
75 Breezehill and 35 Laurel 
Response to UDRP Comments
Official Plan Amendment (D01-01-24-0027) and Zoning By-law Amendment (D02-02-24-0088)

No. Comment Responsibility Response
Key Recommendations

1 The Panel has concerns with the proposed density on the site being much more than what is 
considered by the Secondary Plan.

The proposed heights are reflective of a paradigm shift in Ottawa, and Ontario at-large since 
the writing of the Secondary Plan. The Official Plan allows up to 40-storeys in Hubs which are 
in close proximity to LRT Stations. Further, the Official Plan is aiming to accomodate up to 
60% of growth within the green-belt, and specifically within the Hub Designation of the 
Downtown Core Transect. These reasons strongly support the current plans as they stand. 
Further, the buildings are sensitively designed to ensure compatabile heigths and massing. 
The towers and setback a significant distance from the nearby residential community aside 
from one adjacent property. This setback distance will further ameliorate adverse impacts. 

2 The Panel recommends further investigating how this project is going to integrate into the 
historic neighbourhood and the new one developing across the transit corridor.

The project integrates with both the historic neighbourhood in the immediate vicinity while at 
the same time being compatible with potential future developments of this area through 
thoughtful design of the two towers and associated podiums.  The project's scaling and 
materiality is also compatible with the new neighbourhood developing across the transit 
corridoor.  

3 The Panel questions whether the public space offered is enough to justify the added height or 
the two-tower approach; especially given how tight the two podiums are on the site.

The provision of parkland, a plaza and two publicly accessible plazas on the site provide 
ample recreational and amenity space to future residents of the site and visitors to the 
development. The generous provision of these spaces should be sufficient to justify the added 
heights proposed by this development. 

4 The Panel recommends giving more attention to the design and massing of the podiums, 
especially regarding their footprint on the site and the tight relationship to one another.

Noted

5 The Panel appreciates and supports the masonry architecture of the podiums. Noted
6 The Panel recommends undertaking a comprehensive study of the landscaping and public 

realm.
Noted

6.a) The Panel has particular concerns with the tightness of the MUP, and the usability of the public 
spaces provided.

The design of the proposed development provides ample setback for the anticipated MUP 
while at the same time integrating the MUP with the site through the thoughtful use of 
walkways and a POPS in the southeast corner of the site.  

Site Design & Public Realm
7 The Panel has concerns with the amount of density proposed on the site. The density proposed for the site is appropriate given the relative size and orientation of the 

site and its proximity to a rapid transit station. 
8 The Panel strongly recommends relocating the park adjacent to the MUP. Relocating the park adjacent to the MUP would detract from the current design and layout 

which optimises the use of the site while providing a generously sized park in a dedicated 
section of the site. One of the plazas is already located adjacent to the MUP in the southeast 
corner. 

8.a) The Panel suggests further study is required to justify the current proposed location of the park. Noted. The park location is optimal for the site as it makes use of a section of the site that 
would otherwise be challenging to put to good use. 

8.b) Consider the park as an integrated component within the proposal and not an arm off the end 
of the property.

The park as proposed is an integral component of the site and, although located on the edge 
of the property. Planned pathways provide connectivity between this park and the site and 
this park serves as a vital component of the overall amenities provided through the proposed 
development.  

9 The Panel recommends considering patios and accessible pedestrian spaces instead of 
extensive garden beds in the landscaping.

Noted
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No. Comment Responsibility Response
9.a) Consider how to best animate the spaces at-grade. Noted
10 The Panel appreciates that site porosity is being encouraged in the site plan. Noted
10.a) Consider refining some elements to further support connectivity. The pathways and open spaces provided onsite have been reviewed and refined to further 

support connectivity. 
11 The Panel has concerns with the landscaped area in the middle of the site being designed as a 

series of walkways that are very utilitarian.
The landscape plan will be further refined at site plan contro land will take this comment into 
consideration at that time. 

11.a) The Panel recommends that the central landscaped area should be a gathering space or plaza; 
an area that encourages staying and relaxing.

The central landscaped area has been designed as a plaza which is intended to serve as a 
gathering place for  the public that encourages both staying and relaxing. 

12 The Panel recommends designing a large functioning space at the south-east corner of the site 
where the ROW and MUP intersect near the future pedestrian bridge.

at-grade retail will animate this space while an at-grace publicly accessible plaza will further 
contrinute to the vibrancy here. 

12.a) The Panel recommends sharing some of the property with the public realm in that location to 
integrate a POPS and allow for a significant gathering space there.

The site plan was not altered to include this as it would detract from the overall site layout 
which represents an efficient use of the space. A publicly accessible plaza is already located 
in the area discussed. The plaza planned in this location contributes to the public realm and 
creates a gathering space.

Sustainability
13 The Panel recommends further consideration be given to how this site and proposal can 

provide more valuable environmental and social sustainability to the community.
The project as designed contributes positively to both environmental and social sustainability 
by providing 479 residential units in close proximity to a transit station. These residents will be 
supported by 678 bicycle parking spaces which will encourage active transit. 

Built Form & Architecture
14 The Panel has concerns with the overall additional density request. Going from 18-storeys as 

per the Secondary Plan to effectively requesting 45-storeys on the site is a big change in 
density for the site.

To reiterate the response to comment 1, the city and province are heavily priortizing 
residential growth in existing neighbourhoods in close proximityi to LRT. The proposed 
density is reflective of a paradigm shift in Ottawa, and Ontario at-large since the writing of the 
Secondary Plan. The Official Plan allows up to 40-storeys in Hubs which are in close proximity 
to LRT Stations. Further, the Official Plan is aiming to accomodate up to 60% of growth within 
the green-belt, and specifically within the Hub Designation of the Downtown Core Transect. 
The increase in density for the site is justified and important to assist the City of Ottawa in 
providing intensification and creating housing inventory for a growing population. 

15 The Panel has concerns with the relationship between the two podiums being too tight and 
narrow.

The site plan allows for ample separation between the two podiums. This space features a 
pedestrian walkway and plantings.  

15.a) Consider alternative massing that alleviates that condition. Noted. 
15.b) Explore a variety of options for a single-tower site with a strong podium. A single tower does not efficiently program the space provided by the site and would 

represent and under-provision of much needed residential housing density in an identified 
strategic growth area near services, amenities, and rapid transit. In order to respond to the 
ongoing housing crisis, it is important to optimize the provision of residential density on this 
site. 

16 The Panel is not supportive of the proposed two-tower approach. Noted.
16.a) Consider a single tower approach with an improved podium form that relates to the 

surrounding neighbourhood context. Laurel is a small-scale residential street.
See comment 15.b)

17 The Panel strongly recommends pursuing a single tower approach for the site. See comment 15.b)
17.a) The Panel has concerns with the overall conditions on the site as proposed. Noted.
17.b) The Panel recommends opening up the site and reducing the density proposed. Noted.
17.c) The Panel recommends staggering the tower heights more significantly if continuing with a two-

tower approach.
Staggering the tower heights would reduce the environmental efficiency of the building by 
creating more thermal breaks and surface area causing heat loss. 

17.d) The Panel recommends sculpting the podiums to provide greater relief between the buildings if 
pursuing a two-tower approach.

The podium designs seek to maximize efficiency and the provision of residential units. 
Sculpting the podium would reduce the provision of units. 
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18 The Panel appreciates the changes in materiality and the nuances of how the architecture can 

develop. The verticality in the brick clad podium is very promising.
Noted.

19 The Panel recommends further investigating the urban form taking shape across the transit 
corridor between Somerset and Gladstone (especially 933 Gladstone Phase 1 directly across) 
and responding in a similar fashion on this site.

Noted. Attention has been paid to this development. With the significant buffer provided by 
the rail corridor, the applicant team believes the massing, tower location, and overall design is 
complementary and compatabile with the existing and future developement to the east. 

20 The Panel recommends giving greater consideration to the role of this site in the Secondary 
Plan as a “valley aspect” between the peaks at Bayview and Gladstone Stations.

Noted.

21 The Panel has concerns with a 6-storey podium on this site. Noted.
21.a) Consider a 4-storey podium to better address the scale of the neighbourhood that the site is 

embedded within.
See response to 17.d)

22 The Panel appreciates the efforts to provide studies of massing options and various shadow 
impacts.

Noted.

23 The Panel recommends adding more textural elements at the podium base and increasing the 
amount of brick on the podium.

The current designs as they stand seek to maximize daylight admitted to the building in 
common areas and residential units. Increasing the amount of brick on the podium would 
reduce views and the admittance of light to the podium base. 

24 The Panel encourages the applicant to reconsider the use of curtain-wall elements as they are 
akin to an office building, especially on the podium base.

25 The Panel recommends reducing the height of the podium to better relate to the 
neighbourhood context to the west and the development of Gladstone Village (933 Gladstone 
Phase 1).

See response to 17.d)

25.a) Explore design solutions to make the podium appear less heavy. The podium design features covered balconies and abundant glass surfaces to provide 
articulation and reduce the "heaviness" of the podiums.

26 The Panel recommends proceeding with an 18-storey tower as allowed by the Secondary Plan 
and developing a strong community and public offering to negotiate with.

See response to 1

26.a) The Panel warns that these proposed heights in this area will be precedent setting; consider 
working with the City to create an exceptional project as a basis to possibly increase the height 
beyond the allowed single 18-storey tower in the Secondary Plan.

See response to 1

26.b) Consider reducing the building footprint on the site and providing valuable POPS. The site as designed provides two plaza and a park. The current designs optimize the 
provision of residential units and commercial space while providing ample amenities such as 
the spaces mentioned.   
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URBAN DESIGN REVIEW PANEL RECOMMENDATIONS 
    July 7th, 2023 

• The Panel recommends reducing the height of the podium to better relate to the 
neighbourhood context to the west and the development of Gladstone Village 
(933 Gladstone Phase 1). 

o Explore design solutions to make the podium appear less heavy. 
• The Panel recommends proceeding with an 18-storey tower as allowed by the 

Secondary Plan and developing a strong community and public offering to 
negotiate with. 

o The Panel warns that these proposed heights in this area will be 
precedent setting; consider working with the City to create an exceptional 
project as a basis to possibly increase the height beyond the allowed 
single 18-storey tower in the Secondary Plan. 

o Consider reducing the building footprint on the site and providing valuable 
POPS. 
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