
 

Advisory Design Panel Minutes Page 1 
October 26, 2016 

MINUTES OF THE 
ADVISORY DESIGN PANEL MEETING 

HELD WEDNESDAY OCTOBER 26, 2016 AT 1 P.M. 
 
 
 
1. THE CHAIR CALLED THE MEETING TO ORDER AT 1:05 P.M.   
 

Panel Members Present: Christopher Rowe; Mike Miller; Renee Lussier; 
Erica Sangster, Patricia Graham; Justin Gammon
  

Absent: Cynthia Hildebrand; Ann Katherine Murphy 
 
Staff Present:         Charlotte Wain - Senior Planner, Urban Design 

Quinn Anglin - Secretary, Advisory Design Panel 
  

2. MINUTES 
 
 2.1  Minutes from the Meeting held August 24, 2016. 

 
 Action:  

 
 It was moved by Erica Sangster, seconded by Renee Lussier, that the Minutes of 

the Meeting of Advisory Design Panel held August 24, 2016 be approved. 
 

  CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
 

3. APPLICATIONS 
 

3.1 Development Permit #000463 for 712 Bay Street 
 

 
Development permit for the construction for a new auto service centre. 
 
Applicant Meeting attendees: 

 
   CHARLES KIERULF   DE HOOG & KIERULF ARCHITECTS 
   CHRISTOPHER WINDJAK LADR LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTS 
   AL JANSEN   ANDREW SHERET LTD. 
 
 Renee Lussier recused herself for a pecuniary conflict. 
 
 Ms. Wain provided the Panel with a brief introduction of the Application and the areas that 

Council is seeking advice on, including the following: 
 

 Parking and Vehicle Circulation 
 

Charles Kierulf then provided the panel with a detailed presentation of the site and context 
of the proposal 
 



 

Advisory Design Panel Minutes Page 2 
October 26, 2016 

Chris Windjak then provided the Panel with a detailed presentation of the landscape plan 
proposal. 
 

 Questions of clarification were asked by the Panel on the following; 
 

 Other than the decorative paving, what is the rest of the paving in the project?  
Asphalt. 

 Is the corrugated metal cladding applied part of their branding or is there flexibility 
in the use of? Yes, it is used in their design standards and is expected to be carried 
through all of their locations. 

 Whether permeable pavers or any consideration to storm water management had 
been explored?  It was considered in the design process but the project as it is 
presented is where they landed with it. 

 Clarity of access for people and vehicles and the flow of these through the project. 
There was discussion about the possibility of putting a baller or two to distinguish 
that the pedestrian areas aren’t drive paths. 

 Whether the drive path on the West side of the project was intended to be used for 
both customers and staff?  There would be nothing to stop the public to access this 
drive path, but the front or rear parking areas are designated for customers.  

 City staff clarified the areas that they have concern and are seeking advice on. The 
main concern of City staff is pedestrian circulation and vehicle dominance.  Staff 
recognize that there are challenges given the use of this site that are contradictory 
to what the guidelines suggest. 

 Clarified the implications if road widening was to take place in the future and how 
this would impact the project. 

 Whether the project would still meet Schedule C with the backup if road widening 
were to pass?  Yes it would, as it is designed over size to accommodate and 
function for that possibility. 

 The reference of this area being labelled as a “large urban village” in the Burnside 
Gorge Neighbourhood Plan.   

 
 Panel Members discussed: 
 

 Building design is attractive, well proportioned, and based on the irregular shape of 
the site and possibility of a road dedication in the future, it compensates well. 

 If the direction for vehicles and pedestrians becomes confusing, a suggestion was 
made that it could be further articulated by a slight change of elevation, grading, or 
color and treatment of the wrap around area to show that this is a place not for 
pedestrians, but for vehicles. 

 Disappointment in the rendered elevation drawings that some of the siding 
appeared as wood but was truly metal cladding; however, it was recognized with 
the understanding that this was following the design guidelines and branding for 
the applicant. 

 The extent of paving, and the opportunity to use some unit pavers in the parking 
spaces to help break up the asphalt and provide delineation.  

 How an elevation change in the crosswalk area will extricate the different areas 
and uses of the project. 

 That the geometry of site is challenging, and the use of the green buffer is helpful 
with the property being situated on an active roadway. 
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Action:  

      
     MOVED / SECONDED 

 

It was moved by Patricia Graham, seconded by Erica Sangster, that the Advisory Design 
Panel recommend to Council Development Permit No. 000463 for 712 Bay Street be 
approved with recommendations as proposed;  
 

 Consideration of the use of unit pavers in the forecourt area 

 The use of additional treatments to deter customer use of the side aisle 

          CARRIED  

 

 3.2  Development Permit #000476 for 3147 Douglas Street 

Development permit for construction of 7926 sqm addition to west side of the mall.  
 
Applicant Meeting attendees: 

 
   ALAIN LAMONTAGE   DURANTE KREUK LTD 
   JOHN BRETSCHNEIDER  IVANHOE CAMBRIDE 
   DARYL HUTCHISON   ABBARCH ARCHITECTURE 
   MICHAEL BURTON BROWN  ABBARCH ARCHITECTURE 
   DAVID LANE    DESIGN CORP INTERNATIONAL 

 
 Ms. Wain provided the Panel with a brief introduction of the Application and the areas that 

Council is seeking advice on, including the following: 
 

 Building articulation of façade along Douglas and Finlayson Streets 

 Pedestrian-Friendliness at the Douglas and Finlayson corner of the building 
 
Daryl Hutchinson then provided the panel with a detailed presentation of the site and 
context of the proposal 

 
 David Lane then provided the Panel with a detailed presentation of the landscape plan 

proposal. 
 

 Questions of clarification were asked by the Panel on the following; 
 

 Will this theme of treatment be a model for further work on the property in future 
phases? No plans for the rest of development at this point in time, other than 
painting the whole exterior of the building. 

 How the design limitations, criteria or guidelines for tenants in the building would 
need to meet current design ideals for the property. 

 The decision to not have any type of entry to the building off the south west corner.  
The design of that space is coexisting with the lease deal for the tenant and has 
been negotiated to an extent that they have dictated the location of entries, 
storage, loading bays, etc. 
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 The treatment used in the exit stairs of spandrel glazing with sheer elements. It is 
pure cladding with recessed lighting above. 

 The application of opaque spandrel glass over solid wall on the corner storage unit. 

 Where entranceways on the Douglas Street elevation would be located, and the 
type of canopy protection for them. 

 How the large entry area feels and if there is any opportunity to open up a more 
pedestrian orientated entryway. 

 Concerns with the designated drop off area on Douglas in relation to the frequency 
of the street. 

 Consideration to the roof line along the Douglas Street frontage, which is designed 
near to the allowable height without requiring variances. 

 The application of lighting in the landscaping of the project; most of the trees, 
benches, and stairwells are lit. 

 How the large cantilever in the roof plane is part of the parking structure. 

 City Staff clarified that the applicant indicated that one of the sections on the 
Finlayson frontage of the project is yet to be resolved as to the end result. 
Therefore; if there were significant changes to the plans made by the applicant 
through the tenant, it may trigger another Development Permit at a later date. 

 
 Panel Members discussed: 
 

 It being unfortunate that the Douglas Street frontage is limited by a height variance, 
but this elevation already reads as demanding in design so it becomes debatable 
whether any further articulation is required. 

 The southwest exposure presents a possible missed opportunity to draw people in 
through the prominence of the corner 

 No further need for articulation from each of the individual tenants.  

 Reconsideration of the Finlayson Street frontage; there are no windows or 
entrances and it feels unassuming for the distinction of the street.  

 Concerns with the corner of Finlayson and Douglas in relation to having no 
opportunities to access the inside of the building despite everything leading you 
there; sidewalks, boulevards, bus stops.  

 How the resolution of the Finlayson corner should highlight and complement the 
building and the landscape plan. 

 The opportunity to potentially present a seating hub or other outdoor feature along 
the back of the building. 

 
Mike Miller recused himself at 2:38pm 
 
Action:  

      
     MOVED / SECONDED 

 

It was moved by Justin Gammon, seconded by Erica Sangster, that the Advisory Design 
Panel recommend to Council Development Permit No. 000476 for 3147 Douglas Street be 
approved with recommendations as proposed;  
 

 Strongly recommend that the applicant review the Finlayson / Douglas Street 
corner to improve access, transparency and street friendliness in plan, 
elevation and landscape. 
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         CARRIED  

 
3. ADJOURNMENT 
 
  The Advisory Design Panel meeting of October 26, 2016 adjourned at 2:40 pm. 
 
 
       

Christopher Rowe, Chair 
 


