental
concern:
•
•
•

•

Remedial measures, including soil excavation and disposal was completed along the
South Bank Disposal Area in Thames Park was remediated between approximately
1989 and 1991.
Riverbed remediation and restoration was completed within the Thames River, along the
south and north banks between approximately 1989 and 2002.
Remedial measures, including soil excavation and disposal was completed along the
North Bank Disposal Pond Site between approximately 2000 and 2004. This work also
included the installation of a groundwater collections trench and HDPE liner, which are
still in operation. Annual monitoring is completed associated with the groundwater
treatment system.
The Historical Plant site, north of Horton Street, has since been redeveloped into a
parking lot as of 2002. This Site underwent a human health and ecological risk
assessment to support redevelopment of the Site into a parking lot.

In summary, known environmental impacts associated with coal tar have only been identified in
the area adjacent to and surrounding the historical coal tar gasification plant, at the locations
shown in the attached figures and discussed above. This would coincide with the One River
Master Plan EA Study Area, but not within the Forks of the Thames Schedule B EA Study Area
(i.e., there are no known contamination issues associated with coal tar within the Forks of the
Thames Schedule B EA Study Area).
Hopefully the information above is helpful. Please let me know if you have any questions
related to the above/attached or if you require further information.
Regards,
Jeff
Attached: Figure 2: Investigation Locations Coal Tar Sites, Figure 1: Proposed Severance Line,
Figure 4: Risk Management Measures Coal Tar Sites

Jeff Hachey, M.Sc.E., P.Eng.
Environmental Engineer/Hydrogeologist
Stormwater Engineering Division
City of London
300 Dufferin Ave., London, ON N6A 4L9
P: 519.661.CITY(2489) x 7359 | Fax: 519.661.2355
jhachey@london.ca | www.london.ca
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Hsia, Daniel
"Newton, Craig (MECP)"
Rammeloo, Ashley; Mahood, Tom/KWO; Schmitter, Jillian/KWO
[EXTERNAL] RE: One River Master Plan EA Notice of Completion
Friday, August 2, 2019 10:46:12 AM
image001.png

Dear Mr. Craig Newton,
This is to acknowledge receipt of the MECP’s comments. The project team will review
and respond shortly.
Warmest regards,
Daniel Hsia, P.Eng
Water Demand Manager
Water Engineering
City of London
300 Dufferin Avenue, London, ON, N6A 4L9
P: 519.661.CITY (2489) x5016 | Fax: 519.661.2354
dhsia@london.ca | www.london.ca

From: Newton, Craig (MECP) [mailto:Craig.Newton@ontario.ca]
Sent: Friday, August 2, 2019 10:01 AM
To: Hsia, Daniel <dhsia@london.ca>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] FW: One River Master Plan EA Notice of Completion

From: Newton, Craig (MECP)
Sent: August-02-19 9:59 AM
To: 'arammelo@London.ca' <arammelo@London.ca>
Cc: Jillian.Schmitter@jacobs.com; Abernethy, Scott (MECP) <Scott.Abernethy@ontario.ca>; Rising,
Lareina (MECP) <Lareina.Rising@ontario.ca>; Rising, Neville (MECP) <Neville.Rising@ontario.ca>;
Wrigley, Rob (MECP) <Rob.Wrigley@ontario.ca>; Kuisma, Emmilia (MECP)
<Emmilia.Kuisma@ontario.ca>; Fleet, Todd (MECP) <Todd.Fleet@ontario.ca>; McDonald, Dan
(MECP) <Dan.McDonald@ontario.ca>; Lafrance, Crystal (MECP) <Crystal.Lafrance@ontario.ca>;
Cromp, Dan (MECP) <Dan.Cromp@ontario.ca>; Hubert, Kristina (MECP)
<Kristina.Hubert@ontario.ca>; Mahood, Tom/KWO (Tom.Mahood@jacobs.com)
<Tom.Mahood@jacobs.com>
Subject: FW: One River Master Plan EA Notice of Completion

Dear Ms. Ashley Rammeloo:

This e-mail acknowledges this ministry’s receipt, with thanks, of the Notice of
Completion and accompanying link to the City of London’s Draft One River Master
Plan, dated June 2019. This Ministry comments, if any, were requested by the City
by no later than today, August 2nd, 2019. In response, the Ministry of Environment,
Conservation and Parks (MECP) Southwestern Region offer the following comments
for the City of London’s due consideration and subsequent response:
Indigenous Consultation:
Appendix B-9 of the Master Plan provides information on conversations the proponent
has reportedly had with one First Nation (COTTFN) at one Public Information Centre.
Were there any additional conversations with other Indigenous communities not
documented in the Master Plan? If so, when were they, and what issues were
discussed? If issues were raised, how were or will they be addressed? Please
provide MECP with a complete (consolidated) copy of your Indigenous Consultation
Log for ministry review, and please include any additional conversations with
communities not documented in the Master Plan. Thank you in advance.
Species at Risk:
The MECP understands that the One River Master Plan Environmental Assessment
process determined the preferred alternatives for Springbank Dam and the Forks of
the Thames to be:
Partial removal of the Springbank Dam
A “Ribbon of the Thames” designed involving a suspended walkway and softlandscaped terraces.
The MECP also understands that the River Management Plan was completed and
recommended new access points to the river, improving the condition of existing
access points, and restoring areas impacted by invasive species and erosion.
Given the presence of species at risk and protected habitat throughout the Thames
River corridor, including Queensnake (endangered), Spiny Softshell (endangered)
and aquatic species, it is recommended that MECP be further consulted during
project planning/design phases to ensure compliance with the Endangered Species
Act, 2007 (ESA). If any project proposed (e.g. removal of the dam, the Ribbon of the
Thames or activities under the River Management Plan) are likely to impact species
at risk, or protected habitat, authorization under the ESA may be required.
Appendix B2 – Agency Consultation One River EA Agency Advisory
Committee: Meeting 4 Summary Friday September 7th, 2018 – Minutes Item #5
- BTTR “Schedule B” EA Discussion
During the course of the September 7th, 2018 Agency Meeting, under this agenda
item specifically, the MECP questioned whether past property use has been looked at
for this general area. MECP stated that there could be a source of potential
contamination, specifically that there was some coal tar present not too far from this

general area. Tom Mahood, Project Manager responded that, yes, they are aware,
and will be looking into that after the Public Information Centre.
Please advise this ministry of the outcome of the City’s and/or Jacob’s investigation
after the Public Information Centre. MECP could not locate any discussion with
respect to this investigation in the text of the Draft June 2019 Master Plan.
Thank you for providing this ministry the opportunity to review and comment on the
June 2019 Draft Master Plan. MECP awaits the City and/or Jacobs Consultants
written response to this ministry’s comments as described herein. Thank you in
advance.
Yours truly,
Craig Newton
Regional Environmental Planner / Regional EA Coordinator
Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks
Southwestern Region
733 Exeter Road
London, Ontario
N6E 1L3
Telephone: (519) 873-5014
E-mail: craig.newton@ontario.ca

From: Schmitter, Jillian/KWO <Jillian.Schmitter@jacobs.com>
Sent: June-28-19 1:56 PM
Cc: Rammeloo, Ashley <arammelo@London.ca>
Subject: One River Master Plan EA Notice of Completion
Hello,
The City of London One River Master Plan EA Draft Report will be available for 30-day public review
beginning on July 4, 2019. The Notice of Completion is attached and identifies the locations where
the report is available for review in-person. It is also available online at
www.getinvolved.london.ca/OneRiver.
Regards,
Jillian Schmitter, P.Eng.
Jacobs
Water Resources Technologist | BIAF
O 519.514.1622
F 519.579.3501
Jillian.Schmitter@jacobs.com

www.jacobs.com

NOTICE - This communication may contain confidential and privileged information that is for the sole use of the
intended recipient. Any viewing, copying or distribution of, or reliance on this message by unintended recipients is
strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify us immediately by replying to the message
and deleting it from your computer.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Rammeloo, Ashley
Mahood, Tom/KWO; Schmitter, Jillian/KWO
[EXTERNAL] FW: Contact at MLHU - coal tar
Tuesday, September 10, 2019 10:02:11 AM
image001.png
image002.png
image003.png
Investigation Locations, Coal Tar Sites – Thames River.pdf
Proposed Severance Line, 75 Bathurst Street.pdf
Risk Management Measures, Coal Tar Sites – Thames River.pdf

See below/attached.
Ashley M. Rammeloo, MMSc., P.Eng
Division Manager, Engineering
Rapid Transit Implementation Office
Environmental & Engineering Services
300 Dufferin Ave., London, ON, N6A 4L9
P: 519.661.CITY(2489) x 4993| Cell: 519.619.6319
arammeloo@london.ca | www.london.ca

From: Hachey, Jeff
Sent: Tuesday, September 10, 2019 9:52 AM
To: Rammeloo, Ashley <arammelo@London.ca>; Mathers, Scott <smathers@london.ca>
Subject: RE: Contact at MLHU - coal tar

Hi Ashley,
As requested, I have gone through our available historical files related to coal tar
contamination within the One River Master Plan EA Study Area and the Forks of the
Thames Schedule B EA Study Area. The historical file review work was undertaken
to address comments from the Ontario Ministry of Environment, Conservation, and
Parks (MECP) related to past property use, and the potential for contamination
related to the historical coal gasification plant Site near the intersection of Ridout
Street and Horton Street.
Based on the information that I have reviewed, contamination related to the historical
coal gasification plant Site has only been identified near the area of the former plant
itself. I have attached a few Figures that I believe can summarize the work completed
in this area, from approximately 1984 to 2004.
The figure entitled “Investigation Locations, Coal Tar Sites – Thames River”
shows borehole and monitoring well locations where sampling for coal tar related
contamination was completed. These locations were supplemented by a number of
surface water and riverbed (i.e. sediment) samples from the Thames River itself. The
information I have reviewed indicates that coal tar contamination was identified at the

following locations:
·
·
·
·
·

Along the south bank of the Thames River, in a localized area of Thames
Park.
Within the riverbed sediments of the Thames River, in a localized area
approximately between Thames Street and Ridout Street.
Along the north bank of the Thames River, where a historical disposal pond
site was located.
Within the historical gasification plant site, now located at 199 Ridout Street
North and 24 Horton Street East.
A localized area east of Ridout Street, which was formerly 75 Bathurst Street.
This parcel has since been severed into 3 separate parcels (75 Bathurst
Street, 65 Bathurst St, and 84 Horton St E). The localized area of
contamination in this area is shown on the attached figure “Proposed
Severance Line, 75 Bathurst Street”.

As a result of the environmental coal tar impacts identified above, a number of soil
and groundwater remedial programs and risk management measures have been
undertaken at various times. These are summarized on the attached figure, entitled
“Risk Management Measures, Coal Tar Sites – Thames River”. As shown on that
figure, the following environmental management measures have been conducted at
each area of environmental concern:
·
·
·

·

Remedial measures, including soil excavation and disposal was completed
along the South Bank Disposal Area in Thames Park was remediated between
approximately 1989 and 1991.
Riverbed remediation and restoration was completed within the Thames River,
along the south and north banks between approximately 1989 and 2002.
Remedial measures, including soil excavation and disposal was completed
along the North Bank Disposal Pond Site between approximately 2000 and
2004. This work also included the installation of a groundwater collections
trench and HDPE liner, which are still in operation. Annual monitoring is
completed associated with the groundwater treatment system.
The Historical Plant site, north of Horton Street, has since been redeveloped
into a parking lot as of 2002. This Site underwent a human health and
ecological risk assessment to support redevelopment of the Site into a parking
lot.

In summary, known environmental impacts associated with coal tar have only been
identified in the area adjacent to and surrounding the historical coal tar gasification
plant, at the locations shown in the attached figures and discussed above. This
would coincide with the One River Master Plan EA Study Area, but not within the
Forks of the Thames Schedule B EA Study Area (i.e., there are no known
contamination issues associated with coal tar within the Forks of the Thames
Schedule B EA Study Area).
Hopefully the information above is helpful. Please let me know if you have any

questions related to the above/attached or if you require further information.
Regards,
Jeff
Jeff Hachey, M.Sc.E., P.Eng.
Environmental Engineer/Hydrogeologist
Stormwater Engineering Division
City of London
300 Dufferin Ave., London, ON N6A 4L9
P: 519.661.CITY(2489) x 7359 | Fax: 519.661.2355
jhachey@london.ca | www.london.ca
From: Rammeloo, Ashley
Sent: Friday, August 30, 2019 10:37 AM
To: Mathers, Scott <smathers@london.ca>; Hachey, Jeff <jhachey@london.ca>
Subject: RE: Contact at MLHU - coal tar

Yes, that would suffice I believe. MECP wanted to know if “past property use had
been looked at for sources of potential contamination, specifically that there was coal
tar present not too far from the general area.”
Jeff, as discussed I’ve attached the Norice of Completion which has the map showing
the master plan and Schedule B EA areas.
Ashley M. Rammeloo, MMSc., P.Eng
Division Manager, Engineering
Rapid Transit Implementation Office
Environmental & Engineering Services
300 Dufferin Ave., London, ON, N6A 4L9
P: 519.661.CITY(2489) x 4993| Cell: 519.619.6319
arammeloo@london.ca | www.london.ca

From: Mathers, Scott
Sent: Friday, August 30, 2019 8:33 AM
To: Hachey, Jeff <jhachey@london.ca>
Cc: Rammeloo, Ashley <arammelo@London.ca>
Subject: RE: Contact at MLHU - coal tar

Jeff, I think what Ashley needs is a summary of the historical location of the Cold Tar

and where we are aware of issues. We can show the MOECC where we know there
is cold tar contamination. I believe some text and a few report figures and report
references should suffice. This work would be valuable if we have future questions
related to coal tar contamination as well.
Thanks,
Scott Mathers, MPA, P.Eng
Director,
Water and Wastewater
City of London
300 Dufferin Ave P.O. Box 5035
London, ON Canada N6A 4L9
P: 519.661.CITY (2489) x 4430
smathers@london.ca | www.london.ca

From: Hachey, Jeff
Sent: Friday, August 30, 2019 7:59 AM
To: Mathers, Scott <smathers@london.ca>; Rammeloo, Ashley <arammelo@London.ca>
Subject: RE: Contact at MLHU - coal tar

Hi Ashley,
I know we chatted briefly about this earlier in the week.
I have a bunch of coal tar files pulled to help support some of the field work being
done for the Victoria Street bridge detailed design. All of the information I have seen
focuses on the coal tar lands (NW and NE corners of Bathurst and Ridout), the lands
to the south abutting the river, Thames Park, and select files on Hydro Lands. I am
not sure if I have seen anything at the Forks to date.
I know Sherri has an inventory of all files related to coal tar. If you like, I can ask her
for that list and you can scan it to see if anything is relevant for you?
Let me know how you would like to proceed. If it’s easier, you can always give me a
shout and we can discuss the files that I have here in my office.
Regards,
Jeff
Jeff Hachey, M.Sc.E., P.Eng.
Environmental Engineer/Hydrogeologist
Stormwater Engineering Division
City of London

300 Dufferin Ave., London, ON N6A 4L9
P: 519.661.CITY(2489) x 7359 | Fax: 519.661.2355
jhachey@london.ca | www.london.ca
From: Mathers, Scott
Sent: Thursday, August 29, 2019 3:27 PM
To: Rammeloo, Ashley <arammelo@London.ca>
Cc: Hachey, Jeff <jhachey@london.ca>
Subject: RE: Contact at MLHU - coal tar

Hi Ashley, I don’t have a contact at the MLHU but Jeff Hachey is the keeper of this
information currently. He should be able to help you.
Scott Mathers, MPA, P.Eng
Director,
Water and Wastewater
City of London
300 Dufferin Ave P.O. Box 5035
London, ON Canada N6A 4L9
P: 519.661.CITY (2489) x 4430
smathers@london.ca | www.london.ca

From: Rammeloo, Ashley
Sent: Thursday, August 29, 2019 1:34 PM
To: Mathers, Scott <smathers@london.ca>
Subject: Contact at MLHU - coal tar

Hi Scott,
A while ago we were discussing the issue of coal tar in the river, or more that it’s not
an issue, and you mentioned a contact at MLHU. Can you provide their info? The
MECP would like some documentation in the One River EA that we’ve looked into
whether it is an issue at the Forks or not.
Ashley M. Rammeloo, MMSc., P.Eng
Division Manager, Engineering
Rapid Transit Implementation Office
Environmental & Engineering Services
300 Dufferin Ave., London, ON, N6A 4L9
P: 519.661.CITY(2489) x 4993| Cell: 519.619.6319
arammeloo@london.ca | www.london.ca

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

MNRF Ayl Planners (MNRF)
arammelo@london.ca; Mahood, Tom/KWO
Schmitter, Jillian/KWO
[EXTERNAL] MNRF Comments: One River Master Plan EA Notice of Completion
Friday, August 2, 2019 1:17:25 PM

Good afternoon Ashley and Tom,
Thank you for circulating the Notice of Completion for the City of London One River
Master Plan Environmental Assessment Final Report.
The Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF) reviewed the report and
would like to provide the following comments for your consideration.
General Comments
MNRF would like to be notified as the project progresses, e.g. review of
the detailed design phases for all components of the project related to natural
heritage, including conceptual design of the partial Dam removal, Final EIS
Reports, and results of additional surveys yet to be taken (e.g. turtle
overwintering habitat assessments)
The Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks (MECP) has now
assumed responsibility for the Endangered Species Act (ESA), including
species at risk (SAR) in Ontario. All future correspondence related to ESA or
SAR should be sent to SAROntario@ontario.ca to reach the MECP directly.
Appendix A-2: Natural Heritage Assessment Report - One River Master Plan
Environmental Assessment Natural Heritage Setting, Version 0.2
Section 2.1
In Table 2.1, the Conservation Authorities Act and Provincial Policy Statement
are provincial pieces of legislation, not federal.
Section 3.1
Some unevaluated vegetation patches are located on the north side of
Springbank Dam and near the confluence of Mud Creek. Will these areas be
evaluated?
Section 3.1 and 4.4.3
There are 3 unevaluated wetlands identified near the Coves. Will these areas
be evaluated or impacted by any of the proposed activities?
Section 3.2.1.2
In Paragraph 4, MNRF understands there to be a typo and suggests including
S1 species in the first sentence.
Appendix A-4: Forks of the Thames EIS

Section 5.2.1 Seasonal Concentration Areas of Animals & Section 7.2 Mitigation
Measures
Will candidate Significant Wildlife Habitat (SWH) (i.e. turtle overwintering habitat
and bat maternity colonies) be carried forward to assumed SWH? Or will
surveys be conducted to confirm/disprove presence?
If turtle overwintering habitat is identified (i.e. presence of 5 overwintering
Midland Painted Turtles, as per the SWH Criteria Schedule for Ecoregion 7E),
MNRF recommends that timing windows are implemented to restrict any inwater works during hibernation. Please provide further details on the mitigation
measures that will be implemented to avoid disturbance/alteration/destruction of
hibernation areas. Please note, species listed on the Species at Risk in Ontario
(SARO) List (including Special Concern species) are now the responsibility of
the Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks. Please contact
SAROntario@ontario.ca for more information on SAR species.
5.2.2 Specialized Habitats of Wildlife & Section 7.2 Mitigation Measures
MNRF recommends that movement of construction equipment is avoided over
open gravelly and sandy areas that occur within 10 m of any watercourses
during turtle nesting season (June through September).
If Species of Conservation Concern (SCC) turtle nests are identified in any of
the construction areas, MNRF recommends that nests are avoided from any
disturbance or destruction and additional nest protection measures are
considered in the mitigation plan (e.g. wire mesh to protect against predation).
If avoidance of nests is not possible during construction, a Wildlife Custodian
(authorized under the Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act) should be contacted.
These activities may require authorization under the Fish and Wildlife
Conservation Act. Please contact MNRF in instances of incidental encounters
where avoidance is not possible.
Section 5.2.3 Habitat of Species of Conservation Concern & Section 7.2 Mitigation
Measures
The Natural Heritage Assessment Report, section 4.6, Table 4.2 and Appendix
D-1 identifies rare plant species as being present in the Study Area (Habitat for
Species of Conservation Concern (SCC)); however, Section 5.2.3 of the EIS
does not mention any SCC flora species as being present or potentially being
present. Please confirm if any SCC flora species are found in the Forks study
area or have the potential to be present in the study area (e.g. Hispid Buttercup,
Honey Locust). The habitats of provincially rare (S1-S3, SH) plant and animal
species are considered Significant Wildlife Habitat (SWH) under the category of
‘Special Concern and Rare Wildlife Species’.
If additional SWH is identified for flora species, MNRF recommends that
additional mitigation and/or monitoring measures are implemented (e.g.
appropriate habitats should be surveyed prior to any vegetation removal
activities, occurrences should be avoided and flagged for avoidance, possible
transplantation if the individuals cannot be avoided, etc.).
Table 7.1
Potential impacts of various project activities may include Incidental Take (e.g.

of nests/eggs). These activities may require authorization under the Fish and
Wildlife Conservation Act. Please contact MNRF in instances of incidental
encounters where avoidance is not possible.
In-water works will likely be required for construction (e.g. removal of the
hydraulic gate). Multiple SCC mussel species and their habitats may be present
in the subject work area (i.e. habitat of species of conservation concern). MNRF
recommends that any in-water work areas are thoroughly visually surveyed by a
qualified biologist for the presence of mussel species prior to in-water work
commencing. MNRF recommends that the Protocol for the Detection and
Relocation of Freshwater Mussel Species in Ontario-Great Lakes Area (Mackie
et al. 2008) is followed.
Section 7.2.1
1A – Working outside of the breeding bird window and other wildlife timing
windows should be discussed with MNRF as well as Upper Thames River
Conservation Authority (e.g. in situations where SWH is present).
Appendix A-5: Springbank Dam EIS
Section 5.2.1 Seasonal Concentration Areas of Animals & Section 7.2 Mitigation
Measures
MNRF recommends that additional studies are undertaken to confirm presence
of raptor wintering areas, bat maternity colonies, reptile hibernacula, and turtle
wintering areas. If identified, please provide mitigation/avoidance measures that
will be implemented.
If snake hibernacula (including potential hibernacula features) are
harmed/altered/destroyed, MNRF recommends that the construction of artificial
hibernacula is explored in the detailed design phase.
If turtle overwintering habitat is identified (i.e. presence of 5 over-wintering
Midland Painted Turtles, as per the SWH Criteria Schedule for Ecoregion 7E),
MNRF recommends that timing windows are implemented to restrict any inwater works during hibernation. Please provide further details on the mitigation
measures that will be implemented to avoid disturbance/alteration/destruction of
hibernation areas. Please note, species listed on the Species at Risk in Ontario
(SARO) List (including Special Concern species) are now the responsibility of
the Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks. Please contact
SAROntario@ontario.ca for more information on SAR species.
5.2.2 Specialized Habitats of Wildlife & Section 7.2 Mitigation Measures
MNRF recommends that movement of construction equipment is avoided over
open gravelly and sandy areas that occur within 10 m of any watercourses
during turtle nesting season (June through September).
If Species of Conservation Concern (SCC) turtle nests are identified in any of
the construction areas, MNRF recommends that nests are avoided from any
disturbance or destruction and additional nest protection measures are
considered in the mitigation plan (e.g. wire mesh to protect against predation).
If avoidance of nests is not possible during construction, a Wildlife Custodian
(authorized under the Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act) should be contacted.
These activities may require authorization under the Fish and Wildlife

Conservation Act. Please contact MNRF in instances of incidental encounters
where avoidance is not possible.
Section 5.2.3 Habitat of Species of Conservation Concern & Section 7.2 Mitigation
Measures
The Natural Heritage Assessment Report, section 4.6, Table 4.2 and Appendix
D-1 identifies rare plant species as being present in the Study Area (Habitat for
Species of Conservation Concern); however, Section 5.2 of the EIS does not
mention any SCC flora species as being present or potentially being present.
Please confirm if any SCC flora species are found in the Springbank Dam study
area or have the potential to be present in the study area (e.g. Hispid Buttercup,
Honey Locust). The habitat of provincially rare (S1-S3, SH) plant and animal
species is considered SWH under the category of ‘Special Concern and Rare
Wildlife Species’.
If additional SWH is identified for flora species, MNRF recommends that
additional mitigation and/or monitoring measures should be implemented (e.g.
appropriate habitats should be surveyed prior to any vegetation removal
activities, occurrences should be avoided and flagged for avoidance, possible
transplantation if the individuals cannot be avoided, etc.).
Table 7.1
Potential impacts of various project activities may include Incidental Take (e.g.
of nests/eggs). These activities may require authorization under the Fish and
Wildlife Conservation Act. Please contact MNRF in instances of incidental
encounters where avoidance is not possible.
In-water works will likely be required for construction (e.g. removal of the
hydraulic gate). Multiple SCC mussel species and their habitats may be present
in the subject work area (i.e. habitat of species of conservation concern). MNRF
recommends that any in-water work areas are thoroughly visually surveyed by a
qualified biologist for the presence of mussel species prior to in-water work
commencing. MNRF recommends that the Protocol for the Detection and
Relocation of Freshwater Mussel Species in Ontario-Great Lakes Area (Mackie
et al. 2008) is followed.
Section 7.2.1
1A – Working outside of the breeding bird window and other wildlife timing
windows should be discussed with MNRF as well as Upper Thames River
Conservation Authority (e.g. in situations where SWH may be impacted).
Please let me know if you have any questions.
Thank you,
Karina
____________________________________________________________________
Karina Černiavskaja, District Planner

Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry, Aylmer District
615 John St. N. Aylmer, ON N5H 2S8
Tel: 519-773-4757 | Fax: 519-773-9014 | Email: karina.cerniavskaja@ontario.ca
As part of providing accessible customer service, please let me know if you have any accommodation needs or
require communication supports or alternate formats.

From: Schmitter, Jillian/KWO <Jillian.Schmitter@jacobs.com>
Sent: June-28-19 1:56 PM
Cc: Rammeloo, Ashley <arammelo@London.ca>
Subject: One River Master Plan EA Notice of Completion
Hello,
The City of London One River Master Plan EA Draft Report will be available for 30-day public review
beginning on July 4, 2019. The Notice of Completion is attached and identifies the locations where
the report is available for review in-person. It is also available online at
www.getinvolved.london.ca/OneRiver.
Regards,
Jillian Schmitter, P.Eng.
Jacobs
Water Resources Technologist | BIAF
O 519.514.1622
F 519.579.3501
Jillian.Schmitter@jacobs.com
www.jacobs.com

NOTICE - This communication may contain confidential and privileged information that is for the sole use of the
intended recipient. Any viewing, copying or distribution of, or reliance on this message by unintended recipients is
strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify us immediately by replying to the message
and deleting it from your computer.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Mahood, Tom/KWO
Schmitter, Jillian/KWO
FW: 0007349 -London -One River Master Plan -EAR -MTCS Comments
Thursday, August 15, 2019 10:47:50 AM
0007349 -London -One River MP -Draft EAR -MTCS Comments.pdf
Attachment -Existing Conditions -Draft Sample Table.pdf

FYI
From: Kirzati, Katherine (MTCS) <Katherine.Kirzati@ontario.ca>
Sent: Thursday, August 1, 2019 3:47 PM
To: Mahood, Tom/KWO <Tom.Mahood@jacobs.com>; arammelo@london.ca
Cc: Newton, Craig (MECP) <Craig.Newton@ontario.ca>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] 0007349 -London -One River Master Plan -EAR -MTCS Comments
Good Afternoon Tom:
Attached please find MTCS’ comments on the One River Strategy Master Plan EA plus our draft table
with sample entries for cultural heritage resources.
Please contact me if you have any questions.
Regards, Katherine
Katherine Kirzati
Heritage Planner
Programs and Services Branch
Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport
401 Bay St, Suite 1700
Toronto, ON M7A 2R9
416.314.7643
katherine.kirzati@ontario.ca

Ministry of Tourism,
Culture and Sport

Ministère du Tourisme,
de la Culture et du Sport

Programs and Services Branch
401 Bay Street, Suite 1700
Toronto ON M7A 0A7
Tel:
416.314.7643

Direction des programmes et des services
401, rue Bay, Bureau 1700
Toronto ON M7A 0A7
Tél:
416.314.7643

01 August, 2019

Email Only

Tom Mahood, P.Eng.
Project Manager
Jacobs
72 Victoria Street South, Suite 200
Kitchener, ON N2G 4Y9
tom.mahood@jacobs.com

MTCS File
Proponent
Subject

:
:
:

Project
Location

:
:

0007349
City of London
Municipal Class EA for a Master Plan – Draft Environmental
Assessment Study
One River Strategy for the Thames River
Thames River (from Boler Road Bridge to the Forks of the Thames),
City of London

Dear Mr. Mahood:
Thank you for providing the draft One River Master Plan Environmental Assessment Study (Jacobs,
June 2019) to the Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport. The document has been reviewed and
comments are offered below.
Project Summary
The City of London has initiated a study to identify the preferred strategy for improving the overall
health of the Thames River. The study has been divided into two stages:
Stage 1:

the future of Springbank Dam – with the preferred alternative being its partial
removal to create a free-flowing river

Stage 2:

the revitalisation of the Forks of the Thames River under the One River Strategy –
with the preferred alternative being enhanced active use and access at the forks.

The One River Strategy is in fulfillment of Approach # 1 of the Municipal Class Environmental
Assessment which documents Phases 1 and 2 for Master Plans, with the preferred alternative
recommending new access points to the river, improving the condition of existing access points and
restoring areas that have been impacted by erosion and invasive species.
The Springbank Dam project and the Forks of the Thames proposal (which includes an elevated
walkway over the river, landscaped terracing and multi-use pathways) are identified as Schedule B
undertakings.
Comments on Draft Environmental Assessment Study (EAS)
Appendix A-3 Part 4 - Cultural Heritage Assessment Report 1 (CHAR 1)
2.0 Scope and Methods

0007349 -London -One River Master Plan

MTCS Comments
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Table 1: Record of Consultation indicates that only city staff was consulted. Please include
information as to whether the municipal heritage committee (MHC) was involved in any of the
consultation activities and if the MHC provided any comments or input to the undertaking.
5.2 The Forks Sub-Study Area
On page 30, the first sentence begins with “These”; since it follows the list of views, it can be taken
to refer to the views. To avoid confusion and misinterpretation, replace “These” with “The adjacent
heritage resources”.
5.2.1 Cultural Heritage Resources
On page 30, the description is of the entire Thames River as a Canadian Heritage River, however,
the images depict views from the Springbank Dam. This can lead to confusion, therefore, replace
these images with an aerial of the river and possibly some notable points of interest.
8.0 Summary Statement and Recommendations
MTCS notes that, although the Springbank Dam has been determined to contain cultural heritage
value or interest (CHVI), there is no discussion as to whether designation under the Ontario Heritage
Act is recommended. Please indicate whether or not this is a recommendation to the City of London
as a future undertaking.
Appendix A -Cultural Heritage Overview: One River Master Plan Environmental Assessment
CHAR 1 centres on the Springbank Dam and adjacent properties while the Cultural Heritage
Overview Report, which is appended, deals with heritage considerations of the entire One River
Strategy project. Its relevance to the Springbank Dam project – the focus CHAR 1 – is not
immediately clear. Since the document is already appended to CHAR 2, which has a broader and
more applicable heritage scope, Appendix A should be removed from CHAR 1 to avoid duplication
and any potential misinterpretation.
Appendix A-3 Part 5 - Cultural Heritage Assessment Report 2 (CHAR 2)
2.0 Scope and Methods
Table 1: Record of Consultation indicates that only city staff was consulted. Please include
information as to whether the municipal heritage committee (MHC) was involved in any of the
consultation activities and if the MHC provided any comments or input to the undertaking.
5.3 Harris Park Sub-Study Area
The third paragraph indicates that the Ridout Street Complex (435-451 Ridout Street North) has
both Part IV and Part V designation under the Ontario Heritage Act (OHA). Please note that the
OHA does not permit “dual” designation, but does permit the recognition of a Part IV-designated
property within a Part V-designated heritage consesrvation district (HCD). This entry should be
corrected to reflect the appropriate designation (Part IV or Part V); this correction should be made
throughout the document.
6.2.2 Impact Assessment
In Table 5: The Forks Sub-Study Area Impact Assessment, the structure at 1 Dundas Street is noted
as being impacted by each of the alternatives, yet there is no mention of its contextual setting being
part of the CHVI and whether any impacts arise or mitigation measures required. This information
should be added.
6.4.2 Impact Assessment
In Table 8: Museum London Sub-Study Area Impact Assessment, this same comment as in Table 5
applies to the terracing and landscaping components impacting the contextual setting of 1 Dundas
Street.

0007349 -London -One River Master Plan
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7.0 Summary Statement and Recommendations
The purpose of a CHAR is not only to describe the existing conditions with respect to cultural
heritage resources, but to also recommend whether an HIA is required. Given the information
presented throughout the document illustrates that the project has the potential to negatively impact
some of the cultural heritage resources (both known and potential), the recommendation for an HIA
should be added here.
Final Remarks
The heritage findings of this EAR should be provided for review and comment to the municipal
heritage committee and any other parties that have expressed an interest. A record of their
comments, if any, should be included in the final EA submission.
Given the magnitude of the entire project, and the fact that so many recognized and potential
cultural heritage resources are found within and adjacent to the study area, a full HIA (as a single
exercise) should be undertaken for all cultural heritage properties.
With respect to heritage conservation districts (HCDs), the HIA should note how the project impacts
the statement of cultural heritage value and the heritage attributes for each HCD as a whole;
assessment of impacts should not be only in regards to individual properties, as they collectively
contribute to the CHVI. Therefore, for HCDs and the Thames River (as a Canadian Heritage River),
a landscape approach should be taken. To assist with the preparation of the HIA, enclosed is a
draft sample table for reference and guidance.
Should you have any questions, please contact the undersigned.
Regards,
Katherine Kirzati
Heritage Planner
Heritage Planning Unit
katherine.kirzati@ontario.ca
encl.
c:

Ashley M. Rammeloo, Manager of Engineering, City of London
Craig Newton, Environmental Planner, MECP

It is the sole responsibility of proponents to ensure that any information and documentation submitted as part of their EA report or file is
accurate. MTCS makes no representation or warranty as to the completeness, accuracy or quality of the any checklists, reports or
supporting documentation submitted as part of the EA process, and in no way shall MTCS be liable for any harm, damages, costs,
expenses, losses, claims or actions that may result if any checklists, reports or supporting documents are discovered to be inaccurate,
incomplete, misleading or fraudulent.
Please notify MTCS if archaeological resources are impacted by EA project work. All activities impacting archaeological resources must
cease immediately, and a licensed archaeologist is required to carry out an archaeological assessment in accordance with the Ontario
Heritage Act and the Standards and Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists.
If human remains are encountered, all activities must cease immediately and the local police as well as the Registrar, Burials of the
Ministry of Government and Consumer Services (416-326-8800) must be contacted. In situations where human remains are
associated with archaeological resources, MTCS should also be notified to ensure that the site is not subject to unlicensed alterations
which would be a contravention of the Ontario Heritage Act.

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Rammeloo, Ashley
Mahood, Tom/KWO; Schmitter, Jillian/KWO
Hsia, Daniel; Gonyou, Kyle
[EXTERNAL] FW: Clarification re: MTCS comments on One River Master Plan, City of London - Cultural Heritage
Wednesday, August 28, 2019 9:26:44 AM
image001.png
image002.png

Tom & Jillian, see below – the comment re: double designation has been retracted.
This can be reflected in the comment/response table.
Thanks for following up on this Kyle!
Ashley M. Rammeloo, MMSc., P.Eng
Division Manager, Engineering
Rapid Transit Implementation Office
Environmental & Engineering Services
300 Dufferin Ave., London, ON, N6A 4L9
P: 519.661.CITY(2489) x 4993| Cell: 519.619.6319
arammeloo@london.ca | www.london.ca

From: Gonyou, Kyle
Sent: Wednesday, August 28, 2019 9:13 AM
To: Rammeloo, Ashley <arammelo@London.ca>
Subject: FW: Clarification re: MTCS comments on One River Master Plan, City of London - Cultural
Heritage

Good morning Ashley,
Below please find discussion with Katherine Kirzati regarding the “double designation”
comment on the One River Master Plan. Katherine has retracted her comment.
Best,
Kyle
Kyle Gonyou
Heritage Planner
City Planning
City of London
206 Dundas Street, London, ON N6A 1G7
P: 519.661.CITY (2489) x5344 | Fax: 519.661.5397
kgonyou@london.ca | www.london.ca

From: Gonyou, Kyle
Sent: Wednesday, August 28, 2019 9:13 AM
To: 'Kirzati, Katherine (MTCS)' <Katherine.Kirzati@ontario.ca>
Subject: RE: Clarification re: MTCS comments on One River Master Plan, City of London - Cultural
Heritage

Good morning Katherine,
Thanks for taking the time to investigate this matter for me. I appreciate it.
Best,
Kyle
Kyle Gonyou
Heritage Planner
City Planning
City of London
206 Dundas Street, London, ON N6A 1G7
P: 519.661.CITY (2489) x5344 | Fax: 519.661.5397
kgonyou@london.ca | www.london.ca
From: Kirzati, Katherine (MTCS) [mailto:Katherine.Kirzati@ontario.ca]
Sent: Wednesday, August 28, 2019 8:45 AM
To: Gonyou, Kyle <kgonyou@london.ca>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: Clarification re: MTCS comments on One River Master Plan, City of London Cultural Heritage

Good morning Kyle:
I had a chat with a couple of policy folk and it turns out that legal opinion/interpretation has
varied over the years. Therefore, until the matter is tested (CRB/LPAT, judicial review) a
“double designation” is not out of the question.
Therefore, I retract my comment on this issue.
Hope this helps, Katherine   
From: Gonyou, Kyle <kgonyou@london.ca>
Sent: August-27-19 6:03 PM
To: Kirzati, Katherine (MTCS) <Katherine.Kirzati@ontario.ca>
Subject: RE: Clarification re: MTCS comments on One River Master Plan, City of London - Cultural

Heritage

Good afternoon Katherine,
Yes, there are 99 properties in London that are both Part IV and Part V designated.
It was my understanding that pre-2005 Ontario Heritage Act would not allow for a
“double designation.” So for London’s two pre-2005 HCDs (East Woodfield and
Bishop Hellmuth), those designating by-laws specifically exclude the Part IV
designated properties. The post-2005 HCDs do not exclude the Part IV designated
properties.
Thank you
Best,
Kyle
Kyle Gonyou
Heritage Planner
City Planning
City of London
206 Dundas Street, London, ON N6A 1G7
P: 519.661.CITY (2489) x5344 | Fax: 519.661.5397
kgonyou@london.ca | www.london.ca
From: Kirzati, Katherine (MTCS) [mailto:Katherine.Kirzati@ontario.ca]
Sent: Tuesday, August 27, 2019 1:10 PM
To: Gonyou, Kyle <kgonyou@london.ca>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: Clarification re: MTCS comments on One River Master Plan, City of London Cultural Heritage

Hi Kyle:
The summer is going well, thank you. Hope you’re enjoying yours as well.
I’m connecting with my policy colleagues on this question and have them looking into it. Just
after the 2005 amendments, the general consensus was that a Part IV property could not have
a Part V designation bylaw registered on title as it was already designated. That’s the main
issue here. As soon as I hear back from them, I’ll pass along the info.
Can you tell me if London has registered on title both designation bylaws (IV and V) to a
property initially designated under Part IV?
Katherine

From: Gonyou, Kyle <kgonyou@london.ca>
Sent: August-15-19 3:19 PM
To: Kirzati, Katherine (MTCS) <Katherine.Kirzati@ontario.ca>
Cc: Rammeloo, Ashley <arammelo@London.ca>
Subject: Clarification re: MTCS comments on One River Master Plan, City of London - Cultural
Heritage

Good afternoon Katherine,
I hope your summer is going well.
Your comments on the One River Master Plan for the City of London were forward to
me. Thank you for taking the time to provide detailed comments.
Could you please clarify what you mean when you state “the OHA does not permit
‘dual’ designation…” (comments on Section 5.3, Appendix A-3 Part 5)? My
understanding of Section 41(2), Ontario Heritage Act, was that a Part IV property
could be included in an area designated as a Part V HCD (or vice versa), allowing for
a “double” or “dual” designation.
Thank you
Best,
Kyle
Kyle Gonyou
Heritage Planner
City Planning
City of London
206 Dundas Street, London, ON N6A 1G7
P: 519.661.CITY (2489) x5344 | Fax: 519.661.5397
kgonyou@london.ca | www.london.ca

