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26 January 2016 
 
Carl Purvis, Dept. of Planning and Development, HRM 
Jillian MacLellan, Dept. of Planning and Development, HRM 
 
Dear Carl and Jillian, 
 
After attending the PAC meeting yesterday, I thought I'd send you some Robie-Quinpool material to augment 
what you presented. This is intended to inform your continuing analysis of these proposals, as well as your 
future presentations to Halifax and West Community Council and Regional Council. 
 
Jennifer Watts asked to see a view of these proposed developments from the Parker Street side, but no 
images were available. The developers are focusing only on the Robie and Quinpool side, but it's important to 
include the other side in your presentation, as these buildings are also proposals for a neighbourhood, not just 
for main streets. The image below, assembled from a photograph and a Sketchup model, shows the visual 
impact of these building masses (25 and 29 storeys) on the park and the Parker-Welsford neighbourhood. As 
you know, the MPS states that any new development in the Quinpool Road area must be "in keeping with the 
scale and character of the adjacent residential neighbourhoods."  
 

 
 
Below is a similar image that shows the Westwood tower and the houses on Parker Street (with the existing 
Armco building in the background). It's reproduced from the top right corner of the first page of the Westwood 
drawings.  
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At the PAC meeting Jillian stated that Westwood's hotel guests would park underground; however, the stats on 
the last page of Westwood's drawings indicate that all of the underground parking and grade-level parking is 
for residents (106 spaces for 112 units). There is no parking for the 80 hotel rooms or for a hotel drop-off, so 
the hotel part of the project is not feasible. To compensate for this oversight, Westwood would have to add a 
third and fourth level of underground parking (unlikely) or find more land by acquiring and demolishing the four 
adjacent houses on Parker Street, highlighted in red above (lots 8–11 on Westwood's ground floor plan). This 
would also move the building's main vehicular access from Robie Street to Parker Street, with an obvious 
impact on the residential neighbourhood. 
 
Westwood's north elevation drawing (page 10) shows only the Westwood building, with no surroundings. 
Below is an elevation that extends farther west to show a Parker Street house next to the tower, with only a 
back yard separating them. Without this drawing as a reference, it's hard for committees to understand the 
tower's height and proximity to the houses, then to consider whether it's possible to make a transition between 
them: by adjusting the tower's setback (as Jillian suggested) and/or by planting vegetation at the bottom (as 
several PAC members suggested). 
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At the meeting both Jillian and Carl stated that the population density for these projects would be discovered 
after the building massing is decided, based on the buildings' visual appearance. PAC members pointed out 
that density needs to be considered on its own, as it affects conditions that are not visual: traffic, parking, 
neighbouring property values, property taxes, rents, density in other areas, etc. Because the population density 
on the peninsula (except downtown) is limited to 125 persons per acre, it would be useful to add a slide to your 
presentation, indicating that the population density of these two proposals is 541 persons per acre and 
describing the consequences. 
 
At the meeting Carl stated that this location deserves towers because it's a major intersection and a "gateway" 
to Quinpool Road. The rationale for this statement should be explained in future presentations. It's not obvious 
why additional load should be placed at this busy intersection, rather than spreading it out in a series of smaller 
developments along Quinpool Road. In Toronto, for example, towers rise at major intersections because a 
subway station is located there. Halifax, of course, doesn't have a subway. Joe Metlege asked, If we don't put 
towers here, where else would else we put them? This assumes that Halifax needs more towers and now just 
needs to find places to put them - an assumption that also calls out for explanation. Your presentation 
shouldn't skim over these basic urban massing premises, as they affect everything else. As noted in the initial 
staff report (and as Michael Bradfield pointed out at the PAC meeting), "Amendments to an MPS are generally 
not considered unless it can be shown that circumstances have changed since the document was adopted to 
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the extent that the original land use policy is no longer appropriate. Site specific MPS amendments, in 
particular, require significant justification to be considered."  
 
PAC recommended a quantitative wind speed analysis that considers both of these projects in conjunction with 
the existing tall buildings (Atlantica Hotel, Welsford apartments, and Quinpool Towers) and recently proposed 
buildings (St. Pat's block and Robie-Pepperell-Shirley block) to test their cumulative wind impact on local 
sidewalks, parks, and the Common across to the Oval. Indeed, it's important for this to be done early in the 
process, when the basic massing and height of proposed buildings have not yet been decided. Toronto 
and Mississauga have criteria and standards for wind speed but Halifax doesn't yet. The Willow Tree Group 
has an editorial on wind with some references that may be useful as you arrange for an analysis by an 
independent wind expert. 
 
Fresh shadow studies would check what the developers provided. The Willow Tree Group's shadow 
studies show that the Oval would be in shade during winter afternoons, using February 1 as the median date 
during skating season (January and February). 
 
At the end of the PAC meeting, when discussing possible heights for the two towers, the members of the 
committee were trying to visualize them in their surroundings. Without any good images for reference, they had 
to rely on memory to gauge the number of storeys, landing arbitrarily at 16 and 18. To provide some informed 
common ground for a discussion of tower heights, it would be useful to ask both developers to submit elevation 
drawings along Robie Street, Quinpool Road, and Parker Street that extend at least one block in all directions. 
Different height options then could be tested on these base drawings, to see if the Atlantica (16 storeys) 
and Welsford (18 storeys) really are positive precedents to emulate. The developers' perspective views have 
been selectively positioned and framed - especially the one from a particular spot on the Common that makes 
the Armco tower seem thin. Ideally, the city should have a digital model  of the topography and buildings on the 
peninsula, so that digital models of proposed developments can be inserted and then evaluated from different 
directions by everyone. 
 
I hope these notes are useful as you proceed. The Willow Tree Group has been analyzing - and opposing - 
these two projects for over a year and has assembled plenty of reference material on our website. Because the 
city is currently evaluating development agreement applications in a piecemeal way, without following the MPS 
and LUB or waiting for a Centre Plan, the standards for spot rezoning seem extremely loose. I hope that a 
recommendation to reject one or both developments, rather than simply negotiating their tower heights, is still 
an option, based on all of the criteria. In case it's useful, I'll attach a brief summary that the Willow Tree Group 
sent to PAC, as it lists some of the criteria and then comments on the standards of these proposed 
developments. 
 
Regards, 
 
 
Steve Parcell 
(member of the Willow Tree Group) 
 
cc: Bob Bjerke, Dept. of Planning and Development, HRM 
cc: Jacob Ritchie, Dept. of Planning and Development, HRM 


