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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 have been
developed and assessed, and preferred solutions will be 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
Both Stage 1 and 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.
This document provides a summary of the public meeting, meeting with First nations, online
survey, and email feedback received as part of Stage 2, phase 2, of this Master Plan EA.
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Part B: Overview of Consultation Activities
A variety of strategies and tools were used during Stage 2, Phase 2 of the Master Plan EA to
ensure widespread and accessible participation in the public and stakeholder engagement
process.

Stage 2, Phase 2 Public Information Centre
The City hosted a Stage 2 Phase 2 Public Information Centre (PIC) on October 3rd, 2018, from
4:00 to 8:00 p.m. at the London Public Library, Central Branch. In total, 92 participants signed
into the PIC (participants were not required to sign in to participate). This was the second of two
PICs being held to provide details on the Stage 2 EA process. The first PIC (Stage 2, Phase 1),
provided information on alternatives for each component of the One River EA, and how the
alternatives would be evaluated, it also provided an opportunity for the public to provide input
and comments. This Stage 2 Phase 2 PIC presented the evaluations and the resulting
recommended alternatives for the future of the Back to the River project at the Forks of the
Thames, the decommissioning of Springbank Dam, and the Overall River Management
Strategy. The evaluations and alternatives 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 (Available in Appendix A).

Surveys
In addition to filling in a survey at the PIC, members of the public could provide feedback
through an online survey, through email. The survey available at the October 3rd PIC, along with
a copy of the display boards, were available through the project website on October 4th, 2018.
Online survey feedback was accepted until October 22nd, 2018. A copy of the survey questions
are available in Appendix A. In total, 31 people filled in a survey at the public meeting, 43
people filled in a survey online, and 1 person provided feedback through email.

Notice of Public Information Centre
A formal notice to announce the Public Information Centre was published in local newspaper,
The Londoner on August 30th and September 6th. It was also shared with people who had
signed up for project updates through the project webpage, or at a previous PIC. This notice is
attached in Appendix C.

Webpage
As with Stage 1 of the Master Plan EA, the One River project webpage acted as the central
online resource for project information during Stage 2 (getinvolved.london.ca). The webpage
advertised the PIC and hosted the survey and presentation boards following the PIC.

Social Media
Social Media (Twitter) was used to raise awareness of the One River EA Stage 2 Phase 2
Public Information Center, and to drive people to the webpage to learn more and complete a
survey.
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Meeting with First Nations
On October 17th, 2018, the project team facilitated a meeting with Chippewas of the Thames
First Nation community members. This Stage 2 Phase 2 meeting presented the evaluations and
the recommended alternatives for the Back to the River project at the Forks of the Thames, the
decommissioning of Springbank Dam, and the Overall River Management Strategy. In total, 9
First Nations community members 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 feedback as well as the online
survey results. In total, 92 participants signed into the PIC (participants were not required to sign
in to participate). Questions posed in the PIC online survey are identical and can be found in
Appendix A. Overall, 31 respondents completed a paper survey at the PIC, 43 respondents
completed the survey online, and 1 person provided written feedback through email. In total, 75
members of the public provided their feedback into the Stage 2 Phase 2 public engagement
process.

Section 1: One River Master Plan EA Survey and Comments
1. Is the presentation of the One River Master Plan EA process clear? If not, what has not been
made clear? (N=65)
Forty-five (69%) respondents indicated that the presentation of the overall One River Master
Plan EA process was clear, compared to eighteen (28%) respondents who indicated that the
process had not been made clear, and two (3%) respondents who said the process was
somewhat clear.
Respondents noted that the following had not been made clear:
• What will happen to the portions of the River outside of the study area (e.g. The potential
impacts of the proposed landfill at Beachville/Ingersol, upstream of London; if any lines
of communication or partnerships between governments are occurring on this issue).
• Impacts on wildlife from each alternative and construction.
• Impacts on aquatic and terrestrial habitat.
• How preferred options were selected (e.g. unclear criteria, unclear process for selecting
criteria, unclear scoring process).
• The cost breakdown of each stage of each of the alternatives.
• Who will retain liability for the part of the dam remaining in the River.
• Safety related to each alternative.
• The River Management Plan (including the technical results that lead to the creation of
the plan) and the Ribbon of the Thames concept.
• The public engagement process and project timeline.
• Why the Harris Park project was halted.
• The capacity of each alternative (e.g. the number of people who can be on the terrace at
one time).
• Misleading wording on panels (e.g. “free-flowing” as the river is not natural in its
position).
A respondent would like to have seen more detail provided, including cost estimates of the three
options.
2. Do you agree with the selection of preliminary preferred alternatives (below)?
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The Springbank Dam (Partial Dam Removal) (N=76)
Fifty-two (68%) respondents indicated that they agree with the selection of partial dam removal
as the Springbank Dam preferred alternative. Twenty-four (32%) respondents did not agree with
this selection.
Forks of the Thames (Suspended Walkway with Softscape terraces) (N=78)
Forty-eight (62%) respondents indicated that they agree with the selection of the suspended
walkway with softscape terraces as the Forks of the Thames preferred alternative. Thirty (38%)
respondents did not agree with this selection.
River Management Plan (Strategic Access and Use in the River Corridor) (N=65)
Forty-three (66%) respondents indicated that agree with the selection of strategic access and
use in the river corridor as the River Management Plan preferred alternative. Twenty-two (34%)
respondents did not agree with this selection.

Section 2: Decommissioning of Springbank Dam Schedule B EA
3. Is the presentation of the Springbank Dam Schedule B EA preferred alternative clear? Is
there any part of the description that is not clear? (N=68)
Fifty-five (81%) respondents indicated that the presentation of the Springbank Dam Schedule B
EA preferred alternative was clear. Thirteen (19%) respondents indicated that the alternative
was not clear. Respondents noted that the following part of the description had not been made
clear:
• Who benefits from this alternative.
• Authorization requirements.
• The future of remaining portions of the dam:
o If the dam will become a pedestrian bridge across the river.
o The potential to reinstate the dam at a later date if the dam is partially removed.
o What parts of the dam will be removed.
o Future liability for the parts of the dam that remain.
• Impacts on habitat and wildlife from the alternative design and construction.
• How the preferred alternative differs from the other alternatives considered (e.g. a cost
breakdown for each alternative) and how preferred options were selected.
• How pollution in the river will be treated.
• How erosion will be controlled on the north side of the river, downstream of the dam (and
why the Schedule B EA only applies to the south bank in this area) and how existing
erosion controls and anchor buoys upstream of the dam, and concrete baffle clocks
downstream of the dam will be affected by this alternative.
4. Preferred Alternative (Partial Dam Removal): Please briefly describe how Partial Dam
Removal of the Springbank Dam would impact your use of the river. (N=55)
Participants noted that partial dam removal would have the following impacts on their use of the
river:
• Some respondents stated that partial dam removal would increase their use of the River
because this alternative would:
o Create lookout points and make the river and surrounding area more attractive
(though some respondents noted that not removing the dam completely will leave
an eyesore in the environment).
o Potentially create an additional river crossing.
5
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Improve access for anglers.
Improve access for canoes and Kayaks
Improve the natural environment, including improving water quality.
▪ Increase wildlife sightings (as habitats are improved).
Increased barriers for canoes and kayaks compared to removing the dam.
Impediments the use of pathways along the river and access to the river due to
construction.
o
o
o

•
•

Some participants noted that partial dam removal would not impact their use of the river.
5. Please share any additional comments or suggestions you have regarding the preferred
alternative for the Springbank Dam. (N=41)
Respondents provided the following additional comments:
• Some respondents would prefer complete dam removal while others would prefer the
dam be reinstated.
o A respondent suggested installing weirs to raise water levels to allow for
recreation in the river.
• Some respondents would like to ensure that the project have minimal impact to wildlife.
Suggestions to achieve this include:
o Include fish ladders at all other dams in London.
o Consider the health of the river above residents’ needs; limit human access to
the river in some places to benefit the health of wildlife.
• Allow the remaining structure to function as a pedestrian bridge across the river,
connecting to existing trails, and as a lookout point.
• Ensure the project is aesthetically pleasing.
• Consider removing Hunt’s Dam.
• Include parking for those with disabilities, and ensure the area is physically accessible.
• Include a kayak launch ground.
• Investigate the impact of programming on existing wildlife and nearby residents (e.g.
from concerts).
• Partial removal is beneficial because it creates the opportunity for future projects along
the river.
• Selecting only partial removal will allow this issue to arise again in the future, when the
dam must be fully removed.
• Provide clarity around authorization requirements (e.g. reconciliation to the 2004
Springbank Dam Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (MCEA), Department of
Fisheries and Oceans authorizations, additional MCEA requirements).
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Section 3: Forks of the Thames Schedule B EA “Ribbon of the
Thames”
6. Is the presentation of the Forks of the Thames “Ribbon of the Thames” preferred alternative
clear? Is there any part of the presentation that is not clear? (N=64)
Forty-six (72%) respondents said the presentation of the Forks of the Thames “Ribbon of the
Thames” preferred alternative was clear. Eighteen (28%) respondents shared components that
had not been made clear, including:
• Why a walkway along the dam is being considered.
• The process portion of the presentation.
• Costs associated with the project, and justification for costs.
• How the site will be accessed (especially during events).
• What a “bioengineered vegetated slope” is and what practices will be used for landscape
maintenance (e.g. pesticide and neonicotinoids free).
• Lighting for the site.
• Impacts on wildlife.
• How the preferred alternative was designed, scored, and selected.
7.Preferred Alternative (Suspended Walkway with Softscape Terraces)
A) Please briefly list how the preferred alternative will impact your use of an access to the river.
(N=54)
Some respondents stated the preferred alternative would improve their access to, use of, and
enjoyment of the river, surrounding parks, and natural environment. Conversely, some
respondents said the preferred alternative would reduce their enjoyment and use of the same
area, as they felt the raised walkway would not be aesthetically pleasing, that the project would
lead to increased use of the river and therefore reduced parking opportunities, or that the project
would be a detriment to and impede their enjoyment of the natural environment.
Some respondents also noted that the preferred alternative could negatively impact adjacent
habitat while others noted the alternative could be beneficial for adjacent habitat (e.g. invasive
species removal and native plantings). One respondent noted that the project would increase
London’s reputation as an urban centre. Other respondents noted there would be no impact to
their use of and access to the river.
B) Please provide comment on what you prefer, like, or dislike about each component below:
Ribbon Walkway/Lookout: Walkway suspended over the river that provides access to the river
and a lookout point. (N=54)
Respondent feedback on the ribbon walkway/lookout includes:
• Support for the ribbon walkway/lookout because it:
o Provides an attractive view of the river and surrounding area.
o Is aesthetically pleasing.
o Does not place additional structures in the river.
o Provides a new focal point for the downtown and will attract tourism.
• Opposition to the ribbon walkway/lookout because it:
o Is too costly/ not worth the cost.
o Is an unnecessary project.
7
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May impact the natural environment due to the shade cast by the new structure.
Overshadows the fountain.
Separates people from the river.
Is too large and intrusive.
Reinforces the belief that humans are above nature, not part of nature (through
design).
o Respondents prefer another alternative.
Suggestion to instead:
o Improve maintenance of the low-level dock.
o Create a walkway on land.
o Keep the area natural and reduce human access.
o Use pillars for support.
o Create a boardwalk to allow for increased interaction with the river.
o Expand existing trail connections (e.g. through land acquisition).
Suggestion to additionally:
o Add public art pieces beneath the walkway.
o Provide more space for programming.
o Provide interpretive signage.
o Provide seating.
o
o
o
o
o

•

•

Terraces: Upper, middle, and lower terraces that provide spaces for events, social gathering
and access to the water’s edge. (N=55)
Respondent feedback on the terraces includes:
• Support for the terraces because they:
o Provide controlled access to the river and natural environment.
o Provide greenspace.
o Are user-friendly, functional, and versatile.
o Are attractive and provide a focal point for the downtown.
o Allow users to interact with the water.
o Provide gathering space and will increase use of the area.
• Opposition to the terraces because they:
o Are not natural areas/ are damaging to existing wildlife.
o Will increase noise pollution and littering in the area.
o Are unnecessary.
o Are too costly/ not worth the cost.
o Have too many stairs (the terracing may not be accessible).
o Respondents prefer another alternative.
o May be dangerous (people falling and potential collapse).
• Suggestions to instead:
o Re-naturalize the area instead of promoting social gatherings and events.
• Suggestions to additionally:
o Provide a list of examples of events that could be held at this location.
o Provide interpretive nature signage.
o Add an arts and music component to the programming of the space (though
some respondents also noted they do not want loud events, gatherings, or
concerts).
o Prohibit the use of herbicides.
o Make the area non-smoking.
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o
o

Do not include sand and ensure the grass remains on the longer side; this will
prevent large Canada geese populations from monopolizing the park.
Relocate the travel from the edge of the park to the middle of the park.

8. Please share any additional comments or suggestions you have regarding:
A) The preferred Forks of the Thames Alternative. (N=35)
Additional comments provided by respondents include:
• Add to the existing preferred alternative:
o Signage including:
▪ “No feeding signs” to reduce water fowl.
▪ How to be a considerate user of the park.
o Access to food and beverage vendors and restaurants.
o Universal accessibility .
o Improving maintenance of other existing parks and trails.
o Use the “Garden of Life” on the northeast side of the King Street Bridge (an area
dedicated to organ and tissue donors) as a lookout onto Ivey Park, the river, and
include a seating area.
o Remove Hunt’s dam and place a fishway at Fanshawe Dam.
o Install erosion controls.
• Consider altering the existing preferred alternative to:
o Naturalize and rehabilitate the natural areas, rather than placing structures in or
around the river.
o Remove the dam completely.
o Leave the dam in place.
o Maintain the open deck/dock.
o Ensure access to the amphitheatre/performance space is affordable for local arts
organizations.
o Develop the city’s green infrastructure as part of this project.
o Restore Storybook Gardens.
o Promote quiet enjoyment and recreation rather than concerts.
o Use soft terracing only, with minimum hardscaping.
• Investigate:
o How damming water upstream leads to lower water quality in and around
London.
o How to establish a community wildlife monitoring program before and after the
project to collect data on the impact of area naturalization (work with local nature
groups).
• Some respondents would rather the project not move forward because:
o The project is unnecessary.
▪ The money could be spent elsewhere (e.g. mental health, converting old
combined sewer overflows, cleaning the river, affordable housing
projects, etc.).
o The costs are prohibitive/ too high.
▪ The project will not stimulate enough economic activity to justify the costs.
• Additional Concerns:
o Lack of affordable parking will lead to underuse of the area.
o Terrace maintenance in winter.
o State of the terrace during floods.
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o
o

The terrace may lead to greater pollution of the river (e.g. littering from the
terrace or walkway).
Don’t tie management of the space to Dundas Place programming.

B) Please share any additional comments about the preferred alternative include the following
suggestions:
• End the project to save money, prevent environmental disturbance, or to spend money
on alternative projects instead.
• Engage the community in any park planting that takes place as part of this alternative.
• Prohibit any amplified music by the river to prevent noise pollution.
• Expand the lower docks.
• Include market and café space in the design.
• Make the walkway “green” using climbing plants to create bird habitat.
• Raise the water level to ensure there is a flowing river to observe from the walkways.

Section 4: River Management Plan Class EA Components Survey
9. Is the presentation of the preferred River Management Plan Class EA Alternative clear? Are
there descriptions of the Alternative that are not clear? (N=63)
Forty-three (68%) respondents said the presentation of the River Management Plan Class EA
preferred alternative was clear. Twenty (32%) respondents shared components that had not
been made clear, including:
• Future environmental impacts including:
o Impact of low water levels on wildlife.
o How sensitive natural areas and the river will be protected and enhanced, and
where these sensitive/rehabilitation areas are and will be located.
o How upstream river impacts will be mitigated.
• What access to the river will look like for different users, and when access points will be
developed.
• The differences between and scoring of each of the alternatives (e.g. protected areas in
each of the alternatives, benefits to the community, how points will be allotted).
• The topic of each of the display boards.
• Why there is not a stronger connection to the Covers.
• Why the Harris Park project was dropped.
• What is meant by “educational signage”.
• The volume of water used by key stakeholders (e.g. for golf course irrigation).
10. Preferred Alternative (Strategic Access and use in the River Corridor)
A) Please briefly list how the preferred alternative will impact your use of and access to the river.
(N=46)
Some respondents noted that this preferred alternative will increase their use of the river
because of improved access points (e.g. for kayaks and canoes), accessible outlooks, cleaner
water (as the river is flowing), improved erosion prevention, and improved protection of
environmentally sensitive areas. Respondents noted with the changes, they will use the park
more often to walk, hike, bike, fish, nature watch, and read or relax. Other respondents said the
preferred alternative would not impact their use of or access to the river, and that they will
continue to use walking trails for wildlife viewing and access points for fishing and paddling.
Some respondents noted they will use the river less because the preferred alternative choice
will lead to greater riverbank erosion and a decrease in habitat health; the area around the river
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will become noisy, loose its relaxing quality, and drive away wildlife; and the walkway will isolate
users from the river. A participant noted that increased river access, trails, an abundant fishery,
and a healthy ecosystem would increase their use of the river.

B) Please briefly identify any concerns you may have in regard to the following features:
Canoe or Kayak Launches (N= 39)
Respondents shared the following concerns about the canoe or kayak launches:
• When planning, ensure:
o There is appropriate access for all seasonal water levels.
o Improved access signage.
o Ease of access and use of launch areas.
o Pollution prevention.
o Do not place near where birds gather, as it will disturb this habitat.
o Access points prevent damage to surrounding habitat.
o Inclusion of a launch upriver of the Forks.
o There is parking close to the launch points.
• Launches may lead to environmental damage (suggesting the river should not be used
for recreation).
Lookout (N= 34)
Respondents shared the following concerns about the lookouts:
• Lookouts interfere with the natural setting, may impact microclimates, and may cause
habitat damage.
• Lookouts are too intrusive; instead lookouts should be simple and compliment the
natural environment, and provide direct access to the water.
• Lookouts are unnecessary as lookout spots already exists. The costs are too high to be
justified.
• Uncertainty over how lookout spots will be selected.
• Request to include 3 or 4 lookouts.
• When planning lookouts, ensure:
o Lookouts are accessible and safe.
o Signage is posted as needed (e.g. to prevent feeding of geese).
o Resting places are included (e.g. benches).
o The lookout is not too intrusive in the landscape.
o Adequate trash and recycling bins are present at lookouts to prevent littering.
o Lighting is designed with wildlife in mind.
o Food and beverage stations are located nearby.
Pathways (N= 36)
Respondents shared the following concerns about pathways:
• Potential cyclist and pedestrian collisions is path remains multi-use with no clear
separation between users.
• Potential for increased littering if more paths are created.
• When planning pathways, ensure:
o Adjacent habitats of endangered and vulnerable species are protected.
o Improved signage.
o Pathways are physically accessible.
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Pathways are wide enough to be multi-use with safe passing space (or pathways
are separated for different users).
o Women’s safety needs are addressed.
o Adequate lighting.
o Adequate garbage and recycling bins along paths.
o Drug and needle issues are addressed.
o Dog waste is addressed.
o Invasive species are removed and controlled.
o Pathways are well maintained (including during the winter).
Consider:
o Pathways on both sides of the river.
o High speed zones for cyclists and runners.
Pathways are already in good condition and do not need to be replaced or expanded.
o

•
•

11. Please share any additional comments or suggestions you have regarding the preferred
River Management Plan Alternative. (N= 38)
Additional comments about the preferred River Management Plan alternative include:
• Respondents like:
o The inclusion of formal access points and trails, as these should reduce
environmental damage.
o Erosion control and habitat protections.
o That the river and waterfront will remain public access.
o That this project has the ability to make the river one of London’s greatest assets.
o The comprehensive and ecological solution proposed.
• Add to the existing preferred alternative:
o Access to food and beverage vendors and restaurants.
o Separate paths for bikes and for pedestrians.
o More river access points.
o Management of drug and garbage issues.
o Free access (no charge for access).
o Increased safety through sufficient lighting and increased patrols.
o Prevent deforestation or habitat destruction along the river.
o Increased physical accessibility of the river and surrounding features.
o Powerboat launches for fire, police, and rescue services (perhaps gated).
o An underpass feature on the north side of the Thames at Wonderland Rd to help
pedestrians and cyclists avoid the crossing of Wonderland Rd.
o A trail between Greenway Park to Riverside Drive (work with CN).
o Improved river quality.
o Affordable parking locations and pickup and drop off points to increase public
accessibility (e.g. to facilitate canoe trips).
• Concern that:
o There is no need for boat launches if water levels remain low.
o Human interaction with the river should be limited to reduce environmental
impacts.
o The preferred alternative does not fully restore the river and riverbank.
o There is not enough thought put into how people will access the river.
o Concerts in the park will disturb and displace some users as well as wildlife.
o Hardening the riverbank to address erosion is the wring approach.
• Some respondents would rather the project not move forward. Reasons include that:
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The money could be spent elsewhere (e.g. mental health, converting old
combined sewer overflows, cleaning the river, affordable housing projects, etc.).
o The project will not stimulate enough economic activity to justify the costs.
o The costs are prohibitive/ too high.
o The project is unnecessary.
o The dam should be fully removed, or reinstated to allow for recreation.
Provide better rationale and explanations to design choices:
o Provide clear technical support for erosion control measures (or lack of). This
should include a mapping of all pipe networks within the corridor (e.g. water
mains, sewerage, utilities).
▪ Concern about scoring of alternatives in relation to their management of
future erosion.
o Provide science-based comments on the impacts of all the alternative plans.
o Explain how the preferred alternative addresses the Thames Corridor Plan and
other planning documents (as applicable).
o Explain how the project will connect to London’s and the river’s history.
o Explain what kinds of boats can access the river.
Engage OPAL (Oxford People Against Landfill) in the planning process for this project.
Improve year-round maintenance of washrooms.
Connect with the Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry about local fishing projects
(London Urban Fishing Pilot Project).
o

•

•
•
•
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Section 5: PIC and Public Engagement
1. Was the information provided helpful to you? (N=69)

Was the information provided helpful to you?
50

Number of Respondents

45
40
35
30
25
20
15
10
5
0
Helpful

Somewhat Helpful

Not Helpful

Answer

Forty-two (61%) respondents found the PIC and online public engagement information helpful,
twenty-one (30%) people found it somewhat helpful, and six (9%) people found the information
provided was not helpful.
2. Were all your questions answered? (N=64)

Were all your questions answered?
50

Number of Respondents

45
40
35
30
25
20
15
10
5
0
Yes

Some

No

Answer

Thirty-three (52%) respondents had all their questions answered, twenty (31%) had some of
their questions answered, and eleven (17%) respondents did not have all of their questions
answered.
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3. Was the information provided appropriate? (N=67)

Was the information provided appropriate?
50

Number of Respondents

45
40
35
30
25
20
15
10
5
0
Too technical

About right

Not detailed enough

Answer

Six (9%) respondents stated the information provided was too technical, forty-four (66%)
respondents stated the information provided was about right, and seventeen (25%) 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=66)

Number of Respondents

Do you think the public consultation and engagement steps
taken to-date have been sufficient?
50
45
40
35
30
25
20
15
10
5
0
Yes

Needs Improvement

Answer

Thirty-five (53%) respondents stated that the public consultation and engagement process has
been sufficient, while thirty-one (47%) respondents stated the public consultation and
engagement process could be improved. Suggestions for improvement include:
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•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

For PICs and engagement events:
o Increase advertising of PICs and project related events (e.g. online and through
twitter).
o Host more popup engagements or static project information displays in town and
around the river.
o Present to various citizen groups directly (while also gathering feedback).
o Host on-site walking tours of the project area to increase public understanding to
proposed alternatives.
o Host additional PICs and extend the public engagement time frame.
o At the PIC:
▪ Space out boards to allow more people to view each one.
▪ Provide people with more time view boards.
▪ Increase the clarity of the PIC boards.
▪ Provide more technical reasoning to explain the selection of preferred
alternatives.
▪ Provide assistance to all members of the public who attend the PIC (not
all members of the public were asked if they needed assistance or had
any questions).
o Earlier email notification of PICs to the project email list.
Ask the public for suggestions for river improvement more broadly (instead of limiting
feedback to the project area).
Use simple language throughout the engagement process.
Clarify who the consultants are and what interests they have in the development of the
river.
Provide clear information as to how this project will be implemented.
Provide more information online.
Provide additional details to those who are interested, especially regarding project
scoring and project costs.
Provide more detailed background explanation regarding the design competition and
funding situation for this project.
Feedback sheets should allow for the option of “partial” support for preferred
alternatives.
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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 Chippewas of the Thames First Nations community members on
October 17th, 2018. In total, 9 First Nations community members attended this meeting. A
copy of the feedback questions can be found in Appendix A. In total, four respondents
completed a feedback form. The summary of the feedback forms is provided below.

Section 1: One River Master Plan EA Survey and Comments
1. Is the presentation of the One River Master Plan EA process clear? If not, what has not been
made clear? (N=2)
One respondent noted that the presentation was clear, while another noted the presentation
was unclear as there was no information provided on species of aquatic and terrestrial wildlife
that would be impacted.
2. Do you agree with the selection of preliminary preferred alternatives (below)?
The Springbank Dam (Partial Dam Removal) (N=4)
All four respondents support the partial removal of the Springbank Dam.
Forks of the Thames (Suspended Walkway with Softscape terraces) (N=4)
All four respondents support the selection of the suspended walkway with softscape terraces for
the Forks of the Thames.
River Management Plan (Strategic Access and Use in the River Corridor) (N=3)
Two respondents support the selection of the strategic access and use of the river corridor for
the River Management Plan. One respondent did not support this selection as they felt more
information on hydrology and plant life was needed before making this decision.

Section 2: Decommissioning of Springbank Dam Schedule B EA
3. Is the presentation of the Springbank Dam Schedule B EA preferred alternative clear? Is
there any part of the description that is not clear? (N=3)
One respondent noted that the presentation was clear, while two respondents noted the
presentation was unclear. Respondents who noted that the presentation was unclear would like
more information provided about the eventual effects of full dam removal on the river, including
downstream of the site, and what the impacts would be on flooding around the river banks. A
respondent was also concerned about the potential sediment toxicity behind or under the dam.
4. Preferred Alternative (Partial Dam Removal): Please briefly describe how Partial Dam
Removal of the Springbank Dam would impact your use of the river. (N=3)
Two respondents noted the partial removal would not impact their use of the river, while one
respondent noted the partial removal could allow them to eventually enjoy the remaining
portions of the dam as a walkway.
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5. Please share any additional comments or suggestions you have regarding the preferred
alternative for the Springbank Dam. (N=2)
One respondent noted they would like to be able to fish in the river, while another noted they
would like to see the dam deconstructed completely, in phases, but with more information
provided about the state of sediment deposits around the dam and potential impacts dam
removal would have downstream.

Section 3: Forks of the Thames Schedule B EA “Ribbon of the
Thames”
6. Is the presentation of the Forks of the Thames “Ribbon of the Thames” preferred alternative
clear? Is there any part of the presentation that is not clear? (N=3)
Three respondents noted that the presentation had been made clear. One respondent
additionally noted that the walkway proposed would be beneficial for those with leg and back
problems (e.g. arthritis).
7.Preferred Alternative (Suspended Walkway with Softscape Terraces)
A) Please briefly list how the preferred alternative will impact your use of an access to the river.
(N=2)
One respondent noted that the preferred alternative would help them become healthier (through
their use of the park), feel more comfortable in the park, and experience more natural settings.
Another respondent noted the design would help them navigate and enjoy the space in their
wheelchair.
B) Please provide comment on what you prefer, like, or dislike about each component below:
Ribbon Walkway/Lookout: Walkway suspended over the river that provides access to the river
and a lookout point. (N=4)
All four respondents noted that they like the proposed suspended walkway.
Terraces: Upper, middle, and lower terraces that provide spaces for events, social gathering
and access to the water’s edge. (N=3)
Two respondents noted that they like the proposed terraces, while another respondent noted
that they dislike the idea as it may lead to higher bank stabilization needs and costs after terrace
construction is complete.

8. Please share any additional comments or suggestions you have regarding the preferred Forks
of the Thames Alternative. (N=2)
Respondents noted they would like to see additional river rehabilitation (e.g. cleaning), more
tree cover, and more natural spaces incorporated into the design.
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Section 4: River Management Plan Class EA Components Survey
9. Is the presentation of the preferred River Management Plan Class EA Alternative clear? Are
there descriptions of the Alternative that are not clear? (N=63)
One respondent noted the presentation was clear while another respondent noted the
presentation was unclear, explaining that they would have liked to see more information on the
preferred plan’s impacts on riverbanks.
10. Preferred Alternative (Strategic Access and use in the River Corridor)
A) Please briefly list how the preferred alternative will impact your use of and access to the river.
(N=1)
One respondent noted that their use of the river would be impacted if there were requirements
for canoers to book river access times.
B) Please briefly identify any concerns you may have in regard to the following features:
i) Canoe or Kayak Launches (N= 0)
No respondents provided concerns about this feature.
ii) Lookout (N= 0)
No respondents provided concerns about this feature.
iii) Pathways (N= 1)
A respondent would prefer to see more pathways in the design.
11. Please share any additional comments or suggestions you have regarding the preferred
River Management Plan Alternative. (N= 3)
One respondent would like to see more naturalized pathways and access to wildlife habitats,
and would like to become more involved in the decommissioning process. Another respondent
noted they would prefer if motorboats were not allowed on the river. One respondent noted their
support for anything that benefits their Reserve.

Section 5: PIC and Public Engagement
1. Was the information provided helpful to you? (N=4)
Three respondents noted the information provided was helpful, while one respondent noted the
information provided was somewhat helpful.
2. Were all your questions answered? (N=4)
One respondent noted all their questions were answered while three respondents noted that
some of their questions were answered.
3. Was the information provided appropriate? (N=4)
One respondent noted the information provided was too technical, one respondent noted the
information provided was about right, and two respondents noted the information provided was
not detailed enough.
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4. Do you think the public consultation and engagement steps taken to-date have been
sufficient? (N=2)
Two respondents noted the engagement process to-date has been sufficient. There were no
suggestions made to improve the consultation and engagement process.
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Appendix A: Survey Questions

Section 1: One River Master Plan EA Survey and Comments
•

•
•

•

Please provide your (optional):
o Email
o First Name
o Last Name
o Postal Code
Add my email address to the Project Notification List (checkbox)
The One River Master Plan EA consists of three parts, the Springbank Dam Decommissioning
Schedule “B” EA Alternatives, the Forks of the Thames Schedule “B” EA alternatives including
the “Ribbon of the Thames”, and the River Management Plan Class 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?
o The presentation of the One River Master Plan EA process is clear
o The following part of the process have not been made clear (open response)
Do you agree with the selection of preliminary preferred alternatives (below)?
o Springbank Dam (Partial Dam Removal)
▪ Yes
▪ No
o The Forks of the Thames (Suspended Walkway with Softscape terraces)
▪ Yes
▪ No
o River Management Plan (Strategic Access and Use in the River Corridor)
▪ Yes
▪ No

Section 2: Decommissioning of Springbank Dam Schedule B EA
•

•
•

The preliminary preferred alternative for the Decommissioning of the Springbank Dam is “Partial
Dam Removal”. Is the presentation of the Springbank Dam Schedule B EA preferred Alternative
Clear? Is there any part of the description that is not clear?
o The presentation of the Springbank Dam Schedule B EA preferred alternative is clear
o The following part of the description has not been made clear (open response)
Preferred Alternative (Partial Dam Removal): Please briefly describe how Partial Dam Removal
of the Springbank Dam would impact your use of the river. (open response)
Additional Comments: Please share any additional comments you have regarding the preferred
alternative for the Springbank Dam. (open response)

Section 3: Forks of the Thames Schedule B EA “Ribbon of the Thames”
•

•

Process: The preliminary preferred alternative for the Forks of the Thames Schedule B EA
“Ribbon of the Thames” is “Suspended Walkway with Softscape Terraces”. Is the presentation of
the Forks of the Thames Schedule B EA “Ribbon of the Thames” preferred alternative clear? Is
there any part of the presentation that is not clear?
o The presentation of the Forks of the Thames “Ribbon o the Thames” preferred
alternative is clear
o The following component(s) has (have) not been made clear:
Preferred Alternative (suspended Walkway with Softscape Terraces): Please briefly list how the
preferred alternative will impact your use of and access to the river:
o The preferred alternative would impact my use of and access to the river by (open
response)

•

•

There are a number of other components that make up the Ribbon of the Thames preferred
Alternative. 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 each component.
o Ribbon Walkway/Lookout: Walkway suspended over the river that provides access to
the river and a lookout point (open response)
o Terraces: Upper, middle, and lower terraces that provide spaces for events, social
gathering and access to the water’s edge (open response)
Additional Comments: Please share any additional comments or suggestions you have regarding
the preferred Forks of the Thames Alternative.

Section 4: River Management Plan Class EA Components Survey
•

•

•

•

Preferred River Management Plan Alternative: The preliminary preferred alternative for the
River Management Plan Class EA is “Strategic Access and Use in the River Corridor”. Is the
presentation of the preferred River Management Plan Class EA Alternative clear? Are there
descriptions of the Alternative that are not clear?
o The presentation of the River Management Plan preferred alternative is clear
o The following aspects of the preferred Alternative have not been presented clearly
(open response)
Preferred Alternative (Strategic Access and Use in the River Corridor): Please briefly list how the
preferred alternative will impact your use of and access to the river. The preferred alternative
would impact my use of and access to the river by (open response)
Please briefly identify concerns you may have in regard to the following features:
o Canoe or Kayak Launches (open response)
o Lookout (open response)
o Pathways (open response)
Additional Comments: Please share any additional comments or suggestions you have regarding
the preferred River Management Plan Alternative.

Section 5: PIC and Public Engagement
•

•

•

•

Was the information provided helpful to you?
o Helpful
o Somewhat Helpful
o Not Helpful
Were all your questions answered?
o Yes
o Some
o None
Was the information provided:
o Too technical
o About right
o Not detailed enough
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?
o Yes, the public consultation and engagement process has been sufficient.
o The following public consultation and engagement steps would improve the One River
EA (open response)
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Appendix B: Presentation Boards
Please see Appendix B-8 Parts 2-5 for the
Presentation Boards
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Appendix C: Notices

City of London
One River Master Plan Environmental Assessment Study
NOTICE OF PUBLIC INFORMATION CENTRE
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 was divided into two stages, with the first
stage considering the future of 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 proceeded.
Stage 2 of the One River Master Plan EA has three components for which alternatives
have been developed and assessed, and preferred solutions selected: 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
Schedule B EAs and are integrated with the overall preferred River Management
Strategy.
This is the second of two Public Information Centres (PICs) being held to provide details
on the Stage 2 EA process. The first PIC provided information on alternatives for each
component of the One River EA, and how the alternatives would be evaluated, as well
as to receive input and comments from interested parties and the public. The second
PIC will present the evaluations and the resulting recommended alternatives. Details of
the second Stage 2 PIC are below.
Date:
Time:
Location:

Wednesday, October 3, 2018
4:00 to 8:00 pm
London Public Library, Central
251 Dundas St.
London, ON N6A 6H9

City Staff and the project team from Jacobs will be available to discuss the information
presented. Comments received at the PICs will be included in the final One River
Master Plan Environmental Assessment report.
For further information or if you are unable to attend a PIC and wish to provide your
comments, please contact a member of the project team:
Ashley M. Rammeloo, P.Eng
Manager, Engineering
Rapid Transit Implementation Office
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
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.

Public Notices &
Bidding Opportunities
PLANNING APPLICATIONS
Notice of Application
The following applications have been received by the
City of London. The Planning and Environment
Committee will be considering these applications at a
future public meeting, the date and time of which will
be published in the Londoner. If you have any
questions or would like to provide comment, please
see “Providing Comment” below.
470 Colborne Street – The purpose and effect of this
Official Plan and zoning change is to permit up to 8
residential apartments, medical/dental offices and
other offices, day care centres and commercial and
private schools. Possible amendment to the Official
Plan to add a Specific Area Policy and/or amend the
existing Specific Area Policy for the Woodfield
Neighbourhood (Section 3.5.4) to permit, in addition
to the uses permitted in the Low Density Residential
designation, a minimum of one (1) and a maximum of
eight (8) residential units, offices and medical/dental
offices, commercial and private schools, and day care
centres. Possible amendment to The London Plan to
add a Specific Policy and/or amend the existing
Specific Policy for the Woodfield Neighbourhood
(Paragraphs 1033_ – 1038_ ) to permit, in addition to
the uses permitted in the Neighbourhoods Place
Type, commercial and private schools, office and
medical/dental office uses. Possible change to Zoning
By-law Z.-1 FROM a Commercial Recreation (CR) Zone
TO a Residential Special Provision/Restricted Office
Special Provision (R3-2( )/RO1( )) Zone to permit single
detached, semi-detached, duplex, triplex, converted
and fourplex dwellings including a converted
dwelling with up to 8 residential units with a
minimum lot area of 140m2 per unit, and medical/
dental offices and offices, day care centres,
commercial and private schools together with a
minimum of 1 dwelling unit. Possible recognition of
existing site conditions for the front and interior side
yard depth and minimum landscaped open space.
The City may also consider relief from the maximum
permitted parking area coverage of 30 percent for
residential uses in the requested Residential Special
Provision (R3-2( )) Zone. The City may also consider
applying gross floor area maximums for requested
uses that have high parking requirements, and a
combined minimum number of parking spaces for a
mix of residential and non-residential uses. File:
OZ-8948 Planner: B. Debbert (Dundas)
536 and 542 Windermere Road – The purpose and
effect of this zoning change is to permit cluster “backto-back” townhouse dwellings. Possible change to
Zoning By-law Z.-1 FROM a Residential R1 (R1-6) Zone
TO a Residential R5 Special Provision (R5-7(__) Zone
to permit cluster townhouse dwellings and cluster
stacked townhouse dwellings. Special provisions are
requested for a reduced front yard depth minimum of
2.1 metres and a reduced (westerly) interior side yard
depth minimum of 1.7 metres. File: Z-8945 Planner: M.
Campbell (Dundas)
723 Lorne Avenue (former Lorne Avenue Public
School site) – The purpose and effect of this zone
change is to permit single detached dwellings, cluster
single detached dwellings, and a public park. Possible
change to Zoning By-law Z.-1 FROM a
Neighbourhood Facility (NF) Zone TO a Residential R1
Special Provision (R1-2(_)) Zone to permit singledetached dwellings with special provisions for a
reduced minimum front yard setback of 1 metre, a
maximum front yard setback of 4 metres, a maximum
lot frontage of 14 metres prohibiting attached
garages, a maximum driveway width of 3 metres, and
requiring any dwelling abutting an Open Space (OS1)
Zone to be oriented towards the Open Space (OS1)

Zone; a Residential R6 Special Provision (R6-2(_)) Zone
to permit cluster single detached dwellings with
special provisions for a reduced maximum height of 9
metres, to recognize the lot line abutting the Open
Space (OS1) Zone as the front lot line, a reduced
minimum front yard setback of 1 metre, a maximum
front yard setback of 4 metres, and requiring any
dwelling abutting an Open Space (OS1) Zone to be
oriented towards the Open Space (OS1) Zone, and an
Open Space (OS1) Zone permitting public parks and
other conservation and recreation uses. Files: Z-8454
Planner: M. Knieriem (Dundas)
2475, 2506, 2555 Bonder Avenue, 2535 Advanced
Avenue, 2575 Boyd Court – The purpose and effect
of this zoning change is to allow for an increase in lot
coverage from 40% to 60%. Possible change to
Zoning By-law Z.-1 FROM a Light Industrial Special
Provision (LI2(16)) TO a Light Industrial Special
Provision (LI2(_)) Zone. File: Z-8949 Planner: M. Corby
(Dundas)
PROVIDING COMMENT
Your comments on these matters are important. You may
comment by phone, mail, e-mail, or fax by calling 519-661-4980,
or emailing the planner assigned to the file you are interested in.
Mail should be directed to: The City of London, Planning Services,
P.O. Box 5035, 300 Dufferin Ave., London, ON, N6A 4L9.
Please note: Personal information collected and recorded at the
Public Participation Meeting, or through written submissions on
this subject, is collected under the authority of the Municipal Act,
2001, as amended, and the Planning Act, 1990 R.S.O. 1990, c.P.13
and will be used by Members of Council and City of London staff
in their consideration of this matter. The written submissions,
including names and contact information and the associated
reports arising from the public participation process, will be
made available to the public, including publishing on the City’s
website. Video recordings of the Public Participation Meeting
may also be posted to the City of London’s website. Questions
about this collection should be referred to Cathy Saunders, City
Clerk, 519-661-2489 ext. 4937.
If a person or public body would otherwise have an ability to
appeal the decision of the Corporation of the City of London or of
the Approval Authority to the Local Planning Appeal Tribunal but
the person or public body does not make oral submissions at a
public meeting or make written submissions to the City of
London before the application is adopted or approved, the
person or public body is not entitled to appeal the decision.
If a person or public body does not make oral submissions at a
public meeting or make written submissions to the City of
London before the proposed amendment is adopted or
approved, the person or public body may not be added as a
party to the hearing of an appeal before the Local Planning
Appeal Tribunal unless, in the opinion of the Tribunal, there are
reasonable grounds to add the person or public body as a party.
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
For more information about these matters, including
information about appeal rights, contact Planning Services, 206
Dundas Street, 519-661-4980 or Development Services, 6th floor,
City Hall, 300 Dufferin Ave., London, ON, 519-930-3500, Monday
to Friday, 8:30am-4:30pm. The notices listed above indicate the
office location of the files. Information for most subdivisions,
condominiums, official plan amendments and zoning by-law
amendments is also available at london.ca/planapps. Key maps
for the lands described in these applications are not provided as
they are available for review at the offices noted above.
*Please ensure you reference the File Number or address in
all communications.

MINOR VARIANCEs
The Committee of Adjustment for the City of
London will meet on Monday, September 17, 2018,
commencing at 1:20 p.m., on the second floor of City
Hall, 300 Dufferin Avenue, London, Ontario for the
purpose of hearing the following applications for
Minor Variance to Zoning By-law Z.-1.

1:20 p.m. – A.113/18 – 187
Wharncliffe Road South – Request
to permit a driveway width of 2.4m, whereas 2.7m is
the minimum; and request to permit a driveway width
100% of the lot frontage, whereas 50% is the
maximum.
If you wish to be notified of a decision of the Committee of
Adjustment, you must appear in person or by Counsel at the
hearing and file a written request with the Secretary-Treasurer of
the Committee of Adjustment. An appeal from a decision of the
Committee of Adjustment to the Local Planning Appeal Tribunal
(LPAT) shall be filed within 20 days of making the decision. Any
appeal must be filed with the Secretary-Treasurer of the Committee
of Adjustment, in person at 7th Floor, City Hall, 300 Dufferin Ave.,
London, ON, or Mail to City of London, P.O. Box 5035, ON N6A 4L9.
519-661-2489 ext. 4988.

consents
The London Consent Authority will be considering
the following application for consent no earlier than
Comments Due By September 12, 2018
B.038/18 – 245 William Street – Request to sever
approximately 31m2 from 245 William Street, and
convey to 529 Horton Street for the purpose of
existing residential uses. Planner: M. Sundercock
If a person or public body that files an appeal of a decision of the
City of London Consent Authority in respect of the proposed
consent does not make written submissions to the Consent
Authority, before it gives or refuses to give a provisional consent,
the Local Planning Appeal Tribunal (LPAT) may dismiss the
appeal. If you wish to be notified of the decision of the Consent
Authority in respect of the proposed consent you must make a
written submission to the City of London Consent Authority, 300
Dufferin Avenue, 6th Floor, London, Ontario, N6A 4L9. Additional
information on these applications is available at the Consent
Authority Office, Development and Compliance Services,
Development Services, 6th Floor, City Hall, 300 Dufferin Avenue,
London, Ontario 519-930-3500.

NOTICES
Notice of Public Information Centre – One River
Master Plan Environmental Assessment Study
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
was divided into two stages, with the first stage
considering the future of 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 proceeded.
Stage 2 of the One River Master Plan EA has three
components for which alternatives have been
developed and assessed, and preferred solutions
selected: 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 Schedule B EAs and are integrated with
the overall preferred River Management Strategy.
This is the second of two Public Information Centres
(PICs) being held to provide details on the Stage 2 EA
process. The first PIC provided information on
alternatives for each component of the One River EA,
and how the alternatives would be evaluated, as well
as to receive input and comments from interested
parties and the public. The second PIC will present the
evaluations and the resulting recommended
alternatives. Details of the second Stage 2 PIC are
below.

Date:
Wednesday, October 3, 2018
Time:
4:00 to 8:00 pm
Location: London Public Library, Central
251 Dundas St.
London, ON N6A 6H9
City Staff and the project team from Jacobs will be
available to discuss the information presented.
Comments received at the PICs will be included in
the final One River Master Plan Environmental
Assessment report.
For further information or if you are unable to attend
a PIC and wish to provide your comments, please
contact a member of the project team:
Ashley M. Rammeloo, P.Eng
Manager, Engineering
Rapid Transit Implementation Office
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
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.
Notice of Public Participation Meeting – Fees and
Charges By-law – September 17, 2018, not to be
heard before 4:00 PM, Council Chambers, City
Hall, 300 Dufferin Avenue. The Strategic Priorities
and Policy Committee will hold a public participation
meeting to receive delegations and their comments
regarding the City of London’s Fees and Charges
By-law. The Fees and Charges By-law set out fees and
charges that will be collected by The Corporation of
the City of London for services provided by Services
Areas throughout the Corporation.
Information regarding the above-noted matter will
be posted on the City of London’s website at www.
london.ca. Written submissions regarding the
above-noted matter to be included on the Strategic
Priorities and Policy Committee Added Agenda for
the meeting should be submitted by no later than
9:00 AM on Friday, September 14, 2018, either
delivered or mailed to the City Clerk’s Office, Room
308, 300 Dufferin Avenue, P.O. Box 5035, London, ON
N6A 4L9. Submissions in accordance with the
above-noted deadline may be e-mailed to sppc@
london.ca.
Personal information collected and recorded at the
public participation meeting or submitted in writing
on this subject is collected under the authority of the
Municipal Act, 2001, as amended, and will be used by
Members of Council and City of London staff in their
review of this matter. The written submissions,
including names and contact information and the
report of the public participation meeting, will be
made available to the public, including posting on
the City of London’s website. A video recording of
the meeting proceedings may also be posted to the
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City of London’s website. Questions about this collection should be referred to
Cathy Saunders, City Clerk, 519-661-2500 ext. 4937.
Adelaide Street North Environmental Assessment
Notice of Study Commencement
The City of London is undertaking a Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (EA)
Study for the Adelaide Street North widening according to the recommendations
of the City’s Smart Moves Transportation Master Plan (TMP). This project is being
carried out under the planning and design process for a Schedule C project as
outlined in the Municipal Engineers Association’s Municipal Class Environmental
Assessment (October 2000, as amended in 2007, 2011 and 2015).
Location: Adelaide Street North from Fanshawe Park Road East to Sunningdale
Road East; including Sunningdale Road East from Blackwater Road to Stoney Creek
Community Centre entrance.
Purpose of the Study:
The Adelaide Street North EA will:
• Assess / confirm the need and justification for widening of Adelaide Street
North
• Identify and evaluate a range of alternative solutions to accommodate growing
traffic volumes along this corridor, including intersection improvements 		
particularly at Sunningdale Road; active transportation; and, transit 		
improvements.
Review and develop a design that will be consistent with the visions and policies of
the 2030 Transportation Master Plan.
Consultation and input from the public, relevant technical agencies and
stakeholder groups, and Indigenous Communities is a key element of the Class EA
study.
For more information, to provide comments, or to be added to the mailing list,
please visit http://www.london.ca/residents/environment/EAs/Pages/default.aspx
or contact:
Henry Huotari, Project Manager
Parsons Inc.
1069 Wellington Road South, Suite 214
London, ON N6E 2H6
Tel: 519-286-5517
Email: henry.huotari@parsons.com
Matthew Davenport, Project Manager
City of London
300 Dufferin Avenue, 8th Floor, P.O Box 5035
London, Ontario, N6A 4L9
Tel: 519-661-2489 x5232
Email: mdavenport@london.ca
Notice of Public Participation Meeting – Meeting of the Community and
Protective Services Committee – Vehicle for Hire By-law , on September 11,
2018 not to be heard before 4:30 PM, Centennial Hall.
Municipal Council, at its meeting held on July 24, 2018 resolved that a public
participation meeting be held before the Community and Protective Services
Committee with respect to the Vehicle for Hire By-law in order to receive public
comments on the following: administration and licensing fees; application
process; fares, including the ability for brokers to set fares; posting of fares; vehicle
requirements, including age of vehicles; and removal of cap on accessible & regular
plates.
Information regarding the above-noted matter including the draft amendment for
discussion purposes will be posted on the City of London’s website at www.london.
ca Written submissions regarding this matter to be included on the Community
and Protective Services Committee Added Agenda for the meeting should be
submitted by no later than 9:00 a.m. on Sept 10, 2018 either delivered or mailed to
the City Clerk’s Office, Room 308, 300 Dufferin Ave P.O. Box 5035 London, Ontario
N6A 4L9. Submissions in accordance with the above-noted deadline may also be
e-mailed to cpsc@london.ca Questions related to the application should be
referred to Orest Katolyk or Catherine DeForest at licensing@ london.ca.
Personal information collected and recorded at the public participation meeting or
submitted in writing on this subject is collected under the authority of the
Municipal Elections Act, 1996, as amended and Municipal Act, 2001, as amended
and will be used by Members of Council and City of London staff in their review of
this matter. The written submissions, including names and contact information and
the report of the public participation meeting will be made available to the public,
including posting on the City of London’s website. Video recordings of the public
participation meeting may also be posted to the City of London’s website.
Questions about this collection should be referred to Cathy Saunders, City Clerk,
519-661-2489 ext. 4937.
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Appendix D: Info Brief

One River Master Plan Environmental Assessment
Public Information Centre Summary Brief
Stage 2 Public Information Centre (PIC) #2
Wednesday October 3rd, 2018 4:00 to 8:00 pm
London Public Library, Central 251 Dundas St.

Introduction
The One River Master Plan Environmental Assessment (EA) develops a comprehensive plan through
engagement with the public, approval agencies, stakeholders, First Nations, and Métis for implementing
various projects within the study area (Figure 1). These projects represent both infrastructure needs and
the community’s recreational and ecological vision for the Thames River in the City of London.

Stage 1 Summary
Stage 1 of the EA was completed in January 2018 and selected the “Free Flowing River” option for the
Springbank Dam. The preferred option to restore a free-flowing river was selected based on natural,
social/cultural, and technical/economic criteria.

Stage 2
The objective of Stage 2 is to develop a unified One River Strategy. Stage 2 includes three components:
1. Springbank Dam Decommissioning
2. Forks of the Thames
3. River Management Plan
The alternatives for each component were evaluated using environmental, social/cultural, and
technical/economic criteria to determine a set of preliminary preferred alternatives.

Preliminary Preferred Alternatives
1. Springbank Dam Decommissioning: Partial Dam Removal (See Figure 2)
2. Forks of the Thames: Suspended Walkway with Softscape Terracing (see Figures 3a and 3b)
3. River Management Plan: Strategic Access and Use in River Corridor (see description on page 2)

Next Steps
Next steps include capturing the feedback received at this PIC during the development of the final
preferred alternatives and included in the final EA report. The report will be available for review during a
30-day public review and will go to the Civic Works Committee and Council for endorsement.
Completion of the One River Master Plan Environmental Assessment is anticipated in early 2019.
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Figure 1: One River Master Plan EA Study Area

Figure 2: Partial Dam Removal Conceptual Design

Figure 3: Suspended Walkway with Softscape
Terracing Conceptual Design

River Management Plan Preliminary Preferred Alternative: Strategic Access and Use in the River
Corridor Description
• Maintain and/or improve the quality and safety of existing access locations (formal pathways,
fishing and boat access, and lookouts).
• Construct new strategic access points constructed to protect sensitive habitat infringement.
• Improve/repair erosion and riverbank instability areas.
• Protect and improve natural heritage features, such as mitigation of non-native species.

