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Action/Exécution

Heritage Alteration - Pooley’s Bridge - 9 Fleet Street

Transformation d’un bien historique - Pont Pooley - 9, rue Fleet

Recommendations

1. That the application to alter Pooley’s Bridge in accordance with the drawing submitted by
the Regional Municipality of Ottawa-Carleton on May 21,1999 and included as Document
3 be REFUSED.

2. That the alternative option included as Document 5 be APPROVED and forwarded to
Regional Council for its consideration and approval.

 

June 23, 1999 (2:20p) 

 

June 24, 1999 (8:57a) 

Edward Robinson
Commissioner of Urban Planning and Public
Works

Approved by
John S. Burke
Chief Administrative Officer

SL:sl

Contact: Stuart Lazear - 244-5300 ext. 1-3855

Local Architectural Conservation Advisory Committee Recommendation - July 20, 1999
< The Committee concurs and so recommends.  Since this is a historic bridge, the Committee

feels that as much of the existing structure should be preserved as possible.

Yeas: (6)  L. Corbin, J. Arnold, I. Kalin, R. Pajot, D. Showman and P. Stumes
Nays: (2) A. Horrall and T. Montpetit
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Financial Comment

N/A.

 

June 23, 1999 (11:53a) 

for Mona Monkman
City Treasurer

BH:cds

Executive Report

Reasons Behind Recommendations

Recommendation 1

Pooley’s Bridge, located at 9 Fleet Street, is designated under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage
Act through By-law 65-95. The Statement of Reason for Designation is included as Document
2 of this report.

An Application to Alter Pooley’s Bridge has been submitted by the Regional Municipality of
Ottawa-Carleton (RMOC) to carry out, in part, the following work: retention and stabilization
of the existing south stone spandrel wall; construction of a new concrete bridge structure for
pedestrians and cyclists extending 4.5 metres north from the spandrel wall; removal of the
existing stone arches of the bridge except for the southerly five metres;  stabilization of the
bridge piers as ruins. An illustration of this proposal is included as Document 3 of this report.
It was one of twelve alternatives considered by the RMOC in an extensive review of potential
means of rehabilitating and/or replacing the existing Pooley’s Bridge necessitated by the
deterioration of portions of the bridge. It was considered as alternative 3B in the RMOC report.
A copy of the full report prepared by the Regional Environment and Transportation Department
describing and evaluating the twelve alternatives is included as Document 4 and is on file with
the City Clerk.

The option preferred by the RMOC  would  involve the removal of the existing stone arches
except for the most southerly five metres. This is considered too extreme a level of intervention
which would  remove an unacceptable amount of the original fabric of Ottawa’s oldest stone
arched bridge, the second oldest in Ontario. The arches form the structural skeleton of the
original stone bridge and their removal would preclude future restoration of the bridge in its
original configuration should funds become available at some point in the future, as occurred
with the 1994 infrastructure programme which enabled restoration of the Minto Bridges, a
designated heritage property.
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Recommendation 2

The alternative option illustrated in Document 5 was considered in the RMOC report as
Alternative 2B. This option would retain a substantial portion of the original arches albeit in a
“ruin” or non-rehabilitated state. The estimated cost of this option was $1,490,000. The
estimated cost of the option preferred by the RMOC was $1,270,000,  a difference of less than
15%.

It is recognized that if the preferred option recommended in this report were adopted there
would still be a need to address potential issues such as unwanted access to the top of the
exposed arches and  deterioration of the underside of the stone arches at some point in the
future. These issues could be addressed, however, following a decision by the RMOC to proceed
with a rehabilitation option which retains the remaining arches in their entirety such that the
option of future restoration/reconstruction would not be precluded by too rigorous demolition
of the existing fabric.

Consultation

Adjacent property owners, tenants, as well as local community associations, were notified by
letter of the date of the LACAC meeting and the Planning and Economic Development
Committee meeting and were provided with comment forms to be returned to LACAC. This is
in accordance with City Council’s public participation policy regarding alterations to designated
heritage properties (PDD/PPP/N&C#9).

The Ward Councillor is aware of this application.

There was considerable public participation carried out by the RMOC to present the twelve
alternatives. The process and results of that participation are described in  Document 4. As an
early part of that consultation process by the RMOC, a presentation was made to the City of
Ottawa Local Architectural Conservation Advisory Committee (LACAC) on November 17,
1998. The LACAC comments are included as Document 6.

Disposition

Department of Corporate Services, Statutory Services Branch to notify the property owner,
(Regional Municipality of Ottawa-Carleton, Ottawa-Carleton Centre, Cartier Square, 111 Lisgar
Street, Ottawa,Ontario K2P 2L7) and the Ontario Heritage Foundation (10 Adelaide Street, 3rd

Floor,Toronto, Ontario M5C 1J3) of City Council’s refusal to alter 9 Fleet Street in accordance
with the alternative shown in Document 3 and its approval of the alternative shown in Document
5.
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List of Supporting Documentation

Document 1 Location Map
Document 2 Statement of Reason for Designation
Document 3 Option Recommended by RMOC
Document 4 Report of the RMOC Environment and Transportation Committee- Copy on file

with City Clerk
Document 5 Alternative Option Recommended in this report
Document 6 LACAC comments of December 17,1998 
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Part II - Supporting Documentation

Location Map Document 1
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Statement of Reason for Designation Document 2
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Option Recommended by RMOC Document 3
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Alternative Option Recommended in this Report Document 5
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LACAC comments of December 17, 1998 Document 6


