
CITY OF VICTORIA 
HERITAGE ADVISORY PANEL 

MEETING MINUTES 
DECEMBER 12, 2018 

 
 
Present: Rick Goodacre, Acting Chair 
 Kelly Black 
 Keri Briggs 
 Doug Campbell 
 Ken Johnson 
 Theo Riecken 
 Shari Khadem 
 Connie Quaedvlieg 
 
Absent: Katie Cummer 

Hal Kalman 
 
Staff: Merinda Conley, Senior Heritage Planner 
 John O’Reilly, Heritage Planner 
 Alison Meyer, Assistant Director, Development Services 
 Katie Lauriston, Secretary 
 
 
The Chair called the meeting to order at noon. 
 
1. Adoption of the Minutes of the September 11, October 9 and November 13, 2018 

Meetings 
 

Moved Seconded 
 
 That the minutes be adopted as distributed. 
 
 Carried 
 
 
2. Announcements 
 

• Merinda Conley:  January’s meeting will be rescheduled to January 15th, 2019. 
• Merinda Conley:  Council will consider the appointment of new Panel members for the 

2019-2020 term on December 13th.  Letters will be sent confirming appointments and 
thanking departing Panel members for their contributions to the City. 

• Merinda Conley:  Staff are looking to provide full, electronic copies of agenda 
packages, including full sets of plans.  Panel members will be polled to determine who 
would like to continue receiving paper copies of the agenda package and whether any 
member is interested in opting out of paper copies. 

 
 
3. 1402-1404 Douglas Street 

Rezoning Application No. 00658 
 

Attendees: Allen Spillette and Michael Supowitz, Owners 
 

Mike Angrove, Planner, provided a brief summary of the application. 



Heritage Advisory Panel Page 2 of 7 
Meeting Minutes - December 12, 2018 
 
 

Panel Questions and Comments 
• Was setting a motif inside the store considered, which would be visible from the 

street, to allow the quality of the glass to be appreciated?  The applicants are still 
exploring whether this is an option within the provincial regulations. 

• The tobacco shop on Government Street faced similar display requirements.  A panel 
or display set back within the shop would be preferable if this were allowed by the 
Province, as it was for the tobacco shop. 

• The proposed solutions do not quite meet the heritage requirements.  Is the Panel 
only addressing the rezoning application?  Michael Angrove: Yes, the rezoning 
application triggers a larger discussion about windows in cannabis stores in general. 

• Would a proposal be referred back to the Panel?  Alison Meyer:  Changes to the 
windows would require a Heritage Alteration Permit Application, which would be 
referred to the HAPl prior to Council consideration.  It is staff’s understanding at the 
moment that the window must be opaque; however, the City is working in 
collaboration with the Province to achieve urban design and safety objectives.  Staff 
welcome the Panel’s feedback on whether the Province might consider changing the 
regulations requiring opaque windows. 

• The Panel is generally not in favour of opaque windows.  For this application, the 
store is designed in a tasteful way and positively contributes to the pedestrian 
experience, without overtly advertising the sale of cannabis.  The store is not out of 
place in the commercial context along Douglas Street.  If the windows were made 
opaque, this may draw more attention than is currently drawn to the business.  
Opaque windows aren’t supportable from an urban design, heritage or commercial 
standpoint.  The windows should be transparent like those along the rest of the street. 

• Is the City seeking a ministerial order for exemption?  Alison Meyer: We are not sure if 
this is the specific process, but ideally the Province would reconsider the requirement 
for opaque windows in favour of alternative design solutions. 

• Has the City been working with the heritage branch of the provincial government?  
Alison Meyer:  No. 

• It is strongly recommended that the City work with the provincial heritage branch, as 
this is a province-wide issue.  It would be best if each cannabis business were not 
individually considered on this issue. 

• A solution must be found which is in keeping with the heritage building and which 
accomplishes the Province’s goal of not promoting cannabis consumption. 

• Owners:  We have heritage designated the building and have great respect for the 
City and the heritage program.  The cannabis storefront regulations have changed 
over time, with window coverings required initially, then no longer required.  Now the 
windows have to be covered again.  The owners want to allow their employees to 
return to work, and hope for a reasonable solution that will allow cannabis retail at this 
location. 

• The Panel hopes for clarity from the Province on this issue. 
• There is a need to rejuvenate the Douglas Street corridor. 
• Will the Panel’s concerns be brought forward to Council?  Michael Angrove:  Yes, 

they will be brought to Council after the Public Hearing. 
• It must be emphasized that whatever the solution, that it not be permanent and that it 

can easily and quickly be reversed without detrimental effects to the glazing. 
• The City has authority over buildings’ glazing and materials, but this is a federal and 

legal issue that the Province should coordinate. 
• Commercial activities should be encouraged and should be transparent. 
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Moved Seconded 
 
That the Heritage Advisory Panel recommend to Council that Rezoning Application No. 
00658 for 1402-1404 Douglas Street be approved as presented, and that the Heritage 
Advisory Panel express its desire to see transparent windows in heritage-designated 
buildings and Heritage Conservation Areas in the City of Victoria. 

 
 Carried (unanimous) 
 
 
4. 906 McClure Street 

Heritage Designation Application No. 000181 
 

Attendees:  Daniel Smith, Carl Peterson and John Dam, Number 10 Architectural Group 
 

Merinda Conley, Senior Heritage Planner, provided a brief summary of the application. 
 

Panel Questions and Comments 
• Appreciation for the fulsome approach to presenting heritage designation applications. 
• Recognition of the hotel’s importance to Victoria’s tourism as well as its heritage.  

Heritage designation of the hotel may add economic value to the business. 
• Are the same character-defining elements protected under the current heritage 

covenant and under the proposed heritage designation bylaw?  Specifically, are the 
landscaping and perimeter stone wall part of the proposed designation?  Merinda 
Conley:  Through the rezoning application, the City has requested that the heritage 
covenant be replaced with a heritage designation bylaw.  Character-defining 
elements, including the landscaping and stone wall, would be protected under the 
designation bylaw, but are not included under the current heritage covenant.  A 
heritage designation bylaw would add clarity as to which portions of the property are 
designated, and would ensure that the building is not demolished. 

• Heritage designation of the property is consistent with the heritage program and is 
preferred over the existing covenant. 

 
Moved Seconded 

 
That the Heritage Advisory Panel recommend that Council approve the designation of the 
heritage-registered property located at 906 McClure Street, pursuant to Section 611 of the 
Local Government Act, as a Municipal Heritage Site. 

 
 Carried (unanimous) 
 
 
5. 919 Caledonia Avenue 

Heritage Designation Application No. 000182 
 

Attendees: Peter Hardcastle, Hillel Architecture Inc.; Anup Grewal and Mark Whitney, 
Novus Properties Inc. 

 
Merinda Conley provided a brief summary of the application. 
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Panel Questions and Comments 
• Will it be clear to passerby which building is heritage designated?  Merinda Conley:  

Yes, it will be clear from the building treatments.  The new buildings will have very 
contemporary elements such as the roof design, window treatment, and square porch 
columns. 

• With the building at 919 Caledonia Avenue being designated then moved to the 
address at 923 Caledonia Avenue, will this pose issues in the clarity of the heritage 
designation bylaw?  Merinda Conley:  Staff will work with solicitors to ensure that the 
designation affects the correct building and property legal address.  Peter Hardcastle:  
It would be a pleasure to retain the 919 Caledonia Street civil address for the heritage 
building. 

• The application is well-considered and is a good solution for the neighbourhood.  The 
street rhythm is maintained with the addition of a new, modern house, and the 
proposal increases the neighbourhood’s density. 

 
Moved Seconded 

 
That the Heritage Advisory Panel recommend that Council approve the designation of the 
Heritage-Registered property located at 919 Caledonia Avenue, pursuant to Section 611 
of the Local Government Act, as a Municipal Heritage Site. 

 
 Carried (unanimous) 
 
 
6. Old Town Design Guidelines 
 

Robert Batallas, Senior Planner, and Joaquin Karakas, Senior Urban Planner, Community 
Planning, provided a brief presentation regarding the draft Old Town Design Guidelines 
and responded to questions. 

 
Panel Questions and Comments 
• The draft Guidelines are well laid out, include helpful examples, and convincingly 

convey the general principles without being overly prescriptive. 
• Page 16 notes that property owners should refer to the Guidelines prior to submitting 

an application; this should read instead “prior to beginning design.” 
• Rooftop addition setbacks would better be determined by a sliding scale, depending 

on the height of the existing building.  The taller the existing building, the lesser the 
impact of the rooftop addition.  Robert Batallas: The wording “no less than 3m” was 
specifically chosen to provide flexibility and avoid insufficient setbacks, as determined 
through community consultation and examples from other municipalities.  Minimum 
setbacks do not preclude the City from asking for greater setbacks. 

• A sliding scale within the Guidelines may avoid the need to request greater rooftop 
setbacks after the initial design has been completed.  A minimum setback 
requirement is also encouraged. 

• Page 15 should include explicit mention of the importance of viewing Old Town from 
the water.  Many visitors to Victoria arrive from the water and this view is an important 
and character-defining element of Old Town.  Robert Batallas:  Additional guidelines 
on page 20 (5.1.9 to 5.1.11) specifically address the view of Old Town from the water, 
and are borrowed from the Downtown Core Area Plan.  However, this can be 
reinforced on page 15. 
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• Some examples may be confusing, such as the Selfridges addition on page 18 which 
successfully emphasizes vertical elements, but does not have a distinct top element 
which would be encouraged.  Robert Batallas:  The examples on page 18 address 
just the basic design principles.  The base, middle and top are addressed in more 
detail in the design guidelines section. 

• Will the updated Guidelines change how new buildings are designed, or will proposals 
with similar designs continue to be proposed to the City?  Robert Batallas:  The 
document is not intended to prescribe a specific kind of architecture or design, or to 
preclude contemporary design.  Rather, it is meant to emphasize the key, character-
defining elements of Old Town, to be used as the basis to evaluate new 
developments.  Merinda Conley:  New developments must fit within their context, and 
the context has been clearly described in the draft Guidelines.  Joaquin Karakas:  The 
Guidelines are premised on the timeless design aspects of Old Town, including its 
human scale.  The Guidelines are premised on supporting creativity and innovation 
for individual projects while identifying the key aspects of good design that are 
respectful to the context of Old Town. 

• Could the Guidelines lend themselves to increased façadism in Old Town, insofar as 
buildings’ façades may be maintained to meet the Design Guidelines while the rest of 
the building is demolished?  Joaquin Karakas:  These Guidelines are intended for new 
construction and for rooftop additions, and would not be used for evaluating the 
alteration of heritage-designated buildings or heritage-registered buildings in HCAs; 
the Standards and Guidelines would be consulted for alterations. 

• There have been concerns with some recent proposals that included heritage 
designation of façades with redevelopment behind the façade.  How might these 
Guidelines affect that type of proposal?  John O’Reilly:  The Guidelines would not 
support this type of scenario within Old Town.  Joaquin Karakas:  The guidelines for 
rooftop additions are supplemental to the Standards and Guidelines. 

• There were effectively no guidelines before, and the draft Guidelines are now much 
stronger.  These Guidelines should be considered by Council. 

 
Moved Seconded 

 
That the Heritage Advisory Panel finds the result satisfactory and that the Panel 
recommend that Council approve the proposed updates to the Old Town Design 
Guidelines. 

 Carried unanimously 
 
 
7. Review of the Delegated Heritage Alteration Permit Application Process 
 

Rick Goodacre, Acting Chair 
• Concern that the current process for Delegated Heritage Alteration Permit 

applications (DHAPs) is not an effective use of time or resources.  No meaningful 
action can be taken from the Panel’s review of these applications as the Panel does 
not formulate a motion and the applications are not reviewed by Council.  It is not 
clear what the Panel is supposed to be doing when reviewing these applications, 
which are referred for information only.  There is also no policy requiring that staff 
consider Panel recommendations for DHAPs. 

• Staff resources are consumed by presenting these items, and could better be used 
elsewhere.  Of greater concern is the unnecessary burden on applicants.  Heritage 
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applications should be expedited, and requiring the Panel’s review may in fact delay 
projects. 

• Are additional staff time and resources required for DHAPs to be reviewed by the 
Panel?  John O’Reilly:  Yes, approximately eight additional days of staff time have 
been consumed by the DHAP process since Council’s decision to require the Panel’s 
review on each application; however, this estimate does not include the time spent by 
the Senior Heritage Planner or the Heritage Secretary.  Alison Meyer:  Staff will 
continue to follow this process until Council directs otherwise; however, the 
requirement for Panel review introduces a 4-5 week delay to a process that would 
otherwise take only 2-3 days.  John O’Reilly:  Some applications benefit from the 
Panel’s review; however, this additional step is unnecessary for many DHAPs. 

• If the Panel were not required to review all DHAPs, this would simply be a reduction in 
the number of applications referred.  Projects which do not meet the Standards and 
Guidelines and those that staff deem would benefit from review would still be referred 
to the Panel. 

• Are there guidelines for which DHAPs should be reviewed by the Panel?  Alison 
Meyer:  If ever there is doubt as to whether an application would benefit from the 
Panel’s review, the application is referred to the Panel. 

 
Connie Quaedvlieg left the meeting at 1:45 pm. 

 
• Perhaps the Panel should be provided with a list of all delegated applications, with 

suggestions as to which applications would benefit from the Panel’s review.  Or the 
Panel could simply review the digital plans for delegated applications, so that this 
would not consume time at Panel meetings.  Merinda Conley:  Email distribution of 
applications with descriptions would be possible, but would require additional staff 
resources. 

• If the Panel were to select delegated applications from a list, two meetings would be 
required and applications would be delayed by two months.  This is not realistic. 

• A series of issues arises from requiring the Panel’s review on all DHAPs.  There 
needs to be a threshold as to which applications are reviewed by the Panel. 

• The delegated system (without Panel review) will not please everyone all the time, but 
there is no evidence that the previous system, without Panel review, was not working.  
The current system requiring Panel review effectively displays a lack of trust and is 
both ineffective and a waste of time. 

• When was the DHAP process changed to require the Panel’s review?  John O’Reilly:  
Council adopted this change in July 2018. 

• Although it seems that the Panel’s review is not necessary for most applications, it 
would be helpful to have further data before making a decision. 

• The Panel has seen 22 DHAPs thus far, and they now form a majority of the 
applications for the Panel’s review.  It does not make sense to waste so much time on 
applications with so few issues for discussion. 

• Merinda Conley:  The heritage planners work together and with other staff on DHAPs 
to determine which applications are to be reviewed by the Panel, as well as whether 
alterations are supportable and how they may be enhanced. 

• Expediency is greatly valued with DHAPs, and there is trust in staff’s abilities to 
determine which applications would benefit from the Panel’s review. 

• Although staff change over time, the process works and staff are capable. 
• The Panel would benefit from more information on the DHAP policy before making a 

recommendation to Council. 
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Moved Seconded 
 

That staff return to the Panel with information relating to how much staff time is dedicated 
to delegated heritage alteration permit applications, the number and kind of applications 
being brought to the Panel, as well as what kind of actions have resulted from the Panel’s 
input. 

 
 Carried 
 
 

The Secretary left the meeting at 2:25 pm as the remaining agenda items did not require 
minutes. 
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