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REGION OF OTTAWA-CARLETON REPORT

RÉGION D’OTTAWA-CARLETON RAPPORT

Our File/N/Réf. 50 23-99-R082
Your File/V/Réf.

DATE 07 April 1999

TO/DEST. Co-ordinator Transportation Committee

FROM/EXP. Director Mobility Services and Corporate Fleet Services
Environment and Transportation Department

SUBJECT/OBJET PROPOSED PERMANENT SURFACE ENCROACHMENT AT
137 MURRAY STREET, OTTAWA

DEPARTMENTAL RECOMMENDATION

That the Transportation Committee recommend Council reject the proposed permanent
surface encroachment at 137 Murray Street.

BACKGROUND

The Environment and Transportation Department received a letter from Mr. Claude Lauzon
requesting an encroachment, consisting of an entrance, a vestibule and a solarium to a bar/lounge
at 137 Murray Street, (north side, just east of Dalhousie Street).  Due to the magnitude of the
proposed encroachment, a response was sent to Mr. Lauzon advising that the Environment and
Transportation Department could not recommend that the public road allowance at the subject
site be encumbered with the proposed building addition.  A second letter was received requesting
the Environment and Transportation Department to reconsider the recommendation.  This second
letter, together with previous correspondence, is attached as Annex ‘C’.  A Key Plan, and a Plan
showing the proposed encroachment are attached respectively as Annex ‘A’ and Annex ‘B’.

DISCUSSION

In general there are two types of encroachments, temporary and permanent as well as sidewalk
cafés/patios.  This application falls into the long term category, so it is considered a Permanent
Surface Encroachment, which generally deal with the following:

• encroaching bay windows on older existing buildings,
• existing fire escapes,
• ornamental rock gardens and flower beds, and,
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• construction of a new facade to an old building, etc.

In order to determine the appropriateness of a proposed encroachment various ‘tools’ are at the
disposal of staff, of which some are:  the Regional Regulatory Code, the Regional Official Plan,
the Regional Transportation Master Plan and the Regional Road System Right-of-Way
Requirements Review Study.

• Under subsection 2.10.1 (8) of the Regulatory Code the proposed encroachment is identified
as a ‘Permanent Surface Encroachment’.

• Under subsection 9.2.8. a) of the Official Plan, the following environmental guideline for
pedestrian facilities on Regional roads is given; ‘provide a minimum effective sidewalk width
of at least 2.0 m  with a separation from vehicular traffic in the form of a boulevard of 2.0 m
where feasible, and under no circumstances provide an effective sidewalk width of less than
1.5 m’.  Effective sidewalk width is the width remaining after reductions are made to take
account of the natural inclination of pedestrians to keep clear of obstructions such as buildings
or street furniture, and danger zones such as areas of moving traffic.  The effective sidewalk
width varies with pedestrian volumes, i.e. the greater the volume the larger the required
sidewalk width.  The Department uses 0.45 m clearance for obstructions on both sides of the
effective sidewalk width to determine the total sidewalk width, with additional clearances for
unusual circumstances such as window shopping areas, trees, fire hydrants, parking meters,
etc.  To give an example, an effective sidewalk width of 1.5 m with two clearance zones of
0.45 m would require a total sidewalk width of 2.4 m.

• The Transportation Master Plan, page iii, encourages; ‘better promotion of walking, improved
maintenance of pedestrian facilities through co-ordination among responsible jurisdictions,
and enhanced pedestrian-friendly design practices’.

• The minimum planning requirement on the Urban Cross-Section of the Regional Road System
Right-of-Way Requirements Review Study calls for a minimum inner boulevard of 0.5 m with
a 1.5 m sidewalk and an outer boulevard of 1 m.

Applying the parameters of the above-mentioned ‘tools’ to the subject application, a minimum
distance of 2.85 m from edge of pavement to the wall is required.  This includes the additional
offset requirement of 0.45 m due to the fact that the proposed encroaching wall has an entrance-
door located in it.

To provide a practical example; if an outdoor patio was applied for at this location, Council policy
would require 2.4 m of clear space for pedestrian use, and the remainder of the unused boulevard
area could be used for the patio.  This calculation is based on the peak pedestrian volume being
less than 500 per hour (1.5 m of effective sidewalk width required to accommodate) with 0.45 m
clearance for the curb and 0.45 m clearance for the outdoor patio.  If a request was made, a 2 m
wide outdoor patio could be approved immediately adjacent to the building.
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As the subject site is located within the City of Ottawa, and the Transportation Master Plan
recommends co-ordination among responsible jurisdictions, this proposal was submitted for
comment to the Engineering Branch of the City’s Department of Urban Planning and Public
Works who provided the following comment; ‘Should this Branch receive a similar proposal to
construct a permanent structure within a City road allowance, staff would object to such a
proposal as required in the Encroachment By-law 167-73.  This section of the by-law prohibits
the construction of any permanent surface structure.’

Currently this Department is investigating the possibility of street scaping Murray Street between
Sussex Drive and King Edward Avenue.

Generally, permanent encroachments are of a minor nature and, according to the provisions of the
Regulatory Code, an annual fee of $100 must be charged.  However, in the event that Committee
and Council wish to accommodate the applicant by granting this encroachment, then staff
suggests the matter be referred to the Real Estate Services Branch for the purposes of negotiating
a lease at fair market value.

CONSULTATION

No public consultation was undertaken as the proposal does not conform to Regional Council
policy.  Should Committee wish to deviate from its policy, the Department would recommend that
the ‘outdoor patio’ consultation practice be undertaken, i.e. residents within 60 m be circulated a
flyer outlining the proposal.

Approved by
Doug Brousseau

WVH/gc

Attach. ( 3 )
























