HALIFAX

P.O. Box 1749

Halifax, Nova Scotia
B3J 3A5 Canada

TO:

SUBMITTED BY:

ltem No. 8.1.1

Design Review Committee
December 1, 2016

Chair and Members of the Design Review Committee

Original Signed

Bob Bjerke, Chief Planner and Director of Planning and Development

DATE: November 23, 2016

SUBJECT: Case 20848: Substantive Site Plan Approval — 1721-1735 Lower Water
Street, Halifax (Queen’s Marque)

ORIGIN

Application by The Armour Group Limited

LEGISLATIVE AUTHORITY
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RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Design Review Committee:

1. Approve the qualitative elements of the substantive site plan approval application for the mixed-
use development on lands located at 1721-1735 Lower Water Street, Halifax, as contained in
Attachment A, with the conditions that:

a) the southern portion of the Lower Water Street streetwall be articulated with an upper
storey streetwall stepback;
b) all flat rooftops, which are generally inaccessible to the building’s occupants, be
landscaped with roof tolerant vegetation; and
c) the sandstone bar be clad with Wallace sandstone;
2. Approve twelve of the thirteen identified variances to the Land Use By-law requirements, as

contained in Attachment D; the only exception being the variance request for maximum streetwall
height along the southern portion of the Lower Water Street frontage;

3. Accept the findings of the quantitative Wind Impact Assessment, as contained in Attachment E;

and
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4, Recommend that the Development Officer accept the provision of publicly accessible amenity or
open space, the provision of public art, and the provision of exemplary sustainable building
practices as the post-bonus height public benefit for the development.

BACKGROUND

An application has been received from The Armour Group Limited for substantive site plan approval to
enable a 10-storey mixed use building on lands located at 1721-1735 Lower Water Street, Halifax (see
Map 1). 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 guidelines of the Design Manual in order to assist the Committee in its decision.

Subject Site

1721-1735 Lower Water Street, Halifax

Location

Lands and water lots along the Harbour side of Lower Water Street
between George Street and Prince Street

Zoning (Map 1)

DH-1 (Downtown Halifax) Zone

Total Size

3.36 acres

Site Conditions

Former building has been demolished and the site is undergoing
preparation for excavation

Current Land Use(s)

Vacant

Surrounding Land Use(s)

The subject site is surrounded by a mixture of uses, including:

Various institutional uses including the Law Courts, the Maritime
Museum of the Atlantic, the Art Gallery of Nova Scotia, and
Province House;

Various commercial uses including retail stores, restaurants,
entertainment uses, offices, and hotels;

Transportation uses including the Halifax Ferry Terminal and the
Water Street Bus Terminal,

Some high-density residential developments on the fringes; and
Various publicly accessible open space uses including the
Harbourwalk, Purdy’s Wharf, open space around Historic
Properties, Nathan Greene Square, the raised podium surrounding
the Law Courts building, Tall Ships Quay, the Children’s Precinct
adjacent to the Maritime Museum of the Atlantic, Summit Plaza, the
Sands at Salter, and the parkette at Bishop’s Landing.

Project Description

The proposed 10-storey mixed use building will include the following (Attachment A):

Ground floor retail-commercial and restaurant uses (approximately 3,716 square metres);

Office space on floors 2-8 (northern wing; approximately 10,684 square metres);

110 hotel rooms on floors 2-5 (southern wing);

130 dwelling units on floors 2-10 (central and southern wings);

Underground parking with 318 vehicular parking spaces for the residential units, office tenants,

hotel patrons, as well as the general public. The underground parking is to be accessed from a
private driveway along the Prince Street Waterfront View Corridor;

e 2.24 acres dedicated to new public open space (including new boardwalk, three new public
plazas, the “Rise Again” rooftop, and the Queen’s Landing slipway); and

e Prominent exterior building materials that include curtain wall systems with clear vision glass,
frame window systems with clear vision glass, Wallace sandstone, copper panels, and perforated
copper panels in front of curtain wall systems with clear vision glass.
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Information about the approach to the design of the building and renderings has been provided by the
applicant (Attachments B and C).

Regulatory Context — Municipal Planning Documents
With regard to 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:

e Zone: The site is within the DH-1 (Downtown Halifax) Zone, is located within Precinct #4 — Lower
Central Downtown, and falls within Schedule W (Waterfront Development Overlay);

e Building Height (Pre and Post-Bonus): The maximum pre-bonus height is 26 metres, while the
maximum post-bonus height is 34 metres. Additionally, the site is encumbered by Viewplanes #4
and #5;

e Ground Floor Height: The ground floor of the building is to have a floor-to-floor height of no less
than 4.5 metres;

o Streetwall Setback: The required streetwall setback along Lower Water Street is allowed to vary
(0-4.0m);

o Streetwall Height: The minimum streetwall height is 11 metres, while the maximum streetwall
height is 18.5 metres;

o Streetwall Width: Streetwall width may be reduced to no less than 80% of the width of a lot
abutting a streetline, provided the streetwall is contiguous;

o Streetwall Stepback: Above the streetwall a minimum of 3 metre stepback applies;

o Waterfront View Corridors: The site includes the George Street and Prince Street waterfront view
corridors;

o Civic/Cultural Sites and Frontages: The northern half of the site is identified as a “Potential
Civic/Cultural Site” on Map 1 (Civic Character) of the Design Manual, while portions of the Lower
Water Street frontage, the Harbourwalk frontage, and the two frontages along the George Street
and Prince Street waterfront view corridors are identified as “Prominent Civic/Cultural Frontages”;

e Number of Buildings on a Lot: More than one main building is permitted on one lot and one
building is permitted on more than one lot within Schedule W;

o Development Abutting a Reqistered Heritage Property: The site abuts the Robertson Warehouse
building, a municipally and provincially registered heritage property. Development on a lot
abutting a registered heritage property is subject to the requirements of the Design Manual;

e Wind Impact Assessment: A new building that is proposed to be greater than 20 metres in height
is subject to either a qualitative or a quantitative wind impact assessment.

In addition to the above regulations, the Design Manual of the Downtown Halifax LUB contains guidance
regarding the appropriate appearance and design of buildings and conditions for assessing any request
to vary any of the built-form requirements.

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 Downtown Halifax LUB, as well as the
requirements of the By-law’s Design Manual. The process requires approvals by both the Development
Officer and the Design Review Committee 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 of the Downtown Halifax LUB. The Development Officer has reviewed the application and
determined that the following elements do not conform to the Downtown Halifax LUB:

e Minimum ground floor height;
e Maximum streetwall height;
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e  Minimum streetwall width;
e Minimum streetwall stepback;
e Minimum side yard setback for mid-rise portions of buildings;
e Minimum setback from the ordinary high water mark; and
e Maximum streetwall setback.

To address the built-form requirements that do not meet LUB requirements, the applicant has requested
that thirteen variances be considered for approval through the site plan review process (Part 4 of
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 proposal is in keeping with the Design Manual;

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

3) Determine if the proposal is acceptable in terms of expected wind conditions on pedestrian

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

Notice and Appeal

Where a proposal is approved by the Design Review Committee, notice is given to all assessed property
owners within the DHSMPS Plan Area boundary plus 30 metres. Any assessed property owner within the
area of notice may then appeal the decision of the Design Review Committee to Regional Council. If no
appeal is filed, the Development Officer may then issue the Development Permit for the proposal. If an
appeal is filed, Regional Council will hold a hearing and make a decision on the application. A decision to
uphold an approval will result in the approval of the project while a decision to overturn an approval will
result in the refusal of the site plan approval application.

The subsequent Discussion section of this report outlines the staff analysis of the proposal relative to the
criteria within the Design Manual and provides a recommended decision for the Committee’s
consideration.

DISCUSSION

Design Manual Guidelines
As noted above, the Design Manual contains a variety of building design criteria that are to be considered
in the development of new buildings and in modifying existing buildings. Section 2.4 of the Design Manual
contains criteria that are to be considered specifically for properties in Precinct 4 and Section 2.10 of the
Manual contains the criteria that are to be considered specifically for properties along the Downtown
Halifax Waterfront (Schedule W). Generally, the main design intent for the subject area can be
summarized as follows:
e The encouragement of mixed-use high-rise infill developments along animated streetscapes;
e A general massing approach of linear “finger” buildings perpendicular to Lower Water Street;
e The preservation of waterfront view corridors between Lower Water Street and the Harbour, as
extensions of east-west streets connecting the Citadel to the Harbour; and
e Ensuring that public access to the waterfront is maintained and improved, along a continuous
boardwalk, and that the waterfront is in use around the clock in all four seasons.
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An evaluation of the general guidelines and the relevant criteria as they relate to the project are found in a
table format in Attachment G. In addition, the table identifies circumstances where there are different
possible interpretations of how the project relates to a criterion, where additional explanation is warranted,
or where the Design Review Committee will need to give particular attention in its assessment of
conformance to the Design Manual. These matters, identified as “Discussion” items, are addressed as
follows:

Awnings and Canopies (2.4f, 3.1.1d, 3.2.3b)

For this location, the Design Manual encourages the use of awnings and canopies along sidewalks and
frontages for weather protection. In this case, the applicant is not proposing any permanent canopies or
awnings along Lower Water Street. However, the applicant is proposing a porte-cochére along the
southern end of the Lower Water Street frontage which will provide weather protected access and
circulation to both the residential and hotel lobbies. The applicant is also proposing two weather protected
pedestrian passageways that will connect Lower Water Street to the central internal courtyard along the
waterfront. Some retail and restaurant uses may be accessible from the pedestrian passageways. A
further two pedestrian gates will provide weather protection for pedestrians travelling along the
Harbourwalk in a north-south direction. Along the central internal courtyard, the main building is proposed
to be cantilevered over a portion of the plaza, thus ensuring that all retail and restaurant entrances that
face the internal courtyard will be located under a building overhang for protection. During the spring,
summer and autumn months, it is anticipated that tents, awnings, umbrellas and canopies can be
considered to offer pedestrian refuge from the elements. These design approaches should adequately
satisfy the criteria for weather protection.

Harbour and Sky Views (2.10c¢)

The Design Manual emphasizes the preservation of harbour and sky views by requiring that the upper
storeys of buildings above the streetwall present a slender face to Lower Water Street, and that their long
dimensions are arranged perpendicular to Lower Water Street. The proposed sandstone bar portion of
the development does not present a slender face to Lower Water Street. However, the development is
bookended by two 15.24-metre wide waterfront view corridors that will be protected through this
development proposal (Prince and George Street Waterfront View Corridors). This will ensure that views
of the sky and harbour are protected at either end of the development site.

Articulation of Narrow Shop Fronts (3.1.1a)

The Design Manual places emphasis on the articulation of narrow shop fronts, characterized by their
close placement to the sidewalk. In this case, most of the Lower Water Street frontage on the subject site
is not proposed to be occupied by retail bays, but by hotel, residential, and office lobbies. Therefore, it
would not be appropriate for the whole frontage to be articulated into narrow shop frontages. However,
the middle portion of the building, where two lower-rise angled copper-clad “chocks” are being proposed,
will be articulated into narrow shop fronts. In addition, there is ample retail and restaurant space being
proposed elsewhere in the development where pedestrian traffic is expected to be higher than along
Lower Water Street, i.e. along the central internal courtyard and along the two waterfront view corridors.
All retail and restaurant spaces will be located directly adjacent to a sidewalk, the Harbourwalk or one of
the three proposed public plazas. The 20-foot structural grid will allow for the articulation of narrow shop
fronts.

Expression of Base, Middle and Top (3.3.1a)

The Design Manual puts emphasis on the expression of a base, middle and top for each building. In this
case, the project is quite complex in terms of sheer size, layout, and the number of vantage points from
which it can be viewed, making the traditional expression of a base, middle, and top very difficult.
Nevertheless, the applicant has attempted to reflect the principles of a base, middle, and top throughout
its design approach. Staff advise that the design response has been mostly successful, especially from
the vantage points of the two waterfront view corridors and from the Harbour side of the project. Along
Lower Water Street, the inclusion of the three angled copper-clad “chocks” and the sandstone bar within
the streetwall go a long way in expressing a base, middle, and top. However, the southern end of the
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streetwall is non-differentiated in terms of both a middle and top (the base at this location is expressed by
the porte-cocheére below the floating sandstone bar).

Building Materials (3.3.2f)

The Design Manual states that building materials should be true to their nature and should not mimic
other materials. In this case, there is a discrepancy in the documentation submitted by the applicant. In
the Statement of Design Rationale (Attachment B), it is stated that the material to be used to clad the
“sandstone bar” will be sandstone quarried from the Wallace Quarries in Wallace, Nova Scotia. However,
on the colour elevations contained within the Site Plan Approval Plans (Attachment A), it is stated that the
material to be used will be sandstone veneer. Staff strongly recommend that the Committee require the
use of Wallace sandstone as the cladding material for the “sandstone bar” and this is reflected in the staff
recommendation.

Landscaping of Flat Rooftops (3.3.4c)

The Design Manual requires that all flat rooftops be provided with a landscaping treatment. In this case,
the applicant is proposing to landscape the rooftops of the building that are generally designed to be
inaccessible to the building’s occupants with decorative pavers. Staff advise that the majority of these
surfaces should instead be landscaped with appropriate roof tolerant vegetation. As such, staff
recommend that the Committee require that all flat rooftops which are generally inaccessible to the
building’s occupants, be landscaped with roof tolerant vegetation.

Developments Abutting a Heritage Property (3.2.1d, 4.3.1a, 4.3.2a, 4.3.2b, 4.3.2d, 4.3.3a, and 4.3.3b)
The Design Manual attaches a great deal of importance to a building transition to an abutting heritage
property. Iltems covered under the guidelines include:

e Maintaining a similar streetwall height/cornice height for the podium part of the new building;

e Maintaining a similar height of the first storey of the new building to the first storey datum line of

the heritage building;

e Maintaining the rhythm of existing heritage buildings in vertical proportions;

e Referencing the rhythm above the cornice line for new buildings; and

e Maintaining other heights and proportions in the first storey for smaller details.

In this case, the project site abuts the Robertson Warehouse building, a municipally and provincially
registered heritage property. However, there is a significant gap (15.24 m) between the registered
heritage building and the proposed building due to the presence of the Prince Street Waterfront View
Corridor. This, to some extent, reduces the need to employ some of the transitioning techniques
described above. Nonetheless, an attempt should still be made to utilize some of the techniques above to
ensure a proper transition.

The design responds to the transitioning guidelines by proposing:

e Two angled copper-clad “chocks” along the Lower Water Street streetwall which will have a
similar height as the cornice line of the Robertson Warehouse;

e A first storey height for the porte-cochére and the ground floor of the new building that are of
similar height to the first storey datum line of the Robertson Warehouse building;

e Three angled copper-clad “chocks” along the Lower Water Street streetwall which will have
similar widths to the Robertson Warehouse building;

e The use of punched windows along most of the sandstone bar, and especially along the portion
closest to the Robertson Warehouse building. This provides some reference to the rhythm of
punched windows along the facade of the heritage building.

Variance Requests
Thirteen variances are being sought to the quantitative requirements of the Downtown Halifax LUB for the
project. The applicant has outlined most of these variance requests through diagrams and provided a
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rationale for them pursuant to the Design Manual criteria (Part 4 of Attachment B). Importantly, the
diagrams in Part 4 of Attachment B indicate the extent of each variance.

The staff review of each identified variance is provided in this section as outlined below. It is independent
of the applicant’s submission, but for ease of reference, the variances are discussed in the same order as
that which is presented in Part 4 of Attachment B.

Overall Findings

In accordance with the standard approach taken in other staff reports, a detailed review of each of the
applicant’s variance requests is found in Attachment D. While the request for thirteen variances may
appear extreme, staff advise, that apart for one regarding maximum streetwall height, they are fairly
modest relaxations of the requirements and they all maintain the objectives set out in the Design Manual.

Table 1: Overview of the Consistency of Variances with the Design Manual

Variance Being Sought Recommendation on
Variance

Part A: Minimum Ground Floor Height

1) Reducing the minimum ground floor height to 4.2 metres. | Recommended

Part B: Maximum Street Wall Height

2) Exceeding the maximum streetwall height requirement along the | Not Recommended
southern end of Lower Water Street.

3) Exceeding the maximum streetwall height requirement for the higher- | Recommended
rise angled copper-clad chock.

Part C: Minimum Streetwall Width

4) Reducing the minimum streetwall width at the ground floor level along | Recommended
Lower Water Street for the porte-cochére.

5) Reducing the minimum streetwall width at the ground floor level along | Recommended
Lower Water Street for the pedestrian gate abutting the porte-cochére.

6) Reducing the minimum streetwall width along Lower Water Street for | Recommended
the pedestrian gate between the two lower-rise angled copper-clad
chocks.

7) Reducing the minimum streetwall width along Lower Water Street for | Recommended
the pedestrian gate between the lower and higher-rise angled copper-
clad chocks.

8) Reducing the minimum streetwall width along Lower Water Street | Recommended
between the higher-rise angled copper-clad chock and the George
Street Waterfront View Corridor.

Part D: Minimum Streetwall Stepback

9) Reducing the minimum streetwall stepback above the first lower-rise | Recommended
angled copper-clad chock from the Prince Street Waterfront View
Corridor.

Part E: Side Yard Setback for Mid-Rise Portions of Buildings

10) Eliminating the interior lot line setback on either side of the future | Recommended
subdivision line adjacent to the George Street Waterfront View Corridor.

11) Eliminating the interior lot line setback on either side of the future | Recommended
subdivision line adjacent to the Prince Street Waterfront View Corridor.

Part F: Setback from the Ordinary High Water Mark

12) Modifying the minimum setback from the ordinary high water mark. | Recommended

Part G: Maximum Streetwall Setback

13) Reducing the maximum streetwall setback for the higher-rise angled | Recommended
copper-clad chock.
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Wind Impact Assessment

A quantitative wind impact assessment was prepared by Rowan Williams Davies & Irwin Inc. (RWDI) for
the project (Attachment E). The purpose of the assessment is to determine whether the site and its
surroundings will be safe and comfortable for pedestrians once the new building is constructed. The
concern with respect to wind conditions is whether the site, and in particular the surrounding sidewalks
and Harbourwalk, will be comfortable for their intended usage. Wind conditions are rated in terms of
relative comfort for different pedestrian activities that include “sitting”, “standing”, “strolling”, and “walking”.
Safety is associated with excessive gust wind speeds that can adversely affect the pedestrian’s balance
and footing. The RWDI assessment findings can be summarized as follow:

e Overall, the addition of the proposed Queen’s Marque development has no significant impact on
the existing surrounding wind conditions.

e The wind safety criterion was met at all grade level and above grade level areas of the site for
both the Existing and Proposed test configurations.

e With the addition of the proposed Queen’'s Marque development, appropriate wind comfort
conditions are expected along Lower Water Street throughout the year.

e Suitable wind conditions are expected at most grade and above grade level areas of the site.
Marginally higher-than-desired wind speeds are predicted at localized entrance locations and
seating areas at grade level, as well as on the roof and bar patios during the winter season.

e Satisfactory wind speeds can be achieved through the use of various hard and soft landscape
elements (coniferous trees and wind screens), as described in the Wind Impact Assessment
report.

The assessment concludes that mitigation measures will not be necessary.

Post-Bonus Height Public Benefit

The Downtown Halifax LUB specifies a maximum pre-bonus height and a maximum post-bonus height.
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 $4.47 for every 0.1 square metres of gross floor area created
by extending above the pre-bonus height. The maximum pre-bonus height for the proposal is 26 metres
while the post-bonus height is 34 metres. The gross floor area to be gained is approximately 8,225
square metres. A preliminary calculation of the value of the required public benefit is approximately
$367,657.50. The applicant proposes that the public benefit categories be the provision of publicly
accessible amenity or open space, the provision of public art, and the provision of exemplary sustainable
building practices.

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.

Establishment of New Streetline on Lower Water Street

The current land ownership context adjacent to the project site involves portions of Lower Water Street
being located on land owned by Waterfront Development Corporation Limited (WDCL), and a portion of
land used by WDCL for public parking owned by HRM. As part of the planning for the Queen’s Marque
project, WDCL has requested an adjustment to the eastern boundary of the right-of-way on Lower Water
Street between Prince and George Streets to accommodate development of the abutting WDCL lands
through a partnership with The Armour Group Limited. On October, 4, 2016, Halifax Regional Council
agreed to establish a new streetline on Lower Water Street abutting the Queen’s Marque project subject
to the Queen’s Marque proposal having received substantive site plan approval.

The development proposed by the applicant is thus currently partially located within the street right-of-
way. As such, should the Committee approve this substantive site plan approval application, no municipal
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3. The Design Review Committee may choose to deny the application. The Committee must provide
reasons for this refusal based on the specific criteria of the Design Manual. An appeal of the
Design Review Committee’s decision can be made to Regional Council.

ATTACHMENTS

Map 1 Location and Zoning

Attachment A Site Plan Approval Plans
Attachment B Statement of Design Rationale
Attachment C  Renderings

Attachment D HRM'’s Detailed Review of Variances
Attachment E Wind Impact Assessment
Attachment F  Post Bonus Height Public Benefit
Attachment G Design Manual Checkilist

A copy of this report can be obtained online at http://www.halifax.ca/boardscom/drc/Agendas.php then choose the
appropriate meeting date, or by contacting the Office of the Municipal Clerk at 902.490.4210, or Fax 902.490.4208.

Report Prepared by: Luc Ouellet, LPP, Planner Ill, 902.490.3689

Original Signed
Report Approved by:

Kelly Denty, Manager of Current Planning, 902.490.4800





































































































































































































































































































































































































































Attachment D — HRM's Detailed Review of the Identified Variances

Note: The order and references to the identified variances match those that are found in Part 4 of the
“Statement of Design Rationale” (Attachment B).

Part A: Minimum Ground Floor Height (Land Uses at Grade)

1) Ground Floor Height: Section 8, subsection (13), states that the ground floor of a building,
excluding a parking garage, which has access at the streetline, shall have a floor-to-floor
height of no less than 4.5 metres.

Non-compliance: Most of the ground floor along Lower Water Street, except for the office lobby atrium, is
non-compliant. The ground level floor-to-floor height for the areas of non-compliance is proposed to be
4.2 metres, a deficiency of 0.3 metres.

Variance option: Section 3.6.15 of the Design Manual allows for a variance to the minimum ground floor
height subject to meeting the criteria as follows:

a. the proposed floor-to-floor height of the ground floor is consistent with the objectives and
guidelines of the Design Manual; and,

b. the proposed floor-to-floor height of the ground floor does not result in a sunken ground floor
condition;

And at least one of the following:

C. in the case of the proposed addition to an existing building, the proposed height of the ground
floor of the addition matches or is greater than the floor-to-floor height of the ground floor of the
existing building; or,

d. in the case of a proposed infill building, the floor-to-floor heights of the ground floors of abutting
buildings along a common street frontage are such that the required floor-to-floor height for the
ground floor of the infill building would be inconsistent with the established character of the street;
or,

e. in the case of a new building or an addition to an existing building being proposed along a sloping
street(s), the site of the proposed new building or the proposed addition to an existing building is
constrained by sloping conditions to such a degree that it becomes unfeasible to properly step up
or step down the floor plate of the building to meet the slope and would thus result in a ground
floor floor-to-floor height at its highest point that would be impractical; or,

f. in the case of a new building to be situated on a site located outside of the Central Blocks and off
a Pedestrian-Oriented Commercial Street, the floor-to-floor height of the ground floor may be
reduced to 3.5 metres if it is to be fully occupied by residential uses.

Response: Staff advise that the variance request can be considered under clauses a., b., and d. of
section 3.6.15 of the Design Manual. Section 4.3.3 of the Design Manual (Grade Level Height and
Articulation) identifies the continuity of the grade level as a significant aspect of experiencing the
transition from a heritage building to a new building. Clause a. of section 4.3.3 encourages the
maintenance of the same or similar height of the first storey of new buildings to the first storey datum line
of heritage buildings. In the case of the Robertson Warehouse building, which is a Registered Heritage
Building, 4.2 metres is the approximate height from the floor to the first storey datum line. As such, staff
recommend approval of the requested variance.

Part B: Maximum Streetwall Height

2) Maximum Streetwall Height along Southern End of Lower Water Street: Section 9,
subsection (2), states that maximum streetwall heights are to be in accordance with Map 7



of the Land Use By-law, which establishes that the streetwall height is to be a maximum
of 18.5 metres along Lower Water Street.

3) Maximum Streetwall Height along Lower Water Street for the Higher-Rise Angled
Copper-Clad Chock: Section 9, subsection (2), states that maximum streetwall heights
are to be in accordance with Map 7 of the Land Use By-law, which establishes that the
streetwall height is to be a maximum of 18.5 metres along Lower Water Street.

Non-compliance: There are two areas of non-compliance:

e The portion of the Lower Water Street streetwall between the Prince Street Waterfront View
Corridor and the first low-rise angled copper-clad chock is proposed to be 32.9 metres, a net
increase of 14.4 metres over the maximum permitted height; and

e The portion of the Lower Water Street streetwall represented by the higher-rise angled copper-
clad chock is proposed to be 25.8 metres, a net increase of 7.3 metres over the maximum
permitted height.

Variance option: Section 3.6.3 of the Design Manual allows for a variance to the streetwall height subject
to meeting the criteria as follows:

a. the streetwall height is consistent with the objectives and guidelines of the Design Manual; and

b. the modification is for a corner element that is used to join streetwalls of differing heights; or

C. the streetwall height of abutting buildings is such that the streetwall height would be inconsistent
with the character of the street; or

d. where a landmark building element is called for pursuant to the Design Manual.

Response: Staff advise that variance requests can be considered under clauses a. and d. of section 3.6.3
of the Design Manual. In this case, the subject portions of the Lower Water Street frontage are identified
as Prominent Civic/Cultural Frontages on Map 1 (Civic Character) of the Design Manual and are also
located at corners (with waterfront view corridors). Section 3.4 of the Design Manual states the following
in terms of Civic Character:

The downtown’s civic character is largely defined by highly visible sites occupying important
symbolic locations, or that have important public functions. These include sites that form view
termini, sites adjacent to significant public open spaces, corner and gateway sites, and civic
buildings. Since these sites help shape the image and character of an area, and of the whole
downtown, they have a greater civic obligation to meet the highest possible standards in design
and material quality. To enhance the distinction and landmark quality of new buildings in these
locations, modest exceptions to stepbacks and height restrictions are permitted to encourage
massing and design that accentuate the visual prominence of the site. (Underline emphasis
added)

The preamble to section 3.4.1 of the Design Manual identifies Prominent Frontages and View Termini as
sites with exceptional visibility and opportunity for signature or landmark architectural treatments or
features. The Design Manual goes on to say the following under section 3.4.1:

These sites can enhance the quality of public areas, reinforce downtown or precinct identities,
orient pedestrians and strengthen civic pride. Accordingly, development on these sites has a
greater civic responsibility that obliges consideration for the highest possible design and material
quality. The design of these buildings should provide distinctive massing articulation and
architectural features so as to reinforce their visual prominence. (Underline emphasis added)

Specifically, for Prominent Civic Frontages, clause b of section 3.4.1 states the following:

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.

Section 3.4.2 of the Design Manual states the following in terms of corner sites:
Corner buildings have a greater visual prominence given that they terminate two streetwalls and

that they have excellent visual exposure from the open space created by street intersections. This
special condition should be acknowledged with design responses such as:

a. Provision of a change in the building massing at the corner, in relation to the streetwall.

b. Provision of distinctive architectural treatments such as spires, turrets, belvederes,
porticos, arcades, or archways.

C. Developments on all corner sites must provide a frontal design to both street frontages.

d. 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. (Underline emphasis added)

As part of its decision on the requested variances, the Design Review Committee should ensure that the
building design also considers the need to provide a comfortable human-scaled street enclosure (see
section 3.1.3 and clause c. of section 3.2.1 of the Design Manual). Of the two maximum streetwall height
variance requests, the one being proposed along the southern end of the Lower Water Street frontage is
the most problematic. Firstly, it is difficult to rationalize a near doubling of the maximum permitted
streetwall height (from 18.5m to 32.9m) as being a modest variance. Secondly, a canyon effect along
Lower Water Street will certainly be created if the requested variance is approved. This is due to the
following two facts:

(1) The Dominion Public Building, which sits across Lower Water Street from the subject site,
already presents a tall streetwall along this portion of Lower Water Street; and
(2) This portion of Lower Water Street is already quite narrow in width.

In regards to the higher-rise angled copper-clad chock streetwall, staff see more merit in the variance
request. Firstly, the request is more modest in nature (from 18.5m to 25.8m). Secondly, the increase in
streetwall height is to occur at the corner of the building where it is to face the George Street Waterfront
View Corridor. The open space provided by this corner situation will provide some relief from the increase
in streetwall height. Finally, the streetwall height of the Dominion Public building is substantially lower for
this portion of Lower Water Street, thus minimizing the effect of a street canyon.

Therefore, in assessing the two requested variances for maximum streetwall height against the objectives
and guidelines of the Design Manual, and with further consideration of existing site conditions, staff is
prepared to recommend the refusal of the first one (southern end of Lower Water Street) and the approval
of the second one (higher-rise angled copper-clad chock).

Part C: Minimum Streetwall Width

4) Minimum Streetwall Width along Lower Water Street (Porte-Cocheére): Section 9,
subsection (6), states that on lots other than on Central Blocks, the streetwall width may
be reduced to no less than 80% of the width of a lot abutting a streeline, provided the
streetwall is contiguous.

5) Minimum Streetwall Width along Lower Water Street (Pedestrian Gate Abutting Porte-
Cochére): Section 9, subsection (6), states that on lots other than on Central Blocks, the
streetwall width may be reduced to no less than 80% of the width of a lot abutting a
streeline, provided the streetwall is contiguous.

6) Minimum Streetwall Width along Lower Water Street (Pedestrian Gate between Two Lower-
Rise Angled Copper-Clad Chocks): Section 9, subsection (6), states that on lots other than



on Central Blocks, the streetwall width may be reduced to no less than 80% of the width of
a lot abutting a streeline, provided the streetwall is contiguous.

7 Minimum Streetwall Width along Lower Water Street (Pedestrian Gate between Lower and
Higher-Rise Angled Copper-Clad Chocks): Section 9, subsection (6), states that on lots
other than on Central Blocks, the streetwall width may be reduced to no less than 80% of
the width of a lot abutting a streeline, provided the streetwall is contiguous.

8) Minimum Streetwall Width along Lower Water Street (between Higher-Rise Angled Copper-
Clad Chock and George Street Waterfront View Corridor): Section 9, subsection (6), states
that on lots other than on Central Blocks, the streetwall width may be reduced to no less
than 80% of the width of a lot abutting a streetline, provided the streetwall in contiguous.

Non-compliance: There are five areas of non-compliance in terms of streetwall width. The first is the
porte-cochére serving both the hotel and residential components. The porte-cochere occupies a width of
23.4 metres of the streetwall, or approximately 22.9% of its total width. Three other areas of non-
compliance are related to pedestrian gates distributed along the streetwall and which provides access
between Lower Water Street and the central internal courtyard. The three pedestrian gates from north to
south along the Lower Water Street streetwall have widths of 4 m, 4.9 m, and 3.9 m, respectively. The
fifth area of non-compliance is related to the area of the building located between the higher-rise angled
copper-clad chock and the George Street Waterfront View Corridor, which has a width of 6.0 m. It is
important to note that for the porte-cochére and the pedestrian gate abutting the porte-cochére, the
streetwall gap is only present at ground level, as the streetwall is present at full width above the ground
floor. For the other three areas of non-compliance, the gap is for the entire height of the streetwall.

Variance option: Section 3.6.4 of the Design Manual allows for a variance to the streetwall width subject
to meeting the criteria as follows:

a. the streetwall width is consistent with the objectives and guidelines of the Design Manual; and
b. the resulting gap in the streetwall has a clear purpose, is well-designed and makes a positive
contribution to the streetscape.

Response: Staff advise that all five variance requests can be considered under clauses a. and b. of
section 3.6.4 of the Design Manual. The porte-cochére serves an important function for the hotel
component of the project. It allows for hotel guests to park their vehicles temporarily in order to register at
the front counter. It also allows for the drop off and pick-up of luggage and hotel patrons by both private
vehicles and taxis. Porte-cochéres and lay-by areas are commonly associated with hotels in Halifax and
elsewhere in North America. In the case of Lower Water Street, there is a no stopping condition along the
east side of the street, so the establishment of a lay-by zone is not possible. The porte-cochére has a
unigue design approach being covered by a seemingly floating sandstone bar. It therefore meets the
requirement of criterion b, i.e. it serves a clear purpose, it is well designed and it makes a positive
contribution to the streetscape.

The three pedestrian gates also serve a clear purpose, as they are being established to facilitate access
from Lower Water Street to the central internal courtyard. Their design is simple but clean, and they will
make a positive contribution to the streetscape by increasing the level of porosity along Lower Water
Street. The pedestrian gates are also supported throughout the Design Manual as follows:

e Section 2.4, clause e — The precinct is to be characterized by animated streetscapes.

e Section 2.10, clause a — 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.

e Section 2.10, clause b — 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.



For two of the pedestrian gates, i.e. those located in between the angled copper-clad chocks, the gap in
the streetwall is for the full height of the streetwall. This also serves a clear purpose as the full height of
the gaps helps to emphasize the presence of the actual pedestrian gateways and the chocks themselves.
The full height of the gaps is supported throughout the Design Manual as follows:

e Section 2.4, clause k — Ensure that Lower Water Street shall be developed with a continuous
streetwall and public realm design that emphasizes its meandering qualities and its emergence
as an important street. (Underline emphasis added)

e Section 3.2.1, clause a — The streetwall should contribute to the ‘fine-grained’ character of the
streetscape by articulating the facade in a vertical rhythm that is consistent with the prevailing
character of narrow buildings and storefronts.

e Section 4.3.2, clause a — Maintain the rhythm of existing heritage buildings, generally at a fine
scale, typically in 6m to 12m intervals (storefronts, individual buildings, etc.) in a vertical
proportion.

e Section 4.3.2, clause b — For larger or longer buildings, clearly articulate vertical divisions or bays
in the facade at this rhythm.

e Section 4.3.2, clause ¢ — Where appropriate for consistency, provide retail bays or frontages at
the same rhythm.

For the area of the building located between the higher-rise angled copper-clad chock and the George
Street Waterfront View Corridor, the gap in the streetwall also helps to emphasize the chock itself and is
therefore supported by clause k of section 2.4, clause a of section 3.2.1, and clauses a, b, and c of
section 4.3.2 of the Design Manual. In addition, the gap is supported throughout the Design Manual as
follows:

e Section 3.2.2, clause b — 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.

e Section 3.4.2, clause a — Provision of a change in the building massing at the corner, in relation to
the streetwall.

e Section 3.4.2, clause d — 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. (Underline emphasis added)

In assessing the requested variances against the objectives and guidelines of the Design Manual, and
with further consideration of existing site conditions, staff recommends approval of the requested
variances.

Part D: Minimum Streetwall Stepback

9) Lower Water Street Upper Storey Streetwall Stepback (Above First Lower-Rise Angled
Copper-Clad Chock from the Prince Street Waterfront View Corridor): Section 9,
subsection (7), states that above the prescribed height of a streetwall, buildings are to be
stepback a minimum of 3.0 metres and above a height of 33.5 metres, buildings are to be
stepback a minimum of 4.5 metres.

Non-compliance: There is one area of non-compliance. The upper storey streetwall stepback above the
first lower-rise angled copper-clad chock from the Prince Street Waterfront View Corridor varies between
3.4 metres on the northernmost copper protrusion and 1.7 metres on the southernmost copper protrusion,
a maximum deficiency of 1.3 metres at its lowest point.

It is important to note that the applicant has identified a second area of non-compliance in its submission,
i.e. the lack of an upper storey streetwall stepback on the southern end of the Lower Water Street
frontage (sandstone bar). However, since the applicant has also requested a variance to the maximum
streetwall height at this location to allow the streetwall height to match the full height that is being
proposed at this location (32.9 metres), it would be redundant to also request a variance to the minimum
streetwall stepback.



Variance option: Section 3.6.5 of the Design Manual allows for a variance to the upper storey streetwall
stepback subject to meeting the criteria as follows:

a. the upper storey streetwall setback is consistent with the objectives and guidelines of the Design
Manual; and
b. the modification results in a positive benefit such as improved heritage preservation or the

remediation of an existing blank building wall.

Note: In cases where the maximum streetwall height is within two storeys of the maximum building height,
the Design Review Committee may reduce the maximum streetwall height to ensure an appropriate
proportion of streetwall height to upper building height.

Response: Staff advise that the variance request can be considered under clauses a. and b. of section
3.6.5 of the Design Manual. In this case, the positive benefit resulting from the modification would be the
proper expression of the meandering quality of Lower Water Street through the angling of the copper-clad
chock. This is supported within the Design Manual as follows:
e Section 2.4, clause k — Ensure that Lower Water Street shall be developed with a continuous
streetwall and public realm design that emphasizes its meandering qualities and its emergence
as an important street. (Underline emphasis added)

As such, staff recommend approval of the requested variance.

Part E: Side and Rear Yard Setback for Mid-Rise Portions of Buildings

10) Interior Lot Line Setback on Either Side of the Future Subdivision Line Adjacent to the
George Street Waterfront View Corridor: Section 10, subsection (4), states that above a
height of 18.5 metres, or the height of the streetwall, the mid-rise portion of a building
shall be setback from interior lot lines no less than 10% of the lot width or 5.5 metres,
whichever is less. It also says that where a lot has more than one streetline, the greater lot
width shall apply.

11) Interior Lot Line Setback on Either Side of the Future Subdivision Line Adjacent to the
Prince Street Waterfront View Corridor: Section 10, subsection (4), states that above a
height of 18.5 metres, or the height of the streetwall, the mid-rise portion of a building
shall be setback from interior lot lines no less than 10% of the lot width or 5.5 metres,
whichever is less. It also says that where a lot has more than one streetline, the greater lot
width shall apply.

Non-compliance: There are two areas of non-compliance as the future main building will eventually be
subdivided onto three separate lots by two subdivision lines. No side yard setbacks are being proposed
for the mid-rise portions of the main building.

Variance option: Section 3.6.2 of the Design Manual allows for a variance to the interior lot line (side and
rear yard) setback for a mid-rise portion of a building subject to meeting the criteria as follows:

a. the modified setback is consistent with the objectives and guidelines of the Design Manual; and
b. the modification does not negatively impact abutting uses by providing insufficient separation.

Response: The subdivisions are being proposed for purely financing reasons. As interest rates, financing
arrangements, and availability of lenders vary depending of the proposed use, i.e. office, multi-residential
development, hotel, etc., it is to the advantage of the applicant to subdivide the main building onto three
separate lots, i.e. one to accommodate the office component, one to accommodate the residential
component, and one to accommodate the hotel component. This will make the overall financing of the
project much more affordable for the applicant and thus will make the project feasible from an economic
standpoint.



Staff advise that the variance requests can be considered under clauses a. and b. of section 3.6.2 of the
Design Manual. Staff advise that criterion b. is typically applicable in situations where two abutting
properties are under different ownership and are developed independently. In this case, we have what
amounts to a single project site that will be developed by the same ownership group, under one
Construction Permit, and for the most part as a singular building over a common foundation and parking
structure, which will then be subdivided at a later stage into three separate buildings for financing
purposes only. The modifications will thus not impact abutting uses by providing insufficient separation.

Staff also advise that the requested variances are consistent with the objectives and guidelines of the
Design Manual as follows:
e Section 2.4, clause a — Allow for mixed-use high-rise infill development on large opportunity sites.
e Section 2.4, clause ¢ — Ensure that existing surface parking lots and vacant sites are developed.
e The preamble to section 2.10 — The downtown Halifax Waterfront presents unique challenges in
structuring development regulations. Because the parcels tend to be very large, and because the
location of the water’s edge is changeable, the creation of building massing rules based on front,
side and rear property lines, like those in the rest of downtown, is not feasible. Additionally there
is the requirement for the provision of public open space on a continuous boardwalk along, and
unimpeded public access to, the waterfront. These special conditions call for a special set of
development rules that demand the highest level of development quality and public amenity while
still being agile enough to respond to, and accommodate a wide range of design solutions.
Therefore, for waterfront lands in precincts 1 and 4 located between Lower Water Street and the
Harbour, a more flexible, design guideline-driven development review process is required. To that
end, HRM will work collaboratively with the landowners along this section of the waterfront to fulfill
the objectives of the DHSMPS.

As the complex will still very much function and appear as one building from the outside, it is the opinion
of staff that the interior lot line setbacks are not warranted. Staff therefore recommend the approval of the
requested variances.

Part F: Setback from the Ordinary High Water Mark (Precinct 1/Precinct 4 Built Form)

12) Building Setback from Ordinary High Water Mark (Various Locations on Project Site):
Section 11, subsection (1), clause (b), states that all buildings shall be setback no less
than 8 metres from the ordinary high water mark.

Non-compliance: There are numerous areas of non-compliance across the subject site, as the applicant
is proposing various portions of the buildings to be built within the 8-metre setback, or beyond the
ordinary high water mark on piers.

Variance option: For lands located in “Schedule W” on Map 1 of the Downtown Halifax Land Use By-law,
Section 3.6.11 of the Design Manual allows for a variance to the setback from the ordinary high water
mark subject to variance meeting the criteria as follows:

a. provide for mixed-use high-rise infill development on large opportunity sites; or

b. fill existing gaps created by vacant properties or parking lots with new development; or

C. develop vacant lots in a way that provides a continuous streetwall and uninterrupted pedestrian
experiences; or

d. provide for animated streetscapes as detailed in the design manual; or

e. focus pedestrian activities at sidewalk level through the provision of sidewalks protected from the
weather through such means as well-designed canopies and awnings; or

f. maintain or enhance the east-west streets to maintain important views between the Citadel and
the harbour; or

0. provide adequate separation between buildings; or

h. ensure Lower Water Street has streetwall and landscaping conditions that emphasize its

meandering qualities and emergence as an important street; or



i. retain, enhance and protect isolated heritage properties.

Response: Staff advise that the variance request can be considered under clauses a, b, c, d, and f of
section 3.6.11 of the Design Manual. The criteria for evaluating such variances is purposefully enabling
and allows for a high degree of flexibility in dealing with variance requests to the Precinct 4 built form
requirements for lands located within the Schedule W area (Waterfront Development Overlay). In
addition, the Design Manual contains little guidance relative to the objective of the 8-metre setback from
the ordinary high water mark, except for the following:

e Section 2.4, clause j — To ensure that the Halifax Harbourwalk is of a width and quality to be an
important open space linkage with other precincts.

e Preamble to section 2.10 — The downtown Halifax Waterfront presents unique challenges in
structuring development regulations. Because the parcels tend to be very large, and because the
location of the water’s edge is changeable, the creation of building massing rules based on front,
side and rear property lines, like those in the rest of the downtown, is not feasible. Additionally
there is the requirement for the provision of public open space on a continuous boardwalk along,
and unimpeded public access to, the waterfront. These special conditions call for a special set of
development rules that demand the highest level of development quality and public amenity while
still being agile enough to respond to, and accommodate, a wide range of design solutions.
Therefore, for waterfront lands in precincts 1 and 4 located between Lower Water Street and the
Harbour, a more flexible, design guideline-driven development review process is required. To that
end, HRM will work collaboratively with the landowners along this section of the waterfront to fulfill
the objectives of the DHSMPS. The Waterfront Development Corporation Limited (WDCL), as the
primary landowner in this area, has a special and ongoing role to play in the development of the
waterfront. WDCL is the provincial Crown Corporation responsible for purchasing, consolidating,
redeveloping and revitalizing lands around Halifax Harbour. The WDCL works with private sector
developers to facilitate public and private investment in public infrastructure and amenities to
further reinforce the waterfront as a vibrant place to live, do business, invest and visit. In
recognition of this, HRM and WDCL will seek to negotiate an agreement to ensure that the
respective mandates of the two organizations are co-operatively fulfilled through the
administration of the DHSMPS.

e Section 2.10, clause a — 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.

e Section 2.10, clause d — 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.

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

e Section 2.10, clause i — 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.

e Section 2.10, clause j — Ensure that every effort is made to provide north-south pedestrian
connections through the middle of these large properties. (Underline emphasis added)

The mention of the word “Seawall” under clause h of section 2.10 suggests that the purpose of the 8-
metre setback from the ordinary high water mark is not meant to prevent buildings from being constructed
on piers/wharves, but instead to promote a boardwalk of 8 metres in width along the edge of the water.
Further to this, the site plan shows a continuous boardwalk along the water’s edge with minimum widths
of 8 metres on the most easterly edge of the boardwalk. However, along east-west faces of the piers, the
boardwalk does drop to a width as narrow as 3 metres in some locations. It is important to note that all
distances are to the edge of the wood wheel guard. In addition to the boardwalk along the water’s edge,
the proposal also includes the Harbourwalk, which is the primary north-south pedestrian travelled-way
planned by the WDCL along the waterfront. The proposed Harbourwalk on the subject site has a



minimum width of 10.9 metres (pedestrian pass through “gates”) and therefore will provide sufficient
connectivity to the rest of the waterfront.

The applicant is also proposing the creation of three large plazas as part of its plans for the site, which
includes the two waterfront view corridors and a central internal courtyard, all of which will be
interconnected with the Harbourwalk and the secondary boardwalk around the pier buildings. Finally, the
applicant is also proposing a pier building with an angled roof (“Rise Again” building), and a reimagined
Queen’s Landing slipway (stairs to the water), both of which will provide a new level of interaction with the
Harbour.

Staff advise that the overall plan for the site allows for an improved waterfront with continuous and
unimpeded public access to the water, as well as a Harbourwalk with a sufficient width to be an important
linkage with other precincts. As such, staff recommend approval of the requested variance.

Part G: Maximum Streetwall Setback

13) Maximum Streetwall Setback along Lower Water Street for the Higher-Rise Angled Copper-
Clad Chock: Section 9, subsection (1), states that streetwall setbacks from streetlines are
to be in accordance with Map 6 of the Land Use By-law, which establishes that the
streetwall setback along Lower Water Street is to be between 0 and 4 metres from the
streetline.

Non-compliance: The applicant did not request any variance to the maximum streetwall setback, but in its
detailed review of the site plan approval application staff did uncover an area of non-compliance. The
higher-rise angled copper-clad chock has a streetwall setback that varies between 2.4 metres and 4.9 in
a south-north direction along its Lower Water Street frontage, a net increase of 0.9 metre over the
maximum permitted streetwall setback.

Variance option: Section 3.6.1 of the Design Manual allows for a variance to the streetwall setback
subject to meeting the criteria as follows:

a. the streetwall setback is consistent with the objectives and guidelines of the Design Manual;

b. on an existing building, where an addition is to be constructed, the existing structural elements of
the building or other similar features are prohibitive in achieving the streetwall setback
requirement; or

C. the streetwall setback of abutting buildings is such that the streetwall setback would be
inconsistent with the character of the street.

Response: Staff advise that the identified variance can be considered under clause a. of section 3.6.1 of
the Design Manual. In this case, the modification would allow for the proper expression of the meandering
quality of Lower Water Street through the angling of the copper-clad chock. This is supported within the
Design Manual as follows:
e Section 2.4, clause k — Ensure that Lower Water Street shall be developed with a continuous
streetwall and public realm design that emphasizes its meandering qualities and its emergence
as an important street. (Underline emphasis added)

Accordingly, staff recommend approval of this variance.
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RWDI Pedestrian Wind Criteria
Comfort GEM Speed Description
Category (km/h) P
- Calm or light breezes desired for outdoor restaurants and seating areas
Sitting <10 . R
where one can read a paper without having it blown away
Standing <14 Gentle breezes suitable for main building entrances and bus stops
. Moderate winds that would be appropriate for window shopping and
Strolling <17 ;
strolling along a downtown street, plaza or park
walking <20 Relatively hlgh speeds thgt 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 Gust Speed Description

Criterion (km/h)

Excessive gust speeds that can adversely affect a pedestrian's balance

Exceeded >90 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.

e 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.

e 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.

e 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.

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



Queen’s Marque — Halifax, Nova Scotia
Pedestrian Wind Consultation
RWDI #1603092
July 12, 2016
Page 4

CONSULTING ENGINEERS
& SCIENTISTS

e 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.

6. PREDICTED WIND CONDITIONS

Table 1, located in the Tables section of this report, presents the predicted wind comfort and safety
conditions for the two test configurations. These conditions are graphically depicted on a site plan in Figures
3athrough 4b. The wind safety criterion was met at all grade level and above grade level areas of the
site for both the existing and proposed test configurations.

In our discussion of anticipated wind conditions, reference is made to the following generalized wind flow.
When oblique winds are deflected down by a building, a localized increase in the wind activity can be
expected around the downwind building corner at pedestrian level (see Image 1). If this building/wind
combinations occur for prevailing winds, there is a greater potential for increased wind activity.

Image 1 — Corner Acceleration

The following is a detailed discussion of the suitability of the predicted wind comfort conditions for the
anticipated pedestrian use of each area.

6.1 Grade Level (Locations 1to 71)
6.1.1 Existing Configuration

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.
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6.1.2 Proposed 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, while sitting conditions are
preferred at outdoor seating areas. For the proposed configuration, Locations 2, 8, 9, 11, 13, 16, 17, 19, 23,
26, 32, 33, 35, 38, 39, 52 and 53 represent the main entrances to the proposed development.

The wind conditions at the main entrances are generally predicted to be comfortable for sitting or standing
for the both summer and winter seasons (Figures 3b and 4b). These wind conditions are considered
appropriate for the entrances. However, in the winter a few entrance locations to the north and northeast are
predicted to have marginally higher-than-desired wind speeds, comfortable for strolling (Locations 33, 35
and 39 in Figure 4b). The wind speeds at these locations exceed the appropriate comfort criteria (i.e.,
standing) by 1 to 2 km/hr and, as a result, may be considered acceptable for the intended use (see Locations
33,35 and 39 in Table 1).

Wind speeds at all potential outdoor seating areas are mainly comfortable for sitting or standing in the
summer (Locations 1,2, 8, 9, 10, 11, 13, 19, 20, 23, 33, 34, 35, 37, 38 and 60 to 70 in Figure 3b). In the
winter, wind speeds comfortable for strolling or walking are expected at localized seating areas (Locations
33, 34, 60 to 62 in Figure 4b), but this is not a concern since these seating areas will not be frequently used
in the winter.

In general, wind conditions at the sidewalks and remaining grade level areas on and around the site are
expected to range between categories comfortable for standing, strolling and walking throughout the year,
which is considered appropriate. Overall, the addition of the proposed Queen’s Marque development is
predicted to have no significant impact on the existing wind conditions on and around the site and, the Lower
Water Street pedestrian wind experience may in fact improve during both winter and summer months.

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

6.1.3 Wind Mitigation at Grade Level

The localized high wind speeds predicted at the entrances and seating areas to the east and north of the
site are a result of seasonally stronger prevailing winds from the southeast and northwest quadrants that
accelerate around the southeast and northeast corners of the buildings (see Image 1). During the winter,
seating areas would not be used frequently and increased wind activity may be considered appropriate.
Nonetheless, if more comfortable conditions are desired for these areas, local wind mitigation measures
such as 30% porous wind screens at least 2 to 2.5 m high and/or planters may be implemented to the north
of the area to improve the wind climate for the patrons. To be effective, the wind screens should be
implemented perpendicular to the building facade along the northeast corner of the building (i.e., between
locations 34 and 35, and locations 61 and 62). See Images 2 and 3 for examples of suggested mitigation
measures.
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Image 3 — Examples of Suggested Mitigation Measures at the Outdoor Seating Areas

6.2 Above-Grade Level (Locations 72 to 100)

Typically for an accessible landscaped roof or roof patio, wind conditions that are comfortable for sitting or
standing are desirable in the summer, depending upon the activity planned. During the winter, the area would
not be used frequently and increased wind activity may be considered appropriate.

During the summer, appropriate wind comfort conditions are expected at all above grade level areas with
the exception of localized areas on the south landscaped roof, where strolling conditions are predicted
(Locations 82, 83 and 96 in Figure 3b). As per discussions with the design team, it is understood that these
areas are not intended for passive pedestrian use; therefore, the marginally high wind speeds may be
acceptable.

During the winter, higher wind speeds comfortable for strolling or walking are predicted at most above-grade
level areas due to the occurrence of seasonally stronger prevailing winds in the winter than in the summer
(see wind roses in Figure 2). Wind conditions at the seating areas such as the bar and roof patios are
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expected to be comfortable for strolling which is higher-than-desired for passive pedestrian activities. As
mentioned earlier, these areas are less likely to be used in the winter; therefore increased wind activity may
be considered acceptable.

If more comfortable conditions are desired during the shoulder seasons (spring or fall), wind mitigation
measures such as a 30% porous parapet at least 2.5 to 3 m high and/or coniferous landscaping may be
implemented around the north perimeter of the roof/bar patio to improve the wind conditions (See Image 4).
See Image 5 for example of suggested mitigation measures.

The wind safety criterion was met at all above grade level areas of the site.
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Image 4 — Suggested Location of Tall Parapet or Coniferous Landscaping (Winter)

Image 5 — Examples of Suggested Mitigation Measures at Grade Level
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