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Agency Advisory Committee Terms of Reference
Planning Phase
One River EA

PROJECT NAME

Initiated by: Service Area: EES
Department: EES
Branch: Water Engineering
Project Leadership Team
Executive Lead: N/A
Sponsor:
Project Manager:
Creation Date:
Start Date:

Kelly Scherr
Scott Mathers
May 12, 2017
May 2017

Tracking Number: Version 2
End Date: June 2018

1. Committee Mandate
The main objective of the Agency Advisory Committee is to provide guidance and feedback to
the Project Team on environmental, social/cultural, technical and regulatory issues that could
impact the project.
2. Committee Membership
Member
Scott Abernethy
Emmilia Kuisma
Craig Newton
Claire Paller
Chris Tasker
Mark Snowsell

Title
Surface Water Group Leader
Issues Project Coordinator
Regional Environmental
Planner
Aylmer District Planner
Manager, Water and
Information Management
Land Use Regulations
Officer

Role
Permanent Representative
Permanent Representative

Group
MOECC
MOECC

Permanent Representative

MOECC

Permanent Representative

MNRF

Permanent Representative

UTRCA

Permanent Representative

UTRCA

Role

Group
City of
London
City of
London
City of
London

3. Project Team - Regular Attendees
Member

Title
Manager, Parks Planning &
Andrew Macpherson
Design

Permanent Representative

Linda McDougall

Ecologist Planner

Permanent Representative

Scott Mathers

Division Manager, Water
Engineering

Project Manager
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Member

Title

Role

Daniel Hsia

Water Demand Manager

Project Coordinator

Tom Mahood

Project Manager

Project Consultant

Group
City of
London
CH2M

4. Function and Role
The Project Team will present study information to the Agency Advisory Committee at key
milestones for input, guidance and feedback. All input will be considered in the decision-making
process. Inputs and responses received will be tracked in a comments-response log and
included in the final Master Plan. The Committee will issue Discussion Summary reports at key
points in the EA process. These reports will be drafted by the Project Consultant based on the
overall discussion and will be issued upon group consensus.
5. Relationships
All communication from the Agency Advisory Committee to the Project Team will be through the
City One River Project Manager, Scott Mathers. Direction to the consulting team will be provided
directly by the One River Project Manager to CH2M.
6. Logistics & Processes
Chair
The Agency Advisory Committee meetings will be chaired and facilitated by the City One River
Project Manager Scott Mathers.
Frequency of Meetings
The Project Team plans to meet with the Agency Advisory Committee three times early in the
project to receive input on the problem opportunity statement, the overall approach to decisionmaking, and the preliminary alternatives being considered. Initial meeting dates are as follows:




Tuesday, May 16, 2017;
Wednesday June 7, 2017; and
Wednesday June 14 2017.

Subsequent meetings will be held at key project milestones to receive input on the assessment
of alternatives, and the overall preferred strategy for the One River. The City will provide a
reasonable amount of Notice to Committee members prior to meetings.
Meeting Protocols
Agency Advisory Committee meetings will be chaired and facilitated by the Project Manager(s).
Meeting participants are as follows: the Agency Advisory Committee members, City Project
Team and the Consulting Team Lead (CH2M) and other technical team members as required
for each meeting.
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All agency regulations will be adhered to in the development of the preferred strategy.
However, in areas where regulations do not apply, the goal is to achieve consensus on issues
raised during Agency Advisory Committee meetings where possible. In those circumstances
where consensus cannot be achieved, the Project Team will review all information received and
make a decision based on the best available information.
Meeting Agendas
Meeting agendas will be provided one week prior to the scheduled meeting by the City to
identify the scope of information to be covered.
Minutes
Meeting minutes will be prepared by CH2M following each Agency Advisory Committee meeting
and will be delivered within seven (7) business days. Any errors and omission in minutes may
be provided by Agency Advisory Committee members within seven (7) business days of issue.
6. Issue Escalation
Issues identified by the consulting team will be escalated through the Project Manager(s).
Issues identified by the Advisory Committee will be escalated to City Project Manager.
7. Version Control:
Version
Version 1
Version 2

Date
May 10, 2017
May 12, 2017

Author
CH2M
City of London

Description
Original Draft
Final for Confirmation

The electronic version of this document is stored in:
\\FILE2\users-p\eswd\Shared\STORMWATER\Capital Budget\One River EA (PD1215)\Agency Commitee\Meeting
1 -May16'17\OneRiverEA-AgencyCommitteeTofR_Draft.docx
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One River EA Agency Advisory Committee: Meeting 1
Date / Time: Tuesday, May 16, 2017, 9:30-11:30 am
Location:

City Hall: 300 Dufferin Ave London, ON N6A 4L9, Room: Committee Room 3, 2nd Floor City Hall

Scott Mathers; Daniel Hsia; Andrew Macpherson; James Mackay; Scott Abernethy; Emmilia Kuisma; Craig Newton; Claire Paller;
Chris Tasker; Mark Snowsell; Don Pearson; Tom Mahood; Mitch Jewson; Jake Noordhof; Scott Gillingwater; Mary Alikakos; Fallon
Burch; David Van Vliet
Agenda Item
Issue / Discussion
Opening Remarks and Introductions

Invited:

1.

Scott Mathers
Division Manager Water Engineering

•

Introduction of Agency Committee Members and Special Guests

•

Review and discussion of Draft Agency Advisory Committee Terms of Reference

•

Overview of EA Process for One River and Project Update

•

Sharing the perspective of the Chippewas of the Thames First Nation on the
Springbank Dam

9:30am – 9:50am (20 minutes)
Agency Committee Terms of Reference
2.

Scott Mathers
Division Manager Water Engineering
9:50am – 10:10am (20 minutes)
Project Background and EA Approach

3.

Tom Mahood
CH2M Project Manager
10:10am – 10:30am (20 minutes)
Chippewas of the Thames First Nation

4.

Mary Alikakos
Senior Environmental Officer and Fallon Burch
Consultation Coordinator
10:30am – 10:50am (20 minutes)

SARA Species Background Information
5.

Scott Gillingwater
Species at Risk Biologist, UTRCA

•

Presenting overview of species present and potentially impacted by the project

•

Agency Advisory Committee Meeting No. 2 is currently scheduled for Wednesday
June 7, 2017

10:50am – 11:20am (30 minutes)
Next Steps/Next Meeting
6.

Scott Mathers
Division Manager Water Engineering
11:20am – 11:30am (10 minutes)

Parking Lot:
•

One River EA Background
• Agency Engagement
• Terms of Reference
• Request for Proposal

• Consultant Selection
process
• Back to the River
• Two stage for EA

• Master Plan EA
Process

Approach #1 –
Stop after Selection
of Preferred
Solution

One River EA Background:
Major Study Components
• Springbank Dam
• Back to the River
• Other Infrastructure projects (TofR)

One River EA Background:
Study Area

One River EA Background:
Schedule
2017

2018

Q1 Consultant Selection

Q1 Engage on Preferred Alternative

Q2 Project Initiation

Q2 Finalize Master plan

Q3 Define Problem Statement
Q4 Alternative Selection/Evaluation

2003
2016
2006

Problem Opportunity
Statement
“The river that flows through London’s downtown has many names:
•

Deshkan Ziibiing (known to the Anishnaabeg and Lenape of the Great Lakes);

•

Kahwyˆhatati (ONYOTA:KA); and,

•

The Thames (John Graves Simcoe)

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

EA Process Overview

One River EA
Staged Process
Step1: Springbank Dam Options
Comprehensive Review of Opportunities and
Constraints to Develop Options
Option1
Reinstate Dam

Option2
Decommission Dam

Option 3
Others

Review of Environmental Conditions (Stage 1 EIS)
Council Input
Screen Options and Select Preferred Springbank
Dam Option

Consultation

Environmental Work Program
Staged Approach
Feasibility Analysis:
• Undertake literature review of
impact of dams and barriers.
• Water Quality Statistical
Analysis of +30 year dataset.
• Review previously completed
environmental studies (over
20).
• Assemble Species at Risk
data from MNRF, DFO, and
UTRCA.
• Seek advice from subject
matter experts on key
species.

Feasibility
Analysis

Full EIS Scope

EA Process
Option Screening
• During every EA
process options go
through an initial
screening process
to determine
whether the option
is feasible.
• 2 categories of
options will be
considered related
to the Dam.

Dam Options
Unobstructed River
• This category of
option includes:
• Decommissioning the
Dam, and
• Repurposing the
Dam.

• Multiple sub options
can be considered
for each option.

Dam Options
Restore Dam
• This category of option
includes:
• Repairing, or
• Replacing the Dam.

• Multiple sub options
can be considered for
each option.
• The most
environmental data
intensive option to
implement.
• Approvals a concern.

EA Option Screening
Staged Approach
Environmental Inventory Scope

Feasibility
Analysis

Feasibility Evaluation

Are approvals
possible?

Maybe

Full EIS Scope

No

Report
back to
Council

EIS Work Program
Staged Approach
Full Scope:
• Undertake full extent of work
outlined through EIS scoping
meeting.
• Examples include:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Migratory and shoreline birds,
Amphibian surveys ,
Reptile coverboard surveys,
Mussels surveys,
Mammal sightings,
Butterfly sightings,
Odonata sightings,
Bats - sightings and habitat,
Wildlife habitat mapping,
Fish communities – 2 spring,
summer and fall,
• Benthic inventory,
• and more.

Feasibility
Analysis

Full EIS Scope

EA Option Screening
Staged Approach
Environmental Inventory Scope

Feasibility
Analysis

Feasibility Evaluation

Are approvals
possible?

No

Report
back to
Council

No

Report
back to
Council

Maybe

Full EIS Scope

Are approvals
possible?

Progress to
Phase 2 of
EA Process

One River EA
Staged Process
Step1: Springbank Dam Options
Comprehensive Review of Opportunities and
Constraints to Develop Options
Option1
Reinstate Dam

Option2
Decommission Dam

Option 3
Others

Review of Environmental Conditions (Stage 1 EIS)
Council Input
Screen Options and Select Preferred Springbank
Dam Option

Consultation

One River EA Agency Advisory Committee: Meeting 1
Date / Time: Tuesday, May 16, 2017, 9:30-11:30 am
Location:

City Hall: 300 Dufferin Ave London, ON N6A 4L9, Room: Committee Room 3, 2nd Floor City Hall

Attendees:

Scott Mathers (SM), Scott Abernethy (SA), Don Pearson (DP), Craig Newton (CN), Claire Paller (CP), Fallon Burch (FB), Mary
Alikakos (MA), Tom Mahood (TM), James Mackay (JM), Daniel Hsia (DH), Mitch Jewson (MJ), Chris Tasker (CT), Scott Gillingwater
(SG), Mark Snowsell (MS), David Van Vliet (DV)

Issue Date:

Wednesday, May 24, 2017

Prepared by:

Mitch Jewson (CH2M)

Minutes will be issued within 7 business days. Errors and omissions in minutes may be provided by Agency Advisory Committee Members within
7 business days.
Agenda Item
Issue / Discussion
Action
Introduction of Agency Committee Members and Special Guests
SM briefly summarized committee purpose (contained in Terms of
Opening Remarks and Introductions
Reference attached) and explained that the initial objective of the City in
holding Agency Committee meetings is to have a report written by the
Scott Mathers
consultant and supported by the agencies at the end of the third agency
1.
Division Manager Water Engineering
advisory committee meeting to take to council. This report will summarize
the background information related to the Springbank Dam and the Thames
9:30am – 9:50am (20 minutes)
River and the Agency Committee discussion related to this information.
Meeting attendees introduced themselves, their organization and role on
the project if applicable.
Review and discussion of Draft Agency Advisory Committee Terms of
Agency Committee Terms of Reference
Reference
SM went through draft Terms of Reference, offering clarifications where
Scott Mathers
necessary. SM mentioned that it is a fluid document, and that the
2.
Division Manager Water Engineering
committee can come back to it later if edits/updates are necessary. There
was general agreement from Agency Advisory Committee members to
9:50am – 10:10am (20 minutes)
finalize Terms of Reference.
Project Background and EA Approach
3.

Tom Mahood
CH2M Project Manager

Overview of EA Process for One River and Project Update
TM presented project details such as project team, project description,
consultant selection process, background information (assembled by SM),

10:10am – 10:30am (20 minutes)

schedule, challenges and the Environmental Assessment (EA) approach that
will be followed to complete the project.
SM addressed the issues regarding the alternatives for the Springbank Dam
and the risks and required approvals associated with the various
alternatives. The alternatives will be detailed in the initial stages of the EA
and discussed at the Agency Committee meetings.
SA asked if the Hunt Weir is included in the One River EA Study, SM
responded that while it is not, it is the next obstruction up river and further
investigation will likely be recommended as part of the One River EA.
Overview of project is generally well received by Agency Advisory
Committee.
Sharing the perspective of the Chippewas of the Thames First Nation on
the Springbank Dam:
SM introduced FB and MA and indicated that they are at the Committee
meeting not representing all First Nations but to give their own perspective.

Chippewas of the Thames First Nation
4.

Mary Alikakos
Senior Environmental Officer and Fallon Burch
Consultation Coordinator
10:30am – 10:50am (20 minutes)

SARA Species Background Information
5.

Scott Gillingwater
Species at Risk Biologist, UTRCA

MA expressed appreciation to SM for reaching out to MA and FB to join the
discussion regarding the Springbank Dam and the One River EA. MA
described the original treaty signed at the Forks of the Thames that predated confederation, and how the Chippewas of the Thames First Nation
rely on the Thames River and are right holders. MA described their holistic
approach to Thames River understanding and management. MA indicated
that they were pleased to be at the table for the discussion related to the
future of the Thames River and would like to continue this engagement. MA
advised the agencies present to consider COTTFN throughout this Master
Plan and specifically during the Springbank Dam discussion.
SM expressed interest in keeping Chippewas of the Thames First Nation
included in the conversation for next steps of the project.
Presenting overview of species present and potentially impacted by the
project

10:50am – 11:20am (30 minutes)

SG is a subject matter expert on the Spiny Softshell Turtle and other species
at risk (SAR) present in and around the Thames River. His presentation
(attached) included, amongst many others, the following points:
Mussels, which are an indicator of good river health, were decreasing in
population in the Thames due to loss of larval hosts. Turtle populations were
also declining at an astonishing rate with only 1000-2000 individuals left.
There has been more habitat available and an increase in populations since
the failure of the dam. Turtle habitat has become more established over the
7-8 km stretch of river that the dam had an impact on, without the dam
being operational.
Reinstating the dam would negatively impact turtle population recovery due
to direct loss of habitat. Also, acting as a barrier, the dam would limit
movement between interconnected habitat for the turtles (nesting, laying,
and feeding areas). A reinstated operational dam creates good habitat for
zebra mussels and other invasive species. There is more information
available for spiny soft shelled turtles relative to other species, so it’s the
best predictor species we have in terms of the success of other species.
Based on the available data, not reinstating the dam and allowing the river
return to a more natural state would benefit most species.
DP, what is the difference between threatened and endangered species?
JM, Essentially the same in terms of regulations, endangered is more serious
and can be cause for further study.
CP, to reinstate the dam, an overall net benefit needs to be shown for the
species habitat, which would be very hard to do in this case.
SG, agrees that this would most likely be next to impossible.
SM, what are some of the turtle population recovery strategies? Also, some
rumours have circulated that the UTRCA ‘plants’ turtles throughout the river,
can you address this comment?

SG, through a highly regulated permitting process UTRCA collects eggs from
the habitat areas on the river and incubates them to reduce risk of predation
and human collection/tampering, and releases the young turtles in the same
location that the eggs were collected. The UTRCA advocates for turtles and
has the appropriate ethical, scientific and legislative permits and permissions
for all programs.
DP, recovery interventions by UTRCA rebalance the playing field from
changes made by implementing the dam on this 8 km stretch of river which
is very important for wildlife habitat. SG agrees.
CT, it is important to improve this stretch of river now and worry about
other barriers such as the Hunt Weir. Other dams like the Fanshawe Dam
offers flood control essential for life and property protection, while the
Springbank Dam is only for recreation.
Next Steps/Next Meeting
6.

Scott Mathers
Division Manager Water Engineering
11:20am – 11:30am (10 minutes)

Parking Lot:
• None

Agency Advisory Committee Meeting No. 2 is currently scheduled for
Wednesday June 7, 2017
SM: Discussed next meeting date/time and commented on attempting to
send out the material earlier.

CH2M

One River EA Agency Advisory Committee: Meeting 2
Date / Time: Wednesday June 7, 2017, 9:30-11:30 am
Location:
Invited:

City Hall: 300 Dufferin Ave London, ON N6A 4L9 Room: Small Meeting Room, 7th Floor City Hall
Scott Mathers; Daniel Hsia; Andrew Macpherson; James Mackay; Scott Abernethy; Emmilia Kuisma; Craig Newton; Claire Paller;
Chris Tasker; Mark Snowsell; Don Pearson; Tom Mahood; Mitch Jewson; Lisa Prime; Laurie Boyce

Agenda Item
Opening Remarks and Introductions
1.

Scott Mathers
Division Manager Water Engineering

Issue / Discussion
•
•

Introduction of Agency Committee Members and Special Guests
Project schedule update

•

Review and discuss updated ecological field services work plan for Stage 1 of One
River EA in relation to the Springbank Dam Options

•

Overview of the provincial permitting framework in the context of the Springbank
Dam Options

•

Discussion of the applicability of the DFO Critical habitat designation of portions
of the Thames River

9:30am – 9:35am (5 minutes)
Ecological Field Program Consideration in
Relation to the Springbank Dam Options
2.

Tom Mahood
CH2M Project Manager
9:35am – 9:45am (10 minutes)
Springbank Dam Options and the MNRF
Permitting Process

3.

4.

Tom Mahood/Lisa Prime
CH2M/Prime Strategy & Planning
9:45am – 10:00am (15 minutes)
Springbank Dam Options and the DFO Critical
Habitat
Tom Mahood
CH2M Project Manager
10:00am – 10:15am (15 minutes)

Permitting: Group Discussion
5.

Scott Mathers
Division Manager Water Engineering

•

Opportunity for agencies to ask questions or provide clarification related to the
presented materials

•
•

CH2M will present a draft outline for the Agency Committee Report No. 1
The group will be asked to provide comments and suggestions on the report
contents

•

Agency Advisory Committee Meeting No. 3 is currently scheduled for Wednesday
June 14, 2017

10:15am – 10:45am (30 minutes)
Agency Committee Report #1 Outline
6.

Tom Mahood
CH2M Project Manager
10:45am – 11:15am (30 minutes)
Next Steps/Next Meeting

7.

Scott Mathers
Division Manager Water Engineering
11:15am – 11:30am (15 minutes)

Parking Lot:
•

One River EA:
Agency Advisory Committee

Meeting No. 2
June 7, 2017

Outline
Today’s Discussion
• Opening Remarks & Minutes Review
• Ecological Field Program Review
• Springbank Dam Options and the Permitting
Process
• Springbank Dam Options and Critical Habitat
• Permitting: Group Discussion
• Agency Committee Report Outline
• Next Steps/Next Meeting

Opening Remarks
Introductions and Minutes Review
• Introductions
• Minutes Review/Discussion

One River EA Stage 1 Ecological Field
Program in Relation to the Dam Options

Springbank Dam Options
and the Permitting Process
• Environment

• Flooding

• Navigation

• Ecological
Integrity

• Dam Safety
• Water Rights

• Power
Generation

• Endangered
Species

• Water Diversion

• Aboriginal and
Treaty Rights

• Channelization
• Dredging

• Riparian Rights

• Fisheries

• Land Ownership

• Natural Hazards
• Natural Historic
Sites

Springbank Dam
Environmental Permitting Framework
• Dams in Ontario are subject to provincial and federal legislative
authority
• As dams are structures located within watercourses, there are
multiple levels of legislation that apply which involve water rights
and usage, dam safety, environmental, navigation, and in some
cases power generation and international treaties
• Protection of existing rights, which include Aboriginal Interests,
riparian and public rights, other public rights related to the use of
waterbodies and waterways, as well as land ownership are also
key considerations in works involving dams
• The following example figure illustrates the overlap among various
levels of legislation in works involving dams and stream corridors

Figure illustrates the
relationship between
dam management
within the context of
the existing legal
framework.

Source: Natural Channels Systems, 2001

Springbank Dam
Environmental Permitting Framework
In general, the Lakes and Rivers Improvement Act (LRIA) and Public
Lands Act (PLA) are main provincial legislation that applies to dams.

Springbank Dam
Environmental Permitting Framework
In addition, in Ontario, there are 5 types of permits issued under the
Endangered Species Act:
•

Health or Safety

•

Protection or Recovery

•

Social or Economic Benefit to Ontario

•

Aboriginal

•

Overall Benefit

A permit authorizes a person to perform an activity that isn’t otherwise
allowed under the Endangered Species Act (e.g., harm or harass a species
at risk, or damage or destroy its habitat), as long as certain requirements are
met.
None of the permits applies to the Springbank Dam, or, in the case of the
“Overall benefit” permit would not meet the standard of providing overall
benefit to Ontario.

Springbank Dam
Environmental Permitting Framework
• From a Federal perspective, authority over dams is mainly
through the Navigable Waters Protection Act and the Canada
Shipping Act, which are applicable to all dams located in
Canadian Waters.
• These Acts are applied for the construction of new dams as well
as alterations to existing dams.
• The Federal Government has jurisdiction on all boundary waters
as well as waters associated with canals

Springbank Dam
Environmental Permitting Framework
Depending on the nature of work being conducted around dams, the
following provincial ministries, agencies and other levels of government
may need to be involved:
Federal

Provincial

Agency

Canadian Heritage,
Parks Canada

Ministry of Agriculture, Food and
Rural Affairs

Conservation Authority

Environment Canada

Ministry of Natural Resources and
Forestry

Ontario Energy Board

Fisheries and Oceans

Ministry of Environment, Energy and Niagara Escarpment
Climate Change
Commission

Transport Canada

Ministry of Culture, Tourism, and
Recreation
Ministry of Municipal Affairs and
Housing
Ministry of Transportation
Ministry of Northern Development
and Mines
Ministry of Indigenous Relations and
Reconciliation

Potential Approvals for Dam
Options
EA - Ministry of Environment and Climate Change (in process)
Dam

No Dam – Remove Structure

Repurpose Dam

Authorization Department of Fisheries
and Oceans

Authorization – Department of
Fisheries and Oceans

Evaluation Process –
Department of
Fisheries and Oceans
(Authorization)

Permit – CA

Permit - CA

Permit - CA

Navigable Waters Permit
- TC

Navigable Waters Permit -TC

Lakes and Rivers
Improvement Act
Permit - MNRF

MIRR

MIRR

MIRR

Dam Construction
Regulation, Lakes and
Rivers Improvement Act
Permits - MNRF

Lakes and Rivers Improvement Act
Permit - MNRF

Permit – MNDM

Permit - MNDM

Species at Risk - EC

Species at Risk - EC

Springbank Dam Options
and Critical Habitat
SARA Section 2 Defines Critical Habitat as…
“....the habitat that is necessary for the survival
or recovery of a listed wildlife species and that is
identified as the species’ critical habitat in a
recovery strategy or in an action plan for the
species.”
Simply put, critical habitat is vital to the survival
or recovery of wildlife species. The habitat may
be an identified breeding site, nursery area or
feeding ground. For species at risk, these
habitats are of crucial importance, and must be
identified and included in recovery strategies or
action plans.

Source: UTRCA, 2017

Springbank Dam Options
and SARA Critical Habitat
In the Thames River in the City of London, critical habitat has been mapped and currently
extends downstream of Springbank Dam to the South Branch for Mussel Species listed in
Schedule 1 of SARA

Springbank Dam Options
and SARA Critical Habitat
For fish species listed under Schedule 1 of SARA, current habitat mapping is under
consideration for listing for reaches of the Thames River in the city, and currently extends
downstream of Springbank Dam and upstream of Springbank Park

Springbank Dam Options
and SARA Critical Habitat
• With the non-operation of Springbank Dam in 2005, water levels have decreased and more natural
flows returned within the footprint of the former reservoir
• UTRCA monitoring has revealed that with the removal of the barrier Spiny Softshell turtles have
increased ten-fold and have become well established along this footprint with nesting, brumation,
thermoregulation, foraging and nursery habitats.
• Although the current fisheries and mussel distribution have not been formally mapped within the
former reservoir footprint, barriers no longer exist and critical habitat, by extension, has become
established.
• In April 2016 COSEWIC uplisted the Spiny Softshell Turtle from a Threatened to an Endangered
Species, due to significant declines across the species’ limited range in Canada. It is now listed as a
Schedule 1 reptile.
• As soon as a species are added to the legal list, there are automatic prohibitions against killing or
harming the species or destroying a residence. This applies to an aquatic or migratory bird
species anywhere. There are also requirements that recovery strategies or management plans be
developed for all listed species, and that critical habitat for listed species be defined and protected.

Springbank Dam Options
and SARA Critical Habitat
How does this information relate to
Springbank Dam?
• Critical habitat will be considered destroyed if part of the critical habitat is
degraded, either permanently or temporarily, such that it would not serve its
function when needed by the species.
• According to Policy, destroy means: “Any alteration to the topography,
geology, soil conditions, vegetation, chemical composition of air/water,
surface or groundwater hydrology, micro-climate, or sound environment of
such a magnitude, intensity, or duration which significantly reduces the
capacity of the Critical Habitat to contribute to the survival or recovery of the
SAR, based upon the biology of that species and as expressed in the
approved Recovery Strategy/Action Plan.”
• Therefore we know that the although the DFO mapping is not updated, we
would have to consider the current information designates the study area as
critical habitat. Therefore raising and lowering the water levels will alter this
critical habitat and be subject to SARA.

Springbank Dam Options
and SARA Critical Habitat
It is worth noting the overall purpose of the SARA:
• “to prevent wildlife species from being extirpated or becoming extinct,
to provide for the recovery of wildlife species that are extirpated,
endangered or threatened as a result of human activity and to manage
species of special concern to prevent them from becoming
endangered or threatened.” (S6).

Furthermore, there is specific mention in SARA (s .38) of commitments
to:
• a precautionary principle: “and to the principle that, if there are
threats of serious or irreversible damage to the listed wildlife species,
cost-effective measures to prevent the reduction or loss of the species
should not be postponed for a lack of full scientific certainty.”

Springbank Dam Options
and SARA Critical Habitat
Conclusion
Although the formal process for designating Critical Habitat
upstream of Springbank Dam has not been completed by DFO, it
can be argued that re-instating the dam will destroy critical habitat,
based on the collection of new biological information.
Outstanding Questions
1. Is the Spiny Softshell considered and Aquatic or Terrestrial
Species by DFO?
2. Is the status of Spiny Softshell currently being reconsidered by
MNRF to provide improved protection under the ESA? Under the
ESA it is currently considered Threatened.

Permitting
Group Discussion
• Issues, Concerns, Challenges?
• Comments/Questions?

Agency Advisory Committee Report
Table of Contents
1. Introduction
1. Background
1. Problem Statement
2. Springbank Dam Alternatives

2. One River EA 2 Stage Approach
1. EA Stages
2. EIS Approach

3. Purpose and Objectives of Meetings
4. Agency Advisory Committee
1. Committee Membership
2. Committee Terms of Reference

2. Chippewas of the Thames First Nations
Perspectives

3. Environmental and Ecological Considerations
1. SARA Species
2. SARA Critical Habitat
3. Considerations Related to Dam Alternatives

4. Planning and Permitting Considerations
1. Permitting and Approvals Framework
2. Considerations Related to Dam Alternatives

5. Conclusions and Recommendations
Appendices
Agency Advisory Committee Terms of Reference
Meeting Agendas
Meeting Summary Minutes

Next Steps/Meetings
• Discussion of action items
• Next meeting scheduled for June 14, 2017

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

Mathers, Scott
Paller, Claire (MNRF)
Hsia, Daniel; Mahood, Tom/KWO; Jewson, Mitch/KWO
Re: Information on Social/Economic (D) Permit under ESA [EXTERNAL]
Thursday, June 08, 2017 6:56:26 PM
image001.jpg

Thanks Claire! Very helpful.

Scott Mathers, MPA, P. Eng.
Director, Water and Wastewater
City of London
300 Dufferin Ave. P.O. Box 5035
London, ON N6A 4L9
(519)661-2500 x4430

On Jun 8, 2017, at 5:00 PM, Paller, Claire (MNRF) <Claire.Paller@ontario.ca> wrote:

Good afternoon Scott,
As I promised during yesterday’s meeting, I am sending you some
information on social or economic benefit permits under section
17(2)(d) of the ESA (also called D permits):
<!--[if !supportLists]-->-       <!--[endif]-->The Ministry of Natural Resources

and Forestry may issue a permit to authorize an activity that
will result in a significant social or economic benefit to
Ontario, under section 17(2)(d) of the Endangered Species Act,
also known as D permits.
<!--[if !supportLists]-->-       <!--[endif]-->An example a project eligible for a
D permit is an international crossing that increases trade and
investment between the countries, creates thousands of
construction jobs in Ontario and increases border crossing
capacity.
<!--[if !supportLists]-->o   <!--[endif]-->To date, only two D permits
have been issued in the province – both are associated
with the Rt. Hon. Herb Gray Parkway project in the
Windsor-Essex region.

<!--[if !supportLists]-->-       <!--[endif]-->Requirements and conditions to

receive a social or economic benefit to Ontario permit:
<!--[if !supportLists]-->o   <!--[endif]-->the activity must result in a
significant social or economic benefit to Ontario
<!--[if !supportLists]-->o   <!--[endif]-->the ministry must consult
with an expert on the possible effects of the activity on
the species. The expert must submit a written report to
the Minister, including his or her opinion on whether
the activity will jeopardize the survival or recovery of
the species in Ontario.
<!--[if !supportLists]-->o   <!--[endif]-->the Minister must be of the
opinion that:
<!--[if !supportLists]-->§ <!--[endif]-->the activity will not
jeopardize the survival or recovery of the species
in Ontario
<!--[if !supportLists]-->§ <!--[endif]-->reasonable alternatives
have been considered, including those that
wouldn’t adversely affect the species, and the
best alternative has been adopted
<!--[if !supportLists]-->§ <!--[endif]-->reasonable steps to
minimize adverse effects on individual members
of the species are required by conditions of the
permit
<!--[if !supportLists]-->o   <!--[endif]-->A social or economic benefit
to Ontario permit may also include other conditions or
requirements like monitoring and reporting.
<!--[if !supportLists]-->-       <!--[endif]-->D permits must be approved by
the Lieutenant Governor in Council (Cabinet). Note that overall
benefit permits are approved by the Minister of Natural
Resources and Forestry.
Thank you,
Claire
Claire Paller, MSc
District Planner

Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry
Aylmer District
615 John St. N. Aylmer, ON N5H2S8
Phone: (519) 773-4750
Fax: (519) 773-9014
E-mail: Claire.Paller@ontario.ca
<image001.jpg>

One River EA Agency Advisory Committee: Meeting 2 Summary
Date / Time: Wednesday June 7, 2017, 9:30-11:30 am
Location:
Attendees:
Reissue Date:

City Hall: 300 Dufferin Ave London, ON N6A 4L9 Room: Committee Meeting Room 2, 2nd Floor City Hall
Scott Mathers (SM), Daniel Hsia (DH), Emmilia Kuisma (EK), Craig Newton (CN), Claire Paller (CP), Chris Tasker (CT), Mark Snowsell
(MS), Don Pearson (DP), Tom Mahood (TM), Mitch Jewson (MJ), Lisa Prime (LP), Jennie Ryman (JR), Laurie Boyce (LB), David Van
Vliet (DVV), Linda McDougall (LM)
Wednesday, June 21, 2017
Prepared by: Mitch Jewson (CH2M)

Minutes will be issued within 7 business days. Errors and omissions in minutes may be provided by Agency Advisory Committee Members within
7 business days.
Agenda Item
Opening Remarks and Introductions
1.

Scott Mathers
Division Manager Water Engineering
9:30am – 9:35am (5 minutes)

Ecological Field Program Consideration in
Relation to the Springbank Dam Options
2.

Tom Mahood
CH2M Project Manager
9:35am – 9:45am (10 minutes)

Issue / Discussion
Introduction of Agency Committee Members and Special Guests
Project schedule update
SM informed attendees that he has recently taken on a new position at the City of
London as the Director of Water and Wastewater. Jennie Ryman (on the phone) was
introduced as the Department of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO) representative. SM
reiterated that the purpose of the first Agency Advisory Committee Meeting held May
16, was to provide the background on the project and the Terms of Reference for the
Agency Committee.
Review and discuss updated ecological field services work plan for Stage 1 of One River
EA in relation to the Springbank Dam Options
DVV summarized the field program that is currently being implemented, including the
initial canoe reconnaissance and UAV aerial imagery captured during the first field event.
DVV noted observations of areas that have been re-vegetated since the dam ceased to
function, noting that invasive species were present but they still provide habitat for
terrestrial wildlife. Noted that the river has changed since the Dam hasn’t been
functioning, and the field program is designed to evaluate that change. Both summer and
spring fish surveys are included in the field program, with the spring fisheries survey
being conducted today. DVV further noted that endangered species of minnows have
been observed by the field staff.

MS asked if an ecological land classification (ELC) program was part of field program?
DVV, that’s a large effort for this stage of the project, will likely happen in future. TM, ELC
effort requirements will be evaluated after decision on the dam is made.
LM asked if the observation of Species at Risk (SAR) in the current field program will
result in a change/update in critical habitat mapping? Also, noted the importance of
endangered species being observed. DVV said minnows will be subject to in-house
analysis and sent for formal identification and inclusion in SAR database, Tom Mahood
will build on critical habitat mapping pieces later in meeting.

Springbank Dam Options and the MNRF
Permitting Process
3.

Tom Mahood/Lisa Prime
CH2M/Prime Strategy & Planning
9:45am – 10:00am (15 minutes)

4.

Springbank Dam Options and the DFO Critical
Habitat
Tom Mahood
CH2M Project Manager
10:00am – 10:15am (15 minutes)

Overview of the provincial permitting framework in the context of the Springbank Dam
Options
TM introduced subject, mentioned that the people around the table understand the
implications of permits and approvals on alternatives for the Dam and that we are
looking for their guidance and direction on this. Noted importance of understanding the
permitting framework within an EA context to understand permits and approvals for the
dam early in the process.
LP presented applicable slides (attached), noted that all agencies/approvals may not be
applicable for reinstating the dam. Noted that the Planning Act label on the current slide
should be relabelled Provincial Policy Framework. If repurposing the dam is considered a
viable option, navigable waterway considerations must also be included.
Discussion around the reason for including all possible permits/approvals, SM states that
the list is comprehensive to take an inventory of all potential permits for the 8 km stretch
of river, and later in meeting we can discuss specific applicable permits. CP points out
that the Endangered Species Act (ESA) provides critical habitat protection for the 8 km
stretch of the river in the study area and that an overall net benefit permit would be
required to reinstate the dam.
Discussion of the applicability of the DFO Critical habitat designation of portions of the
Thames River
TM presented slide material (attached), noted that on maps shown, critical habitat for
several species is not defined for area previously influenced by dam. Based on
information related to the recovery of SAR in the study area, likely safe to consider the 8
km stretch of river previously influenced by the dam as critical habitat currently.

Opportunity for agencies to ask questions or provide clarification related to the
presented materials
SM offered clarification that the Agency Advisory Committee Report is to be supported
by the Agency Advisory Committee, and it is to be taken to council. If initial drafts do not
align with views of committee members or if we have not accurately captured views
expressed in the meetings or discussion within the meetings, changes can be
incorporated through agency review and comments.
DP states that the quick conclusion seems to be there is a ‘vertical slope to climb’ to
reinstate the dam. Cautions that a public debate of recreation opportunities versus
ecological considerations, such as impacts on the Spiny Softshell Turtle could occur.
Summarized that is it unlikely that the dam could be reinstated based on approval
requirements.
Permitting: Group Discussion
5.

Scott Mathers
Division Manager Water Engineering
10:15am – 10:45am (30 minutes)

CP, A net benefit permit would be required to be signed off by the Minister of the MNRF,
the process would be a considerable undertaking and could be very difficult to show the
required net benefit. Legislation requires overall net benefit in a reasonable time frame;
an evaluation of reasonable alternatives is also a requirement. If a permit is issued then
adverse effects need to be minimized as part of the application. Permitting timeline is
approximately 6 months normally. CP, provided an example of another project, for which
a 5:1 replanting ratio for a SAR tree species was required by the MNRF for project
approval.
LM, according to the online Guide to the Species at Risk Act (SARA), the Thames would be
defined as Federal Land under the SARA as it is a waterway. On Federal Lands there are
prohibitions that make it an offence to kill, harm, harass, capture, or take a species, or,
damage or destroy the residence, nest or den of species listed in Schedule 1 of SARA as
endangered, threatened, or extirpated. The only exceptions that can be considered to
these prohibitions are for activities related to public safety, health or national security.
Reinstating a recreational dam would not appear to meet the criteria for an exception
under SARA.
SM asks if social/economical net benefit must be on a large scale, such as all of Ontario,
or something more localized? Doesn’t seem likely that we will be able to recreate habitat
to the extent required. CP to investigate and follow up (follow up attached).

LM notes that it is important to look at the critical habitat, water quality, and species in
the area in question as holistically as possible. Looking at the scope of the EA there is
currently SARA Critical Habitat mapping inside the areas that would be inundated and
impounded by the dam if it were reinstated. The negative impacts associated with this
would contravene the prohibitions of the SARA, and, reinstating a recreational dam
would not appear to meet the criteria for an exception under SARA.
CN notes that a permit to take water would be required if dam is reinstated. CT, permit
to take water was issued when dam was constructed; current status unknown.
MS discussed UTRCA mandate of flood control and protection of life and property, and
how involvement in SAR management is due to local influence, local impacts and the
need for UTRCA to support local projects. Most of the UTRCA involvement related to the
One River EA has been, to this point, through Scott Gillingwater’s efforts in regard to the
Spiny Softshell Turtle. Scott carries out all his activities well within the regulations for
SAR management in regard to his work with the Spiny Softshell Turtle.
CT notes that while the Springbank dam is not for flood control, it still impacts flooding
through operation if it was reinstated. Repurposing the dam would, therefore, also have
an impact on flooding.
JR, currently there is an existing DFO approval for fish passage at Dam in its current state
which expires December 2017. Unsure if approval can be renewed due to recent changes
in legislation, may be better to wait and see the plan moving forward. Regardless, If dam
is reinstated fish passage must be provided. Dam fish passage permit renewal discussion
currently with DFO, MNRF and Tom Copeland (City of London). SM states current DFO
permit will be attached to meeting summary.

Agency Committee Report #1 Outline
6.

Tom Mahood
CH2M Project Manager
10:45am – 11:15am (30 minutes)

JR, discussed that while the Spiny Softshell Turtle is a terrestrial animal overseen by
Environment Canada. Still, its residence is in the water and destruction of residence is
prohibited.
CH2M will present a draft outline for the Agency Committee Report No. 1
The group will be asked to provide comments and suggestions on the report contents
TM, intent of report is to capture meeting discussions. Report will include material in
short and concise manner, and will have EA technical memorandum on Stage 1 and the
background ecological report as companion documents that provide additional context.

SM states that material developed through the meetings is confidential until reported to
the public through the EA.
DP, social (i.e. canoeing and rowing) factors are important considerations for dam
decision. Is council making decision based on Agency Advisory Committee Report? SM,
meetings with stakeholders and Pop-Up events are being incorporated as well, they will
present social factors to council. Pop-up events will be held over July and August and the
public information meeting is scheduled in September.
LB, speaks to the general One River EA process, with Stage 1 focusing on the dam
decision and Stage 2 focusing on the River Management Options, evaluating social,
environment, technical, economic and other criteria. TM agrees, the dam decision
process does not include all the same factors as the river management decision process
of the One River EA since there are a wider range of infrastructure components that are
part of the river management assessment.
CN asks if other First Nations Communities and Metis are being consulted besides the
Chippewas of the Thames First Nations (COTTFN)? SM, COTTFN was brought in just for
one perspective as they are currently the most involved of the First Nations and Metis.
They previously sent a letter (on file) describing their position on dam. Full engagement
program for all First Nations/Metis impacted will be completed.
CP, what level of detail will be included for SAR evaluation in Agency Advisory Committee
report? TM, it will be based off material included in committee meeting discussion, not
new material. SM, a high-level inventory of species at risk will be included.
LB, a breakdown of the required approvals in the summary chart should be included, a
paragraph of the required information and time frame.
CT noted that it would be important to present the SAR information in an inclusive
manner and not just rely on the Spiny Softshell Turtle information. SM agrees, will
include other SAR present in the study area.
EK noted that it would be beneficial to include in Section 3 of the report some
information about water quality and source water protection material that is relevant to
the MOECC. SM agreed.

Next Steps/Next Meeting
7.

Scott Mathers
Division Manager Water Engineering
11:15am – 11:30am (15 minutes)

Parking Lot:
•

Discussion about using the word ‘recommendations’ in report. It is not the appropriate
word for the report since there are no recommendations being made by the agencies in
regard to the dam options. Suggestion to change section title to ‘Conclusions and Next
Steps’. General agreement from meeting attendees.
Agency Advisory Committee Meeting No. 3 is currently scheduled for Wednesday June
14, 2017
SM states that the draft agency advisory committee report will be circulated before next
meeting (Wednesday June 14) so that it can be discussed at the meeting. Comments will
be addressed, and recirculated for further review after the June 14 meeting.

One River EA Agency Advisory Committee: Meeting 3
Date / Time: Wednesday June 14, 2017, 1:30 pm-3:30 pm
Location:

Civic Garden Complex: 625 Springbank Drive, London, ON N6K 4T1 Room: The Birch Room

Scott Mathers; Ashley Rammeloo; Daniel Hsia; Andrew Macpherson; James Mackay; Scott Abernethy; Emmilia Kuisma; Craig
Invited:
Newton; Claire Paller; Chris Tasker; Mark Snowsell; Don Pearson; Tom Mahood; Mitch Jewson; Laurie Boyce; Lisa Prime; Arnie
Fausto; Mary Alikakos; Jennie Ryman
Agenda Item
Issue / Discussion
Opening Remarks and Introductions
1.

Scott Mathers
Division Manager Water Engineering

•
•

Introductions and Opening Remarks.
Review of previous Meeting Minutes.

•

Fisheries field program summary and field observations.

•

CH2M to provide a brief walkthrough of the draft Agency Advisory Committee
Report #1 document.

•

Opportunity for Agencies to provide comments or ask questions regarding the
report contents.

1:30pm – 1:35pm (5 minutes)
Current Field Program Observations
2.

Arnie Fausto
Project Ecologist
1:35pm – 1:50pm (15 minutes)
Agency Committee Report #1 Presentation

3.

Tom Mahood
CH2M Project Manager
1:50pm – 2:20pm (30 minutes)
Agency Committee Report #1 Discussion

4.

Tom Mahood
CH2M Project Manager
2:20pm – 3:20pm (60 minutes)

Next Steps/Next Meeting
5.

Scott Mathers
Division Manager Water Engineering
3:20pm – 3:30pm (10 minutes)

Parking Lot:

•
•
•

Agency Advisory Committee Meeting No. 4 to be scheduled in the fall.
A revised draft will be provided to all for comment.
Comments within a week of providing the report would be appreciated.

One River EA:
Agency Advisory Committee

Meeting No. 3
June 14, 2017

Outline
Today’s Discussion
• Opening Remarks & Minutes Review
• Current Field Program Observations
• Agency Advisory Committee Report Presentation
• Agency Advisory Committee Report Discussion
• Next Steps/Next Meeting

Opening Remarks
Introductions and Minutes Review
• Introductions
• Minutes Review/Discussion

Field Program
• Field program initial observations

Agency Advisory Committee
Report - Presentation
• Draft version from meetings No. 1 and No. 2
• Followed the TOC reasonably well
• Still need to incorporate meeting No. 3
• Objective today is to:
• Provide overview
• Generate discussion to improve report

Agency Advisory Committee
Report Discussion
• Issues, Concerns, Challenges?
• Comments/Questions?

Next Steps/Meetings
• Agency Advisory Committee meeting No. 4 to be
scheduled in the fall
• A revised draft will be provided to all for comment
• Comments within a week of providing the report
would be appreciated

One River EA Agency Advisory Committee: Meeting 3 Summary
Date / Time: Wednesday June 14, 2017, 1:30 pm-3:30 pm
Location:
Attendees:
Issue Date:

Civic Garden Complex: 625 Springbank Drive, London, ON N6K 4T1 Room: The Birch Room
Scott Mathers (SM), Ashley Rammeloo (AR), Daniel Hsia (DH), Emmilia Kuisma (EK), Claire Paller (CP), Chris Tasker (CT), Mark
Snowsell (MS), Don Pearson (DP), Tom Mahood (TM), Mitch Jewson (MJ), Lisa Prime (LP), Arnie Fausto (AF), Mary Alikakos (MA),
Jason Lehouillier (JL), Linda McDougall (LM)
Wednesday June 21, 2017
Prepared by: Mitch Jewson (CH2M)

Minutes will be issued within 7 business days. Errors and omissions in minutes may be provided by Agency Advisory Committee Members within
7 business days.
Agenda Item

Opening Remarks and Introductions

1.

Scott Mathers
Division Manager Water Engineering
1:30pm – 1:35pm (5 minutes)

Current Field Program Observations
2.

Arnie Fausto
Project Ecologist
1:35pm – 1:50pm (15 minutes)

Issue / Discussion
Introductions and opening remarks. Review of previous meeting minutes.
SM introduced Ashley Rammeloo who will be transitioning in as the new project manager
for the One River EA, Jason Lehouillier from the MOECC, Mary Alikakos who is with the
MOECC (formerly a representative from COTTFN), and Arnie Fausto who is a senior
ecologist with Matrix Solutions.
SM clarifies that the Agency Advisory Committee Report will be an appendix in the report
to council, it is only a component of the material that will be presented to council so they
can decide on which dam alternative to pursue. There will be other components
including the communications with First Nations, Stakeholders and Agencies that will
have taken place in advance of finalizing the Council report.
Fisheries field program summary and field observations.
AF described the specifics of the fisheries field program. Umbrella and seine nets have
been used to catch minnows. Minnow species that were thought to be identified (to be
confirmed) included the Silver Shiner (threatened), Spot Tailed Shiner and Greenside
Darter. Many species (10-12) of minnow live in the Thames River, along with various
mussels and other fish species (Smallmouth Bass and Rock Bass). Different habitat types
have been sampled such as side channels acting as nurseries and debris piles that act as
refugia. AF stated that the ecological field work is being completed to gain a better
understanding of habitat change that has occurred since the dam has been inoperable, so
we know going forward what habitat exists and which species are present.

TM asked if the field team got approached by any community members. AF replied that
many people were interested and surprised at what was being done to capture fish.
Some members of the public informed of turtle poaching in certain areas of the Thames
River.
SM, is it usual to find endangered/threatened species in such a short time in field
surveys? AF, the Thames River has rich biodiversity so unsure if it is normal or not to
catch such species, although it is doubtful that as many fish could be captured if the river
was still impounded by the dam. Riffles, which oxygenate the water and provide fast
moving shallow water habitat are very important for river health, and they were not
present when the river was impounded by the dam. This helps us catch more fish to
identify.
JL, was assessing the number of different species caught or abundance of each species
included in the work? AF, no abundance calculations have been completed, we were just
tasked with the inventory of species observed to confirm/update current data for area.

Agency Committee Report #1 Presentation
3.

Tom Mahood
CH2M Project Manager
1:50pm – 2:20pm (30 minutes)

SM, any new or updated discoveries that were not previously recorded? AF, there
haven’t been any new discoveries however further analysis still needs to be completed.
No unusual observations were made; initial thoughts on habitat and species present are
being confirmed.
CH2M to provide a brief walkthrough of the draft Agency Advisory Committee Report
#1 document.
TM prefaces report by stating that it is a draft document as todays discussion still must
be incorporated. Reiterates that the minutes and discussion items from previous
meetings are reflected in the report, not any material from outside the meeting content.
The report summarizes project background, problem and opportunity statement and EA
process steps as an introduction similar to the first meeting. The project is currently in
step 1 of the EA, and once the preferred dam alternative is selected, step 2 (river
management options and strategies) can begin. Described graphic included in draft,
which shows public & council consultation process, EA criteria evaluation and a Public
Information Center, all of which will be incorporated into step 1 of the EA. Dam
alternatives defined in the report include free flowing river, reinstating dam and do
nothing options.

Included in the report is also a list of Agency Advisory Committee membership, agency
representative’s names and roles. Additional perspectives, such as the perspective of the
Chippewas of the Thames First Nations will be included in the report as they were
present for Agency Advisory Committee Meeting No. 1.
TM summarized that large aspects of the river were influenced by the dam such as
critical habitat and geomorphology. AF described the current environmental and
ecological considerations, and how future river alternatives might impact these
considerations. The Thames River is a unique river as it is one of the most southern in
Canada and exists in the unique Carolinian zone, and as such it gets many species from
different ranges that are subject to federal and provincial jurisdictions.
AF, currently critical habitat isn’t defined where the former reservoir existed, but now
that the river is free flowing, there are lots of signs that critical habitat is present in the
area formerly influenced by the dam. SAR legislation has a lot to do with the decision
moving forward in terms of dam alternatives. To reinstate the dam, there must be proof
that overall net benefit can be achieved and habitat recreated elsewhere.
LM, what is the relationship between the DFO and MNRF for permitting/jurisdiction? For
example, Spiny Softshell Turtles are a terrestrial species, but their residents are in water,
which is protected by the DFO? TM, this was confirmed by DFO in meeting No. 2.
LP provided synopsis of regulatory perspective on applicable permits, including DFO,
conservation authority and SAR approvals. Also included is Lakes and Rivers
Improvement Act (LRIA), Permit to Take Water (PTTW) and First Nations Engagement,
although there may not be permitting requirements for the chosen dam alternative,
there are important consultation considerations. LP presented big picture regulatory
framework. SM asked agency representatives to please pay attention to Table 4-1 in the
report, as it is the project teams understanding of the permits, and will need further
refinements based on guidance from Agency Advisory Committee representatives.
LM, is the DFO going to update the area previously influenced by the Springbank Dam as
critical habitat for any species? Do we need a permit from them if we destroy critical
habitat/potential critical habitat? SM will follow-up with DFO since they are not
represented at today’s meeting, likely open to accepting applications.

LM, will there be a water quality section included in this report, such as adding
considerations for phosphorus for the dam alternatives? TM, other water quality projects
are in progress, such as the Pollution Prevention and Control Plan. Water quality not
talked about in great length to-date at Agency meetings. SM, water quality with regards
to dam alternatives considerations will be included in documentation to be brought to
Council. Water quality is easier to deal with than perhaps some of the other issues since
there is plenty of data available and management strategies developed. TM, Pollution
Prevention and Control Plan and water quality data will be included in the material
provided to council. Water quality criteria will be included in Step 1 of the EA evaluation
of alternatives.
LM, is a costing evaluation included? SM, just general very high level costs. TM, economic
criteria still needs to be evaluated. A definition of what economic components is included
in the Step 1 evaluation of dam alternatives will be included in the EA Technical
Memorandum No. 1 which is currently being drafted.

Agency Committee Report #1 Discussion
4.

Tom Mahood
CH2M Project Manager
2:20pm – 3:20pm (60 minutes)

Opportunity for Agencies to provide comments or ask questions regarding the report
contents.
SM, comments from meetings that are included in the agency advisory report provide
perspective from agency representatives in regard to the issues discussed at the
meetings. Please advise our team of any additions to the report that may add additional
perspective that is important to the consideration of dam alternatives such as the email
from the MNRF representative that defined permitting requirements in additional detail,
and will be included in report as an attachment. TM, text in report currently captures our
interpretation of the discussions and can be changed to best capture what was discussed
from agency perspectives, agency representatives should not hesitate to suggest
modifications to the report that better support their own perspectives on the meeting
discussions.
LP, need to include in agency report that if an approval is provided for a dam alternative,
cost to implement approval requirements could be a barrier for that dam alternative.
TM, the report hasn’t captured, to-date, the complexity of multiple SAR in one river area,
habitat considerations are large due to size of river being evaluated, need to capture

connections between the SAR present. LM, need to also differentiate between critical
habitat and important habitat.
MA, a full First Nations/Metis engagement program needs to be included in the agency
advisory committee report. What often happens is that First Nations and Metis and
public engagement get lumped together. First Nations and Metis needs to be separated
from the general public as each group has different priorities for the river, and this needs
to be reflected in First Nations and Metis engagement. Public consultation alone misses
engaging with First Nations rights holders, whose views may not be in tune with the
average member of the publics’ view. Engagement needs to start now with the First
Nations, as a longer time frame is required to fully facilitate First Nations engagement.
SM, documentation to Council to help reach decision on dam alternatives includes the
agency advisory committee report, EA summary to date including feasibility analysis, and
engagement strategy for the public and First Nations and Metis. First Nations comments
will be included in Council material to support the Agency Advisory Committee Report
and the EA Technical Memorandum No.1.
LM, are we still waiting to hear back about social/economic benefit magnitudes required
for a D permit? SM, yes and it is to be included in tech memo, understanding is that the
project must be of a large social/economic benefit to Ontario, as only 2 have been issued
in Ontario, therefore not common.
DP, how are the socioeconomic considerations for dam alternatives being included in the
EA process? How is this EA approach/process organized to account for people who want
the dam? SM, we are engaging people through this first Step 1 of the EA which looks at
the options for the dam. This strategy was endorsed by council, the City is to meet with
interest groups asking how each uses/would like to use the space, and will provide
feedback to council. All dam alternative may not be really feasible, so the strategy is to
present realistic and feasible alternatives.
Discussion around Back to the River initiative; the City is currently working with Civitas to
look at how the Back to the River design will work based on different water levels while
still providing social/cultural benefits. LM, will Back to the River work with all dam
alternatives? SM, that is the current thought, however, there are significant issues with
the current Back to the River design as there is SAR habitat and a combined sewer outfall

nearby, transit system changes to the area, and hydraulic issues around installing piers in
the water. There is still opportunity for back to the River but it will look different than
original design. MA, First Nations need to be consulted on Back to the River project.
JL, is the agency advisory committee expected to put forward a recommendation to
council? SM, no, report will just include committee meeting discussion on river in the
context of approvals and permitting.
CP, asked about dam alternatives: reinstate vs free flowing, where is repurpose
alternative? SM, repurpose is in the free flowing alternative, no option to repurpose with
obstruction. CP, repurposing alternative may change permitting requirements
(depending on use). CT, do nothing option is not actually an option from a health and
safety standpoint.
LP, removal of dam included in free flowing alternative would add complexity to
permitting requirements. Discussion to add a glossary to the Agency Advisory Committee
Report, to define and clarify terms such as free flowing, reinstate, and complexity of
permitting (cost of permit vs cost of implementation, technical considerations and time
requirements).

Next Steps/Next Meeting
5.

Scott Mathers
Division Manager Water Engineering
3:20pm – 3:30pm (10 minutes)

Parking Lot:

Agency Advisory Committee Meeting No. 4 to be scheduled in the fall. A revised draft
will be provided to all for comment. Comments within a week or two of providing the
report would be appreciated.
SM, while Agency Advisory Committee Report is being finalized, other aspects of the
project will be moving forward, such as community engagement. If agency
representatives request it, City is happy to meet one on one with current
representatives or senior representatives. Otherwise, if agency representatives could
provide comments within a couple of weeks after receiving the draft report that would
be great. Agency Advisory Committee Meeting No. 4 will be scheduled in the fall.

One River EA Agency Advisory Committee: Meeting 4
Date / Time: Thursday May 24, 2018, 12:30 pm-2:30 pm
Location:

Civic Garden Complex: 625 Springbank Drive, London, ON N6K 4T1 Room: The Birch Room

Scott Mathers; Ashley Rammeloo; Daniel Hsia; Chris Tasker; Mark Snowsell; Don Pearson; Karina Cerniavskaja; Scott Abernethy;
Invited:
Emmilia Kuisma; Craig Newton; Jason Lehouillier; Mary Alikakos; Jennie Ryman; Tom Mahood; Mitch Jewson; Lisa Prime; Arnie
Fausto
Agenda Item
Issue / Discussion
Opening Remarks and Introductions
1.

Ashley Rammeloo
City of London Project Manager

•

Introductions and Opening Remarks.

•
•

Stage 1 Summary
Stage 2 Approach

•

Discussion on Master Plan River Management Plan

•

Discussion and Agency Input on Dam Decommissioning Schedule B EA Component

12:30pm – 12:40pm (10 minutes)
Stage 1 Summary and Stage 2 Approach
2.

Tom Mahood
Jacobs Project Manager
12:40pm – 1:00pm (20 minutes)
River management Plan “Master Plan” EA
Discussion

3.

4.

Tom Mahood
Jacobs Project Manager
1:00pm – 1:20pm (20 minutes)
Dam Decommissioning “Schedule B” EA
Discussion
Tom Mahood
Jacobs Project Manager
1:20pm – 1:40pm (20 minutes)

BTTR “Schedule B” EA Discussion
5.

Tom Mahood
Jacobs Project Manager

•

Discussion and Agency Input on Back to the River Schedule B EA Component

•

Closing Discussion and Questions

1:40pm – 2:00pm (20 minutes)
Next Steps/ Questions
6.

Ashley Rammeloo
City of London Project Manager
2:00pm – 2:15pm (15 minutes)

Parking Lot:

One River EA:
Agency Advisory Committee

Meeting No. 4
May 24, 2018

Outline
Today’s Discussion
• Introductions and Opening Remarks
• Stage 1 Summary and Stage 2 Approach
• River Management Plan Master Plan EA
Discussion
• Dam Decommissioning Schedule B EA
Discussion
• Back to the River Schedule B EA Discussion
• Next Steps

Opening Remarks
Introductions and Minutes Review
• Introductions
• Meeting Objectives
•
•
•
•

Update Advisory Committee on EA
Provide Overview of Stage 2
Define Agency Interests
List Initial Opportunities and Constraints

Stage 1 Summary
• Preferred Alternative of Free Flowing River
Selected by Council in January
• Over 1,000 Surveys Submitted and over 150
people attended the PICs
• PIC held at COTTFN
• Allows us to proceed with more certainty into
Stage 2

Stage 2 Approach
• Three Main Components:
• Dam Decommissioning Schedule B EA
• Forks of the Thames Back to the River Schedule B EA
• River Management Strategies Master Plan EA

River Management Plan
• Activities for consideration:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Footbridge downstream of Forks
Stranded lookouts
High elevation SWM outfalls
Shoreline restoration works
Erosion control works
Access points (improve existing & new locations)
Commercialization of area i.e. food truck?
Geomorphic stability (Scour hole)
Hunt Weir
Labatt Sanitary Siphon

North Branch Scour Pools
Labatt Sanitary Siphon

Riverview-Evergreen &
Coves Dyke

Springbank Dam

Thames Valley
Corridor Plan

Hunt Weir

Dam Decommissioning
• Basic Alternatives:
• Do Nothing
• Partial Removal
• Full Removal

• Number of secondary options for:
• What to do with dam if left in place
• How to either remove or leave in place

Study Area

Dam Decommissioning
Do Nothing

Dam Decommissioning
Partial Removal
Complete Routine Safety
Inspection and Maintenance

Remove Gates
Salvage/Demolish appropriate
Hydraulic, Electrical and
Mechanical Components

Dam Decommissioning
Full Removal

Back to the River
• A Number of Different Options for a Variety of
Elements:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Ribbon
Terracing
Pathways
Lookout
Hard vs soft surfaces
Shoreline options
Integration with Museum London and Dundas Place

Study Area

Back to the River
Example of a “Ribbon” Concept

Back to the River
Example of a “Ribbon” Concept

Back to the River
Example of a “Ribbon” Concept

Back to the River
Example of a “Ribbon” Concept

Back to the River
Example of a Terracing Concept

Questions?
• EA Process?
• EA Components?
• Schedule?

Next Steps
• PIC planned for Wednesday June 6th from
4:00 pm to 8:00 PM at Museum London
• First Nations Meeting to follow on June 11th
• Field work continues into early Summer
• Evaluation Criteria to be finalized in July
• Options Evaluation to take place in August

One River EA Agency Advisory Committee: Meeting 4 Summary
Date / Time: Thursday May 24, 2018, 12:30 pm-2:30 pm
Location:

Civic Garden Complex: 625 Springbank Drive, London, ON N6K 4T1 Room: The Birch Room

Ashley Rammeloo (AR), Daniel Hsia (DH), Chris Tasker (CT), Mark Peacock (MP), Karina Cerniavskaja (KC), Kathryn Markham (KM),
Attendees:
Emmilia Kuisma (EK), Craig Newton (CN), Jason Lehouillier (JL), Mary Alikakos (MA), Jennie Ryman (JR), Tom Mahood (TM), Mitch
Jewson (MJ), Lisa Prime (LP), Amanda McKay (AM)
Issue Date:
Wednesday June 13, 2018, revised June 25th 2018
Prepared by:
Mitch Jewson (CH2M)
Minutes will be issued within 7 business days. Errors and omissions in minutes may be provided by Agency Advisory Committee Members within
7 business days.
Agenda Item
Issue / Discussion
Introductions and Opening Remarks.
Opening Remarks and Introductions
Meeting attendees introduce themselves. AR, please note that CH2M is now Jacobs.
1.

Ashley Rammeloo
City of London Project Manager
12:30pm – 12:40pm (10 minutes)

Stage 1 Summary and Stage 2 Approach
2.

Tom Mahood
Jacobs Project Manager
12:40pm – 1:00pm (20 minutes)

AR, we wanted to get back together with this agency group to provide an update on this
project. Stage 1 was completed in January, we are now moving into Stage 2 which has
three components: Dam decommissioning Schedule B EA, Forks of the Thames Schedule
B EA, and River Management Plan Master Plan EA.
Stage 1 Summary. Stage 2 Approach
TM, the objective of this meeting is to provide an update on the project, explain the
Stage 2 approach, and get an idea of project opportunities and constraints from an
agency perspective.
TM summarizes Stage 1. Committee and Council selected the free-flowing river as the
preferred option. Stage 1 had a lot of public input and feedback that supported the
decision.
TM, explains Stage 2 approach and three components. EA started at Master Plan Level,
now 2 of the components have been elevated to Schedule B EAs.

Discussion on Master Plan River Management Plan
TM explains River Management Plan (RMP) portion of the project. The RMP will be
developed considering the guidance contained within the London Plan and the Thames
Valley Corridor Plan. Infrastructure elements will be looked at as well.
River management Plan “Master Plan” EA
Discussion
3.

Tom Mahood
Jacobs Project Manager
1:00pm – 1:20pm (20 minutes)

TM explains separate elements of the RMP such as public access features, bank stability,
the scour hole and flood management. The RMP study area covers the entire original
One River EA study area. Recommendations put forward for the RMP will be in terms of a
concept or plan, though they won’t be taken to the same level as the Schedule B
components.
LP, have completed a background policy review of the London Plan and TVCP and looked
at the principles of connectivity from an economic and social perspective. I will be looking
further into how to drive what the policy is suggesting in regard to pedestrian, cyclist and
transit connectivity.
CT, just so the team is aware, another EA is being completed to look at the scour holes in
the Thames. AR, thanks we are aware.

4.

Dam Decommissioning “Schedule B” EA
Discussion
Tom Mahood
Jacobs Project Manager
1:20pm – 1:40pm (20 minutes)

Discussion and Agency Input on Dam Decommissioning Schedule B EA Component
TM explains Dam Decommissioning Schedule B EA approach and the alternatives. Jacobs
is to complete a structural assessment of the dam to assist in the evaluation of the
options (do nothing, partial removal or full removal). Will also be looking at the potential
remaining life span of the dam. Cost factors are also significant. Repurposing the dam
options such as a lookout or walkway will not be evaluated as part of the decision
making.
CT, for the structural review, have you reviewed the previous inspection work (crib wall,
erosion controls, concrete testing, etc.)? TM, yes we have reviewed available
documentation and it will be incorporated into the findings. CT, UTRCA may have
additional data.
TM further explains dam decommissioning options, including extended study area for the
dam. Removing gates from the river bottom will be a challenge from a technical
perspective. Full removal will involve removing all structural elements and improving

erosion control on the south shore to the east and west of the dam. TM shows dam
option visuals.
CN, is any of the north shore included in the study area? TM, there would be very little
disturbance as it is private property and options do not extend into that area. People
asked about making a connecting pathway but that land is privately owned.
CT, may want to extend study area so it covers more of an area that may be impacted.
AM, environmental buffer covers 150 m buffer zone and that covers the area that may be
impacted. CT, may need to more closely look at the areas the gates take up as they are
quite large.
TM, applicable background data has been collected, field efforts are focused on filling
data gaps in the dam study area. More data is needed to fill gaps at the forks area than
the dam.
Discussion and Agency Input on Back to the River Schedule B EA Component
TM provides an update on the Forks of the Thames portion of the project. Civitas has
come up with a number of options for the features at the forks. Though the public is
familiar with the original design, the PIC information will be developed to get peoples
opinions on separate elements of the design options.
BTTR “Schedule B” EA Discussion
5.

Tom Mahood
Jacobs Project Manager
1:40pm – 2:00pm (20 minutes)

TM describes different elements of the Forks portion. Terracing, “ribbon”, amount of
hard surfaces or lawn, and riverbank options are all different elements. Connectivity and
linkages for pedestrians and cyclist are important to the City and the Public. This is being
looked at by LP.
Civitas is to provide 3D images for the PIC, to give the public a better understanding of
each option.
JL, what are the next steps? TM, June 6th is the PIC in London.
CN, has past property use been looked at for this area, could be a source of potential
contamination? TM, yes we are aware and will be looking into that after the PIC. CN, I
believe there was some coal tar present not too far from this area.

AR, we are planning on putting in an art piece to signify the First Nations treaty signing at
the forks. We will be taking this idea for feedback to the PIC at Oneida on June 11th.
Closing Discussion and Questions
TM, we are interested in your comments on the Stage 2 approach for this project from
your agencies perspective.
CT, UTRCA may have more to comment on at a later date, but some of the work
associated with the alternatives will require a permit.
JL, appreciate being invited to the table. It is beneficial to keep us updated. Let us know if
you need anything additional from us.

Next Steps/ Questions
6.

Ashley Rammeloo
City of London Project Manager
2:00pm – 2:15pm (15 minutes)

CN, in terms of meeting with First Nations, why are you only meeting with Oneida? AR,
other First Nations are invited, only Oneida and COTTFN have been active so far in
responding.
CN, need to take climate change into account in this EA.
MA, there have been a few elections at the First Nations recently, I will send an updated
contact list as sometimes it can be difficult to keep track. TM, an information brief that
summarizes Stage 1 and explains Stage 2 in more detail was provided with the PIC notice
for the First Nations. AR, recently sat down with First Nations to discuss a few City
projects in addition to One River such as bus rapid transit and the pollution prevention
and control plan.
MA, face to face meetings with First Nations groups is better than written
communications in my experience.
MA, will the meeting be similar to the COTTFN PIC last year? AR yes, same format, and
we are planning on having a presentation prepared if required.
EK, my role is regulatory and compliance. Some of the options would require a permit to
take water. The district office would be responsible.

KC, MNRF has provided comments in the past, SAR is a concern as the project team
knows. KM, Thames River is a hot spot for SAR, so any direct or indirect impact on them
should be taken into account.
MP, this a great opportunity to address these problems through bioengineering
approaches.
TM, evaluation criteria will be further developed based on opportunities and constraints.
Need to further define these criteria before evaluating options. We will be looking to
agencies for additional support on establishing final criteria.
JR, fisheries work has been discussed at all stages of the project and consideration of fish,
fish habitat and aquatic Species at Risk should continue to be taken into consideration
throughout the entire process.
TM, current schedule for final report is to have it at some point in October, as the original
scope of the project was to be 18 months. We will be presenting refined conceptual
alternatives at a mid-September PIC. Next steps include continuing field work, looking at
criteria and constraints in July, evaluating options in August, taking these options to the
public in September.
CN, MOECC can look at draft reports, if you want to submit one we are open to receiving
and providing comment. TM, thanks.
AM, we are updating UTRCA HEC-RAS model with survey and bathymetry data, so we can
compare the hydraulic impact of multiple alternatives on the river flow regime using 2D
flow modelling. Also doing additional fisheries work, as a big constraint is SAR. Have been
getting good data with many incidental wildlife encounters recorded.
TM, Minutes will be circulated and the presentation updated and sent out.
Parking Lot:

One River EA Agency Advisory Committee: Meeting 5
Date / Time: Friday September 7th, 2018, 10:00 am- 12:00 pm
Location:

London City Hall, 300 Dufferin Avenue, London ON N6A 4L9 Second Floor Committee Room 1
Scott Mathers; Ashley Rammeloo; Daniel Hsia; Chris Tasker; Mark Snowsell; Mark Peacock; Karina Cerniavskaja; Kathryn
Invited:
Markham; Scott Abernethy; Emmilia Kuisma; Craig Newton; Jason Lehouillier; Mary Alikakos; Lareina Rising; Jennie Ryman; Tom
Mahood; Mitch Jewson; Jillian Schmitter; Lisa Prime; Arnie Fausto; Amanda McKay
Agenda Item
Issue / Discussion
Opening Remarks and Introductions
1.

Ashley Rammeloo
City of London Project Manager

•

Introductions and Opening Remarks

•

Summary of One River EA Stage 2 Approach

•

Presentation of the Springbank Dam Decommissioning Alternatives

•

Presentation of River Management Plan Alternatives

10:00 am – 10:10 am (10 minutes)
One River EA Stage 2 Approach
2.

Tom Mahood
Jacobs Project Manager
10:10 am – 10:20 am (10 minutes)
Springbank Dam Decommissioning Schedule
B Alternatives Review

3.

Tom Mahood
Jacobs Project Manager
10:20 am – 10:30 am (10 minutes)
River Management Plan Master Plan
Alternatives Review

4.

Tom Mahood
Jacobs Project Manager
10:30 am – 10:40 am (10 minutes)

Forks of the Thames Schedule B Alternatives
Review
5.

Tom Mahood
Jacobs Project Manager

•

Presentation of Forks of the Thames Alternatives

•

Presentation of evaluation criteria and preliminary preferred alternatives

•

Agency Representatives can provide feedback on Preferred Alternatives for three
project components

•
•
•
•

PIC to be held on October 3rd, 4:00 pm to 8:00 pm at London Central Library
First Nations PIC to be held in October
Draft Report completed in mid November
Recommendations to Council in January 2019

10:40 am – 10:50 am (10 minutes)
Evaluation Criteria Review and Preliminary
Preferred Alternatives
6.

Tom Mahood
Jacobs Project Manager
10:50 am – 11:10 am (20 minutes)
Agency Roundtable

7.

Tom Mahood
Jacobs Project Manager
11:10 am – 11:25 am (15 minutes)
Next Steps/ Questions

8.

Ashley Rammeloo
City of London Project Manager
11:25 am – 11:30 am (5 minutes)

Parking Lot:

One River EA:
Agency Advisory Committee

Meeting No. 5
Sept 7, 2018

Outline
Today’s Discussion
• Opening Remarks and Introductions
• Stage 2 Approach Summary
• Springbank Dam Decommissioning Alternatives
Review
• River Management Plan Alternatives Review
• Forks of the Thames Alternative Review
• Evaluation Criteria Review and Preliminary
Preferred Alternatives
• Agency Roundtable
• Next Steps/Questions

Opening Remarks
Introductions and Minutes Review
• Introductions
• Meeting Objectives
• Update Advisory Committee on Project Progress
• Present Preferred Alternatives
• Provide Opportunity for Agency Feedback

Stage 2 Approach Summary
• Three Main Components:
• Dam Decommissioning Schedule B EA
• Forks of the Thames Schedule B EA
• River Management Strategies Master Plan EA

Dam Decommissioning
Alternatives
• Do Nothing
• Dam maintained in current condition
• Preventative rehabilitation program and safety inspection

• Partial Removal
• Remove or salvage parts such hydraulics, gates, control room, etc.
• Stabilize structure and restore riverbank with habitat improvements
• Preventative rehabilitation program and safety inspection

• Full Removal
• Remove all components and structures, including erosion control
works
• Riverbank and riverbed would be fully restored with habitat
improvements

Dam Decommissioning
Do Nothing

Dam Decommissioning
Partial Removal

Dam Decommissioning
Full Removal

River Management Plan
Alternatives
• The River Management Plan has 4 Alternatives, ranging from
limited access and higher environmental protection to higher
access and less environmental protection
• Access includes pathways, fishing and boat launching areas
and lookouts

Alternative 1: Existing Conditions (Do Nothing)
• Maintain existing access locations (informal trails, formal
pathways, fishing and boat access, and lookouts)
• No action regarding existing areas of erosion and
sedimentation, Dykes and SAR Habitat areas

River Management Plan
Alternatives
Alternative 2: Naturalized River Corridor
• Maintain and/or improve the quality and safety of the existing
access locations with no new access locations to be
constructed
• Improve/repair erosion and riverbank instability areas
• Protect and improve natural heritage features, such as
mitigation of non-native species
• Limit access to sensitive habitats, and decommission access
points near sensitive habitats, where possible

River Management Plan
Alternatives
Alternative 3: Strategic River Corridor Use and
Access
• Maintain and/or improve the quality and safety of existing
access with new strategic access points constructed to avoid
sensitive habitat infringement
• Improve/repair erosion and riverbank instability areas
• Protect and improve natural heritage features, such as
mitigation of non-native species
• Stage the implementation of new access points as sensitive
habitat locations potentially change as the river stabilizes

River Management Plan
Alternatives
Alternative 4: Enhanced River Corridor Use and
Access
• Maintain and/or improve the quality and safety of existing
access with multiple new access points constructed
• Improve/repair erosion and riverbank instability areas
• Protect and improve natural heritage features, such as
mitigation of non-native species
• Maintain existing access locations near sensitive habitats as
applicable

Forks of the Thames
Alternatives
• Different Options for the Forks of the Thames:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Ribbon structure
Terracing layout
Pathway orientation
Lookout locations
Hard vs soft surfaces
Shoreline treatments

• 4 Ribbon Alternatives (Plus Do Nothing)
• 2 Terracing Alternatives

Forks of the Thames
Alternatives
Ribbon Alternative 1- Walkway supported by Piers in River

Forks of the Thames
Alternatives
Ribbon Alternative 2- Suspended Walkway

Forks of the Thames
Alternatives
Ribbon Alternative 3- Kensington Bridge Extension and Lookout

Forks of the Thames
Alternatives
Ribbon Alternative 4- Land Based Walkway

Forks of the Thames
Alternatives
Terrace Alternative 1- Hardscape

Forks of the Thames
Alternatives
Terrace Alternative 2- Softscape

Evaluation Criteria
• Criteria in three categories: Natural Environment,
Social/Cultural, and Technical and Economic
• Evaluation Criteria modified for each component
of the project (Dam, RMP, Forks)
• Spreadsheet shows individual criteria definition,
measure and scale

Springbank Dam
Preferred Alternative
• Preliminary Preferred
Alternative is Partial Removal
of the Dam
• While the Full Removal is better for the natural
environment, Partial Removal is more
technically and financially feasible
• Full Removal could be completed at a later
date

River Management Plan
Preferred Alternative
• Preliminary Preferred Alternative is Alternative 3,
Strategic River Corridor Use and Access
• Provides a balance between protecting sensitive
habitat and providing recreation and connectivity
• Aligns with Thames Valley Corridor Plan and the
London Plan

Forks of the Thames
Preferred Alternative
• Preliminary Preferred Alternative
is Ribbon Alternative 2Suspended Walkway

• Eliminates encroachment into river while still
providing opportunities to interact with river
• Provides river vista and exciting feature to the
Forks of the Thames

Forks of the Thames
Preferred Alternative
• Preliminary Preferred
Alternative is Terrace
Alternative 2, Softscape

• Provides more green spaces and habitat for
terrestrial species
• Natural shoreline provides additional habitat for
erosion protection

Agency Roundtable
• Agency Feedback on process, alternatives,
criteria or preferred alternatives.
• Questions, comments, concerns?

Next Steps
• PIC to be held on October 3rd, 4:00 pm to 8:00
pm at London Central Library
• First Nations PIC to be held in October
• Draft Report completed in mid November
• Recommendations to Council in January 2019

One River EA Agency Advisory Committee: Meeting 5
Date / Time: Friday September 7th, 2018, 10:00 am- 12:00 pm
Location:
Attendees:
Issue Date

London City Hall, 300 Dufferin Avenue, London ON N6A 4L9 Second Floor Committee Room 1
Ashley Rammeloo (AR); Daniel Hsia (DH); Mark Snowsell (MS); Mark Peacock (MP); Karina Cerniavskaja (KC, phone);
Emmilia Kuisma (EK); Craig Newton (CN); Mary Alikakos (MA); Lareina Rising (LR); Tom Mahood (TM); Jillian
Schmitter (JS); Lisa Prime (LP); Arnie Fausto (AF)
September 14, 2018

Prepared by:

Jillian Schmitter (Jacobs)

Minutes will be issued within 7 business days. Errors and omissions in minutes may be provided by Agency Advisory Committee
Members within 7 business days.
Agenda Item
Opening Remarks and
Introductions
1.

Ashley Rammeloo
City of London Project Manager
10:00 am – 10:10 am (10 minutes)
One River EA Stage 2 Approach

2.

Tom Mahood
Jacobs Project Manager
10:10 am – 10:20 am (10 minutes)
Springbank Dam Decommissioning
Schedule B Alternatives Review

3.

Tom Mahood
Jacobs Project Manager
10:20 am – 10:30 am (10 minutes)

Issue / Discussion
Introductions and Opening Remarks
Meeting attendees introduced themselves.
TM and AR introduced the purpose of the meeting, which is to update the agency
group on the progress of the project and solicit feedback prior to taking the
preliminary preferred alternatives to the public.
One River Stage 2 Approach
TM provided an overview of the EA components which include the Springbank Dam
decommissioning (Schedule B EA), the Forks of the Thames (Schedule B EA), and the
River Management Plan (RMP), (Master Plan EA). The approach is outlined in a block
flow diagram, we are working on a report friendly version of this figure to
communicate the process more clearly to the public.
Springbank Dam Decommissioning Schedule B Alternatives Review
TM provided overview of the three alternatives considered under this part of the EA:
- Do nothing. This alternative is not do absolutely nothing, in this EA this
alternative includes providing maintenance in a preventive
maintenance/safety fashion.
- Alternative 2, partial dam removal includes the removal of hydraulic
components with river bank remediation that also would provide some
stability and habitat improvements along the bank.

-

Alternative 3, is the full removal of the dam and related structures and
restoration of the river bank using biotechnology solutions.

River Management Plan Master Plan Alternatives Review
TM provided overview of RMP.
TM presented the alternatives to the attendees. Tom noted that all alternatives, with
the exception of “Do Nothing”, include remediation of and modifying existing access
to adjust for the future in water level.
Alternative 1 includes remediation of and modifying existing access to adjust for the
future in water level.

River Management Plan Master
Plan Alternatives Review
4.

Tom Mahood
Jacobs Project Manager
10:30 am – 10:40 am (10 minutes)

Alternative 2 includes remediation of and modifying existing access to adjust for the
future in water level and the remediation and naturalization of river bank areas that
require stabilization and improvements in habitat.
Alternative 3 includes remediation of and modifying existing access to adjust for the
future in water level and the remediation and naturalization of river bank areas that
require stabilization and improvements in habitat and also allows for additional
access to the river through access points which have been selected to minimize
potential human impact on sensitive habitat areas.
Alternative 4 includes remediation of and modifying existing access to adjust for the
future in water level and the remediation and naturalization of river bank areas that
require stabilization and improvements in habitat, allows for additional access to the
river through access points which have been selected to minimize potential human
impact on sensitive habitat areas and the creation of additional new access points
that achieve the objective of the TVCP and the London Plan for more and better
active enjoyment of the river.
TM we unfortunately don’t have all of the mapping completed for these at this time.
Those are underway right now and will be completed in time for the October PIC.

Forks of the Thames Schedule B Alternatives Review
Clarification: For the purposes of the evaluation, the Ribbon and Terrace
components of the Forks were evaluated separately. The preferred alternative
described in the report will present a cohesive preferred alternative for the Forks
and will address existing components such as the existing playground that are to
remain.

Forks of the Thames Schedule B
Alternatives Review
5.

Tom Mahood
Jacobs Project Manager
10:40 am – 10:50 am (10 minutes)

The Ribbon
TM provided overview of the Ribbon Alternatives. Alternative 1 is, essentially, the
concept from the Back to the River competition. Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 were
developed for the EA based on the vision of the Back to the River objectives and
original concept.
TM noted that the project team is developing the concepts such that Schedule B
requirements are met but in a way that gives future design efforts some flexibility to
incorporate additional ideas.
Kensington bridge will be reconstructed in the near future. However, the bridge is a
heritage structure and thus impacts the ability to implement alternative 3.
The Terraces
TM provided overview of the Terrace alternatives. Alternative 1 is a hardscaped
alternative and alternative 2 is the a softscaped option with more green areas and
less hard surfaces.
Evaluation Criteria Review and Preliminary Preferred Alternatives

Evaluation Criteria Review and
Preliminary Preferred Alternatives
6.

Tom Mahood
Jacobs Project Manager
10:50 am – 11:10 am (20 minutes)

TM provided an overview of the criteria and provided a quick background on the
criteria developed in Stage 2.
In stage 2 the team started with the criteria and performance measures developed in
stage 1. The team found that we needed to modify the criteria and performance
measures for each of the components of the EA. We will provide the committee with
a copy of the criteria with the meeting summary following this meeting. The group
will have an opportunity to review and provide feedback. This process has resulted in
a robust set of criteria and performance measures.

TM provided an overview of the evaluation outcomes, the preliminary preferred
alternatives are as follows:
1. Springbank Dam Decommissioning: Partial removal of the Dam is the
preliminary preferred alternative. This alternative is a balance between
environmental benefit and technical/economic feasibility. It also allows for
some future repurposing of the structure, which is outside of this EA, but the
evaluation considered the potential for repurposing. That said, no structure is
permanent, inspection of the dam found that there is about 20 to 35 years of
life left within the dam at this point in time if the recommended maintenance
activities are performed. But, at some point in the future a decision will need
to be made regarding removing the structure.
Comment from MK – language choices around discussing the future of the
dam will be important when the project reaches public consultation.
Question from CN – “would removal at a later date be an addendum?” TM
responded that future removal would be a new EA. We anticipate that this is
so far in the future that this EA would no longer be applicable.
2. River Management Plan: The preferred option is Alternative 3. This
alternative is a balance between facilitating the public enjoyment of the river
and the potential environmental impacts that come along with more people
coming to the river. The RMP will include mitigation strategies to manage
possible impacts.
3. Forks of the Thames (Ribbon): The preferred is Alternative 2 – Suspended
Walkway. This alternative eliminates encroachment into the river while
increasing the publics ability to interact with the River.
Question from MS: who are the users of the walkway? AR & TM responded
that the walkway is really geared toward pedestrians.
Question from CN: “Is this the most expensive option?” TM noted that the
cost estimates are in progress, but we have considered this alternative to be
the most expensive because of the extent of the ribbon and the nature of the
design. AR added that Civitas has refined this concept so that it is likely less
costly than the rendering included in the current presentation.

Questions from LR: “are there any design components that may provide more
interaction with the concept; will there be benches; place for First Nations to
perhaps hold ceremonies? Has high water level been taken into account?”
TM responded that we will be looking at the flood line elevations and
including that in the provisions for the concept development in the EA report.
Regarding use of the forks we have held pop-up events, PICs, and stakeholder
meetings. From this consultation we have a pretty comprehensive list of what
people want to do and how they want to interact with the river. These will be
documented and included in the concepts and included in the EA provisions
so that these considerations can be included in any future design efforts.

Agency Roundtable
7.

Tom Mahood
Jacobs Project Manager
11:10 am – 11:25 am (15 minutes)

4. Forks of the Thames (Terraces): The selected alternative is the softscaped
alternative (alternative 2). This alternative had more environmental and
recreational benefit than the hardscaped alternatives.
Question from MS: can you talk about the current shoreline vs future
shoreline, are we talking about changing the shoreline? TM responded that
our instruction from the City was to use the current shoreline; no cut and fill
or extensions are contemplated. Bank slopes may change depending on the
nature of the design. In terms of changing the flood elements we won’t be
making changes. Follow up question from MS: is there the capacity to
improve it (referring to flooding)? TM responded that the team is working on
building scenarios in the hydraulic modelling so we will have more
information on this, but the opportunity is there.
TM asked if LP had anything to add with respect to the planning. LP noted that LP
and JS revised some of the alternatives titles during the meeting because wording
subtleties are important – particularly in this EA. And that we will be reviewing the
wording carefully ahead of the PIC.
LP also noted that it’s nice to have a design component woven into a Master Plan EA
even though its not typical but it helps provide a vision for the public that matches
with the engineering component. It’s more complex to do it this way but is really
beneficial.
LR asked, given the timing, can you go over briefly what the communication process
with the First Nation communities has been throughout the project and what it will
be going forward. AR provided an overview of the consultation activities undertaken

to date. Stating that the project team and City staff have met with the First Nations
communities several times outside of the PIC meetings, the First Nations
communities receive the information at the same time as everyone else, but it has
been requested that there be a place at the Forks for the First Nations community.
The City is not developing what that space would look like, but this EA will set aside
that space for this purpose. AR noted that the City has had more interaction on this
project that is typically undertaken on other EAs. An example of this is the first PIC,
where we heard that the communities wanted more information on projects
affecting the health of the river so in subsequent meetings we’ve brought
information on various projects affecting the River – not just this project – to discuss
with the communities.

Next Steps/ Questions
8.

Ashley Rammeloo
City of London Project Manager
11:25 am – 11:30 am (5 minutes)

Parking Lot:

Follow up question from LR regarding relationship agreements with the
communities. AR responded that there was discussion between our legal
department and the communities but we haven’t seen anything formalized as part of
this project specifically.
• Jacobs to send out the meeting materials
• The PIC is on October 3rd.
• First Nations tentative date is October 17th at Chippewa of the Thames but
with all of the communities invited.
• In the process of putting together draft PIC materials. The first draft will be
ready for next Wednesday.
• Draft report is planned for November.
• Recommendations to Committee and Council in January 2019.
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SECTION 1

Introduction
1.1 Purpose
The purpose of this report is to provide a summary of the presentations and discussion from the initial
three meetings of the One River Master Plan Environmental Assessment (EA) Agency Advisory
Committee. The first three meetings were established to allow an opportunity for the committee to
provide guidance to the One River project team in regards to the potential requirements for permitting
and approvals associated with the alternatives for the Springbank Dam.

1.2 Background
The One River Master Plan EA will follow the Approach #1 process outlined in the Municipal Engineers
Association’s (MEA’s) Municipal Class EA document and meet Phases 1 and 2 of the process as outlined
in the MEA’s Municipal Class EA document (as amended in 2007 and 2011, and 2015). The objective of
this Master Plan-level EA is to develop a comprehensive plan for integration and implementation of
various projects and plans already defined to varying degrees for the One River study area, as well as
new projects and plans developed as part of this EA. The overall purpose of the EA is to develop a
comprehensive plan, through engagement with First Nations and Métis, and in consultation with the
public, and agency stakeholders, for implementing various projects being considered within the One
River study area. These projects will represent both infrastructure needs and the community’s
recreational and ecological vision for the River. As part of the EA process, findings from other studies,
plans, and projects will be taken into consideration in order to create various approaches and select
preferred options on the basis of their net social/cultural, environmental, technical, and economic
impacts. For all projects identified in the Master Plan that trigger the criteria for a Schedule B or C
project, further assessment, consultation and documentation will be required to meet the requirements
of the MEA Class EA.

1.2.1

Problem/Opportunity Statement

The problem/opportunity statement developed through initial consultation prior to the commencement
of the EA has been maintained throughout the initial phases of the study:
“The river that flows through London’s downtown has many names: Deshkan Ziibiing (known to the
Anishnaabeg and Lenape of the Great Lakes); Kahwyˆhatati (ONYOTA:KA); and, The Thames (John
Graves Simcoe).
This river is both our inheritance and our living legacy. It is our collective responsibility to maintain and
enhance this shared natural, cultural recreational and aesthetic resource. The One River Master Plan EA
will consider the area historically influenced by the Springbank Dam and will provide a plan that
coordinates critical infrastructure projects in ways that improve the overall health of the river, identifies
and creates an understanding of potential impacts these projects may have on downstream
communities, species at risk and/or endangered species and where possible avoids them and respects
the vision of Back to the River’s “The Ribbon of the Thames” concept plan. This study, in the context of
many other ongoing initiatives, will preserve for future generations this valuable resource and allow
people of all abilities to enjoy and access this designated Canadian Heritage River.”
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1.3 One River Master EA Plan Process
As a first step in the Master Plan EA process, background information will be reviewed and the problem
opportunity/problem definition will be confirmed (Class EA Phase 1). It is recognized that there are
numerous alternatives to be evaluated in order to select and develop the overall strategy that will best
allow for the protection and enhancement of the Thames River in the One River Study Area. The
approach for evaluating these alternatives involves the following:
•

Stage 1: The ultimate selection of an option for the Springbank Dam will be a determining factor in
the identification and evaluation of river management strategies including various infrastructure
projects as defined in the study Terms of Reference and the design of the Back to the River
elements. It is necessary, therefore, to first determine the preferred option for the dam so that the
option selected can inform the decision-making process on the river management strategies.

•

Stage 2: Once the option for the Springbank dam is selected, alternative strategies for river
management, which consist of different types of projects, will be developed and assessed. A
preferred strategy will be selected based on environmental, social, technical and economic criteria.

•

Stage 3: The preferred strategy will be developed in detail, including for each individual project
estimated costs, schedule for implementation, and additional approval and assessment
requirements.

Figure 1-1 illustrates the One River Master Plan approach and how it fits within the requirements of
Phase 1 and Phase 2 of the MEA process.
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Figure 1-1. One River Master Plan EA Approach
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1.4 Springbank Dam Alternatives
Stage 1 of the process will see the determination of a preferred alternative for the Springbank Dam,
through the identification and description of the alternatives, review of existing conditions, assessment
of impacts, and selection of a preferred option.
The Springbank Dam alternatives include:
•

Do Nothing so that the dam is kept in its current condition by completing a safety and operations
review and on-going maintenance with no repurposing. Minor work would be completed to salvage
appropriate dam components and obtain applicable permits.

•

Free Flowing River so that the dam is decommissioned and no longer provides a water retention
function. Dam decommissioning may include options for repurposing the dam structure and various
river enhancements, ecological enhancements and recreational enhancements upstream. These
enhancements are to work within the hydrologic and hydraulic limitations associated with lower
water levels during the summer months when, otherwise, the dam may have been operated to
increase water depths upstream. Work to be completed in addition to salvaging dam components
and obtaining applicable permits could include removing gates to provide a live bottom to the river
and stabilizing the required components and shore structures.

•

Reinstating the Dam so it provides a water retention function, operating at a similar capacity as it
has previously. Dam repair or reconstruction allows for dam operation during months when higher
water levels upstream would promote additional recreational opportunities associated with higher
water levels. Reinstating the dam does not preclude adding options like those for repurposing the
dam.

1.5 Role and Membership of the Agency Advisory
Committee
1.5.1

Role

The main objective of the Agency Advisory Committee is to provide guidance and feedback to the
project team on environmental, social/cultural, technical and regulatory issues and challenges that could
impact the decision making in regard to alternatives evaluations for the One River EA project. The initial
three meetings with the Agency Advisory Committee were established specifically to examine the issues
and challenges associated with the evaluation of alternatives for Springbank Dam.

1.5.2

Membership

The Agency Advisory Committee is comprised of the following representatives from a variety of
agencies, including the Ministry of Environment and Climate Change (MOECC), Ministry of Natural
Resources and Forestry (MNRF), Upper Thames River Conservation Authority (UTRCA), Lower Thames
Valley Conservation Authority (LTVCA) and the Department of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO):
•
•
•
•
•
•
1-4

Scott Abernethy - Surface Water Group Leader MOECC
Emmilia Kuisma - Issues Project Coordinator, MOECC
Craig Newton - Regional Environmental Planner, MOECC
Jason Lehouillier- Acting District Manager, MOECC
Mary Alikakos- Senior Advisor, Outreach and Program Support, MOECC (Formerly with Chippewas of
the Thames First Nations for initial meeting)
Claire Paller - Aylmer District Planner, MNRF
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•
•
•
•

Chris Tasker - Manager, Water and Information Management UTRCA
Mark Snowsell- Land Use Regulations Officer, UTRCA
Don Pearson- General Manager, LTVCA
Jennie Ryman- Fisheries Protection Biologist, DFO

Project Team:
•
•
•
•
•

Andrew Macpherson - Manager, Parks Planning & Design, City of London
Linda McDougall - Ecologist Planner, City of London
Ashley Rammeloo – Acting Division Manager, Stormwater Engineering, City of London
Daniel Hsia – Water Demand Manager, Water Engineering, City of London
Tom Mahood - Project Manager, CH2M

The project team presents study information to the Agency Advisory Committee at key milestones for
input, guidance and feedback. All input will be considered in the decision-making process. Inputs and
responses received will be tracked in a comments-response log and included in the final Master Plan.
The Committee will issue Discussion Summary reports at key points in the EA process. These reports will
be drafted by the project team based on the overall discussion and will be issued upon group consensus.
This current report is the discussion summary report for the initial three Agency Advisory Committee
meetings.
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Additional Perspectives from Meeting No. 1
2.1 Chippewas of the Thames First Nation
Mary Alikakos, Senior Environmental Officer and Fallon Burch, Consultation Coordinator for the
Chippewas of the Thames First Nation (COTTFN), were asked to attend the initial Agency Advisory
Committee meeting to share the perspective of the COTTFN on the Springbank Dam. COTTFN was
invited as they have been involved from the very beginning of the Springbank Dam discussions. They
were invited to speak on their own interests and did not speak to the interests of other First Nations
communities. The purpose in requesting their participation in the first Agency Committee meeting was
to highlight to the committee the COTTFN’s interest in the project, highlighting the importance of the
river to the downstream First Nations from both a functional and spiritual perspective.
At Agency Advisory Committee Meeting No. 1, Mary expressed appreciation to the City of London for
reaching out to the COTTFN to join the discussion regarding the Springbank Dam and the One River EA
and advised the agencies present to consider COTTFN throughout this Master Plan and specifically
during the Springbank Dam discussion. A recommendation was made to engage the First Nations
communities early and often to allow for full participation in the EA discussion. The First Nations
Engagement Plan is included in Attachment 1- Additional Documentation.
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Current Environmental and Ecological
Context
Understanding the current environmental and ecological setting of the Thames River is critical to the
evaluation of the Springbank Dam alternatives. The following sections outlines the current
environmental and ecological context shared with the Agency Committee by various subject matter
experts and the consulting team.

3.1 The Thames River: Background
The Thames River is located in southwestern Ontario within the Carolinian Zone (Eco Region 7E), and hosts
more species than any other region in Canada (Carolinian Canada, 2017). Because of its warmer climate,
this region of Canada also contains more endangered and threatened species, making it uniquely situated
for protection and conservation directed regulatory measures. Specific federal and provincial legislation
that apply to Species-at-Risk (SAR), such as the Species at Risk Act (SARA) and Endangered Species Act
(ESA) impact the regulatory process associated with the Springbank Dam alternatives.
A summary of historical surveys, assessment, and sampling efforts have been used to develop the
Background Ecological Data Summary Report (Matrix, 2017). Information from this report, as well as
ongoing 2017 fisheries surveys, habitat mapping, and geomorphology assessments are being used to
update the current conditions of the One River study area and functional corridor. A summary of the
information gathered thus far is provided in the following sections.

3.2 Geomorphology and Aquatic Habitat
The Thames River consists of a wide, low gradient, fairly homogenous channel that is confined by
urbanized land use and flood protection measures throughout the City of London (Parish, 2012). Barriers
within the river, such as the Springbank Dam, have historically controlled the conveyance of water and
limited the downstream mobility of sediment. During times of operation, the Dam created a low-energy
environment, extending upstream for several kilometers, reducing the channel’s capacity to convey
sediment in the downstream direction.
Since the non-operation of Springbank Dam in 2006, a free-flowing system has formed, allowing sediment
to mobilize and a low-flow channel to become better defined as lateral bars have developed along the
margins. These in-channel features have since been naturalized with approximately 10 hectares of native
and non-native types of vegetation including perennials, grasses, shrubs, and small trees, adding
roughness and enhancing stability through root cohesion. Mid-channel bars in wider, multi-threaded
sections of the River have similarly vegetated, forming more permanent island features which will divert
flows and accumulate sediment under low-flow or normal flow conditions. Because of this, the riparian
corridor is expanding and creating a larger functional habitat along the channel margins. In some areas,
the habitat changes associated with change to a Free-Flowing River system have been well documented.
The non-operation of the dam has altered many biophysical and geomorphic components of the natural
environment including the riverine function of the aquatic habitat and terrestrial corridor. The river
function, morphology and upstream vegetation has changed to allow riverine adapted species to
colonize the formerly impounded areas of the river.
Based on 2017 field reconnaissance observations, it was determined that the river is still in a state of
transition, providing a more diverse setting for various terrestrial and aquatic habitats to
form. Vegetation establishment along the banks have developed into dense shrub growths, creating a
littoral zone in areas that were formerly submerged and bordered by retaining walls and dykes. A more
3-2
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detailed geomorphology assessment will be completed in the summer of 2017 to further characterize
the channel form and aquatic habitat throughout the study area.

3.3 Species at Risk
3.3.1

SAR

Over 70 different SAR have been identified as occurring, or have the potential of occurring within the
study area based on previous studies, regional databases (NHIC, Atlases etc.) and input from applicable
agencies (UTRCA, MNRF and DFO). Although the majority of SAR are birds (25) and flora (16), resident
wildlife SAR which are more likely to use the river and valley corridor for functional needs have also
been identified.
An initial screening for known SAR in the study area was provided by the MNRF as part of an August 26
2016 correspondence which is attached to this report as Attachment 1 (Additional Documentation). The
SAR screened include species of Special Concern (SC), and Threatened (THR) and Endangered (END)
species. The SAR identified during the MNRF screening included:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Sliver Shiner (THR)- general habitat protection
Eastern Spiny Softshell Turtle (END)- general habitat protection
Queensnake (END)- regulated habitat protection
Eastern Hog-nosed Snake (THR)- general habitat protection
Salamander (Mudpuppy) Mussel (END) – general habitat protection
Northern Map Turtle (SC)
Snapping Turtle (SC)
Black Redhorse- (THR)- general habitat protection
Wavy-rayed Lampmussel (THR)- regulated habitat protection

A summary list of 17 SAR fish, mussel and herpetofauna that have been observed or mapped near the
One River Study Area is outlined in Table 3.1., building on the MNRF screening level inventory. This
summary details the current federal and provincial status and notes about the presence of the species
within the study area. Six of the SAR documented in the study area are listed as “Endangered” under the
Federal Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada (COSEWIC) including Spiny Softshell
Turtle, Queensnake, and Salamander (Mudpuppy) Mussel. Additionally, species are also listed
provincially under the Committee on the Status of Species at Risk in Ontario (COSSARO) and include
designations of “Threatened” and “Special Concern”.

3.3.2

SAR Critical Habitat

As noted in Table 3.1., at least 17 SAR have been observed or mapped near the One River study area,
upstream of the Springbank Dam. While some species may use the study area on a transient basis for
migration or foraging, some species are considered “resident species” and use the habitat to fulfil their
life-cycle needs to maintain a viable population. If a SAR is considered a resident, then the area is
considered critical habitat.
SAR habitat is protected by both federal and provincial legislation by the Species at Risk Act and
Endangered Species Act respectively. The following discussion explains how SAR habitat is protected
under these regulations.

3.3.2.1

Species at Risk Act (SARA)

SARA defines critical habitat as habitat that is vital to the survival or recovery of wildlife species. The
habitat may be an identified breeding site, nursery area or feeding ground. For SAR, these habitats are
of crucial importance, and must be identified and included in recovery strategies or action plans.
SL0614170800KWO
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Critical habitat for some mussel and fish species has already been mapped, or is under consideration
within the study area by DFO. The attached DFO maps (Attachment 2-Distribution of Fish Species at Risk
and Distribution of Mussel Species at Risk Maps) highlight the most recent distribution of critical habitat
that has been protected under SARA, is under consideration for listing, or listed as special concern for
fish and mussels. For other species, the critical habitat has not yet been formally defined. In these cases,
the precautionary principle is invoked under SARA, and errs on the side of conservatism for the species.
Critical habitat will be considered destroyed if part of the critical habitat is degraded, either permanently
or temporarily, such that it would not serve its function when needed by the species. Although the
current fisheries and mussel distribution have not been fully or formally mapped within the former
reservoir footprint, the effect of Springbank Dam’s non-operation has resulted in the removal of barriers
and critical habitat, by extension, has become established. Field evidence from more recent studies has
indicated that more SAR are using this area for life cycle needs. Given this new information, in
conjunction with the DFO mapping, the study area should be considered as critical habitat for
Endangered, Schedule 1 listed species for all intents and purposes.
Based on the known information related to the observed/potential SAR in the study area and the
designation of critical habitat, re-establishing the Springbank Dam and allowing conditions to revert back
to its former impounded habitat condition would negatively affect the SAR by destroying critical habitat.

3.3.2.2

Endangered Species Act (ESA)

All END and THR species under the ESA receive habitat protection. Some of the species known to occur
in the Thames River have regulated habitat protection (Queensnake, Wavy-rayed Lampmussel), while
the others have general habitat protection. MNRF has created general habitat descriptions to define
habitat for some species, such as Silver Shiner.
Under the ESA, habitat is defined as either:
•
•

General Habitat: an area on which a species depends directly or indirectly to carry out its life
processes (under clause 2(1)(b) of the Act) or,
Regulated Habitat: the area prescribed for a species in a habitat regulation (under clause 2(1)(a) of
the Act). A habitat regulation may prescribe an area as the habitat of a species by describing the
boundaries of the area, the features of the area, or by describing the area in any other manner.
Regulated habitat may be smaller or larger than general habitat. As well, unlike the general habitat
of a species, regulated habitat may include areas currently unoccupied by the species, such as areas
where the species formerly occurred or areas where there is the potential for the species to become
re-established. These areas are commonly referred to as “recovery habitat”.

As in the case of SARA, potential impacts to protected habitat (either regulated or general) under ESA
2007 need to be considered when evaluating alternatives for Springbank Dam. Under the ESA, damage
and destroy determinations will be based on the best scientific information, including Aboriginal and
traditional knowledge, available to MNRF. A lack of scientific certainty in making damage and destroy
assessments is not considered a justifiable reason to postpone assessment decisions. Knowledge gaps
due to substantial scientific uncertainty may highlight research, monitoring and stewardship
opportunities that can help to increase understanding of a species and the effects a specific activity may
have on a species or its habitat.
MNRF uses a risk management approach that is inherently incorporated in the categorization of species’
habitat through the application of the factors such as use of habitat and characteristics of habitat in
determining whether an activity is likely to damage or destroy habitat. In some cases, there will be a
moderate to high level of understanding of a species at risk and the effects that a proposed activity will
have on its habitat. In others, this understanding will be very limited. The MNRF first and foremost
encourages activity proponents to look for opportunities to carry out their activities in ways that will
avoid any adverse effects on a species at risk or its habitat. If adverse effects are predicted on the
3-4
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function of the habitat for supporting one or more of the species’ life processes may become impaired
or eliminated, these activities could be regarded as contravening subsection 10(1) of the ESA and would
require authorization under the Act prior to proceeding.
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Table 3.1. Summary of Aquatic and Terrestrial Species Identified within the One River Study Area
Common Name

Scientific Name

S-RANK

COSEWIC

COSSARO

Notes

(Apalone spinifera)
(Graptemys geographica)
(Chelydra serpentina)
(Lampropeltis triangulum)
(Regina septemvittata)

S2
S3
S3
S4
S2

END
SC
SC
SC
END

END
SC
SC
NAR
END

Observed in the study area (UTRCA). Identified by MNRF, July 8, 2016.
Observed in the study area (UTRCA), Identified by MNRF, July 8, 2016.
Observed in the study area (UTRCA), Identified within the study area by MNRF, July 8, 2016.
Observed in the in the study area (UTRCA)
Observed in the study area (UTRCA). Identified by MNRF, July 8, 2016.

Wavy-rayed Lampmussel

(Lampsilis fasciola)

S1

SC

THR

Salamander (Mudpuppy)
Mussel

(Simpsonaias ambigua)

S1

END

END

Mapleleaf mussel

(Quadrula quadrula)

S2

SC

THR

Rainbow mussela

(Villosa iris)

S2S3

SC

SC

Rayed beana

(Villosa fabalis)

S1

END

END

Round pigtoe a

(Pleurobema sintoxia)

S1

END

END

Kidneyshell a

(Ptychobranchus
fasciolaris)

S1

END

END

S2S3

THR

THR

Herpetofauna (5)
Eastern Spiny Softshell
Northern Map Turtle
Snapping turtle
Eastern Milksnake
Queensnake
Mussels (8)
UTRCA/DFO/EC Sampling Records 2004, 2013 and 2015. Possible to occur within study area
(UTRCA, 2017a), Identified by MNRF, July 8, 2016.
UTRCA/DFO/EC Sampling Records 1998, relic shell found. Critical SARA habitat mapped
(DFO, 2016). Identified by MNRF, July 8, 2016.
UTRCA/DFO/EC Sampling Records 1998, live species found. Critical SARA habitat mapped
(DFO, 2016)
Found upstream of study area 2003/2004 sampling records, likely to occur (UTRCA, 2017b).
Critical SARA habitat mapped (DFO, 2016)
Found upstream of study area 2003/2004 sampling records, possible to occur (UTRCA,
2017b). Critical SARA habitat mapped (DFO, 2016)
Found upstream of study area 2003/2004 sampling records, South Thames Branch, likely to
occur (UTRCA, 2017b). Critical SARA habitat mapped (DFO, 2016)
Unlikely to occur in study area (UTRCA, 2015). Critical SARA habitat mapped (DFO, 2016)

Fish (5)
Silver shiner

(Notropis photogenis)

Black Redhorse

(Moxostoma duquesnei)

S2

THR

THR

Northern Brook Lamprey

(Ichthyomyzon fossor)

S3

SC

SC

Spotted Sucker
Pugnose Minnowb

(Minytrema melanops)
(Opsopoeodus emiliae)

S2
S2

SC
THR

SC
THR

UTRCA/DFO/MNR Sampling Records 2011/2015 throughout study area. Critical habitat
under consideration (DFO, 2016). Identified within the study area by MNRF, July 8, 2016.
UTRCA/DFO/MNR Sampling Records 2004/2005 throughout study area. Likely to be present
within the study area (UTRCA, 2017a), Identified by MNRF, July 8, 2016.
Found in 2003 Springbank Dam EA near Forks area (Arces, 2003). Critical habitat mapped
(DFO, 2016)
UTRCA/DFO/MNR Sampling Records 2005. Critical habitat mapped (DFO, 2016)
Observed downstream of the study area (City, 2003). Critical habitat mapped (DFO, 2016)

Notes:
a. Included in critical habitat mapped for several mussel species in the study area (DFO 2016)
b. Included in critical habitat mapped for fish species under consideration in the study area (DFO, 2016)
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Planning and Permitting Considerations
4.1 Permitting Approvals Framework
A review of all relevant legislation, regulations and permits has been done to identify the regulatory
approvals affecting the alternatives for the Springbank Dam, which are considered Do Nothing, FreeFlowing River, or Reinstate the Dam.
This section details the expectations for approvals based on the review. Table 4.1. outlines the relevant
policy initially considered.
Table 4.1. Relevant Legislation Considered
Legislation Relevant to One River EA Springbank Dam Alternatives
Policy or Act

Administrative Body

Conservation Authorities Act

UTRCA

Provincial Policy Statement

MMA

Environmental Protection Act

MOECC

Ontario Water Resources Act

MOECC

Lakes and Rivers Improvement Act

MNRF

Public Lands Act

MNRF

Endangered Species Act

MNRF

Species at Risk Act

DFO

Fisheries Act

DFO

Navigation Protection Act

Transport Canada (TC)

The following sections provide a summary of the primary areas of legislation potentially affecting the
selection of the Springbank Dam alternative.

4.1.1

Conservation Authorities Act

In the UTRCA watershed, the local Conservation Authorities Act (CAA) regulation is Ontario Regulation
157/06 (O. Reg. 157/06). The purpose of this regulation is ensuring public safety and preventing
property damage and social disruption due to natural hazards such as flooding and erosion. The UTRCA
implements the regulation by issuing permits for works in or near watercourses, valleys, wetlands, or
shorelines when required. Property owners must obtain permission from the UTRCA before beginning
any development, site alteration, construction, or placement of fill within the regulated area. Permits
are also required for any wetland interference, or for altering, straightening, diverting or interfering in
any way with the existing channel of a creek, stream or river.

4.1.2

Provincial Policy Statement

The Province of Ontario’s Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) is the overarching policy that defines
provincial interests for matters affecting planning. Two key aspects guiding this project include natural
SL0614170800KWO
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heritage and water resources. Provincial policy requires that natural features and areas shall be
protected for the long term. The diversity and connectivity of natural features in an area, and the longterm ecological function and biodiversity of natural heritage systems, should be maintained, restored or,
where possible, improved, recognizing linkages between and among natural heritage features and
areas, surface water features and ground water features.
The City of London’s Official Plan, the London Plan, is consistent with the Province of Ontario’s PPS.
Therefore the policy provided in the PPS is followed by following the London Plan, which will be adhered
to, where applicable, during the One River EA.

4.1.3

Environmental Protection Act

The Environmental Protection Act (EPA) addresses the protection and conservation of land in Ontario.
Regulations under the EPA require approvals issued where permitted activities may impact air, water
and/or the environment as a whole. Approvals under this Act cover emissions and discharges related to
air, noise, waste or sewage. The approval is achieved through an Environmental Compliance Approval
(ECA). The Springbank dam does not currently require an ECA, and none of the three alternatives are
expected to require an ECA for implementation.

4.1.4

Ontario Water Resources Act

The objective of the Ontario Water Resources Act (OWRA) is to provide for the conservation, protection
and management of Ontario’s waters and for their efficient and sustainable use, in order to promote
Ontario’s long-term environmental, social and economic well-being. Permits are provided for taking
water to support projects both during construction and for long term purposes.

4.1.5

Lakes and Rivers Improvement Act

The Lakes and Rivers Improvement Act (LRIA) provides the MNRF with the legislative authority to govern
the design, construction, operation, maintenance and safety of dams in Ontario. The MNRF
administrates application review, approval, and guidance to applicants who are seeking approval under
sections (14, 16 and 17.2) of the LRIA.

4.1.6

Public Lands Act

The Public Lands Act (PLA) defines the term “public lands” as those designated as Crown lands. The PLA
outlines the use, planning, management, development, and sale of public lands and forests and the
control that MNRF has over such lands. Occupational authority may be required prior to constructing
any permanent or temporary structures on Crown lands (including the bed of the River). Work permits
may be required for filling Crown lands or other shoreline related activities on private shore lands or
Crown lands. A Memorandum of Understanding, or a similar type of agreement, may be required for
assigning responsibility to another agency for some types of structures (i.e. bridges over the bed of
Crown lands).

4.1.7

Endangered Species Act

The ESA prohibits the harm and harassment of protected species and the damage or destruction of their
habitat. Permits for activities that are acceptable under this Act are administered by the MNRF. The
permit process applies to projects that can be considered to fall into one of the following categories:
•
•
•
•
•
4-2

Health or safety
Protection or recovery
Social or economic benefit to Ontario
Aboriginal
Overall benefit
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It needs to be demonstrated that reasonable alternatives to the proposed project activity have been
considered. Projects must also take reasonable steps to minimize the adverse effects of the activity on
the species at risk and their habitat that are likely to be affected by the activity. Projects that are
uncomplicated may successfully achieve the permit requirements within a 6-12 month timeframe. This
would not be typical of a process that affects multiple species and habitat and that is not an economic
priority project.

4.1.8

Species at Risk Act

The purposes of the Species at Risk Act (SARA) are to prevent wildlife species in Canada from
disappearing, to provide for the recovery of wildlife species that are extirpated (no longer exist in the
wild in Canada), endangered, or threatened as a result of human activity, and to manage species of
special concern to prevent them from becoming endangered or threatened. A series of measures
applicable across Canada provides the means to accomplish these goals. Some of these measures
establish how governments, organizations, and individuals in Canada work together, while others
implement a species assessment process to ensure the protection and recovery of species. Some
measures provide for sanctions for offences under SARA. The Habitat Stewardship Program supports
the public’s habitat protection and species at risk recovery initiatives.
The SARA also provides for the issuing of permits or the conclusion of agreements for certain scientific
or educational activities and for the implementation of special emergency measures. Due to the high
number of SAR present in the study area, it is important to consider the impact of project activities on
SAR.

4.1.9

Fisheries Act

The Fisheries Act contains three key provisions on conservation and protection of fish habitat essential
to sustaining freshwater and marine fish species. The DFO administers section 35, the key habitat
protection provision, prohibiting any work or undertaking that would cause the harmful alteration,
disruption or destruction of fish habitat. The DFO also administrates Section 20, which requires a fishpass to be provided by the owner of any obstruction across or in any stream, should the minister
determine it to be necessary for the free passage of fish.
The Department of Environment and Climate Change Canada (ECCC) administers Section 36, the key
pollution prevention provision, prohibiting the deposit of deleterious substances into waters frequented
by fish, unless authorized by regulations under the Fisheries Act or other federal legislation. A
deleterious substance can be any substance that, if added to any water, would degrade or alter its
quality such that it could be harmful to fish, fish habitat, or the use of fish by people.

4.1.10 Navigation Protection Act
The Navigation Protection Act (NPA) is an Act that authorizes and regulates interferences with the public
right of navigation. A primary purpose of the NPA is to regulate works and obstructions that risk
interfering with navigation in the navigable waters listed on the schedule to the Act. The NPA also
prohibits the depositing or throwing of materials that risk impacting navigation in navigable waters and
the dewatering of navigable waters.

4.2 Permitting Considerations Related to Dam Alternatives
Approvals required for the three options, which include Do Nothing, Free-Flowing River, and Reinstate
the Dam, were considered.
Review of the permitting details with the Agency Review Committee confirmed the requirement for a
Permit to Take Water (PTTW) under the Ontario Water Resources Act, and the Navigable Waters Permit
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process and Lakes and Rivers Improvement Act permit process expected for the dam options. No permit
would be required under Ministry of Northern Development and Mines (MNDM) in this region.
Critical habitat, as defined by DFO exists within the area that would be affected by flooding. The
presence of multiple species at risk and the significance of water quality and habitat to those species
also affects the subject area. Table 4-1 identifies the anticipated approvals based on further review and
consideration in consultation with the agencies review committee. Summary expectations of the
complexity of these approvals follow.
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Table 4.2. Complexity of Approvals Anticipated
Dam Alternatives
Administrative
Body

Act

Permit
Required

Do Nothing
aCost

bTime

cTech

CAA

UTRCA

Permit under
section 28

N/A

OWRA

MOECC

Permit To Take
Water

N/A

LRIA

MNRF

MNRF Dam
Construction
Regulation
Permit

ESA

MNRF

Overall Benefit
Permit

SARA

DFO

Permit

NPA

TC

Navigable
Waters Permit

$

Long

Low

Free-Flowing River
dComplexity

Long

Cost

Time

Tech

Complexity

Cost

Time

Tech

Complexity

$

Short

Medium

Medium

$$$

Long

Medium

High

$

Short

Medium

Medium

N/A

Medium

N/A
$

Low

Low

N/A

$$

Long

High

High

$$$

Long

Extreme

Extreme

$

Short

Medium

Medium

$$$

Long

Extreme

Extreme

$

Long

Low

Low

$$$

Long

High

High

$

Long

Low

Low

$

Long

Medium

Medium

Table Notes
a Cost

to implement solutions to meet permit requirements- based on $$$ scale ($- Low Cost, $$- Medium Cost, $$$- High Cost)

b Time

Considerations for permitting (Short or Long)

c Technical
d Total

Consideration Level (Low, Medium, High, Extreme)

Complexity based on cost, time and technical considerations (Low, Medium, High, Extreme)
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4.2.1

Upper Thames Conservation Authority Approval

A permit under Section 28 of the Conservation Authorities Act, provided by the UTRCA is anticipated
under the options for the Dam except the “Do Nothing” option. The focus of a permit in this project
would include protection of life and property as a recreation function, not for flood control. The CA
would coordinate with the MNRF, in consideration of how operation could affect flooding. The CA also
provides a supporting role and local knowledge relative to federal and provincial responsibilities for
Species at Risk.

4.2.2

Ontario Water Resources Act- Permit to take Water

Water takings in Ontario are governed by the OWRA and the Water Taking Regulation (O. Reg. 387/04) a
regulation under the Act. Section 34 of the OWRA requires anyone taking more than a total of 50,000
litres of water in a day, with some exceptions, to obtain a Permit from a Director appointed by the
Minister for the purposes of Section 34. Approval for a PTTW is required from the MOECC. It is
anticipated that reinstatement of the Dam will require a permit to take water for construction and
operation. A permit may also be required to remove the dam.

4.2.3

Lakes and Rivers Improvement Act Permit

Approval under the LRIA by the MNRF would be required for all alternatives. O. Reg. 454/96 defines the
types of structures or works requiring approval under Section 14 and Section 16 of the LRIA, to include
channelization, water crossings, enclosures, pipeline installations (except for the installation of heat
loops, water intakes and services cables for private residences) and dams. The terms channelize and
water crossing are defined in O. Reg. 454/96.
In addition, a ‘dam’ is more narrowly referred to in O. Reg. 454/96 as a structure that holds back water
in a river, lake, pond or stream to raise the water level, create a reservoir to control flooding or divert
the flow of water. A permit would be required to pursue any of the three options. Any repair or
alteration to the structure itself would require an application under LRIA for review and depending on
the reapir, subsequent approval. Further approval relative to the construction of a dam would be
required to reinstate the dam.

4.2.4

Public Lands Act

As of 2015, the UTRCA maintained a License of Occupation for the right to occupy the riverbed by
Springbank Dam. This existing authorization under the PLA will need to be reviewed, and possibly
cancelled, modified or extended depending on the chosen alternative.

4.2.5

Permit Requirements under SARA and ESA

SARA is a federally administrated piece of legislation while ESA is provincially administrated. While both
are in place to protect SAR, the federal government generally looks to the province first to provide
management, enforcement and administration. In considering dam alternatives, both the ESA and SARA
permits are applicable to aquatic species, while ESA permits will also be applicable for terrestrial species.
The ESA provides protection for SAR individuals and their habitat, and an ESA permit would be required
to reinstate the dam. In addition, impacts to individual species listed under SARA such as kill, harm or
harassment will also need to be considered.
As noted above in section 4.1.7, a project can be considered for an ESA permit for five different reasons.
The primary purpose of operating the Springbank Dam is for recreational purposes; therefore an
alternative option to reinstate the Springbank Dam would require an authorization under clause 17(2)c
of the ESA 2007, commonly referred to as an “Overall Benefit Permit” from MNRF (Ministry of Natural
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Resources and Forestry, 2015). This permit is authorized if the applicant can demonstrate to the
Minister that:
(i) an overall benefit to the species will be achieved within a reasonable time through requirements
imposed by conditions of the permit;
(ii) reasonable alternatives have been considered, including alternatives that would not adversely affect
the species, and the best alternative has been adopted; and,
(iii) reasonable steps to minimize adverse effects on individual members of the species will be
undertaken.
The overall benefit to Ontario permit type requires a number of in-depth assessment, consultation and
reporting steps including a preliminary submission of information to address ESA legal requirements,
independent expert reports describing possible adverse effects, and a notice of permit application on
the Environmental Bill of Rights (EBR). The permitting decision at this level of permitting is made by the
Minister of Natural Resources and Forestry.
Should an overall benefit permit be issued, mitigations measures are also required. These mitigation
measures are to minimize the adverse effects on SAR in the study area. A mitigation plan is to be
created and followed as per conditions outlined on the overall benefit permit. Monitoring of the
effectiveness of the plan is to be completed and reported to the MNRF District Manager. Mitigation
plans typically require as much as a 5 to 1 ratio of compensation for impacts to habitat and SAR. Given
the complexity of the environmental habitat conditions that support the SAR and the number of SAR
that have been observed or mapped in the One River study area there would be very little opportunity
to develop a mitigation plan that would satisfy the permitting requirements.
Another permitting option that could be considered to reinstate the Springbank Dam would be to
acquire ESA authorization under section 17(2)(d) of the ESA (also called a D permit). The MNRF may
issue a permit to authorize an activity that will result in a significant social or economic benefit to
Ontario, under section 17(2)(d) of the ESA.
An example of a project that may be eligible for a D permit is an international crossing that increases
trade and investment between Canada and the United States, creates thousands of construction jobs in
Ontario and increases border crossing capacity. To date, only two D permits have been issued in the
province – both are associated with the Rt. Hon. Herb Gray Parkway project in the Windsor-Essex region
that impact cross border traffic and trade.
Requirements and conditions to receive a social or economic benefit to Ontario permit include:
•

The activity must result in a significant social or economic benefit to Ontario.

•

The ministry must consult with an expert on the possible effects of the activity on the species. The
expert must submit a written report to the Minister, including his or her opinion on whether the
activity will jeopardize the survival or recovery of the species in Ontario.

In approving a permit for overall benefit, the Minister must be of the opinion that:
•

The activity will not jeopardize the survival or recovery of the species in Ontario.

•

Reasonable alternatives have been considered, including those that wouldn’t adversely affect the
species, and the best alternative has been adopted.

•

Reasonable steps to minimize adverse effects on individual members of the species are required by
conditions of the permit.
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4.2.6

Fisheries Act Approvals

The existing structure has an approval under Section 20 of the Fisheries Act. This approval is to ensure
fish passage and expires December 2017. It is anticipated that the option of repurposing the Dam would
first include consideration of the existing permit and then completing the project review evaluation
process for applicability of the Fisheries Act enforced by the DFO.
Reinstating the Dam or removing the structure would require a project review and anticipates the
complete authorization process under the Fisheries Act. An authorization is required if it is determined
that a project will cause serious harm to fish or are part of or that support a commercial, recreational or
Aboriginal fishery. An Authorization would be provided by DFO in accordance with Section 35(2)(b)
Fisheries Act.

4.2.7

Navigable Waters Permit

The permit process for the options to allow a Free-Flowing River would include an application for a
permit under the NPA if any alterations to the river were made to make the river more geomorphically
stable. In the case of the re-instatement of the dam, an application for a permit under the NPA would
be required since the dam would represent a significant change in the navigable condition in the river.

4.3 Ministry of Indigenous Relations and Reconciliation
(MIRR)
There is no approval required relative to the MIRR. An important part of this project is engagement of
First Nations, and input received will be considered relative to the three options for the Dam. Ontario, as
the Crown, has a legal obligation to consult with Aboriginal peoples where it contemplates decisions or
actions that may adversely impact asserted or established Aboriginal or treaty rights. Ontario is
committed to meeting its duty to consult with First Nations and Métis communities. The duty to consult,
and where appropriate accommodate, is rooted in the following.
•

The Honour of the Crown (a legal principle that commits government to act with integrity).

•

The protection of Aboriginal and treaty rights under section 35 of the Constitution Act, 1982.

Engagement and consultation with First Nations and Metis is an important and legislated part of this
project. The goals of the MIRR relative to this project are considered to:
•
•
•
•

Promote collaboration and coordination across ministries on Indigenous policy and programs in
partnership with First Nations, Métis and Inuit;
Set priorities for, and track the progress of, Ontario's Indigenous agenda, enhance government
awareness of Indigenous people, issues and best practices for consulting and engaging with
Indigenous people;
Help Indigenous people access Ontario government programs, services and information; and
Reform the land claims process to help address historical grievances.

The consideration of the options for the Dam will take into account the input relative to the three
options for the Dam from engagement with First Nations and Metis.

4.4 Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (MCEA)
Section A.3.7 of the MCEA Manual recommends municipalities contact MOECC, MIRR and Indigenous
and Northern Affairs Canada (INAC) for direct consultation with First Nation communities. Further, a
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Companion Guide to be used in conjunction with the MCEA Manual highlights the importance of rightsbased consultation with First Nation, Metis and Inuit.
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Comment Summary and Next Steps
5.1 Comment Summary
The discussions that took place at the initial three Agency Advisory Meetings was facilitated through the
presentation of information from a number of subject matter experts including members of the
consultant team, City of London Environmental and Parks Planning Division, and UTRCA staff.
The comments that have been provided as part of the discussions are:
•

Subject Matter Expert Comments


There has been more habitat available and an increase in populations of numerous important
native species of fish, mussels and reptiles since the failure of the dam.



Repair of the Springbank Dam would lead to habitat loss for a number of endangered and
threatened species at risk.



Reinstating the dam would negatively impact turtle population recovery due to direct loss of
habitat. Also, acting as a barrier, the dam would limit movement between interconnected
habitat for the turtles (nesting, laying, and feeding areas).



There is more information available for Spiny Softshell turtles relative to other species, so it’s
the best indicator species we have in terms of the success of other species.



A reinstated operational dam would create additional habitat for zebra mussels and other
invasive species.



Based on the available data, not reinstating the dam and allowing the river to return to a more
natural state would benefit most native species.



Other dams like the Fanshawe Dam offer flood control essential for life and property protection,
while the Springbank Dam only provides a recreational benefit.



Social (e.g. canoeing and rowing) factors are important considerations for dam decision.



The Recovery Strategies created under SARA identifies critical habitat, such as the 8 km stretch
of the river in the study area.



An overall net benefit permit would be required to reinstate the dam.



Current critical habitat mapping for the stretch of the Thames in much of the study area from
just below the dam to the upstream sections of the river at the forks are not based on an
assessment of critical habitat that has developed since the dam failed.



Many areas within the study area would now qualify as critical habitat for a number of species.



The Silver Shiner, an endangered species of minnow, has been identified in the Thames river
study area through the current One River field program, and has been identified previously
when the dam was operational. Creating artificial reservoirs along the river is contradictory to
natural processes, which can result in significant disturbance and mortality to aquatic and semiaquatic species that depend on the river for survival.



Barriers are not appropriate for river-adapted wildlife, especially species at risk within the
watershed. Thus, it is important to limit the number of such barriers to only those that are
deemed essential.
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•



Given the number of listed species at risk that occupy the study area, the extent the species at
risk utilize the corridor and the mosaic of habitat needed to maintain their life cycle needs,
replication of this habitat on another suitable location is in a practical sense not feasible. As such
it would be extremely difficult to impossible to justify a net benefit for the Springbank Dam
repair option.



It will be a tremendous challenge to provide the opportunity for habitat compensation in one of
the largest and most southern Ontario Rivers in a growing urbanized landscape that is shown to
be improving since the non-operation of the Springbank Dam.



Permit requirements for the option of reinstating the Springbank Dam are considered
substantially more complex and significantly more difficult to obtain or unlikely to be approved
when compared with the option of a Free-Flowing River.

Specific Agency Comments


To reinstate the dam, a net benefit permit would be required to be signed off by the Minister of
the MNRF. That process would be a considerable undertaking and could be very difficult to show
the required net benefit for approvals. While the Springbank dam is not for flood control, it still
impacts flooding through operation if it was reinstated. Repurposing the Dam would, therefore,
also have an impact on flooding.



It is important to look at the critical habitat, water quality, and species in the area in question as
holistically as possible.



If dam is reinstated fish passage must be provided.



A PTTW would be required if dam is reinstated. PTTW was issued when dam was constructed;
current status unknown.



While the Spiny Softshell turtle is a terrestrial animal overseen by Environment Canada, its
residence is in the water and destruction of residence is prohibited.



The MNRF issues permits to authorize an activity that will result in a significant social or
economic benefit to Ontario, under section 17(2)(d) of the ESA, also known as D permits.
▪
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To date, only two D permits have been issued in the province – both are associated with the
Rt. Hon. Herb Gray Parkway project in the Windsor-Essex region.

Requirements and conditions to receive a social or economic benefit to Ontario permit:
▪

the activity must result in a significant social or economic benefit to Ontario

▪

the ministry must consult with an expert on the possible effects of the activity on the species.
The expert must submit a written report to the Minister, including his or her opinion on
whether the activity will jeopardize the survival or recovery of the species in Ontario.

▪

the Minister must be of the opinion that:


the activity will not jeopardize the survival or recovery of the species in Ontario



reasonable alternatives have been considered, including those that wouldn’t adversely
affect the species, and the best alternative has been adopted



reasonable steps to minimize adverse effects on individual members of the species are
required by conditions of the permit

ECCC clarifications regarding the Spiny Softshell Turtle:
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▪

Spiny Softshell Turtles fall under Federal Minister of the Environment and Climate Change
(ECCC).

▪

SARA protections for Spiny Softshell only automatically apply on federal lands.

▪

Springbank Dam does not appear to be on or in vicinity of federal lands.

▪

Federal Government generally looks first to Province to protect species at risk; hence MNRF
should be consulted regarding permit under ESA.

DFO Comments:
▪

DFO works with all proponents to review their projects and, through mitigation and
offsetting, minimize the serious harm to fish while still allowing progress and development.

▪

Reinstating the dam would require a consideration of mitigation measures, and also a large
monitoring project.

▪

DFO is mainly concerned about fish passage; if the current status of the Dam impacting the
waterway doesn’t change (i.e. only repurpose the surface/walkway), then DFO has no
concerns.

▪

If the Dam is to be removed, DFO sees it as a good thing for fish passage, but still needs to
be given the opportunity to provide oversight on the removal process.

▪

DFO & MNRF generally work concurrently; but permits applications will be required for both
since they are separate processes. There will be some overlap in requirements.
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5.2 Next Steps
The Agency Advisory Committee meetings will continue to provide additional guidance to the Project
Team as the EA proceeds into the next steps of a decision on the preferred alternative for the
Springbank dam. Following the decision on the Springbank Dam, Stage 2 will begin which will evaluate
the preferred alternatives associated with the river management options including the elements of
“Back to the River”.
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Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport

Ministère du Tourisme, de la Culture et du Sport

Archaeology Programs Unit
Programs and Services Branch
Culture Division
401 Bay Street, Suite 1700
Toronto ON M7A 0A7
Tel.: (416) 212-4019
Email: heather.kerr2@ontario.ca

Unité des programmes d'archéologie
Direction des programmes et des services
Division de culture
401, rue Bay, bureau 1700
Toronto ON M7A 0A7
Tél. : (416) 212-4019
Email: heather.kerr2@ontario.ca

Sep 21, 2018
Lafe Meicenheimer (P457)
Golder Associates Ltd.
1 - 309 Exeter London ON N6L 1C1
RE:

Review of the Archaeological Assessment Report Entitled, "STAGE 1
ARCHAEOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT One River Master Plan Environmental
Assessment City of London, Middlesex County, Ontario ", Dated Mar 5, 2018, Filed
with MTCS Toronto Office on Jul 6, 2018, MTCS Project Information Form Number
P457-0058-2017, MTCS File Number 0007349

Dear Mr. Meicenheimer:

This office has reviewed the above-mentioned report, which has been submitted to this ministry as a
condition of licensing in accordance with Part VI of the Ontario Heritage Act, R.S.O. 1990, c 0.18. This
review has been carried out in order to determine whether the licensed professional consultant
archaeologist has met the terms and conditions of their licence, that the licensee assessed the property
and documented archaeological resources using a process that accords with the 2011 Standards and
Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists set by the ministry, and that the archaeological fieldwork and
report recommendations are consistent with the conservation, protection and preservation of the cultural
heritage of Ontario.

In reviewing this report, this ministry notes that specific standards have not been adequately addressed or
addressed to the ministry’s satisfaction.1 Please file a revised report that resolves the following fieldwork
and/or reporting issues:

1) The report indicates that there are areas with and without archaeological potential. However, the
mapping provided is not consistent. Please clarify the following:
a. Does the water treatment plant (Map 13G) retain potential?
b. Why are some areas (such as residential roads, pools, and parking lots) flagged as having potential,
while other areas (such as the Hampton Crescent) been marked as disturbed?
2) Recommendations have been made in the report concerning the strategies outside of the Woodland
Cemetery. However, it does not provide recommendations on assessment procedures taking place within
the cemetery itself. Please include an additional recommendation on the assessment strategy for inside the
Woodland Cemetery.
3) The report recommends that an underwater archaeological assessment be done for the parts of the
Thames River that are within the study area. However, the mapping of the areas requiring marine
assessment is inconsistent. Please clarify why some areas have potential while others do not. For example,

Page 2 of 2

the dam on Map 13A has been flagged as retaining archaeological potential, whereas the Wonderland
Road Bridge has not.
4) There are a number of national historic sites, plaques, and heritage properties discussed within the
report that are located within and/or adjacent to the study area. The report does not discuss how these
site/properties/plaques relate to the study area. Please clarify the following:
a. How does the presence of these properties affect the recommendations and strategies for Stage 2 (S.1
3.1)?
b. Do these properties increase or decrease the potential of a given area? (7.7.3 S.1)
c. While areas of concern, such as the Woodland Cemetery, have been included in the mapping, the above
mentioned sites, properties, and plaques have not. Please map these in relation to the study area (7.5.12
S.c)

A revised report must be filed by the ministry on or before Dec 21, 2018. Once a revised report is received,
it will be reviewed and a response provided. Please note that licensees who fail to file reports by the
specified report filing deadline will be in violation of the terms and conditions of their licence.

If the concerns identified are not fully addressed by the date noted above the report may be deemed
incomplete or non-compliant. Incomplete or non-compliant reports may impact a licensee’s record of
compliance.

Please note that a licensee’s record of compliance will be taken into account by the ministry at the time of
any licensing decisions.

Should you require any further information regarding this matter, please feel free to contact me.

For further information and guidance, please see the Project Information Forms and the Report Review
Process Bulletin, the Standards and Guidelines, and the Terms and Conditions for Archaeological Licences
by visiting the ministry’s website www.ontario.ca/archaeology.

Sincerely,

Heather Kerr
Archaeology Review Officer

cc. Archaeology Licensing Officer

1

In no way will the ministry be liable for any harm, damages, costs, expenses, losses, claims or actions that may result: (a) from the

incompleteness, non-compliance or inaccuracies of this Report; (b) from reliance on this Report; or (c) from the issuance of this letter. Further
measures are required as this Report is found to be incomplete at this time.

