
P.O. Box 1749
Halifax, Nova Scotia
B3J 3A5 Canada   

Item No.
Halifax Regional Council

September 29, 2020

TO: Mayor Savage and Members of Halifax Regional Council

SUBMITTED BY:
Jacques Dubé, Chief Administrative Officer

DATE: August 20, 2020

SUBJECT: Appeal of the Decision of the Design Review Committee for Case 22708:
Substantive Site Plan Approval for 1325 Lower Water Street, Halifax  

ORIGIN

Design Review Committee’s July 30, 2020 decision to approve a substantive site plan approval
application for the lands located at 1325 Lower Water Street, Halifax; and

Appeal period from August 8 - 22, 2020 within which notice of appeal by various property owners
was received by the Office of the Municipal Clerk.

LEGISLATIVE AUTHORITY

Halifax Regional Municipality Charter (HRM Charter); Part VIII, Planning & Development – including:

Section 246A: Design Review Committee for HRM by Design Downtown Plan Area;
Section 251: Variance Procedures; and
Section 252: Variance Appeals and Costs.

RECOMMENDATION

In accordance with Administrative Order One, the following motion shall be placed on the floor:

That the appeal be allowed.

If Halifax Regional Council allows the appeal, it will result in the refusal of the Substantive Site Plan Approval 
Application and corresponding variances. 

If Halifax Regional Council denies the appeal, it will result in approval of the Substantive Site Plan Approval 
Application. 
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BACKGROUND

Southwest Properties Ltd. applied for a substantive site plan approval including multiple variances from the 
requirements of the Downtown Halifax Design Manual to build a 16 storey, with rooftop penthouse, mixed-
use building at 1325 Lower Water St. in Downtown Halifax (Map 1).

Staff assessed the application against the requirements of the Land Use By-law and the Downtown Halifax 
Design Manual and prepared a staff report for the Design Review Committee (DRC) dated June 22, 2020
(Attachment A). Staff found that several of the variances required for the proposed building did not meet 
the approval criteria outlined within the Design Manual.  Accordingly, staff recommended that the DRC 
refuse the qualitative elements of the application as well as five of the nine requested variances. At their 
July 30, 2020 meeting, the DRC approved the qualitative elements of the application and approved all the 
variances except for one request to allow balconies to encroach into required setbacks.  This decision was 
subsequently appealed by multiple property owners as outlined in their letters of appeal (Attachment B).

Regional Council’s role is to hear the appeal(s) and make a decision on the application. Council has the 
authority to make any decision that the DRC could have made relative to the application. This includes 3 
general options:

approval as proposed;
approval with conditions; or
refusal.

Project Description
The applicant wishes to construct a 16 storey, with a rooftop mechanical penthouse, mixed-use building at 
1325 Lower Water Street in Downtown Halifax. The details of the proposal are as follows:  

Mixed use building, with residential, ground floor retail, office use and restaurant use;
254 residential units; 
Parking is located in the midrise section of the building, in the grey banded area on levels 3 and 4;
The building is 55.385 m tall at Lower Water St. for the tower portion which then changes to 30.67 
m at the Northwest corner and steps down to 35.03 m at the lowest part of the eastern portion of 
the building;
36 642 sq. m of GFA of which 18 957.3 sq. m is residential and 8 265.4 sq. m is commercial;
Floor Area Ratio of 5.93;
Building materials include: large format porcelain tile; pre-finished composite metal panel system; 
aluminum window wall system; and vision glazing;
Approximately 8 093.7sq. m of plaza space;
229 indoor parking spaces; and
276.3 sq. m of amenity space.

Site Plan Approval Process
The subject property is zoned DH-1 (Downtown Halifax) under the Land Use By-law for Downtown Halifax
(LUB). The site plan approval process applies to new building construction and is regulated under the HRM 
Charter and the Downtown Halifax Land Use By-law. The process requires approvals by the Design Review 
Committee and the Development Officer and includes an appeal mechanism to Regional Council relative 
to the decision of the Design Review Committee.

Role of the Development Officer:
In accordance with the Substantive Site Plan Approval process, as set out in the Downtown Halifax LUB, 
the Development Officer is responsible for determining if a proposal meets the land use and built form 
requirements contained in the LUB. The Development Officer reviewed the application and determined that 
the following elements do not conform to the Downtown Halifax LUB:
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Section 8(8) Mechanical penthouse shall not occupy more than 30% of the roof area;
Section 10(4) Any portion of a mid-rise building above a height of 18.5 m shall be setback 5.5 m 

from interior lot lines;
Section 10(9) Any portion of a high-rise building above a height of 33.5 m shall be separated a 

minimum of 23 metres;
Section 10(10) Buildings shall be a maximum width of 38 m and a maximum depth of 38 m; and
Section 10(13) Balconies shall be permitted encroachments into a setback or stepback provided that 

aggregate length of balconies does not exceed 50% of building face.

LUB - Precinct 1 Requirements
Section 11(1)c Maximum height of the building within 30 m of the Ordinary High-Water Mark 

(OHWM) is 12.5 m
Section 11(1)e Maximum width of a building parallel to OHWM is 21.5 m
Section 11(1)f Maximum width of any portion of a building above a height of 33.5 m shall be 21.5m 

parallel to Lower Water St and a maximum depth of 38.5m
Section 11(1)h Buildings on lots with a streetline width greater than 27.5 m shall be setback from 

interior lot lines no less than 10% of the lot width or 8 m, whichever is less

The LUB allows applicants to propose variances to these requirements.  Specific criteria under which 
proposals for variances must be considered is also included in the LUB.  The applicant requested that 
variances be considered for approval through the site plan review process in response to the above 
referenced inconsistencies with the LUB.

Role of the Design Review Committee:
The Design Review Committee, established under the LUB, is the body responsible for making decisions 
relative to a proposal’s compliance with the requirements of the Design Manual.  The role of the Design 
Review Committee in this case is to:

1. Determine if the project is in keeping with the guidelines contained within the Design Manual; and
2. Consider the application for the variances noted above in the context of the variance approval 

criteria set out in the Design Manual.

Design Review Committee Decision
At their July 30, 2020 meeting, the DRC approved the proposal as follows:

MOVED by Erica Armstrong, seconded by Jessica Harper

That the Design Review Committee:
 

1. Approve the qualitative elements of the substantive site plan approval application for 
Case 22708 as shown in Attachment A with consideration given to the following:

a) adding public access to the penthouse level, 
b) adding articulation to the banding, 
c) providing vertical articulation to break up the horizontal massing within floors 3 

and 4 of the development, and 
d) subject to an approved license agreement with Nova Scotia Power Inc, the 

applicant shall consider minor modifications to the streetwall of the building 
abutting the Morris Street Waterfront View Corridor, such as streetwall 
articulation, materials including glazing, and public art features that serve to 
further activate the terminus area of the Morris Street Waterfront View 
Corridor.    
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2. Approve 11 of the 12 variances requested by the applicant but refuse the variance that 
is requested to section 10.13 of the Land Use By-law which allows balconies to be 
permitted encroachments into a setback or stepback provided that the aggregate 
length of the balconies does not exceed 50% of the building face and approve the 
following variances:

a) Variance Category 3: Maximum Height Variance is consistent with section 
3.6.8d of the Design Manual,

b) Variance Category 4: Precinct 1 Built Form Variance is consistent with section 
3.6.7b of the Design Manual,        

c) Variance Category 5: Tower Width and Separation is consistent with section 
3.6.7b of the Design Manual, and 

d) Approve the 4 variances as per the staff recommendation.     

3. Accept the findings of the qualitative Wind Impact Assessment, as contained in 
Attachment C. 

4.  Recommend that the Development Officer accept sustainable building practices as the
post-bonus height public benefit for the development.

MOTION PUT AND PASSED”

Appeal Notice and Process
In accordance with the HRM Charter, notice of the decision of the DRC was given to the applicant and the 
community1. Notice of appeal was filed by 22 separate property owners regarding the DRC decision. 
Attachment B contains a copy of the appeal letters outlining the reasons for the appeals.

Administrative Order Number One, the Procedures of the Council Administrative Order (A.O.1) requires 
that Council, in hearing any appeal, must place a motion to “allow the appeal” on the floor, even if that
motion conflicts with staff’s recommendation or the decision of the DRC. The recommendation section of 
this report contains the required wording of the appeal motion based on A.O.1. as well as an explanation 
of the outcome of the appeal decision.

Appeals received through this process must be heard by Regional Council within 60 days of the date of 
appeal unless the parties to the appeal agree otherwise. The 60 day time period will lapse on October 14,
2020. Regional Council must render its decision within 30 days after having heard the appeal. As Council 
will hear the appeal on September 29, 2020, a decision must be rendered no later than October 29, 2020. 

Regional Council’s Decision
In hearing an appeal, Regional Council may make any decision that the Design Review Committee could 
have made in respect of the application of the Design Manual appended to the LUB and any “site plan 
variances” pursuant to Part 3 of that Manual. Regional Council should consider each approved variance 
against the variance criteria as outlined within section 3.6 of the Design Manual.  Staff’s recommendations 
with respect to each variance and the applicable approval criteria are outlined in Attachment A. 

Regional Council may not, however, substitute its decision for that of the Development Officer in respect of 
the application of the land use bylaw.

If the site plan approval is granted, the Development Officer must then consider whether all other 
requirements of the Land Use By-law have been met before issuing or refusing a development permit. A 

1 The area of notification for a substantive site plan approval is the Downtown Halifax Secondary Municipal Planning 
Strategy plan area boundary plus 30 metres.
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decision by the Development Officer to refuse a development permit may be appealed to the Nova Scotia 
Utility & Review Board.

DISCUSSION

In the June 22, 2020 staff report to the DRC, staff recommended refusal of the proposal as the proposal 
did not conform with the requirements of the Design Manual, as outlined in Attachment A. The staff report 
includes the rationale for staff’s recommendation and contains a detailed evaluation of the proposal against 
the applicable approval criteria in the Design Manual.  

The applicant’s rationale for the approach to the design of the project and the requested variances is also 
included in Attachment A.

The Design Review Committee’s rationale for approval is set out in their motion and the minutes
(Attachment C) as outlined in the Background section of this report.

Regional Council may consider each of the requested variances and come to a different decision than DRC 
and may choose to approve or refuse any combination of the requested variances.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

There are no financial implications associated with processing this planning application.  All HRM costs are
accommodated within the approved 2020/21 operating budget for C310 Planning & Applications.

COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT

The community engagement process is consistent with the intent of the HRM Community Engagement 
Strategy and the requirements of the Downtown Halifax LUB regarding substantive site plan approvals. The 
level of engagement was information sharing, achieved through the developer’s website, public kiosks at 
HRM Customer Service Centres, and a public open house.

Notifications associated with the appeal process have been completed in accordance with the HRM 
Charter.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPLICATIONS

No implications have been identified.

ALTERNATIVES

1. Regional Council may choose to uphold the decision of the Design Review Committee and allow the 
qualitative elements of the substantive site plan approval application and the requested variances.
Council should provide reasons for this approval based on the specific guidelines of the Design Manual

2. Regional Council may choose to uphold the decision of the Design Review Committee to allow the 
qualitative elements of the substantive site plan approval application but refuse any or all of the 
requested variances. Council should provide reasons for this based on the specific guidelines of the 
Design Manual.
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ATTACHMENTS

Map 1 Location and Zoning Map
Attachment A June 22, 2020 Staff Report to the Design Review Committee
Attachment B Notice of Appeals
Attachment C Minutes of Design Review Committee July 30, 2020

A copy of this report can be obtained online at halifax.ca or by contacting the Office of the Municipal Clerk at 
902.490.4210.

Report Prepared by: Jennifer Chapman, Planner III, 902.225.6742
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Item No. 
Design Review Committee 

July 30, 2020 

TO: Chair and Members of Design Review Committee 

SUBMITTED BY: 
Kelly Denty, Director of Planning and Development 

DATE: June 22, 2020 

SUBJECT: Case 22708: Substantive Site Plan Approval for 1325 Lower Water Street, 
Halifax  

ORIGIN 

Application by Southwest Properties. 

LEGISLATIVE AUTHORITY 

Halifax Regional Municipality (HRM) Charter; Part VIII, Planning & Development. 

RECOMMENDATION 

It is recommended that the Design Review Committee: 

1. Refuse the qualitative elements of the substantive site plan approval application for a 16 storey, with
rooftop penthouse, mixed use building, in Downtown Halifax as shown in Attachments A and B, as the
proposal does not comply with Sections 2.1c, 2.10i, 3.1.1a, 3.2.1a, 3.2.1f, 3.2.5a, 3.3.1b and 3.3.1c
of the Design Manual, as noted in Attachment E; and

2. Refuse 5 of the 9 variances in 5 categories to the Land Use By-law requirements regarding upper
storey side yard stepback, maximum height, Precinct 1 built form, and tower width and separation
distances, as contained in Attachment B, as the proposal does not comply with Sections 3.6.6, 3.6.7,
3.6.8, and 3.6.10 of the Design Manual, as noted in Attachment D.
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BACKGROUND 
 
Southwest Properties Ltd. has applied for a substantive site plan approval to build a 16 storey, with rooftop 
penthouse, mixed-use building at 1325 Lower Water St. in Downtown Halifax. (Map 1, Attachments A and 
B). To allow the development, the Design Review Committee must consider the application relative to the 
Design Manual within the Downtown Halifax Land Use By-law (LUB).  
 
This report addresses relevant regulation held within both the Land Use By-law and Design Manual in order 
to assist the Committee in their decision. 
 

Subject Site 1325 Lower Water Street, Halifax 
Location Corner of Lower Water and Morris Streets 
Zoning (Map 1) DH-1 (Downtown Halifax) 
Lot Size 6176.1 square metres (66478.9 square feet) 
Site Conditions Sloping, waterfront site 
Current Land Use(s) parking lot 
Surrounding Land Use(s) North – Bishops Landing Mixed Use Development 

East – Halifax Harbour 
South – Morris Street extension & NS Power Office Building 
West – Lower Water Street & 7 Storey Multi-Unit Residential Building 

 
Project Description 
The applicant wishes to construct a 16 storey, with a rooftop mechanical penthouse, mixed-use building at 
1325 Lower Water Street in Downtown Halifax. The details of the proposal are as follows (refer to 
Attachments A and B):   
 

 Mixed use building, with residential, ground floor retail, office use and restaurant use; 
 254 residential units;  
 Parking is located in the midrise section of the building, in the grey banded area on levels 3 and 4; 
 The building is 55.385 m tall at Lower Water St. for the tower portion which then changes to 30.67 

m at the Northwest corner and steps down to 35.03 m at the lowest part of the eastern portion of 
the building; 

 36 642 sq. m of GFA of which 18 957.3 sq. m is residential and 8 265.4 sq. m is commercial; 
 Floor Area Ratio of 5.93; 
 Building materials include: large format porcelain tile; pre-finished composite metal panel system; 

aluminum window wall system; and vision glazing; 
 Approximately 8 093.7sq. m of plaza space; 
 229 indoor parking spaces; and 
 276.3 sq. m of amenity space. 

 
Information about the approach to the design of the building has been provided by the project’s architect 
(Attachment B). The proposed building floor plans, renderings, elevations and cross section can be found 
in Attachment A. 
 
Regulatory Context - Municipal Planning Documents 
Regarding the Downtown Halifax Secondary Municipal Planning Strategy (DHSMPS) and the Downtown 
Halifax LUB, the following are relevant to the proposed development from a regulatory context: 
 

 Zone: DH-1 (Downtown Halifax), Schedule W (Waterfront Development Overlay) 
 Precinct: 1 Southern Waterfront 
 Building Height (Pre and Post-Bonus): 39 m and 49 m respectively 
 Viewplane: A portion of the site is covered by Viewplane 6, but the building has been confirmed to 

not conflict with this view plane 
 Streetwall Setback: 0-4 m 
 Streetwall Height: 18.5 m 
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 Prominent Civic/ Cultural Frontage: The site is identified as a Prominent Civic / Cultural Frontage 
along Lower Water Street (Map 1 of the Design Manual) 

 
Site Plan Approval Process 
Under the site plan approval process, development proposals within the Downtown Halifax Plan area must 
meet the land use and building envelope requirements of the Land Use By-law (LUB), as well as the 
requirements of the By-law’s Design Manual. The process requires approvals by both the Development 
Officer and the DRC as follows: 
 
Role of the Development Officer 
In accordance with the Substantive Site Plan Approval process, as set out in the Downtown Halifax LUB, 
the Development Officer is responsible for determining if a proposal meets the land use and built form 
requirements contained in the LUB. The Development Officer has reviewed the application and determined 
that the following elements do not conform to the Downtown Halifax LUB: 
 

 Section 8(8): Mechanical penthouse shall not occupy more than 30% of the roof area; 
 Section 10(4): any portion of a mid-rise building above a height of 18.5 m shall be setback 5.5 m 

from interior lot lines; 
 Section 10(9): Any portion of a high-rise building above a height of 33.5 m shall be separated a 

minimum of 23 metres; 
 Section 10(10): Buildings shall be a maximum width of 38 m and a maximum depth of 38 m; and 
 Section 10(13): Balconies shall be permitted encroachments into a setback or stepback provided 

that aggregate length of balconies does not exceed 50% of building face. 
 
Precinct 1 requirements 

 Section 11(1)c: Maximum height of the building within 30 m of the Ordinary High-Water Mark 
(OHWM) is 12.5 m; 

 Section 11(1)e: Maximum width of a building parallel to OHWM is 21.5 m; 
 Section 11(1)f: Maximum width of any portion of a building above a height of 33.5 m shall be 21.5m 

parallel to Lower Water St and a maximum depth of 38.5m; and 
 Section 11(1)h: Buildings on lots with a streetline width greater than 27.5 m shall be setback from 

interior lot lines no less than 10% of the lot width or 8 m, whichever is less. 
 
The applicant has requested that variances be considered for approval through the site plan review process 
in response to the above referenced inconsistencies with the LUB.  Additional information on these requests 
can be found in Attachment B. 
 
Role of the Design Review Committee 
The Design Review Committee, established under the LUB, is the body responsible for making decisions 
relative to a proposal’s compliance with the requirements of the Design Manual.  The role of the Design 
Review Committee in this case is to: 
 

1. Determine if the project is in keeping with the design guidelines contained within the Design Manual 
(Attachment D);  

2. Consider the variance requests that have been made pursuant to variance criteria in the Design 
 Manual (Attachment B); 

3. Provide advice to the Development Officer if the proposal is suitable in terms of the expected wind 
conditions on pedestrian comfort (Attachment C); and 

4. Advise the Development Officer on the suitability of the post-bonus height public benefit being 
 proposed by the applicant (Attachment E). 

 
Notice and Appeal 
Where a proposal is approved by the Design Review Committee, notice of the decision is given to all 
assessed property owners within the DHSMPS Plan Area boundary plus 30 meters. Any assessed property 
owner within the area of notice may appeal the decision of the DRC to Regional Council. Where a proposal 
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is refused by the Design Review Committee, the applicant may appeal the decision of the DRC to Regional 
Council. If the appeal is from a refusal every assessed owner within the notice area will receive notice of 
the appeal hearing date.  If an appeal is filed, Regional Council will hold a hearing and make decision on 
the application.  
 
 
COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT 
 
The community engagement process has been consistent with the intent of the HRM Community 
Engagement Strategy and the requirements of the Downtown Halifax LUB regarding substantive site plan 
approvals. The level of engagement was information sharing, achieved through the developer’s website, 
public kiosks at HRM Customer Service Centres, and a Public Open House held on August 12, 2019. 
 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
Design Manual Guidelines 
As noted above, the Design Manual contains a variety of building design conditions that are to be met in 
the development of new buildings and modifications to existing buildings as follows: 
 

 Section 2.1 of the Design Manual contains design guidelines that are to be considered specifically 
for properties within Precinct 1 (Southern Waterfront);  

 Section 2.10 of the Design Manual contains design guidelines that are to be considered for 
properties within Precinct 1 and 4 (Downtown Halifax Waterfront); and 

 Section 3.6 of the Design Manual specifies conditions by which variances to certain Land Use By-
law requirements may be considered.  

 
An evaluation of the general guidelines and the relevant conditions as they relate to the project are found 
in a table format in Attachment D. The table indicates staff’s analysis and advice as to whether the project 
complies with the guidelines. In addition, it identifies circumstances where there are different possible 
interpretations of how the project relates to a guideline, where additional explanation is warranted, or where 
staff advise the Design Review Committee should give attention in their assessment of conformance to the 
Design Manual. Staff have undertaken a detailed review of the proposal, and have identified the following 
items for further consideration by the Design Review Committee: 
  
Precinct One:  Southern Waterfront (Section 2.1c) 
Section 2.1c seeks to “ensure tall and slender towers provided that their placement and design are 
consistent with the objectives identified for this precinct and with the design guidelines”. One of the 
overarching principles of the Design Manual is the requirement for towers to be tall and slender to allow for 
building shadows to move quickly across the site and surrounding areas in the downtown core.   
 
Staff advise the proposed tower is too wide to be considered in keeping with the requirements of the Design 
Manual.  The Downtown Halifax LUB states that the maximum tower dimension is 38 m and this building 
has a proposed depth of 53.4 m which is approximately 40% wider than the required maximum dimension.  
This creates a blocky building shape that is not in keeping with the desired built form in the Design Manual 
generally and in the Waterfront precinct specifically.   
 
The Southern Waterfront is an area of high importance and includes a sub-area specific to the Downtown 
Halifax Waterfront with additional criteria that development must adhere to.  More information about these 
guidelines is provided below. 
  
Downtown Halifax Waterfront (Sections 2.10b, 2.10e, 2.10i, 2.10k) 
Section 3.4.9 of the Downtown Halifax MPS describes the importance of the Halifax Waterfront and 
prescribes enhanced design discretion in this area to respond to the significance of the precinct. Policy 29 
of the Downtown Halifax MPS describes the following intent for built form in this area:   
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 to provide a higher degree of discretion over the design and form of the building;  
 to ensure appropriate height transitions that step down to the water’s edge; and  
 to maximize sky views, sun penetration to public spaces and streets and provide visual and public 

access to the water.   
 
This is met through the provision of Schedule W in the LUB as well as the additional design requirements 
of 2.10 in the Design Manual.  The downtown Halifax Waterfront presents unique challenges as the parcels 
tend to be very large, because of their location at the waters edge, and because there is a requirement for 
the provision of public open space on a continuous boardwalk.   
 
The intent of Section 2.10b is to  
 

“…ensure that a generally complete and consistent streetwall is built along Lower Water Street that 
permits visual and physical access to the harbour along the eastward extension of the east-west 
streets to the water’s edge, and at intermediate locations as deemed appropriate.”  

 
Staff advise the proposed streetwall is complete and consistent but does not provide either visual or 
physical access from the east to the water. The design of the streetwall is a relatively blank facade with 
limited activity.  Staff note the presence of a door at the northwest corner of the building does help provide 
animation to the street, but this animation is generally absent over the rest of the streetwall.  The proposal 
has provided only 2 entrances on the west façade along a 55m frontage.  Additionally, the Lower Water 
Street elevation is largely planters for approximately 37 metres of the frontage.  The Design Manual also 
requires visual and physical access to the harbour, from Lower Water Street.  The building does not provide 
this access as it is built out completely at the street property line.   
 
Section 2.10e seeks to ensure that “public open spaces are provided where the eastward extension of east-
west streets intersects the boardwalk. These open spaces shall be accomplished through the use of 
waterfront view corridors that extend from Lower Water Street to the water’s edge”.  The L shape of the 
building impedes visual and physical access from Lower Water Street as the building extends along the full 
length between property boundaries at Lower Water Street.  The extension of Morris Street does provide 
access as it is a publicly owned street and is identified as a waterfront view corridor in the Downtown Halifax 
MPS.  The intent of the Plan is to activate these areas with small scale retail, restaurants and pedestrian 
oriented uses to provide an opportunity to enjoy the sun as this part of the site has the most sunlight.  The 
building is designed so that much of this side of the building is used for servicing, driveways and emergency 
exits, which does not capitalize on the prominence that the Plan intended for these street extensions.   
 
Design of the Streetwall (Sections 3.2.1, 3.2.1f, and 3.4.1b) 
To enhance the public realm and create pedestrian-oriented streetwall conditions, the Design Manual 
encourages active uses along street frontages, a high degree of building articulation, visual interest, visibility 
through abundant glazing and light penetration, more animation and “eyes on the street”, prominent 
entrances and exemplary design along civic frontages. 
 
Section 3.2.1a states “the streetwall should contribute to the fine grained character of the streetscape by 
articulating the façade in a vertical rhythm that is consistent with the prevailing character of narrow buildings 
and storefronts.” The building is articulated horizontally but not vertically, and the building design does not 
include fine grained elements. Design cues could be pulled from buildings in the area which do provide a 
fine grained building articulation at the street level, and this rhythm should be continued along the street 
frontage of this proposal. 
 
Section 3.2.1f requires that “streetwalls should have many windows and doors to provide eyes on the street 
and a sense of animation and engagement.” Windows and doorways have been used at the corners of the 
building on Lower Water Street and provide an appropriate level of transparency at those locations, but 
there is a large stretch of the proposed frontage that remains inactive and without doors or windows. 
Discussions with the developer held through the application process resulted in a door being included 
towards the northwest corner of the building along the Lower Water Street elevation. While this is 
recognized as an improvement to the proposal, the majority of this prominent elevation remains not only 
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physically inaccessible to pedestrians, but also visually inaccessible given the orientation of the floorplates. 
Improvements to the remaining sections of the streetwall are needed to further animate the street frontage. 
 
Section 3.2.1g states that “along pedestrian frontages at grade level, blank walls shall not be permitted, nor 
shall any mechanical or utility functions (vents, trash vestibules, propane vestibules, etc.) be permitted.”  
The site does have a major grade change from the south corner to the north corner of the building along 
the Lower Water Street frontage.  Entry points are proposed near the corners of the building that have been 
designed with large windows around the doorways, and planters have been proposed along the Lower 
Water Street frontage to reduce the impact of the grade change and to break up the space.  Staff advise 
that significant sections of this elevation have not been animated and that the planters are insufficient to 
break up the blank wall and provide visual interest for passing pedestrians. 
 
Section 3.4.1b identifies prominent civic frontages, and states that these frontages are highly visible building 
sites that front on important public open spaces such as the Citadel and Cornwallis Park, as well as 
important symbolic or ceremonial visual and physical connections such as the waterfront boardwalks, the 
proposed Grand Promenade linking the waterfront to the Town Clock, and other east-west streets that 
connect the downtown to the waterfront. Prominent Civic Frontages are shown on Map 1 in Appendix A of 
the Design Manual. This site is a prominent civic frontage that fronts on the Halifax Harbour, one of the 
most important and iconic spaces in the Municipality.  This site should be developed to a high standard that 
is reflective of its signature location. Staff do not consider this proposal to be reflective of the design intent 
of the Design Manual and advise that it does not meet the intent of a prominent civic frontage due to the 
size of the building, the lack of articulation and animation on Lower Water Street, the lack of a narrow point 
tower and the inability of the proposal to meet the requirements of the Design Manual and Land-use By-
law.    
 
Sloping Conditions (Section 3.2.5 a) 
Many streets in the downtown are sloped and pose challenges to creating a pedestrian-oriented streetwall, 
however new buildings must provide an appropriate interface to these sloping street conditions. 
 
Section 3.2.5a seeks to “maintain active uses at-grade, related to the sidewalk, stepping with the slope. 
Avoid levels that are distant from grade.”  In response to the sloping condition, the building has an entryway 
at the northeast corner to activate that section of the street level.  While this does help address the issue 
at that corner, large sections of the Lower Water Street frontage have not been activated.  Approximately 
37 m of street frontage are without windows or doorways, with the majority of the window placement 
occurring at over 2 m in height.  The proposal does include planters to break up the space, but large 
stretches of this important street frontage remains without activation. 
 
Building Design and Articulation (Section 3.3.1b and 3.3.1c) 
The articulation of a building is what gives it a human scale and sense of quality, through attention to detail. 
Articulation implies a 3-dimensional façade, where windows and other elements have depth, creating a 
dynamic of light and shadow and solid to void. 
 
Section 3.3.1b identifies that buildings should seek to contribute to a mix and variety of high-quality 
architecture while remaining respectful of downtown’s context and tradition. Staff advise the building does 
not respond well to the existing context and fine-grained character of the downtown. Many of the historic 
buildings downtown are smaller scale and provide greater articulation at the street level with narrow retail 
frontages at the street edge. This particular area has featured more recent development and has many 
buildings which have been constructed in the past 15 years. The ground floor of the adjacent building to 
the northeast consists of many windows and doorways at the pedestrian level and utilises multiple bays to 
break up the ground floor.  Both the Land Use By-law and Design Manual indicate that new construction 
should maintain and continue this rhythm and articulation. 
 
Section 3.3.1c requires the consideration of architectural variety and visual interest.  Opportunities to 
articulate the massing should be encouraged, including vertical and horizontal recesses or projections, 
datum lines, and changes in material, texture or colour.  The banding provided around the podium does 
help define the lower portion of the building and provides some vertical articulation.  However, this 
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articulation is not carried forward through the upper portions of the structure resulting in the midrise section 
of the building appearing bulkier and more repetitious in appearance.  
 
Variances 
The applicant is requesting multiple variances to the quantitative requirements of the Downtown Halifax 
LUB.  The requests are for 12 variances within 11 Sections of the LUB, for 9 building elements which fall 
under five different categories: 1. side and rear yard setbacks, 2. upper storey side yard stepback, 3. 
maximum height, 4. precinct 1 built form variance, and 5. tower width and separation distances.  Each 
variance request is referenced in brackets by the variance number indicated on the drawings and in the 
application package (Attachment B). 
 
Some variance requests apply in multiple locations, while other building features require more than one 
category of variances; those being the upper storey streetwall stepback, upper storey side yard stepback 
and tower width and separation distances. The applicant has outlined each of the variance requests on the 
plans (Attachment A) and has provided a rationale pursuant to the Design Manual criteria (Attachment B).   
 
The staff review of each variance request is provided in this section as outlined below.  Staff advise the 
extent of the proposed variances suggests the proposed building is too large for the site due to its failure 
to meet many of the requirements of the Land Use By-law related to size and height. Staff acknowledge 
that multiple attempts by the applicant to reconfigure the building while still retaining the proposed amount 
of floorspace has resulted in the requirement for new and additional variances. 
 
Variance Category 1: Side and Rear Yard Setback Variance 
There is a single variance requested in this category related to Section 11(1)h of the LUB, which requires 
that buildings on lots with a streetline width greater than 27.5 m be setback from interior lot lines no less 
than 10% of the lot width or 8 m, whichever is less (Variance #9).  The lot is 57.98 m wide and 10% of this 
is 5.798 m.  This is not being met along the northern or southern property boundaries as shown in the 
variance report.  The northwest corner of the building is built to the property line and access to the site is 
through an encroachment easement. The southern side of the building is also built to the property line but 
is adjacent to the Morris Street waterfront view corridor which does not permit the construction of any 
structure within 7.6.2 m from the mean centre line of the prolongation of the street to the harbour. 
 
Section 11(2) of the LUB provides the ability to vary the requirements for section 11(1) (Southern 
Waterfront) where the relaxation is consistent with the criteria of the Design Manual.  Sections 3.6.2 and 
3.6.10 of the Design Manual allows for a variance to the built form requirements of Section 11(1) of the LUB 
subject to meeting certain conditions as outlined in Attachment D. Of the potential conditions for a variance, 
this application is being requested under the provision of Section 3.6.10a which is for a development that 
fills existing gaps created by vacant properties or parking lots with new development, and 3.6.2b that the 
modification does not negatively impact abutting uses by providing insufficient separation. 
 
The applicant has requested a variance to Section 11(1)(h), which is a requirement for a minimum setback 
from the interior lot line.  As this clause is in the Precinct 1 section of the LUB, a variance for 3.6.2 and 
3.6.10 is required. Staff are satisfied that this request meets the criteria in the Design Manual as it is an 
existing parking lot and it provides sufficient space to abutting uses by virtue of being adjacent to the Morris 
Street waterfront view corridor.  Staff advise that this variance meets the criteria of the Design Manual. 
 
Variance Category 2: Upper Storey Side Yard Stepback Variance 
There are two variances requested in this category.  The first is related to Section 10(4) of the LUB 
(Variance #2) requires that any portion of a mid-rise building above a height of 18.5 m shall be setback 
5.5m from interior lot lines.  The building does not meet this requirement at the northwest corner of the 
building.  The provided setback is 4.6 m instead of the required 5.5 m.  The second variance is related to 
Section 10(13) (Variance #5) which allows balconies to be permitted encroachments into a setback or 
stepback provided that aggregate length of balconies does not exceed 50% of building face. Balconies are 
proposed around the majority of the building faces resulting in the need for a variance to be requested for 
the South and the west elevations.   
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Section 10(14) of the LUB provides the ability to vary the requirements for section 10(4) where the relaxation 
is consistent with the criteria of the Design Manual.  Section 3.6.6 of the Design Manual allows for a variance 
to the upper storey side yard stepback requirement of the LUB subject to meeting certain conditions as 
outlined in Attachment D. Of the potential conditions for a variance, this application is being requested 
under Section 3.6.6.b where the height of the building is substantially lower than the maximum permitted 
building height and the setback reduction is proportional to that lower height. The maximum permitted height 
of a midrise portion of a building is 33.5 m and the building measures 30.67 m at this section which is equal 
to 2.83 m of difference.  The setback is 0.9 m too close, which is less than the 2.83 m, making it proportional 
to the height reduction. Staff advise that this variance is consistent with the intent of the Design Manual. 
 
The balconies on the southern elevation are 100% of the width of levels 12-16, 62.26% of level 11 and 
83.12% of levels 6-10.  The balconies on the western elevation are 84.41% of the building face and 
encroach approximately 1.6m into the required setbacks.  The fact that they cover most of the building, 
make the building appear wider.  A variance may be considered under 1 of 2 conditions; b) where the height 
of the building is substantially lower than the maximum permitted building height and the setback reduction 
is proportional to that lower height, or; c) a reduction in setback results in the concealment of an existing 
blank wall with a new, well designed structure. The balconies do not meet either of these criteria as they 
are not covering a blank wall and the building is constructed to the maximum allowable height in these 
areas.  Staff do not recommend the approval of this variance as it does not meet the requirements of the 
Design Manual.  
 
Variance Category 3: Maximum Height Variance 
The applicant is requesting two variances to the maximum height requirements for this application.  Section 
8(8) of the LUB (Variance #1) requires that a mechanical penthouse shall not occupy more than 30% of the 
roof area.  Additionally, Section 11(1)c (Variance #6) states that the maximum height of a building within 
30 m of the Ordinary High-Water Mark (OHWM) is 12.5 m, which may be increased by 1 m for each 
additional metre of setback from the OHWM.   
 
Section 8(11) of the LUB provides the ability to vary the requirements for section 10(4) where the relaxation 
is consistent with the criteria of the Design Manual.  Section 3.6.8 of the Design Manual allows for a variance 
to maximum height requirements of the LUB subject to meeting certain conditions as outlined in Attachment 
E. Of the potential conditions for a variance, this application is being requested under the following 
provisions: 
 

1. The rooftop mechanical occupies more than 30% of the roof area, which means that it is no longer 
exempt from height and must be included in the calculation for height.  The applicant is requesting 
to vary the 30% requirement for rooftop coverage so that the mechanical structure remains exempt 
from the height restrictions. Section 3.6.8a and 3.6.8b are the requested considerations for 
variances for this part of the building. Section 3.6.8b allows for the consideration of additional height 
if it is for rooftop architectural features and the additional height does not result in an increase in 
gross floor area.  The mechanical is designed in such a way as to add an architectural feature to 
the top of the building and does not include any usable building floor area.  The mechanical includes 
a parapet around the building that should be included in the height variance.  As this request is for 
mechanical on the roof, staff advise that it meets the requirements of the Design Manual.  
 

2. The second request for a height variance is for the portions of the building that are within 30 m of 
the OHWM.  The longer portion of the building that runs parallel to the northern section of the 
OHWM has a maximum height of 12.5 m + the additional setback, which is 21.2 m for a total 
permitted height of 31.37 m.  The section of the building that is perpendicular to the northern section 
of the OHWM has a railing that is 60 cm taller than the permitted 31.37 m (12.5 m+ additional 
setback of 18.87 m).  The north-east face of the building on levels 12, 13, 14, 15 and 16 are within 
the 30 m of the OHWM and over the 33.7m of the maximum height, up to a maximum height of 
approximately 50 m at the 16th level. Additionally, a portion of the railings on the mid-rise portion of 
the building at the north-east are above the maximum height. This is within the Precinct 1 built form 
criteria and must meet both the variance requirements of section 3.6.8 regarding height and 3.6.10 
regarding Precinct 1 Built Form. The application meets the requirement for 3.6.10 in that it fills 
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existing gaps created by vacant properties or parking lots with new development, but it is unclear 
how it meets section 3.6.8.  In addition to the universal requirement to be consistent with the 
objectives and guidelines of the design manual, the allowable variance criteria for height is one of 
four criteria: 
 

b. the additional building height is for rooftop architectural features and the additional height 
does not result in an increase in gross floor area; 

c. the maximum building height is less than 1.5 metres below the View Plane or Rampart 
height requirements;      

d. where a landmark building element is provided pursuant to the Design Manual; or 
e. where the additional height is shown to enable the adaptive re-use of heritage buildings. 

 
The requested variance is not for a rooftop architectural feature and does result in increased gross 
floor area, so b) does not apply.  The maximum building height of this proposal exceeds the 
maximum permitted building height and the portion of the site subject to a view plane does not have 
a building within it, so c) does not apply.  The portions of the building that require a height variance 
are for large sections of the middle part of the tower and do not provide any additional design 
elements that would allow for the consideration of d).  Lastly, the building is not a heritage building 
and therefore e) does not apply.  There is no variance criterion which applies to this context. As 
such, staff do not recommend the approval of this variance as it does not meet the requirements of 
the Design Manual. 

 
Variance Category 4: Precinct 1 Built Form Variance 
This proposal requires four variances in this category.  Section 11(1)c of the LUB (Variance #6) requires 
the maximum height of the building within 30 m of the OHWM to be no greater than 12.5 m; Section 11(1)e 
(Variance #7) of the LUB, the maximum width of a building parallel to OHWM is 21.5 m. Section 11(1)f 
(Variance #8) states that the maximum width of any portion of a building above a height of 33.5 m shall be 
21.5 m parallel to Lower Water Street and a maximum depth of 38.5 m.  Finally, Section 11(1)h (Variance 
#9) requires buildings on lots with a streetline width greater than 27.5 m shall be setback from interior lot 
lines no less than 10% of the lot width or 8 m, whichever is less.  These sections of the LUB provide 
additional oversight on the design of buildings within this area.   
 
As mentioned earlier in the report, Section 3.4.9 of the Downtown Halifax MPS describes the importance 
of the Halifax Waterfront and prescribes enhanced design direction in this area to respond to the 
significance of the precinct. Schedule W of the LUB as well as the additional design requirements of 2.10 
in the Design Manual are the tools used to achieve the design intent. The intent of the Plan is to create 
buildings with a point tower, with heights that step down as it approaches the waterfront to reduce shadow 
on the public space and to provide visual and public access to the waterfront. 
 
The proposal requires 3 variances to enable the design, which would allow for a larger, wider and taller 
building than envisioned in the plan.  The building design also reduces access to sun as it is massed and 
sited towards the southern property line in such a way that the proposed plaza area will be in shade for 
much of the day. 
 
Section 11(1)f restricts the maximum dimension of a building face parallel to the OHWM to 21.5m.  This 
may be increased by 1m for every additional metre that the building is setback from the OHWM setback.  
In this case (Variance #7), the maximum permitted building dimension facing the OHWM is 35.8m and the 
applicant has proposed 44m for the low-rise portion of the building.  This criterion could be met by 
modulating the building face with recesses or offsets, but the applicant is not pursuing this option.  
 
Section 11(2) of the LUB provides the ability to vary the requirements for Section 11(1) where the relaxation 
is consistent with the criteria of the Design Manual.  Section 3.6.10 of the Design Manual allows for a 
variance to Precinct 1 Built Form Requirements subject to meeting certain conditions as outlined in 
Attachment D. Of the potential conditions for a variance, these 3 variances are being requested under the 
provision of 3.6.10a which is to fill existing gaps created by vacant properties or parking lots with new 
development.  While the site is an existing parking lot and these requested variances meet this requirement, 
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they must also meet the criteria for height, tower dimension and setbacks as discussed in the other sections.  
Refer to each applicable section for further discussion on each variance.  Staff recommend refusal of 
Variance #6 and Variance #8. Staff  advise that Variance #7 and Variance #9 meet the requirements of the 
Design Manual.  
 
Variance Category 5: Tower Width and Separation 
There are three variances required for this category, two relate to the tower dimensions and one is regarding 
the tower separation.  Section 10(9) of the LUB (Variance #3) requires that any portion of a high-rise building 
above a height of 33.5 m shall be separated from another non residential portion of the building by a 
minimum of 23 m. Section 10(10) (Variance #4) states that buildings shall be a maximum width of 38 m and 
a maximum depth of 38 m, and Section 11(1)f (Variance#8) requires that the maximum width of any portion 
of a building above a height of 33.5 m shall be 21.5 m parallel to Lower Water Street and a maximum depth 
of 38.5 m.  The intent of these regulations is to ensure that towers have a smaller dimension in the waterfront 
area to help create spaces that have enhanced access to sunlight and sky view, by controlling the building 
massing and stepping heights down near the waters edge.  
 
Section 10(14) of the LUB provides the ability to vary the requirements for Sections 10(9) and 10(10) and 
Section 11(2) of the LUB provides the ability to vary the requirements for Section 11(1) where the relaxation 
is consistent with the criteria of the Design Manual.  Section 3.6.7 of the Design Manual allows for a variance 
to tower dimensions subject to meeting certain conditions as outlined in Attachment D. Of the potential 
conditions for a variance, this application is being requested under Section 3.6.7b: the modification results 
in a clear public benefit such as the remediation of an existing blank building wall.  
 
The applicant has proposed the following as the potential public benefit to the building design: 
 

 Improved view lines of the residents of the building; 
 Reduced shadowing on the walkway; and 
 The shape of the building is preferred by the applicant to the point tower form. 

 
Staff have reviewed this request and advise that the views of the residents are not seen to be a public 
benefit, but rather a private benefit for the group of individuals who would ultimately reside in the proposed 
building.  Having a tower form that is 40% wider than the requirements permit will blocks views to the 
harbour from various public vantage points near the site. The proposed public plaza/ walkway is in shadow 
most of the day due to the design and placement of the tower.  The submission package indicates that a 2 
tower design would be permitted under the existing plan creating large areas in shadow in the plaza, but 
height restrictions of 12.5 m from the OHWM would restrict height in this area reducing the potential to 
shadow the plaza. Lastly the Downtown Halifax MPS states that the desired shape of buildings in the 
downtown is slender point towers with maximum building dimensions of 38 m by 38 m generally and 
narrower in this area, with a maximum tower dimension of 21.5m by 38 m in the Southern Waterfront, not 
wide terraced buildings.  This intent is carried through in the requirements of the LUB and the Design 
Manual.  The rationale provided by the applicant is not in keeping with the intent of the Downtown Halifax 
MPS.  Reducing the width of the tower would result in the proposal meeting the requirement for tower 
separation and eliminate the need for a variance to Section 11(1) f. As such, staff recommend refusal of 
these variances.  
 
Wind Assessment 
A Qualitative Wind Impact Assessment was prepared by the applicant for the project and is included in 
Attachment C. The need for the assessment results from the height of the building.  Its purpose is to 
determine whether the site and its surroundings will be safe and comfortable for pedestrians once the new 
building is constructed. The assessment submitted for this proposal anticipates that the development will 
result in comfort levels suitable for persons sitting, standing, or walking at the sidewalk level but did indicate 
higher than desired wind activity for the outdoor amenity areas located on levels 11 and 12.  Trellises, stand 
alone canopies and landscaping have been introduced to level 11 and the wind mitigation for level 12 will 
include canopies and tall, porous railings.  The assessment indicates that these railings should be at least 
2 m tall and 20-40% porosity to be effective. These mitigations are expected to create suitable wind 
conditions at these areas.  
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Post-Bonus Height Public Benefit 
The Downtown Halifax LUB specifies a maximum pre-bonus height of 39 m and a maximum post-bonus 
height of 49 m for this site. Projects that propose to exceed the maximum pre-bonus height are required to 
provide a public benefit. The LUB lists the required public benefit categories, and establishes a public 
benefit value that, with adjustments for inflation, is the equivalent of $4.70 for every 0.1 square metres of 
gross floor area created by extending above the pre-bonus height. For this proposal the density bonus 
would equal $138,039.00.  The applicant has proposed to meet the bonus requirements under Section 
12(7)(i) the provision of exemplary sustainable building practices and is proposing to seek LEED Gold 
certification. 
 
The Design Review Committee’s role is to review and recommend to the Development Officer whether a 
proposed public benefit should be accepted by the Municipality. With this, the final cost estimates of 
providing the public benefit will be determined and an agreement with the Municipality will be prepared for 
Regional Council’s consideration at the permit approval stage. 
 
Conclusion 
Staff advise that the proposed development and the requested variances are not reasonably consistent 
with the objectives and guidelines of the Design Manual. Staff note that the number of variances, and the 
scale of each variance suggest that the proposed building is too large for the site given the requirements 
of the Land Use By-law. Further, any attempt to shift the building around on the site in its current form, 
results in the triggering of a new set of variances.  Therefore, it is recommended that the substantive site 
plan approval application be refused, for the reasons outlined in this report and in Attachment D. 
 
 
FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
 
There are no financial implications. The HRM costs associated with processing this planning application 
can be accommodated within the approved 2020/21 operating budget for C310 Urban & Rural Planning 
Applications. 
 
 
RISK CONSIDERATION 
 
There are no significant risks associated with the recommendations contained within this report.  
 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPLICATIONS 
 
No environmental implications are identified.  
 
 
ALTERNATIVES 
 

1. The Design Review Committee may choose to approve the proposed variances outlined in 
Attachment C, accept the findings of the quantitative wind assessment included in Attachment D, 
recommend the Development Officer accept the public benefit as described in Attachment B, and 
approve the application as proposed, without conditions. An appeal of the Design Review 
Committee’s decision can be made to Regional Council.   

 
2. The Design Review Committee may choose to approve the application with conditions.  

 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 
Map 1   Location and Zoning   
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Attachment A Site Plan Approval Plans 
Attachment B  Design Rationale and Variance Requests  
Attachment C    Qualitative Wind Study   
Attachment D Design Manual Checklist 
Attachment E Post Bonus Height Public Benefit 
Attachment F Building Floor Plans 
 
 
A copy of this report can be obtained online at halifax.ca or by contacting the Office of the Municipal Clerk at 
902.490.4210. 
 
Report Prepared by: Jennifer Chapman, Planner III, 902.490.3999   
                                                                       
 
Report Approved by:       Steve Higgins, Manager of Current Planning, 902.490.4800    
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600 Southgate Drive Tel: +1.519.823.1311
Guelph, ON N1G 4P6 Fax: +1.519.823.1316
Canada 

This document is intended for the sole use of the party to whom it is addressed and may contain information  
that is privileged and/or confidential. If you have received this in error, please notify us immediately.  
® RWDI name and logo are registered trademarks in Canada and the United States of America.  rwdi.com 

February 27, 2020 

Louann Scallion-Morine, PMP 
Planning Analyst 
Southwest Properties Limited 
1475 Lower Water Street, Suite 100 
Halifax, Nova Scotia B3J 3Z2 
louann.morine@southwest.ca 

Re: Pedestrian Wind Comfort Assessment  
Cunard – 1325 Lower Water Street – Halifax, NS 
RWDI Reference # 1500704 

Dear Louann, 

As per your request, Rowan Williams Davies & Irwin Inc. (RWDI) has prepared this letter to 
comment on the potential wind effects that may be caused by recent design revisions to the 
proposed Cunard Development at 1325 Lower Water Street in Halifax, NS.   

Wind Tunnel Results 

RWDI conducted a wind tunnel test in 2015 for the previous Cunard Development design 
and our findings on wind conditions were summarized in the following report: 

Pedestrian Wind Consultation Wind Tunnel Tests – 1325 Lower Water Street – Halifax, 
Nova Scotia, RWDI Project # 1500704, January 23, 2015, by Nishat Nourin, Dan Bacon 
and Hanqing Wu 

The wind tunnel testing was conducted for the existing and proposed configurations to 
evaluate the impact of the proposed development (Images 1a and 1b). It was concluded that 
suitable wind comfort conditions were predicted on and around the proposed development 
at the grade level. Overall, the grade level pedestrian wind comfort conditions for the 
proposed development and around the site were found to be similar to those for the 
existing configuration. However, higher-than-desired wind activity was predicted at the 
terraces at Levels 11 and 12, including wind safety exceedances at two locations along the 
north edge of the terrace at Level 12.  Conceptual mitigation measures were described in 
the 2015 report (Appendix A).  
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Image 1a: Wind tunnel model of the existing site 
and surroundings in 2015 

Image 1b: Proposed development and surroundings 
in 2015 

 

PPrevious Design Changes 
 
There have been several rounds of design changes since the wind tunnel testing in 2015. 
RWDI provided our opinions on the potential wind impacts that may be caused by these 
design changes, with the most recent letter of opinion dated January 27, 2020 (Appendix B), 
based on the building design received by RWDI on October 29, 2018 and January 22, 2020, as 
well as our previous wind tunnel results. 
 

Pedestrian Wind Comfort Assessment – Cunard – 1325 Lower Water Street, Halifax, Nova 
Scotia, RWDI Project # 1500704, January 27, 2020, by Hanqing Wu and Dan Bacon 

 
In the above letter we concluded that “revised design has a building massing and geometry 
similar to that tested in the wind tunnel in 2015 and, as a result, our previous wind tunnel 
results and recommendations remain valid. Overall, suitable wind conditions are predicted 
for pedestrian areas at grade for both the summer and winter seasons. Terraces at Levels 11 
and 12 are exposed to higher wind speeds and wind mitigation is required if passive 
activities are planned for these areas” (Appendix B).  

Current Design 
 
The floor plans received by RWDI on February 25, 2020 (Image 2) indicate a shift of the tower 
to the north to create a T-shaped building.  As a result, the proposed tower will have 
setbacks or podiums on both the north and south sides, which is a positive design change in 
reducing wind activity at grade. However, terraces at Levels 5 and 11are expected to be 
exposed to wind speeds higher than desired for passive activities, as indicated in the initial 
wind tunnel report in 2015 and our recent letter of opinion in January 2020.     
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Image 2: Current floor plans at Levels 5 (top), 11 (mid) and 12 (bottom)  

 

SSummary 
 
Based on the current building design received by RWDI on February 25, 2020 and our wind 
tunnel testing for the same development in 2015, the tower shift to the north is a positive 
design change in reducing the wind activity at grade. Our conclusions in the 2015 report and 
the January 2020 letter are still applicable for the wind conditions both at grade and on 
podium terraces.    
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We trust this satisfies your current requirements.  Should you have any questions or require 
additional information, please do not hesitate to contact us. 

Yours truly,  
RWDI 

 

Hanqing Wu, Ph.D., P.Eng.  
Senior Technical Director/ Principal 

Dan Bacon 
Senior Project Manager / Principal 
 

Original Signed

Original Signed
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1. INTRODUCTION 
Rowan Williams Davies & Irwin Inc. (RWDI) was retained by Southwest Properties Limited to consult on 
the pedestrian wind conditions for the proposed 1325 Lower Water Street in Halifax, Canada.  The 
purpose of the study was to assess the wind environment around the development in terms of pedestrian 
wind comfort and safety.  This objective was achieved through wind tunnel testing of a 1:400 scale model 
of the proposed development for the following configurations: 

Configuration A - Existing:  existing surroundings without the proposed development; and, 

Configuration B - Proposed:  existing surroundings with the proposed development;  

The photographs in Figures 1a and 1b show the test model in RWDI's boundary-layer wind tunnel.  The 
proposed building is approximately 60 m high, consisting of a 16-storey building containing ground floor 
retail, office and amenity spaces on the second floor and rental units on the floors above. The 11th floor 
contains a swimming pool and outdoor amenity space. The test model was constructed using the design 
information and drawings listed in Appendix A. This report summarizes the methodology of wind tunnel 
studies for pedestrian wind conditions, describes the RWDI pedestrian wind criteria, presents the local 
wind conditions and their effects on pedestrians and provides conceptual wind control measures, where 
necessary.  

2. SUMMARY OF WIND CONDITIONS 
The wind conditions around the proposed 1325 Lower Water Street development are discussed in detail 
in Section 5 of this report and may be summarized as follows: 

 Appropriate wind comfort conditions are predicted on and around the proposed development at 
the grade level. Overall, the grade level pedestrian wind comfort conditions for the proposed 
development and around the site were found to be similar to those for the existing configuration. 

 Higher than desired wind activity is predicted at the 11th floor and 12th floor terraces.  Suggestions 
for wind control are presented. 

 Winds at two locations along the northwest edge of the 12th floor terrace are predicted to exceed 
the wind safety criterion for the proposed configuration.  Conceptual mitigation measures are 
described. 
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3. METHODOLOGY 
As shown in Figures 1a and 1b, the wind tunnel model included the proposed development and all 
relevant surrounding buildings and topography within a 460 m radius of the study site. The boundary-
layer wind conditions beyond the modelled area were also simulated in RWDI's wind tunnel.  The model 
was instrumented with 65 wind speed sensors to measure mean and gust wind speeds at a full-scale 
height of approximately 1.5 m. These measurements were recorded for 36 equally incremented wind 
directions. 

Wind statistics recorded at the Shearwater Airport between 1984 and 2014 were analysed for the 
Summer (May through October) and Winter (November through April) seasons.  Figure 2 graphically 
depicts the directional distributions of wind frequencies and speeds for the two seasons.  Winds are 
frequent from the southwest quadrant in the summer, as indicated by the left wind rose in the figure. 
During the winter, the prevailing winds are from the northwest quadrant, as indicated by the wind rose on 
the right of the figure.   

Strong winds of a mean speed greater than 30 km/h measured at the airport (at an anemometer height of 
10m) occur for 2.4% and 10.6% of the time during the summer and winter seasons, respectively.  Strong 
winds are evenly distributed among all directions during the summer. During the winter, strong winds from 
the northwest quadrant are more frequent, as indicated by the right wind rose in Figure 2.   

Wind statistics from the Shearwater Airport were combined with the wind tunnel data in order to predict 
the frequency of occurrence of full-scale wind speeds.  The full-scale wind predictions were then 
compared with the RWDI criteria for pedestrian comfort and safety.     

4. EXPLANATION OF CRITERIA 
The RWDI pedestrian wind criteria are used in the current study.  These criteria have been developed by 
RWDI through research and consulting practice since 1974 (References 1 through 6).  They have also 
been widely accepted by municipal authorities as well as by the building design and city planning 
community.  

  



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Reputation   Resources   Results  Canada   |   USA   |   UK   |   India   |   China |   Hong Kong |   Singapore     www.rwdi.com 

1325 Lower Water Street - Halifax, Nova Scotia  
Pedestrian Wind Consultation   
RWDI#1500704  
January 23, 2015  

Page 3 

RWDI Pedestrian Wind Criteria  

Comfort 
Category 

GEM Speed 
(km/h) Description 

Sitting ≤ 10 Calm or light breezes desired for outdoor restaurants and seating areas 
where one can read a paper without having it blown away 

Standing ≤ 14 Gentle breezes suitable for main building entrances and bus stops 

Strolling ≤ 17 Moderate winds that would be appropriate for window shopping and 
strolling along a downtown street, plaza or park  

Walking ≤ 20 Relatively high speeds that can be tolerated if one’s objective is to walk, 
run or cycle without lingering 

Uncomfortable > 20 Strong winds of this magnitude are considered a nuisance for most 
activities, and wind mitigation is typically recommended 

Notes:  (1) Gust Equivalent Mean (GEM) speed = max(mean speed, gust speed/1.85); and  
(2) GEM speeds listed above are based on a seasonal exceedance of 20% of the time between 6:00 and 23:00. 

Safety 
Criterion 

Gust Speed 
(km/h) Description 

Exceeded > 90 Excessive gust speeds that can adversely affect a pedestrian's balance 
and footing. Wind mitigation is typically required. 

Note:  Based on an annual exceedance of 9 hours or 0.1% of the time for 24 hours a day. 

A few additional comments are provided below to further explain the wind criteria and their applications.   

 Both mean and gust speeds can affect pedestrian’s comfort and their combined effect is typically 
quantified by a Gust Equivalent Mean (GEM) speed, with a gust factor of 1.85 (References 1, 5, 7 
and 8). 

 Instead of standard four seasons, two periods of summer (May to October) and winter (November 
to April) are adopted in the wind analysis, because in a moderate or cold climate such as that 
found in Halifax, there are distinct differences in pedestrian outdoor behaviours between these 
two time periods.  

 Nightly hours between midnight and 5 o’clock in the morning are excluded from the wind analysis 
for wind comfort since limited usage of outdoor spaces is anticipated.  

 A 20% exceedance is used in these criteria to determine the comfort category, which suggests 
that wind speeds would be comfortable for the corresponding activity at least 80% of the time or 
four out of five days. 

 Only gust winds need to be considered in the wind safety criterion. These are usually rare events, 
but deserve special attention in city planning and building design due to their potential safety 
impact on pedestrians.    
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 These criteria for wind forces represent average wind tolerance.  They are sometimes subjective 
and regional differences in wind climate and thermal conditions as well as variations in age, 
health, clothing, etc. can also affect people's perception of the wind climate.  Comparisons of 
wind speeds for different building configurations are the most objective way in assessing local 
pedestrian wind conditions.  

5. PREDICTED WIND CONDITIONS 
Table 1, located in the Tables section of this report, presents the wind comfort and safety conditions for 
the two test configurations.  These conditions are graphically depicted on a site plan in Figures 3a 
through 5b. 

In our discussion of anticipated wind conditions, reference may be made to the following generalized wind 
flows.  Tall buildings tend to intercept the stronger winds at higher elevations and redirect them to the 
ground level (see Image 1).  Such a Downwashing Flow is often the main cause for wind accelerations 
around large buildings at the pedestrian level. In addition, Corner Acceleration occurs when winds 
accelerate around building corners at pedestrian level, and cause a localized increase in the wind activity 
in that area (see Image 2). If these building/wind combinations occur for prevailing winds, there is a 
greater potential for increased wind activity. 

  

                       Image 1 – Downwashing Flow                        Image 2 – Corner Acceleration 

5.1 Grade Level (Locations 1 through 54) 

The existing wind conditions at the grade level are generally comfortable for sitting and standing during 
summer (Figure 3a). Slightly higher winds speeds comfortable for walking or better are expected during 
winter (Figure 4a). No uncomfortable wind condition is predicted for the existing configuration.  

Wind conditions suitable for walking or strolling are appropriate for sidewalks.  Lower wind speeds 
conducive to standing are preferred at main entrances where pedestrians are apt to linger. For the 
proposed configuration, Locations 3, 6 to 10 and 54 represent the main entrances of the proposed 
development.  The wind conditions at the main entrances are predicted to be comfortable for sitting or 
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standing for both summer and winter (Figures 3b and 4b). These wind conditions are considered 
appropriate for the entrances.  

Wind speeds at all potential outdoor seating areas are mainly comfortable for standing in the summer 
(Locations 46 to 49 in Figure 3b). During winter, slightly higher wind speeds comfortable for strolling are 
expected. The proposed landscaping, which was not modelled in the wind tunnel testing, would reduce 
the wind speeds in these areas.   

In general, the sidewalks immediately around the proposed development are expected to be comfortable 
for standing or strolling during summer (Figure 3b). During winter, the wind conditions are predicted to be 
comfortable for strolling or walking (Figure 4b). The offsite walkways include those along Lower Water 
Street, Morris Street and the walkways around the Halifax Harbour. The offsite walkways are predicted to 
be comfortable for sitting or standing during summer (Figure 3b). Higher wind activity, mostly comfortable 
for strolling or walking, is expected during winter (Figure 4b).  In addition, wind conditions on the 
boardwalk are not negatively affected by the proposed development as shown in Figures 3a through 5b. 

Wind conditions at all grade locations meet the safety criterion for both the existing and proposed 
configurations.    

5.2 Terrace Levels 11 and 12 (Locations 55 through 65) 

Typically for accessible terraces intended for passive activities, wind conditions that are comfortable for 
sitting or standing are desirable, depending upon the activity planned. In summer, the terrace on the 11th 
floor of the proposed development is predicted to be comfortable for standing or strolling (Locations 55 to 
59 in Figure 3b). The higher than desired wind conditions along the northwest and northeast edges of the 
Level 11 terrace is due to both the exposure of the area to the northerly, westerly and southerly winds 
and the deflection and subsequent downwashing of these winds off the building facades (Locations 56, 
57 and 58 in Figure 3b). During winter, this area is expected to be comfortable for strolling or walking 
(Locations 55 to 59 in Figure 4b). Since this area will have limited usage during winter, the higher wind 
speeds in winter should not be a concern. 

If lower wind activity is desired for the level 11 podium on the north side of the tower, tall parapets at least 
2 m high and approximately 20 – 30% porous can be installed along the edges of the terrace. 
Landscaping and trellises can also be installed around the areas where occupants are likely to gather 
(see examples in Images 3 and 4). Trellises, stand-alone canopies and other such horizontal elements 
provide shelter from downwashing flows. 
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Image 3 – Examples of Porous Parapets 
 

    

Image 4 – Examples of Landscaping And Trellises 

The terrace on the 12th floor, on the east side of the proposed tower is predicted to be comfortable for 
standing or strolling during summer. Higher wind speeds comfortable for walking or strolling is expected 
during winter (Locations 60 to 65 in Figures 3b and 4b). Two locations northwest edge of the 12th floor 
podium did not meet the wind safety criterion (Locations 60 and 61 in Figure 5b). This is due to the 
exposure of the area to predominant winds from northwest, north and east. In addition, these winds 
downwash off the tower façade on to the terrace, thereby creating high wind activity. 

It would be beneficial to install tall porous parapets along the edges of the podium to reduce the impact of 
the prevailing winds. In addition, horizontal wind control features, such as a canopy or trellises, similar to 
those recommended for the Level 11 terrace, can be used to improve the overall wind conditions. 
Examples of these are shown in Images 3 and 4.  
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6. APPLICABILITY  
The wind conditions presented in this report pertain to the model of the proposed 1325 Lower Water 
Street development constructed using the architectural design drawings listed in Appendix A.  Should 
there be any design changes that deviate from this list of drawings, the wind conditions presented may 
change.  Therefore, if changes in the design are made, it is recommended that RWDI be contacted and 
requested to review their potential effects on wind conditions. 
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Table 1: Pedestrian Wind Comfort and Safety Conditions 
 
 Wind Comfort (20% Seasonal Exceedance) Wind Safety (0.1% Exceedance) 
     
   Summer  Winter  Annual 
 
Location Configuration Speed Rating Speed  Rating Speed  Rating 
   (km/h)   (km/h)  (km/h) 
 

 
Seasons Hours Wind Comfort Category Wind Safety Category  
Summer = May to October 6:00 to 23:00 for Comfort (20% Seasonal Exceedance) (0.1% Annual Exceedance)  
Winter = November to April 0:00 to 23:00 for Safety     
 ≤ 10 km/h    Sitting ≤ 90 km/h   Pass 
Configuration 11 to 14   Standing > 90 km/h   Exceeded 
Existing = without the proposed development 15 to 17  Strolling 
Proposed = with the proposed development 18 to 20  Walking 
 > 20 km/h  Uncomfortable 
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 1 Existing 12 Standing 14 Standing 64 Pass 
  Proposed  13 Standing 16 Strolling 70 Pass 
 
 2 Existing 12 Standing 14 Standing 62 Pass 
  Proposed  13 Standing 15 Strolling 72 Pass 
 
 3 Existing 12 Standing 14 Standing 60 Pass 
  Proposed  12 Standing 13 Standing 62 Pass 
 
 4 Existing 12 Standing 15 Strolling 64 Pass 
  Proposed  13 Standing 14 Standing 63 Pass 
 
 5 Existing 13 Standing 16 Strolling 68 Pass 
  Proposed  16 Strolling 19 Walking 78 Pass 
 
 6 Existing 10 Sitting 12 Standing 59 Pass 
  Proposed  12 Standing 14 Standing 64 Pass 
 
 7 Existing 11 Standing 13 Standing 57 Pass 
  Proposed  8 Sitting 10 Sitting 50 Pass 
 
 8 Existing 11 Standing 13 Standing 57 Pass 
  Proposed  7 Sitting 9 Sitting 49 Pass 
 
 9 Existing 12 Standing 14 Standing 59 Pass 
  Proposed  10 Sitting 12 Standing 58 Pass 
 
 10 Existing 13 Standing 16 Strolling 64 Pass 
  Proposed  9 Sitting 11 Standing 53 Pass 
 
 11 Existing 12 Standing 15 Strolling 62 Pass 
  Proposed  12 Standing 15 Strolling 79 Pass 
 
 12 Existing 11 Standing 14 Standing 60 Pass 
  Proposed  17 Strolling 20 Walking 87 Pass 
 
 13 Existing 13 Standing 15 Strolling 65 Pass 
  Proposed  12 Standing 14 Standing 68 Pass 
 
 14 Existing 13 Standing 15 Strolling 63 Pass 
  Proposed  11 Standing 14 Standing 62 Pass 
 
 15 Existing 12 Standing 15 Strolling 64 Pass 
  Proposed  11 Standing 14 Standing 67 Pass 
 
 16 Existing 12 Standing 14 Standing 66 Pass 
  Proposed  14 Standing 18 Walking 76 Pass 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 1: Pedestrian Wind Comfort and Safety Conditions 
 
 Wind Comfort (20% Seasonal Exceedance) Wind Safety (0.1% Exceedance) 
     
   Summer  Winter  Annual 
 
Location Configuration Speed Rating Speed  Rating Speed  Rating 
   (km/h)   (km/h)  (km/h) 
 

 
Seasons Hours Wind Comfort Category Wind Safety Category  
Summer = May to October 6:00 to 23:00 for Comfort (20% Seasonal Exceedance) (0.1% Annual Exceedance)  
Winter = November to April 0:00 to 23:00 for Safety     
 ≤ 10 km/h    Sitting ≤ 90 km/h   Pass 
Configuration 11 to 14   Standing > 90 km/h   Exceeded 
Existing = without the proposed development 15 to 17  Strolling 
Proposed = with the proposed development 18 to 20  Walking 
 > 20 km/h  Uncomfortable 
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 17 Existing 12 Standing 14 Standing 64 Pass 
  Proposed  11 Standing 13 Standing 59 Pass 
 
 18 Existing 12 Standing 14 Standing 64 Pass 
  Proposed  11 Standing 13 Standing 57 Pass 
 
 19 Existing 12 Standing 14 Standing 62 Pass 
  Proposed  13 Standing 16 Strolling 71 Pass 
 
 20 Existing 12 Standing 13 Standing 59 Pass 
  Proposed  12 Standing 14 Standing 64 Pass 
 
 21 Existing 10 Sitting 12 Standing 62 Pass 
  Proposed  11 Standing 12 Standing 58 Pass 
 
 22 Existing 12 Standing 14 Standing 73 Pass 
  Proposed  14 Standing 17 Strolling 71 Pass 
 
 23 Existing 10 Sitting 12 Standing 58 Pass 
  Proposed  13 Standing 15 Strolling 68 Pass 
 
 24 Existing 11 Standing 13 Standing 67 Pass 
  Proposed  10 Sitting 13 Standing 66 Pass 
 
 25 Existing 12 Standing 15 Strolling 65 Pass 
  Proposed  13 Standing 16 Strolling 70 Pass 
 
 26 Existing 12 Standing 15 Strolling 64 Pass 
  Proposed  12 Standing 14 Standing 60 Pass 
 
 27 Existing 9 Sitting 11 Standing 62 Pass 
  Proposed  14 Standing 16 Strolling 71 Pass 
 
 28 Existing 10 Sitting 11 Standing 50 Pass 
  Proposed  14 Standing 16 Strolling 73 Pass 
 
 29 Existing 10 Sitting 11 Standing 61 Pass 
  Proposed  10 Sitting 12 Standing 63 Pass 
 
 30 Existing 13 Standing 15 Strolling 66 Pass 
  Proposed  10 Sitting 12 Standing 56 Pass 
 
 31 Existing 12 Standing 15 Strolling 72 Pass 
  Proposed  12 Standing 15 Strolling 70 Pass 
 
 32 Existing 13 Standing 15 Strolling 66 Pass 
  Proposed  12 Standing 14 Standing 62 Pass 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 1: Pedestrian Wind Comfort and Safety Conditions 
 
 Wind Comfort (20% Seasonal Exceedance) Wind Safety (0.1% Exceedance) 
     
   Summer  Winter  Annual 
 
Location Configuration Speed Rating Speed  Rating Speed  Rating 
   (km/h)   (km/h)  (km/h) 
 

 
Seasons Hours Wind Comfort Category Wind Safety Category  
Summer = May to October 6:00 to 23:00 for Comfort (20% Seasonal Exceedance) (0.1% Annual Exceedance)  
Winter = November to April 0:00 to 23:00 for Safety     
 ≤ 10 km/h    Sitting ≤ 90 km/h   Pass 
Configuration 11 to 14   Standing > 90 km/h   Exceeded 
Existing = without the proposed development 15 to 17  Strolling 
Proposed = with the proposed development 18 to 20  Walking 
 > 20 km/h  Uncomfortable 
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 33 Existing 13 Standing 17 Strolling 67 Pass 
  Proposed  13 Standing 16 Strolling 68 Pass 
 
 34 Existing 15 Strolling 18 Walking 73 Pass 
  Proposed  15 Strolling 18 Walking 72 Pass 
 
 35 Existing 13 Standing 16 Strolling 65 Pass 
  Proposed  14 Standing 17 Strolling 75 Pass 
 
 36 Existing 13 Standing 16 Strolling 65 Pass 
  Proposed  15 Strolling 19 Walking 81 Pass 
 
 37 Existing 13 Standing 16 Strolling 66 Pass 
  Proposed  14 Standing 17 Strolling 72 Pass 
 
 38 Existing 13 Standing 16 Strolling 70 Pass 
  Proposed  12 Standing 15 Strolling 65 Pass 
 
 39 Existing 13 Standing 15 Strolling 67 Pass 
  Proposed  12 Standing 15 Strolling 65 Pass 
 
 40 Existing 11 Standing 13 Standing 64 Pass 
  Proposed  10 Sitting 12 Standing 64 Pass 
 
 41 Existing 11 Standing 13 Standing 64 Pass 
  Proposed  10 Sitting 13 Standing 64 Pass 
 
 42 Existing 15 Strolling 19 Walking 86 Pass 
  Proposed  13 Standing 16 Strolling 79 Pass 
 
 43 Existing 9 Sitting 12 Standing 59 Pass 
  Proposed  13 Standing 15 Strolling 75 Pass 
 
 44 Existing 13 Standing 16 Strolling 76 Pass 
  Proposed  15 Strolling 18 Walking 81 Pass 
 
 45 Existing 12 Standing 15 Strolling 63 Pass 
  Proposed  13 Standing 16 Strolling 77 Pass 
 
 46 Existing 13 Standing 15 Strolling 65 Pass 
  Proposed  13 Standing 16 Strolling 71 Pass 
 
 47 Existing 13 Standing 16 Strolling 65 Pass 
  Proposed  13 Standing 17 Strolling 81 Pass 
 
 48 Existing 13 Standing 16 Strolling 66 Pass 
  Proposed  13 Standing 16 Strolling 75 Pass 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 1: Pedestrian Wind Comfort and Safety Conditions 
 
 Wind Comfort (20% Seasonal Exceedance) Wind Safety (0.1% Exceedance) 
     
   Summer  Winter  Annual 
 
Location Configuration Speed Rating Speed  Rating Speed  Rating 
   (km/h)   (km/h)  (km/h) 
 

 
Seasons Hours Wind Comfort Category Wind Safety Category  
Summer = May to October 6:00 to 23:00 for Comfort (20% Seasonal Exceedance) (0.1% Annual Exceedance)  
Winter = November to April 0:00 to 23:00 for Safety     
 ≤ 10 km/h    Sitting ≤ 90 km/h   Pass 
Configuration 11 to 14   Standing > 90 km/h   Exceeded 
Existing = without the proposed development 15 to 17  Strolling 
Proposed = with the proposed development 18 to 20  Walking 
 > 20 km/h  Uncomfortable 
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 49 Existing 13 Standing 15 Strolling 64 Pass 
  Proposed  13 Standing 16 Strolling 78 Pass 
 
 50 Existing 12 Standing 15 Strolling 63 Pass 
  Proposed  11 Standing 14 Standing 72 Pass 
 
 51 Existing 12 Standing 15 Strolling 61 Pass 
  Proposed  13 Standing 16 Strolling 75 Pass 
 
 52 Existing 11 Standing 13 Standing 54 Pass 
  Proposed  13 Standing 15 Strolling 74 Pass 
 
 53 Existing 15 Strolling 18 Walking 65 Pass 
  Proposed  16 Strolling 20 Walking 81 Pass 
 
 54 Existing Data Not Available  
  Proposed  10 Sitting 12 Standing 61 Pass 

 
 55 Existing Data Not Available  
  Proposed  12 Standing 15 Strolling 70 Pass 
 
 56 Existing Data Not Available 
  Proposed  17 Strolling 19 Walking 90 Pass 
 
 57 Existing Data Not Available  
  Proposed  16 Strolling 19 Walking 79 Pass 
 
 58 Existing Data Not Available  
  Proposed  15 Strolling 17 Strolling 74 Pass 
 
 59 Existing Data Not Available  
  Proposed  14 Standing 17 Strolling 74 Pass 
 
 60 Existing Data Not Available  
  Proposed  16 Strolling 20 Walking 93 Exceeded 
 
 61 Existing Data Not Available  
  Proposed  14 Standing 19 Walking 91 Exceeded 
 
 62 Existing Data Not Available  
  Proposed  17 Strolling 20 Walking 88 Pass 
 
 63 Existing Data Not Available  
  Proposed  16 Strolling 18 Walking 80 Pass 
 
 64 Existing Data Not Available  
  Proposed  16 Strolling 18 Walking 83 Pass 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 1: Pedestrian Wind Comfort and Safety Conditions 
 
 Wind Comfort (20% Seasonal Exceedance) Wind Safety (0.1% Exceedance) 
     
   Summer  Winter  Annual 
 
Location Configuration Speed Rating Speed  Rating Speed  Rating 
   (km/h)   (km/h)  (km/h) 
 

 
Seasons Hours Wind Comfort Category Wind Safety Category  
Summer = May to October 6:00 to 23:00 for Comfort (20% Seasonal Exceedance) (0.1% Annual Exceedance)  
Winter = November to April 0:00 to 23:00 for Safety     
 ≤ 10 km/h    Sitting ≤ 90 km/h   Pass 
Configuration 11 to 14   Standing > 90 km/h   Exceeded 
Existing = without the proposed development 15 to 17  Strolling 
Proposed = with the proposed development 18 to 20  Walking 
 > 20 km/h  Uncomfortable 
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 65 Existing Data Not Available  
  Proposed  13 Standing 16 Strolling 77 Pass 
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APPENDIX A:  DRAWING LIST FOR MODEL CONSTRUCTION 

The drawings and information listed below were received from Southwest Properties Limited and were 
used to construct the scale model of the proposed 1325 Lower Water Street.  Should there be any design 
changes that deviate from this list of drawings, the results may change. Therefore, if changes in the 
design area made, it is recommended that RWDI be contacted and requested to review their potential 
effects on the pedestrian wind conditions presented in this report. 

File Name File Type Date Received 
(dd/mm/yyyy) 

01-aerial view over water JPEG image 15/12/2014 

02-water view 1 JPEG image 15/12/2014 

03-water view 2 JPEG image 15/12/2014 

04-aerial view over lower water JPEG image 15/12/2014 

05-view along lower water 2 JPEG image 15/12/2014 

06-view along lower water JPEG image 15/12/2014 

07-view at retail JPEG image 15/12/2014 

1 Lower Ground Floor-Morris AutoCAD drawing 18/12/2014 

2 Upper Ground Floor-lower Water Street - Standard AutoCAD drawing 18/12/2014 

3 FLOOR - Standard AutoCAD drawing 18/12/2014 

4,6,8,10 FLOOR - Standard AutoCAD drawing 18/12/2014 

5,7,9FLOOR - Standard AutoCAD drawing 18/12/2014 

11 FLOOR - Standard AutoCAD drawing 18/12/2014 

12 FLOOR - Standard AutoCAD drawing 18/12/2014 

13 FLOOR - Standard AutoCAD drawing 18/12/2014 

14 FLOOR - Standard AutoCAD drawing 18/12/2014 

15 FLOOR - Standard AutoCAD drawing 18/12/2014 
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 rwdi.com 

January 27, 2020 

Louann Scallion-Morine, PMP 
Planning Analyst 
Southwest Properties Limited 
1475 Lower Water Street, Suite 100 
Halifax, Nova Scotia B3J 3Z2 
louann.morine@southwest.ca 
 

Re: Pedestrian Wind Comfort Assessment  
 Cunard – 1325 Lower Water Street – Halifax, NS 
 RWDI Reference # 1500704 
 
 
Dear Louann, 

As per your request, Rowan Williams Davies & Irwin Inc. (RWDI) has prepared this letter to 
comment on the potential wind effects that may be caused by recent design revisions to the 
proposed Cunard Development at 1325 Lower Water Street in Halifax, NS.  RWDI conducted 
a wind tunnel test in 2015 for the previous Cunard Development design and our findings on 
wind conditions were summarized in the following report: 

Pedestrian Wind Consultation Wind Tunnel Tests – 1325 Lower Water Street – Halifax, 
Nova Scotia, RWDI Project # 1500704, January 23, 2015, by Nishat Nourin, Dan Bacon 
and Hanqing Wu. 

Wind Tunnel Results 
 
The 2015 wind tunnel testing was conducted for the existing and proposed configurations to 
evaluate the impact of the proposed development (Image 1). It was concluded that suitable 
wind comfort conditions were predicted on and around the proposed development at the 
grade level. Overall, the grade level pedestrian wind comfort conditions for the proposed 
development and around the site were found to be similar to those for the existing 
configuration. However, higher-than-desired wind activity was predicted at the terraces at 
Levels 11 and 12, including wind safety exceedances at two locations along the north edge of 
the terrace at Level 12.  Conceptual mitigation measures were described in the 2015 report 
(Appendix A).  
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Image 1a: Wind tunnel model of the existing site 
and surroundings in 2015 

Image 1b: Proposed development and surroundings 
in 2015 

 

CComparison of the 2015 and Current Designs 
 
Based on the revised building design drawings received by RWDI on October 29, 2018, the 
building design used in the 2015 wind tunnel testing and the current design of the Cunard 
Development have a similar massing and floor plans, as shown in Image 2. These two 
designs have the same building height, the same L-shaped floor plans with similar 
dimensions and similar tower setbacks at various floors. 
 
There are some minor changes in the current design that will not create any negative wind 
impacts. For example at Level 1, the lobby entrance on the north façade is still located at the 
recessed inner corner, but with a narrower passageway; there are a few more retail 
entrances along the north and east façades; and the northeast building corner is now 
“double notched” in the current design, instead of one in the 2015 design (see two upper 
plans in Images 2a and 2b). At Level 2, the west façade along Lower Water Street is 
continuously recessed for the south portion, where the main residential lobby and office 
entrance are located (mid plan in Image 2b). 

The recently revised design shows guardrails along the perimeters of all above-ground 
terraces. They were not included in our wind tunnel model in 2015 (Image 1b), and would 
improve the predicted wind conditions in these areas. 

As a result of the similar building massing, the wind tunnel results and recommendations 
provided in our 2015 report remain valid for the current design. Suitable wind conditions at 
the ground level areas are predicted and wind mitigation will be required for the terraces at 
Levels 11 and 12. Based on the floor plans received on January 22, 2020, the Level 11 
outdoor amenity area would include trellises, stand-alone canopies and landscaping 
elements. These are positive design features which would improve the overall wind comfort 
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conditions. If these features are implemented, the resultant wind speeds are expected to be 
suitable for the intended use during the summer at Level 11 terrace. The latest floor plan for 
Level 12 also indicates that canopies and tall, porous railings will be included at this terrace. 
These features are favorable for wind control and would improve the wind speeds predicted 
during the wind tunnel test. It should be noted that the railings should be at least 2m tall 
and within 20-40% porosity to be effective.  

 

  

  

  

Image 2a: Floor plans at Levels 1 and 2 and south 
elevation for the 2015 wind tunnel testing  

Image 2b: Revised floor plans at Levels 1 and 2 
and east-west section in 2018 
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SSummary 
 
The potential wind conditions around the revised design of the Cunard Development are 
discussed in the letter, based on the current building design received by RWDI on October 
29, 2018 and January 22, 2020 and our wind tunnel testing for the same development in 
2015. 
 
It is our opinion that the revised design has a building massing and geometry similar to that 
tested in the wind tunnel in 2015 and, as a result, our previous wind tunnel results and 
recommendations remain valid. Overall, suitable wind conditions are predicted for 
pedestrian areas at grade for both the summer and winter seasons. Terraces at Levels 11 
and 12 are exposed to higher wind speeds and wind mitigation is required if passive 
activities are planned for these areas.  

We trust this satisfies your current requirements.  Should you have any questions or require 
additional information, please do not hesitate to contact us. 

Yours truly,

RWDI 

Hanqing Wu, Ph.D., P.Eng.  
Senior Technical Director/ Principal 

 
Dan bacon 
Principal / Senior Project Manager 
 

Original Signed

Original Signed
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2 Downtown Precinct Guidelines (refer to Map 2 for Precinct Boundaries)

2.1 Precinct One: Southern Waterfront

2.1a Fill existing gaps created by vacant properties and 
parking lots with new development.

2.1b Create a system of open space that includes:
extensions of east-west streets between Lower 
Water Street and the Harbour as key components 
of an open space network;
the boardwalk;
sidewalks along Lower Water Street, and;
plazas and small parks where the extensions of the 
east-west streets intersect the boardwalk.

2.1c Tall and slender towers provided that their placement 
and design are consistent with the objectives identified 
for this precinct and with the design guidelines.

No

Towers are not 
slender.  The building 
massing is very 
‘blocky’ with the 
towers exceeding the 
maximum depth 
dimensions (10 (7), 11 
1(e) and (f) in the 
LUB. Creating tall, 
slender towers is one 
of the key elements of 
the design manual.

2.1d Ensure that development along Lower Water Street has 
streetwall and landscaping conditions that emphasize its 
meandering qualities and emergence as an important 
street. Encourage measures such as sound-proofing 
requirements for new development to reduce the conflict 
created by truck traffic traveling along Lower Water 
Street.

2.1e Permit surface parking lots only when they are an 
accessory use and are in compliance with the Land Use 
By-Law and design guidelines.

2.1f New waterfront development shall adhere to section 
2.10 of the Design Manual. Refer to 2.10

2.10 Downtown Halifax Waterfront
This section applies to waterfront lands in precincts 1 and 4 that lie between Lower Water Street and 
the Harbour, in addition to the requirements of precincts 1 and 4 above.

2.10a Ensure that public access to the waterfront is 
maintained and improved, and that the waterfront is in 
use around the clock in all four seasons.

Proposal includes 
access to the 
waterfront and the
open space plan is 
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being developed by 
Develop Nova Scotia.

2.10b Ensure that a generally complete and consistent 
streetwall is built along Lower Water Street that permits 
visual and physical access to the harbour along the 
eastward extension of the east-west streets to the
water’s edge, and at intermediate locations as deemed 
appropriate.

partial

The streetwall is 
complete and 
consistent, but it does 
not provide visual or 
physical access from 
the east to the water.

2.10c Ensure that views of the harbour and of the sky are
preserved by requiring that the upper storeys of 
buildings above the streetwall present a slender face to 
Lower Water Street, and that their long dimension is 
arranged perpendicular to Lower Water Street.

Tower is oriented in 
this manner

2.10d Ensure that the waterfront boardwalk is maintained, 
extended and improved, and that the public enjoyment 
of the boardwalk is not negatively impacted by abutting 
development.

2.10e Ensure that public open spaces are provided where the 
eastward extension of east-west streets intersects the 
boardwalk. These open spaces shall be accomplished 
through the use of waterfront view corridors that extend 
from Lower Water Street to the water’s edge.

partial

The L shape of the 
building prevents 
visual and physical 
access from Lower 
Water Street to the 
waterfront as the 
building is massed out 
to the property 
boundaries along 
Lower Water Street.

A boardwalk is 
proposed at the end of 
the eastward 
extension of the street.
There is a waterfront 
view corridor that runs 
along Morris St which 
will be used for
driveway access.

2.10f Ensure that waterfront development incorporates 
human-scaled building elements. This means a range of 
building details from small (masonry units, door knobs, 
window mountings, etc.) to medium (doors, windows, 
awnings, balconies, railings, signs, etc.) to large 
(expression of floor lines, expression of structural bays, 
cornice lines, etc.).

Development around 
the waters edge 
includes human 
scaled elements.

2.10g Ensure that adequate consideration of future sea level 
rise has been incorporated into building design to avoid 

Residential uses are
located above grade.
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flooding, where ground floor residential uses are 
proposed.

2.10h Ensure that all buildings are setback from the ordinary 
high water mark or face of Seawall by no less than 8 
metres.

2.10i Ensure building height immediately adjacent to the 8 
metre setback shall not be higher than 12.5 metres. 
Height may increase as distance from the boardwalk or 
the water’s edge increases at a rate of approximately 
one metre of vertical height for every one metre of 
horizontal stepback from the boardwalk or water’s edge.

The longer portion of 
the building that runs 

parallel to the northern 
section of the OHWM 
has a maximum height 

of 12.5 m + the 
additional setback, 

which is 21.2 m for a 
total permitted height 

of 31.37 m.  The 
section of the building 
that is perpendicular to 
the northern section of 

the OHWM has a 
railing that is 60 cm 

taller than the 
permitted 31.37 m
(12.5 m+ additional 
setback of 18.87 m).  

The north-east face of 
the building on levels 
12, 13, 14, 15 and 16 
are within the 30 m

and over the 33.7m of 
the maximum height,

up to a maximum 
height of 

approximately 50 m at 
the 16th level.

Additionally, a portion 
of the railings on the 

mid-rise portion of the
building at the north-
east are above the 
maximum height.

2.10j Ensure that every effort is made to provide north south 
pedestrian connections through the middle of these
large properties.

2.10k Ensure that long, unbroken runs of building wall at the 
water’s edge or boardwalk’s edge are not permitted. The 
longest run of building face permissible abutting either 
the water’s edge or the boardwalk shall be 21.5 metres.
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Building walls longer than 21.5 metres must be 
modulated through the use of such devices as 
articulation of the building mass, significant stepbacks 
from the water’s edge or boardwalks edge, the 
interruption of the building wall with public spaces, etc. 
The general massing approach is to be one of linear 
finger buildings perpendicular to Lower Water Street 
resulting in a pattern of narrowing and widening of the 
public realm along the waters or Halifax Harbourwalk 
edge.

2.10l Ensure that high quality, low-maintenance site 
furnishings and lighting styles that conform to the 
requirements of the HRM Municipal Service Systems 
Design Guidelines (HRM Red Book) are used in both 
private and public developments along the waterfront.

3 General Design Guidelines

3.1 The Streetwall

3.1.1 Pedestrian-Oriented Commercial
On certain downtown streets pedestrian-oriented commercial uses are required to ensure a critical 
mass of activities that engage and animate the sidewalk These streets will be defined by streetwalls 
with continuous retail uses and are shown on Map 3 of the Land Use By-law.

All retail frontages should be encouraged to reinforce the ‘main street’ qualities associated with the 
historic downtown, including:

3.1.1a The articulation of narrow shop fronts characterized by 
close placement to the sidewalk.

The portion of the 
building that faces 
Lower Water Street
does not provide 
narrow retail shops.
NW corner brought 
down to meet, but 
articulation is not fine 
grained.

3.1.1b High levels of transparency (non-reflective and 
non-tinted glazing on a minimum of 75% of the first floor 
elevation).

3.1.1c Frequent entries.

3.1.1d Protection of pedestrians from the elements with 
awnings and canopies is required along the 
pedestrian-oriented commercial frontages shown on 
Map 3 and is encouraged elsewhere throughout the
downtown.

The building 
cantilevers over the 
ground floor space to 
provide weather 
protection.

3.1.1e Patios and other spill-out activity is permitted and Patios are provided 
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encouraged where adequate width for pedestrian 
passage is maintained.

along those portions of 
the building facing the 
waterfront.

3.1.1f Where non-commercial uses are proposed at grade in 
those areas where permitted, they should be designed 
such that future conversion to retail or commercial uses 
is possible.

3.1.2 Streetwall Setback (refer to Map 6)

3.1.2b Setbacks vary (0-4m): Corresponds to streets where 
setbacks are not consistent and often associated with 
non-commercial and residential uses or house-form 
building types.  New buildings should provide a setback 
that is no greater or lesser than the adjacent existing 
buildings.

3.1.3 Streetwall Height (refer to Map 7)
To ensure a comfortable human-scaled street
enclosure, streetwall height should generally be no less 
than 11 metres and generally no greater than a height 
proportional (1:1) to the width of the street as measured 
from building face to building face. Accordingly, 
maximum streetwall heights are defined and correspond 
to the varying widths of downtown streets: generally 
15.5m, 17m or 18.5m. Consistent with the principle of 
creating strong edges to major public open spaces, a 
streetwall height of 21.5m is permitted around the 
perimeter of Cornwallis Park. Maximum Streetwall 
Heights are shown on Map 7 of the Land Use By-law.

3.2 Pedestrian Streetscapes

3.2.1 Design of the Streetwall

3.2.1a The streetwall should contribute to the fine grained 
character of the streetscape by articulating the façade in 
a vertical rhythm that is consistent with the prevailing 
character of narrow buildings and storefronts.

The building is 
articulated horizontally 
but not vertically, and 
the building design 
does not include fine 
grained elements. 
Design cues should be
pulled from buildings 
in the area which do 
provide a fine grained 
building articulation at 
the street level, and
this rhythm should be 
continued along the 
street frontage of this 
proposal.
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3.2.1b The streetwall should generally be built to occupy 100%
of a property’s frontage along streets.

3.2.1c Generally, streetwall heights should be proportional to 
the width of the right of way, a 1:1 ratio between 
streetwall height and right of way width. Above the 
maximum streetwall height, further building heights are 
subject to upper storey stepbacks.

3.2.1d In areas of contiguous heritage resources, streetwall 
height should be consistent with heritage buildings.

3.2.1e Streetwalls should be designed to have the highest 
possible material quality and detail.

Materials appear to be 
high quality.

3.2.1f Streetwalls should have many windows and doors to 
provide eyes on the street and a sense of animation and 
engagement.

partial

Windows and the level 
of transparency is 
good in sections, but 
there is a large stretch 
of the proposed 
frontage that still feels 
inactive and without 
windows. The 
additional doorway
provided at Lower 
Water Street level 
helped to improve this, 
but there is still a large 
section that is not well 
animated.

3.2.1g Along pedestrian frontages at grade level, blank walls 
shall not be permitted, nor shall any mechanical or utility 
functions (vents, trash vestibules, propane vestibules, 
etc.) be permitted.

partial

Major grade change 
from the south corner 
to the north corner of 
the building along the 
Lower Water Street
frontage.

Entry points are 
proposed near the 
corners of the building 
that have been 
designed with large 
windows around the 
doorways. Planters 
have been proposed 
along the Lower Water 
Street frontage to 
reduce the impact of 
the grade change and 
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to break up the space.  
Staff have concerns 
that significant 
sections of this 
elevation have not 
been animated and 
that the planters are 
insufficient to break up 
the blank wall.

3.2.2 Building Orientation and Placement

3.2.2a All buildings should orient to, and be placed at, the 
street edge with clearly defined primary entry points that 
directly access the sidewalk.

3.2.2b Alternatively, buildings may be sited to define the edge 
of an on-site public open space, for example, plazas, 
promenades, or eroded building corners resulting in the 
creation of public space (see diagram at right). Such 
treatments are also appropriate for Prominent Visual 
Terminus sites identified on Map 9 of the Land Use 
By-law.

3.2.2c Side yard setbacks are not permitted in the Central 
Blocks defined on Map 8 of the Land Use Bylaw, except 
where required for through-block pedestrian connections 
or vehicular access.

3.2.3 Retail Uses

3.2.3a All mandatory retail frontages (Map 3 of Land Use 
By-law) should have retail uses at-grade with a 
minimum 75% glazing to achieve maximum visual 
transparency and animation.

3.2.3b Weather protection for pedestrians through the use of 
well-designed awnings and canopies is required along 
mandatory retail frontages (Map 3) and is strongly 
encouraged in all other areas.

This site is not a
mandatory retail 
frontage. However, 
the building design 
includes canopy over
the Lower Water St 
frontage

3.2.3c Where retail uses are not currently viable, the 
grade-level condition should be designed to easily 
accommodate conversion to retail at a later date.

3.2.3d Minimize the transition zone between retail and the 
public realm. Locate retail immediately adjacent to, and 
accessible from, the sidewalk.
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3.2.3e Avoid deep columns or large building projections that 
hide retail display and signage from view.

3.2.3f Ensure retail entrances are located at or near grade. 
Avoid split level, raised or sunken retail entrances. 
Where a changing grade along a building frontage may 
result in exceedingly raised or sunken entries it may be 
necessary to step the elevation of the main floor slab to 
meet the grade changes.

3.2.3g Commercial signage should be well designed and of 
high material quality to add diversity and interest to retail 
streets, while not being overwhelming.

3.2.4 Residential Uses

3.2.4a Individually accessed residential units (i.e. town homes) 
should have front doors on the street, with appropriate 
front yard privacy measures such as setbacks and
landscaping. Front entrances and first floor slabs should 
be raised above grade level for privacy, and should be 
accessed through means such as steps, stoops and 
porches.

3.2.4b Residential units accessed by a common entrance and 
lobby may have the entrance and lobby elevated or 
located at grade-level, and the entrance should be 
clearly recognizable from the exterior through 
appropriate architectural treatment.

3.2.4c Projects that feature a combination of individually 
accessed units in the building base with common 
entrance or lobby-accessed units in the upper building, 
are encouraged.

The residential portion 
of the building will be 
accessed via a lobby.

3.2.4d Units with multiple bedrooms (2 and 3 bedroom units) 
should be provided that have immediately accessible 
outdoor amenity space. The amenity space may be 
at-grade or on the landscaped roof of a podium.

3.2.4e Units provided to meet housing affordability 
requirements shall be uniformly distributed throughout 
the development and shall be visually indistinguishable 
from market-rate units through the use of identical levels 
of design and material quality.

3.2.4f Residential uses introduced adjacent to pre-existing or 
concurrently developed eating and drinking 
establishments should incorporate acoustic dampening 
building materials to mitigate unwanted sound 
transmission.

The exterior walls will 
be designed to provide 
acoustic separation as 
required. Dwelling 
units on level 2 have 
outdoor patio and will 
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have triple-glazed 
windows and extra 
insulation to mitigate 
unwanted sound 
transmission.

3.2.5 Sloping Conditions

3.2.5a Maintain active uses at-grade, related to the sidewalk, 
stepping with the slope. Avoid levels that are distant 
from grade.

partial

The restaurant portion
of the building is 
separated from grade.
Entryway was 
provided at street level 
to activate that section 
of street level, but
large sections of 
frontage still remains 
inactive.  Active art 
installation proposed 
to respond to this, but 
no detailed information
provided as to what 
this will be.

3.2.5b Provide a high quality architectural expression along 
facades. Consider additional detailing, ornamentation or 
public art to enhance the experience.

3.2.5c Provide windows, doors and other design articulation 
along facades; blank walls are not permitted.

partial

There is a significant 
change in grade from 
the southern corner to 
the northern corner 
along the Lower Water 
Street frontage.  
Doorways and 
planters are 
introduced to this 
section of the building 
elevation to reduce the 
impact of the grade 
change and to break 
up the space, but 
large sections of the 
frontage remain 
unactivated.

3.2.5d Articulate the façade to express internal floor or ceiling 
lines; blank walls are not permitted.

3.2.5e Wrap retail display windows a minimum of 4.5 metres 
around the corner along sloping streets, where retail is 
present on the sloping street.
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3.2.5f Wherever possible, provide pedestrian entrances on 
sloping streets. If buildings are fully accessible at other 
entrances, consider small flights of steps or ramps up or 
down internally to facilitate entrances on the slope.

3.2.5g Flexibility in streetwall heights is required in order to 
transition from facades at lower elevations to facades at 
higher elevations on the intersecting streets. Vertical 
corner elements (corner towers) can facilitate such 
transitions, as can offset or broken cornice lines at the 
top of streetwalls on sloping streets.

3.2.7 Other Uses

3.2.7a Non-commercial uses at-grade should animate the 
street with frequent entries and windows.

3.3 Building Design

3.3.1 Building Articulation 

3.3.1a To encourage continuity in the streetscape and to 
ensure vertical breaks in the façade, buildings shall be 
designed to reinforce the following key elements through 
the use of setbacks, extrusions, textures, materials, 
detailing, etc.:

Base: Within the first four storeys, a base should 
be clearly defined and positively contribute to the 
quality of the pedestrian environment through 
animation, transparency, articulation and material 
quality.
Middle: The body of the building above the base 
should contribute to the physical and visual quality 
of the overall streetscape.
Top: The roof condition should be distinguished 
from the rest of the building and designed to 
contribute to the visual quality of the skyline.

The base and middle 
of the building are well 
distinguished from one 
another.

The base is well
defined and 
distinguished from the 
middle of the building.

Architectural high 
quality lighting along
the roof feature will 
also be added along 
the top of the building 
to further contribute to 
the skyline. 

3.3.1b Buildings should seek to contribute to a mix and variety 
of high quality architecture while remaining respectful of 
downtown’s context and tradition.

The building does not 
respond to the existing 
context and fine 
grained character of 
downtown. The 
buildings downtown 
are smaller scale and 
provide more 
articulation at the 
street level with 
narrow retail frontages 
at the street edge.
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3.3.1c To provide architectural variety and visual interest, other 
opportunities to articulate the massing should be
encouraged, including vertical and horizontal recesses 
or projections, datum lines, and changes in material, 
texture or colour.

The building does not 
have vertical 
articulation, and the 
midrise section of the 
building is visually 
monotonous and 
bulky.

The banding provided 
around the podium 
does help define the 
lower portion of the 
building and provide 
vertical articulation, 
however this 
articulation is not 
carried forward 
through the upper 
portions of the 
building.

3.3.1d Street facing facades should have the highest design 
quality, however, all publicly viewed facades at the side 
and rear should have a consistent design expression.

All sides of the 
building have a 
consistent expression.

3.3.2 Materials

3.3.2a Building materials should be chosen for their functional 
and aesthetic quality, and exterior finishes should exhibit 
quality of workmanship, sustainability and ease of 
maintenance.

3.3.2b Too varied a range of building materials is discouraged 
in favour of achieving a unified building image.

3.3.2c Materials used for the front façade should be carried 
around the building where any facades are exposed to 
public view at the side or rear.

3.3.2d Changes in material should generally not occur at 
building corners.

3.3.2e Building materials recommended for new construction 
include brick, stone, wood, glass, in-situ concrete and 
pre-cast concrete.

3.3.2f In general, the appearance of building materials should 
be true to their nature and should not mimic other 
materials.

3.3.2g Stucco and stucco-like finishes shall not be used as a 
principle exterior wall material.
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3.3.2h Vinyl siding, plastic, plywood, concrete block, EIFS 
(exterior insulation and finish systems where stucco is 
applied to rigid insulation), and metal siding utilizing 
exposed fasteners are prohibited.

3.3.2i Darkly tinted or mirrored glass is prohibited.  Clear glass 
is preferable to light tints. Glare reduction coatings are 
preferred.

3.3.2j Unpainted or unstained wood, including pressure 
treated wood, is prohibited as a building material for 
permanent decks, balconies, patios, verandas, porches, 
railings and other similar architectural embellishments, 
except that this guideline shall not apply to seasonal 
sidewalk cafes.

3.3.3 Entrances

3.3.3a Emphasize entrances with such architectural 
expressions as height, massing, projection, shadow, 
punctuation, change in roof line, change in materials, 
etc.

3.3.3b Ensure main building entrances are covered with a 
canopy, awning, recess or similar device to provide 
pedestrian weather protection.

3.3.3c Modest exceptions to setback and stepback 
requirements are possible to achieve these goals.

3.3.4 Roof Line and Roofscapes

3.3.4a Buildings above six storeys (mid and high-rise) 
contribute more to the skyline of individual precincts and 
the entire downtown, so their roof massing and profile 
must include sculpting, towers, night lighting or other 
unique features.

3.3.4b The expression of the building top (see previous) and 
roof, while clearly distinguished from the building middle, 
should incorporate elements of the middle and base 
such as pilasters, materials, massing forms or datum 
lines.

3.3.4c Landscaping treatment of all flat rooftops is required. 
Special attention shall be given to landscaping rooftops 
in precincts 3, 5, 6 and 9, which abut Citadel Hill and are 
therefore pre-eminently visible. The incorporation of
living green roofs is strongly encouraged.

3.3.4d Ensure all rooftop mechanical equipment is screened 
from view by integrating it into the architectural design of 
the building and the expression of the building top. 
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Mechanical rooms and elevator and stairway head-
houses should be incorporated into a single well-
designed roof top structure. Sculptural and architectural 
elements are encouraged to add visual interest.

3.3.4e Low-rise flat roofed buildings should provide screened 
mechanical equipment. Screening materials should be 
consistent with the main building design. Sculptural and 
architectural elements are encouraged for visual interest 
as the roofs of such structures have very high visibility.

3.3.4f The street-side design treatment of a parapet should be 
carried over to the back-side of the parapet for a 
complete, finished look where they will be visible from 
other buildings and other high vantage points.

3.4 Civic Character

3.4.1 Prominent Frontages and View Termini 

3.4.1a Prominent Visual Terminus Sites: These sites identify 
existing or potential buildings and sites that terminate 
important view corridors and that can strengthen visual 
connectivity across downtown. On these sites distinctive 
architectural treatments such as spires, turrets, 
belvederes, porticos, arcades, or archways should be 
provided. Design elements (vertical elements, porticos, 
entries, etc.) should be aligned to the view axis. 
Prominent Visual Terminus Sites are shown on Map 9 in 
the Land Use By-law.

3.4.1b Prominent Civic Frontage: These frontages identify 
highly visible building sites that front onto important 
public open spaces such as the Citadel and Cornwallis 
Park, as well as important symbolic or ceremonial visual 
and physical connections such as the waterfront 
boardwalks, the proposed Grand Promenade linking the 
waterfront to the Town Clock, and other east-west 
streets that connect the downtown to the waterfront. 
Prominent Civic Frontages are shown on Map 1 in 
Appendix A of the Design Manual.

Identified on Map 1 of 
the Design Manual. 

3.5 Parking Services and Utilities

3.5.1 Vehicular Access, Circulation, Loading and Utilities

3.5.1a Locate parking underground or internal to the building 
(preferred), or to the rear of buildings.

3.5.1b Ensure vehicular and service access has a minimal 
impact on the streetscape, by minimizing the width of 
the frontage it occupies, and by designing integrated 
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access portals and garages.

3.5.1c Locate loading, storage, utilities, areas for delivery and
trash pick-up out of view from public streets and spaces, 
and residential uses.

Waste area in parking 
area.

3.5.1d Where access and service areas must be visible from or 
shared with public space, provide high quality materials 
and features that can include continuous paving 
treatments, landscaping and well designed doors and 
entries.

3.5.1e Coordinate and integrate utilities, mechanical equipment 
and meters with the design of the building, for example, 
using consolidated rooftop structures or internal utility 
rooms.

3.5.1f Locate heating, venting and air conditioning vents away 
from public streets. Locate utility hook-ups and 
equipment (i.e. gas meters) away from public streets 
and to the sides and rear of buildings, or in underground 
vaults.

3.5.4 Lighting (to be reviewed at permit stage)

3.5.4a Attractive landscape and architectural features can be 
highlighted with spot-lighting or general lighting 
placement.

3.5.4b Consider a variety of lighting opportunities inclusive of 
street lighting, pedestrian lighting, building up- or 
down-lighting, internal building lighting, internal and 
external signage illumination (including street 
addressing), and decorative or display lighting.

3.5.4c Illuminate landmark buildings and elements, such as
towers or distinctive roof profiles.

3.5.4d Encourage subtle night-lighting of retail display 
windows.

3.5.4e Ensure there is no light trespass onto adjacent 
residential areas by the use of shielded full cutoff 
fixtures.

3.5.4f Lighting shall not create glare for pedestrians or 
motorists by presenting unshielded lighting elements in 
view.

3.5.5 Signs (to be reviewed at permit stage)

3.5.5a Integrate signs into the design of building facades by 
placing them within architectural bay, friezes or datum 
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lines, including coordinated proportion, materials and 
colour.

3.5.5b Signs should not obscure windows, cornices or other 
architectural elements.

3.5.5c Sign scale should reinforce the pedestrian scale of the 
downtown, through location at or near grade level for 
viewing from sidewalks.

3.5.5d Large freestanding signs (such as pylons), signs on top 
of rooftops, and large scale advertising (such as 
billboards) are prohibited.

3.5.5e Signs on heritage buildings should be consistent with 
traditional sign placement such as on a sign band, 
window lettering, or within architectural orders.

3.5.5f Street addressing shall be clearly visible for every 
building.

3.5.5g The material used in signage shall be durable and of 
high quality and should relate to the materials and 
design language of the building.

3.6 Site Plan Variance

3.6.2 Side and Rear Yard Setback Variance

3.6.2a the modified setback is consistent with the objectives 
and guidelines of the Design Manual; and

3.6.2b the modification does not negatively impact abutting 
uses by providing insufficient separation.

3.6.6 Upper Storey Side Yard Stepback Variance

3.6.6a the upper storey side yard stepback is consistent with 
the objectives and guidelines of the Design Manual; and

3.6.6b where the height of the building is substantially lower 
than the maximum permitted building height and the 
setback reduction is proportional to that lower height; or

The maximum 
permitted height of a 
midrise portion of a
building is 33.5m and
the building is 30.67m 
at this section equal to 
2.83m of difference.  
The setback is 0.9m 
too close, which is 
less than the 2.83 m, 
making it proportional 
to the height 
reduction.
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The variance request
for balconies do not 
meet these
requirements.

3.6.6c a reduction in setback results in the concealment of an 
existing blank wall with a new, well designed structure.

The variance request
for balconies do not 
meet this requirement.

3.6.7 Maximum Tower Width Variance

3.6.7a the maximum tower width is consistent with the 
objectives and guidelines of the Design Manual; and

The Design Manual 
emphasises the 
importance of having 
slender towers—the 
terraced form of this 
proposal is not in 
keeping with the 
desired form as stated 
in the Design Manual.

3.6.7b the modification results in a clear public benefit such as 
the remediation of an existing blank building wall; or

Applicant has 
proposed the following 
as public benefit

Improved view 
lines of the 
residents of 
the building

Reduced
shadowing on 
the walkway

The shape of 
the building.

The views of the 
residents are not a 
public benefit, but a
private benefit for the 
individuals who reside 
in the building.  The 
public plaza/ walkway 
is in shadow most of 
the day.  The Design 
Manual states that the 
desired shape of 
buildings in the 
downtown is slender 
towers, not wide 
terraced buildings.
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3.6.8 Maximum Height Variance

3.6.8a the maximum height is consistent with the objectives 
and guidelines of the Design Manual; and

The criteria is met for 
Variance 1 but 

variance 6 does not 
have any information

provided

3.6.8b the additional building height is for rooftop architectural 
features and the additional height does not result in an 
increase in gross floor area;

The proposal includes
rooftop mechanical,
but it has been 
designed in such a 
way as to be screened 
and provide an 
architectural feature.

3.6.8c the maximum building height is less than 1.5 metres 
below the View Plane or Rampart height requirements;

3.6.8d where a landmark building element is provided pursuant 
to the Design Manual; or

3.6.8e where the additional height is shown to enable the 
adaptive re-use of heritage buildings.

3.6.10 Precinct 1 Built Form Variance

3.6.10a fill existing gaps created by vacant properties or parking 
lots with new development; or

3.6.10b enhance the public realm in the area, including the 
extension of the east-west streets between Lower Water 
Street and the harbour and their intersection with the 
Halifax Harbour Walk, the pedestrian interface of the 
proposed building and the Halifax Harbour Walk, 
provide or improve sidewalks along Lower Water Street, 
or provide for public or private plazas or parks; or

3.6.10c frame the open spaces identified above; or

3.6.10d provide adequate separation between buildings; or

3.6.10e propose tall and slender towers, where permitted, 
provided that their placement and design are consistent 
with the objectives identified for this precinct and with 
the Design Manual; or

3.6.10f ensure Lower Water Street has streetwall and 
landscaping conditions that emphasize its meandering 
qualities and emergence as an important street.
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APPEAL

Aug-22-20

Appeal of Site Plan Approval -Case 22708 
-1325 Lower Water Street, Halifax
(Southwest Properties requesting
substantive site plan approval for a mixed-
use building on lands) - Appeal by Date -
Aug-22-20

Aug-22-20

Appeal of Site Plan Approval -Case 22708 
-1325 Lower Water Street, Halifax
(Southwest Properties requesting
substantive site plan approval for a mixed-
use building on lands) - Appeal by Date -
Aug-22-20 Sarah MacVicar



















































































































































































































































































DESIGN REVIEW COMMITTEE 
SPECIAL MEETING  

July 30, 2020 

PRESENT: Erica Armstrong 
Jessica Harper 
Jan Sheppard Kutcher 
Rimon Soliman 
Marilee Sulewski 
Marcel Tarnogorski 
Catherine Ann Somerville Venart 
Tara Ralph 

REGRETS: Ade Olatunde  
Nicholas Robins 
David Hanna 
Sarah MacDonald 

OTHERS PRESENT: Jim Spatz, Southwest Properties 
Stephen Bugbee, Zeidler Architects 
Matt Neville, Develop Nova Scotia 

STAFF: Steven Higgins, Manager Current Planning, Planning & Development 
Carl Purvis, Manager Planning Applications, Planning & Development 
Maggie Holm, Principal Planner, Planning & Development 
Jennifer Chapman, Planner III, Planning & Development 
Kasia Tota, Principal Planner, Planning & Development 
Dali Salih, Senior Planner, Planning & Development 
Claire Gillivan, Solicitor 
Andrea Lovasi-Wood, Legislative Assistant 
Alicia Wall, Legislative Support 

The following does not represent a verbatim record of the proceedings of this meeting. 

The agenda, reports, supporting documents, information items circulated, and video or audio (if available) 
are online at halifax.ca. 



                Design Review Committee  
                                          Special Meeting 

                                                                                                                                                  July 30, 2020  

2 
 

 
 

The special meeting was called to order at 4:30 p.m. and adjourned at 9:21 p.m.  
 
1. CALL TO ORDER  
 
The Legislative Assistant called the special meeting to order at 4:30 p.m.  
 
1.1 ELECTION OF CHAIR AND VICE CHAIR 
 
Andrea Lovasi-Wood, Legislative Assistant called for nominations for the position of Chair of the Design 
Review Committee. 
 
MOVED by Tara Ralph, seconded by Catherine Ann Somerville Venart 
 
THAT Erica Armstrong be nominated Chair of the Design Review Committee. 
 
Erica Armstrong accepted the nomination for Chair. 
 
MOTION PUT AND PASSED 
 
Andrea Lovasi-Wood called three times for any further nominations.  There being none, Erica Armstrong 
was declared Chair of the Design Review Committee. 
 
Erica Armstrong assumed the position of Chair and called for nominations for the position of Vice Chair of 
the Design Review Committee. 
 
MOVED by Marilee Sulewski, seconded by Jan Sheppard Kutcher 
 
THAT Marilee Sulewski be nominated Vice Chair of the Design Review Committee. 
 
Marilee Sulewski accepted the nomination. 
 
MOTION PUT AND PASSED. 
 
The Chair called three more times for any further nominations for the position of Vice Chair of the Design 
Review Committee.  There being none, Marilee Sulewski was declared Vice Chair of the Design Review 
Committee. 
 
2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES – November 14, 2019 and February 19, 2020 
 
MOVED by Tara Ralph, seconded by Catherine Ann Somerville Venart 
 
That the minutes of November 14, 2019 be approved as presented. 
 
MOTION PUT AND PASSED 
 
MOVED by Catherine Ann Somerville Venart, seconded by Marcel Tarnogorski 
 
That the minutes of February 19, 2020 be approved as presented. 
 
MOTION PUT AND PASSED 

 
3. APPROVAL OF THE ORDER OF BUSINESS  
 
MOVED by Jessica Harper, seconded by Catherine Ann Somerville Venart  
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THAT the Order of Business be approved as presented. 
 
MOTION PUT AND PASSED 
 
4. CALL FOR DECLARATION OF CONFLICT OF INTERESTS - NONE 
 
5. CONSIDERATION OF DEFERRED BUSINESS – NONE 
 
6. CORRESPONDENCE, PETITIONS & DELEGATIONS  
6.1 Correspondence  
 
Correspondence was received from Ted Farquhar requesting approval to make a presentation to the 
Design Review Committee and was circulated to the members. 
 
MOVED by Jessica Harper, seconded by Tara Ralph 
 
That the Committee approve Ted Farquhar to come forward and present at a future Design Review 
Committee meeting. 
 
MOTION PUT AND PASSED 
 
6.2 Petitions - NONE 
 
7. REPORTS   
7.1 STAFF 
7.1.1 - Case 22708 – Substantive Site Plan Approval for 1325 Lower Water Street, Halifax  
 
The following was before the Committee: 

 Staff recommendation report dated June 22, 2020 
 Staff Presentation dated July 30, 2020 
 Southwest Presentation dated July 30, 2020 
 Develop Nova Scotia Presentation dated Jul7 30, 2020 

 
Jennifer Chapman, Planner III, Planning & Development presented Case 22708.  The proposal is for a 
16-storey mixed use building with residential, retail, restaurant and office space. The property is located in 
Precinct One, Southern Waterfront and is zoned DH-1 (Downtown Halifax) and Schedule W (Waterfront 
Development Overlay).  A Portion of the site is covered by Viewplane 6.  This site is currently being used 
as a parking lot. 
 
The application is before the Committee due to the variances being sought.  Chapman displayed pictures 
outlining the areas of the requested variances and provided some examples of inconsistencies with the 
Design Manual.   
 
Some of the inconsistencies include: 

 The proposal is not consistent with Section 2.10b of the Design Manual as there is not enough 
animation or access to the waterfront and this section requires that complete and consistent 
streetwall is built along Lower Water Street that permits visual and physical access to the 
harbour; 

 The proposal is not consistent with Section 2.1c of the Design Manual as the proposal is about 
40% wider than the required maximum dimension and creates a lot of shadow to the proposed 
plaza area; 

 The proposal is not consistent with Section 2.10e of the Design Manual as public spaces should 
be at the terminus of the waterfront view corridor and the bulk of the public space for this 
development is located on the opposite side of the view corridor; 
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 The proposal is not consistent with Section 2.10i as the proposal does not meet the height 
requirements; and 

 The proposal is not consistent with the design and articulation requirements under sections 
3.3.1b and 3.3.1c of the Design Manual. 

 
Chapman drew the Committee’s attention to the following variances that staff are recommending refusal 
of: 

 Variance Category 2 – Upper Storey Side Yard Stepback.  The balconies exceed 50% of building 
face and don’t cover a blank wall; 

 Variance Category 3 and 4 – Maximum Height and Precinct 1 Built Form.  The building exceeds 
the maximum height requirement and does not meet the requirements under sections 3.6.8b, 
3.6.8cm 3.6.8d and 3.6.8e of the Design Manual; and 

 Variance Category 4, Precinct 1 Built Form and Variance Category 5, Tower Width separation.  
Staff were unable to determine any clear public benefit. 

 
A wind study determined that the development will result in comfort levels suitable for persons sitting, 
standing or walking at sidewalk level, but that there would be higher than desired wind activity for the 
outdoor amenity areas located on levels 11 and 12. 
 
A copy of the staff presentation is on file. 
 
Jim Spatz of Southwest Properties took the floor to present. 
 
Spatz indicated that Southwest Properties will give up volume for better design outcomes and believes 
beautiful buildings are more successful.  Spatz spoke to some of their existing developments around 
HRM and various awards they have won.  They are looking at increasing the amount of public space. 
 
Stephen Bugbee, Zeidler Architects took the floor to present. 
 
Bugbee spoke to the design and to the collaboration with neighbors and city planners, etc.  The design 
has been altered through the years based on feedback received. 
 
Bugbee feels the variances enhance the design and architecture of the development. 
 
Matt Neville of Develop Nova Scotia took the floor to present. 
 
Neville indicated Develop Nova Scotia is formerly Waterfront Development Corporation and is a Provincial 
Crown Corporation, and also the landowner. 
 
The main goal is to build places to attract people. This project will allow about two acres of publicly 
available space and will create connectivity to the waterfront.  Public consultation is carried out with 
respect to the properties along the waterfront and they are working with Nova Scotia Power and 
Southwest Properties with respect to the Morris Street Corridor. 
 
The Committee considered the application, the following points and clarifications were noted: 

 The Committee would like to see more vertical articulation and enhancements to the banding 
 Concerns were expressed around the lack of animation to the Morris Street Corridor 
 Members questioned whether or not consideration was given to allowing public access to the top 

of the building to take in the view, or adding something like a rooftop restaurant 
 
Spatz indicated that they will look at the verticality and see if it could be strengthened.  Spatz further 
indicated that the Morris Street Corridor was not really looked at initially, but they will look at adding retail 
and more activation along that side.  The Penthouse is mechanical unit space, but they will have a look 
and see if anything could possibly be done for the public. 
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The Committee further considered the application.  The following points were noted: 
 Members questioned the lack of engagement of people walking along Lower Water Street and 

indicated the pedestrian experience should be enhanced 
 Members noted they would like to see the residential units at grade replaced with retail 
 Comments were made regarding the public space being in shadow  
 The Committee questioned whether or not a light study had been completed 
 It was noted enhancements could be made to the south side of the project. 
 Members questioned whether Net Zero 2032 was being addressed with this project. 

 
Jim Spatz stated they will look at opportunities along the south side. 
 
Dali Salih, Senior Planner, Planning & Development Dali spoke to some changes being proposed in 
Package B to public benefit space. 
 
MOVED by Tara Ralph, seconded by Marilee Sulewski 
 
That the meeting be extended to 7:15. 
 
MOTION PUT AND PASSED 
 
Stephen Bugbee stated that the building was massed to allow as much light as possible and that a sun 
shadow study was submitted with the application. 
 
Matt Neville indicated they would like the Committee to provide examples of the types of activation they 
would like to see along Morris Street. 
 
MOVED by Tara Ralph, seconded by Catherine Ann Somerville Venart 
 
THAT the Design Review Committee: 
 
1. Refuse the qualitative elements of the substantive site plan approval application for a 16 

storey, with rooftop penthouse, mixed use building, in Downtown Halifax as shown in 
Attachments A and B, as the proposal does not comply with Sections 2.1c, 2.10i, 3.1.1a, 
3.2.1a, 3.2.1f, 3.2.5a, 3.3.1b and 3.3.1c of the Design Manual, as noted in Attachment E; and 
 

2. Refuse 5 of the 9 variances in 5 categories to the Land Use By-law requirements regarding 
upper storey side yard stepback, maximum height, Precinct 1 built form, and tower width and 
separation distances, as contained in Attachment B, as the proposal does not comply with 
Sections 3.6.6, 3.6.7, 3.6.8, and 3.6.10 of the Design Manual, as noted in Attachment D.  

 
MOTION PUT AND DEFEATED 
 
Erica Armstrong left the meeting temporarily at 8:00 pm and Marilee Sulewski, Vice Chair assumed role 
as Acting Chair. Armstrong returned to meeting shortly thereafter with Sulewski continuing as Acting 
Chair by Committee agreement. 
 
The Committee engaged in open discussions regarding the variances and reviewed the corresponding 
sections of the Design Manual to determine whether they felt the variances met the requirements. 
 
The Committee would really like to see a penthouse public space and feel the balconies are not too large 
for the development and enhanced the appearance of the building.  
 
Catherine Venart and Rimon Soliman left the meeting before the vote. 
 
MOVED by Erica Armstrong, seconded by Jessica Harper 
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That the Design Review Committee: 
 
1. Approve the qualitative elements of the substantive site plan approval application for Case 
22708 as shown in Attachment A with consideration given to the following: 
a) adding public access to the penthouse level,  
b) adding articulation to the banding,  
c) providing vertical articulation to break up the horizontal massing within floors 3 and 4 of the 
development, and  
d) subject to an approved license agreement with Nova Scotia Power Inc, the applicant shall 
consider minor modifications to the streetwall of the building abutting the Morris Street 
Waterfront View Corridor, such as streetwall articulation, materials including glazing, and public 
art features that serve to further activate the terminus area of the Morris Street Waterfront View 
Corridor.  
2.Approve 11 of the 12 variances requested by the applicant but refuse the variance that is 
requested to section 10.13 of the Land Use By-law which allows balconies to be permitted 
encroachments into a setback or stepback provided that the aggregate length of the balconies 
does not exceed 50% of the building face and approve the following variances: 
a) Variance Category 3: Maximum Height Variance is consistent with section 3.6.8d of the Design 
Manual,  
b) Variance Category 4: Precinct 1 Built Form Variance is consistent with section 3.6.7b of the 
Design Manual,  
c) Variance Category 5: Tower Width and Separation is consistent with section 3.6.7b of the 
Design Manual, and  
d) Approve the 4 variances as per the staff recommendation.  
3.Accept the findings of the qualitative Wind Impact Assessment, as contained in Attachment C.  
4.Recommend that the Development Officer accept sustainable building practices as the post-
bonus height public benefit for the development. 
 
MOTION PUT AND PASSED 
 
MOVED by Tara Ralph, seconded by Erica Armstrong 
 
That the Design Review Committee recommend that Regional Council initiate the process to 
consider amendments to the Downtown Halifax Land Use By-law to allow for balconies in excess 
of 50% of the building face. 
 
MOTION PUT AND PASSED 
 
7.1.2 - Regional Centre Plan Package B Consultation 
 
Marilee Sulewski and Marcel Tarnogorski left the meeting at this time. Erica Armstrong resumed position 
as Chair of the meeting. 
 
MOVED by Jessica Harper, seconded by Tara Ralph 
 
That the Committee defer Item 7.1.2 to the next meeting of the Design Review Committee. 
 
MOTION PUT AND PASSED 
 
8. NEXT MEETING DATE - TBD 
 
9. ADJOURNMENT  
 
The meeting adjourned at 9:21 p.m. 

Alicia Wall 
Legislative Support 


