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MINUTES OF THE 
ADVISORY DESIGN PANEL  

HELD WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 23, 2015, 12 P.M. 
 
 

1. THE CHAIR CALLED THE MEETING TO ORDER AT 12:08 P.M. 
 

Panel Members Present: Christopher Rowe (Chair); Barry Cosgrave; Brad Forth; 
Gerald Gongos; Cynthia Hildebrand; Mickey Lam; Mike 
Miller; Rod Windjack 

 
Absent: Ann Katherine Murphy 
 
Staff Present: Charlotte Wain – Senior Planner-Urban Design 
 
Observers: Councillor Pam Madoff 

  
 
2. MINUTES 

 
2.1 Minutes from the Meeting held July 22, 2015 

 
 Action:  

MOVED / SECONDED 
 

 It was moved by Mr. Miller, seconded by Mr. Lam, that the Minutes of the Advisory 
Design Panel held July 22, 2015 be approved. 

 
  CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
 
 

3. APPLICATIONS 
 
3.1 Development Permit No. 000426 for 951 Johnson Street  
 

 The proposal is to construct a mixed-use building with 210 residential units. 
 

Applicant Meeting attendees:   Mr. Jim Aalders, HDR/CEI Architecture 
 Mr. Curtis Knichel, HDR/CEI Architecture  
 Ms. Bev Windjack, LADR Landscape Architects Inc. 
 Mr. Dan Cox, 989 Johnson Properties Ltd. 
 Mr. Steve Cox, 989 Johnson Properties Ltd. 
 

Mr. Windjack recused himself from the meeting at 12:08 p.m. due to a pecuniary conflict 
of interest as his wife is the landscape architect for the proposal.   
  

Ms. Wain provided the Panel with a brief introduction of the Application and the areas 
that Council is seeking advice on, including the following:  

 The appropriateness of the height of the street walls, with particular emphasis on the 
transition to the adjacent building to the west of Johnson Street. 

 The height of the podium corner at the intersection of Johnson Street and Vancouver 
Street, with opportunities to increase the building mass in this location. 
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 Potential CPTED concerns associated with the primary residential entrance on 
Johnson Street. 

 The appropriateness of the building separation distances between the proposed 
building and the adjacent four-storey residential building to the west. 

 
Mr. Aalders then provided the Panel with a brief presentation on the site and context of 
the proposal. 
 
Mr. Knichel provided the Panel with detailed presentation of the proposal. 
 
Ms. Windjack then provided the Panel with a detailed presentation of the landscape 
proposal.  
 
Panel Members discussed: 

 The proposal seems like an asset to this part of the City. 

 No objections in regards to the building separation.  

 The proposal is well composed and well thought out; although further refinements 
could improve some aspects of the proposal.  
o Further consideration of the design of the residential entryway. 
o Support for the glazing proposed along the street frontage; however adding 

materials such as the fritted panels or varying the alignment of the glazing may 
add some visual excitement.  

o The break in massing is desirable; however, the siting of these massing changes 
could be reconsidered.  

o Desire for the podium corners of the building to be heightened while decreasing 
the height of the middle portion above the residential entrance, to further break 
up the massing and provide natural light above the entrance.  

o Preference for the street wall to be of human scale. 

 Consideration of the feel of the building from inside the parking area for the residents 
arriving home by car. 

 Preference for the replacement of the street trees to be greater than a ratio of one to 
one.  

 Further incorporation of Green Strategies would have been desirable. 

 Encouragement of a wind study to determine the potential effect on the plaza. 

 Support for the variety of materials proposed on the street wall. 

 Lack of natural light entering the courtyard and the atrium as the large buildings will 
block this. Although the courtyard will make for a great evening space. 

 Preference for the courtyard to be accessible at certain hours, to the commercial 
retailers and the public to help liven up the space. 

 Building security could be managed by the gate to limit public access to the 
courtyard between certain hours. 

 CPTED concerns for the front entryway and sheltered vehicular access with the 
recessed gate. More attention should be given to this. 

 Incorporating a metal arm rest in the middle of the bench, located in front of the 
building, to discourage people from sleeping there.    

 Some members had concerns of dividing the large retail space to accommodate 
additional retailers and what the visual impacts would be from the street. 

 Some members felt the large corner retail unit was a great opportunity for a 
business.  
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 Action:  

MOVED / SECONDED 
 

It was moved by Mr. Lam, seconded by Mr. Forth, that the Advisory Design Panel 
recommend to Council that Development Permit Application No. 000426 for 951 
Johnson Street be approved with changes recommended as follows: 

 Reconsideration of the podium massing at the corner. 

 Consideration of ways to enhance the activity in the courtyard. 

 Consideration of CPTED issues with the front entrance and the parking entrance 

 Provision of more detail on all of the entrances. 
 

 Panel Members discussed the motion: 

 The building’s asset to the street. 

 Minor tweaks would improve the project. 

 Strong reconsideration of the courtyard space as it is an important public face of the 
building. 

 Commendable design especially considering the geographic and site challenges. 

 Prompts an important discussion, on a larger scale, of the design consideration of 
how to move pedestrians from the public realm to a private realm. Also prompts 
discussion on consideration of design details for entering residences from below 
grade and how these spaces can be designed more welcoming and complimentary 
to the building.   

 Support for the aesthetic, the detail, and the overall conception and form of the 
project; however, the ground floor, corner massing, retail and residential entry are 
not as optimum as they could be.  

 Consideration of a wind study as it is important that a public space is liveable. 

 Recognition that the application would not return to ADP for further review and the 
importance of addressing the Panel’s comments to ensure full support of the 
proposal. 

 
 Amendment:  

MOVED / SECONDED 
 

It was moved by Mr. Cosgrave, seconded by Mr. Forth, that the motion be amended as 
follows: 
 
That the Advisory Design Panel recommend to Council that Development Permit 
Application No. 000426 for 951 Johnson Street be approved with changes 
recommended as follows: 

 Reconsideration of the podium massing at the corner. 

 Consideration of ways to enhance the activity in the courtyard. 

 Consideration of CPTED issues with the front entrance and the parking entrance. 

 Provision of more detail on all of the entrances. 

 Consideration of a wind study for the liveability of the plaza. 
 

On the main motion: 
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 

 
On the main motion as amended: 

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
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3.2 Development Permit No. 000382 for 2560 Quadra Street 
 

 The proposal is to construct a four-storey, fifteen-unit residential building with ground-
 floor commercial. 
 

Applicant Meeting attendees:   Mr. Eric Barker, Eric Barker Architecture Inc. 
 Mr. Xavier Crespo, Eric Barker Architecture Inc. 
 Mr. Keith Grant, Keith Grant Landscape Architecture Ltd. 
 Mr. Robin Kelley, Camargue Investments Inc. 
 Ms. Sophie Denux, Camargue Investments Inc. 
  
Ms. Wain provided the Panel with a brief introduction of the Application and the areas 
that Council and staff are seeking advice on, including the following:  

 The use of a single-loaded corridor.  

 The location of the single-loaded corridor. 

 The appropriateness of the street-wall massing.  
 
Ms. Wain also advised the Panel that since the time of writing the report the applicant 
has responded to neighbour concerns regarding the fencing treatment on the north 
elevation and an alternative design solution will be included in the presentation.  
 
Mr. Barker then provided the Panel with a presentation on the outline of the proposal, 
including the site and context. 
 
Mr. Crespo provided the Panel with detailed presentation of the design and layout of the 
proposal. 
 
Mr. Grant then provided the Panel with a detailed presentation of the landscape 
proposal. 
 
Panel Members discussed: 

 Acceptance for the single-loaded corridor as they are a good fit for narrow lots. 

 Ensuring the single-loaded corridor is designed well with appropriate drainage as 
other buildings have had issues with water pooling. 

 Importance of ensuring security measures for the building with the use of the single-
loaded corridor. 

 Extending the vine towers above the railing height for better security.  

 Ensuring the green screens have tight mesh to ensure they cannot be climbed. 

 Incorporating texture on the wall where the planters come down and connect with the 
ground level to discourage graffiti.   

 The possibility of heightening the walls where the trees are proposed to hide the pots 
which are planted for architectural expression. 

 The screen proposed on the north side, in between the raised planter area, is 
supportable.  

 The commendable amount of landscaping for such as small site.  

 The proposals good fit within the neighbourhood. 

 Liveability of the units, with access to lots of light from the single loaded corridor. 

 Incorporating a capped roof above the stairs for weather proofing. 

 Preference for only one glazing material to be used for the balconies such as the 
glazing on the open walkway. 
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 The visual weight of the gray material and the possibility of using a lighter colour to 
break the massing in a different way. 

 Further measures to reduce the compressed look of the first storey, possibly adding 
some height.   

  
 Action:  

MOVED / SECONDED 
 

It was moved by Mr. Forth, seconded by Mr. Cosgrave, that the Advisory Design Panel 
recommend to Council that Development Permit Application No. 000382 for 2560 
Quadra Street be approved with consideration of the following: 

 Extending the green stair towers higher than the adjacent railings and putting a roof 
on the stair portion. 

 Raising the parapet walls around the potted plants section to make them appear to 
be architectural elements. 

 Consideration of a lighter colour scheme. 
 

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
 
 

4. ADDITIONAL ITEMS 
 
4.1 Review of the Terms of Reference 

 
 Item postponed to a future meeting, date to be determined. 
 
 

4.2 Review of Delegation/Exemption Report 
 
Prior to the meeting, Panel members were asked to review the webcast presentation 
from the Planning and Land Use Committee meeting held September 10, 2015, in 
preparation for discussion.  
 
Mr. Batallas provided the Panel with a brief presentation on the proposed delegation and 
exemption approach for Development Permits.  
 
Mr. Batallas requested that the Panel formulate and approve their comments no later 
than October 30, 2015.  
 

Mike Miller left the meeting at 2:43 pm. 
 

Panel Members discussed: 

 Concerns of exempting permits for small scale buildings and structures under 100ft2 

as they could be cheaply built and placed in public view.  

 Exempting changes to the existing landscaping may be concerning in DPA 14: 
Cathedral Hill Precinct.  

 Concerns that exempting changes to the landscaping could compel some owners to 
remove the landscaping without having to replace it.  

 
Panel members will formulate their comments prior to the next meeting and once 
approved, they will be submitted to Mr. Batallas for Council’s consideration. 
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5. ADJOURNMENT 
 
  The Advisory Design Panel meeting of September 23, 2015 adjourned at 3:03 p.m. 
 
 
       

Christopher Rowe, Chair 
 


