
CITY OF VICTORIA 
HERITAGE ADVISORY PANEL 

MEETING MINUTES 
JULY 10, 2018 

 
 
Present: Rick Goodacre, Acting Chair 
 Kelly Black 
 Doug Campbell 
 Ken Johnson 
 Hal Kalman 
 Shari Khadem 
 Theo Riecken 
 
Absent: Keri Briggs 
 
Guests: Councillor Pamela Madoff 
 Councillor Charlayne Thornton-Joe 
 
Staff: Merinda Conley, Senior Heritage Planner 
 John O’Reilly, Heritage Planner 
 Anna Babicz, Urban Designer 
 Alison Meyer, Assistant Director, Development Services 
 Jonathan Tinney, Director, Sustainable Planning and Community Development 
 Lauren Martin, Heritage Secretary 
 
 
The Chair called the meeting to order at noon. 
 
1. Adoption of the Minutes of the June 12, 2018 Meeting 
 

Moved Seconded 
 
 Carried 
 
 
2. Announcements 
 

• Rick Goodacre introduced the new Panel member, Kelly Black. 
• Kelly Black announced that on Sunday, July 22nd Point Ellice House will be holding 

Archaeology Day from noon until 4:00 pm. 
• The Victoria Heritage Foundation’s Annual Report (2017) and the Hallmark Heritage 

Society’s Preserve Newsletter (Summer 2018) were distributed. 
 
 
3. 645-651 Johnson Street & 1314-1324 Douglas Street 

Heritage Alteration Permit Application No. 00227 

645-651 Johnson Street 
Heritage Designation Application No. 000177 

1314-1324 Douglas Street 
Heritage Designation Application No. 000178 
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Attendees:  Colin Merriam and Shaun McIntyre, Merrick Architecture; Donald Luxton, 
Donald Luxton & Associates 

 
Merinda Conley provided a brief summary of the applications. 

 
Panel Questions and Comments 
• There was an extensive discussion between the Panel and staff about the difference 

between a Development Permit Application and a Heritage Alteration Permit 
Application and when each is appropriate. 

• What is the structure projecting to the right of the elevator shaft?  Colin Merriam:  It is a 
walkway from the elevator to the exterior circulation corridor on the upper floor. 

• Will the brick on the raised parapet be the same as that on the lower one?  Donald 
Luxton:  The raised parapet facing Douglas Street will be an in-kind restoration, based 
on archival photos and physical evidence. 

• Will the signage on the Watson & McGregor Building be restored?  Donald Luxton:  
That is not part of the current application. 

• Why is brick proposed for the elevator shaft, but not for the two-storey addition?  Colin 
Merriam:  It is felt that the elevator shaft should be a distinctive solid element.  Shaun 
McIntyre:  It was a purposeful choice to use a different material than brick on the 
addition.  Panel:  Compatibility can be achieved along with differentiation.  The new 
brick will not look like the existing brick. 

• The Morgan Block addition will block part of the historic Cross Building sign.  How far 
would the building have to be stepped back from Douglas Street to expose the sign?  
Colin Merriam:  The building would have to be stepped back substantially.  It would be 
onerous to limit the development to completely expose the sign.  Panel:  The proposed 
setback is 2.4m.  This is not a significant setback for a new addition in this area. 

• The buildings are on the original site of the Fort Victoria Cemetery.  Special care 
should be taken during excavation.  Donald Luxton:  The historic location is noted in 
the conservation plans, and this concern will be part of the investigation. 

• Will the units be rental or condominiums?  Shaun McIntyre:  Condominiums. 
• Is this a transient zone?  Alison Meyer:  No short term rentals are allowed, but a hotel 

could be built in the zone. 
• The proposed steel lattices with cascading vines is not a good plan for the long term as 

the vines usually die within 4 years.  This results in a non-sympathetic look to the 
building.  Colin Merriam:  If there are gaps in the growth or issues with the 
maintenance of the plants, the lattices will serve as a bespoke stand-alone 
architectural element. 

• It is appreciated that the residential units are being added to preserve the buildings, 
but there is concern regarding context and compatibility. 

• Concern was expressed about the impact and context of the elevator shaft.  In 
particular, it will be extremely visible on Johnson Street.  Its materiality, height and 
stand-alone nature impacts the context of the block as a whole.  Its prominence and 
height need to be reassessed in the context of the interventions proposed for the two 
buildings. 

• The 1860s building at the corner of Douglas and Johnson Streets, which is not part of 
the application, is very old and should be respected physically during construction. 

• Is it feasible to imbed all or part of the elevator shaft in the building?  Shaun McIntyre:  
Possibly.  It would require a redesign of the circulation system.  Earlier plans continued 
the height and had walls on both sides of the elevator shaft, wrapping around at and 
under the allowable height on the party wall partition, back one building length from 
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Johnson Street.  It was determined that it was better to eliminate the wall to allow more 
light into the courtyard by having a stand-alone shaft. 

• Could the cementitious material used on the addition also be used on the elevator 
shaft?  Donald Luxton:  This was considered; however, the shaft would be more 
noticeable as a contemporary element. 

• Could the elevator be moved to the other end of the courtyard?  Shaun McIntyre:  This 
is not feasible due to access/egress and operational requirements. 

• Will the elevator serve both the east and west portions of the building?  Shaun 
McIntryre:  Yes. 

• Is a transparent elevator shaft (e.g. glass and steel) possible?  Shaun McIntyre:  That 
has been considered and can be reconsidered.  Glass elevators are reflective and not 
transparent or invisible.  Brick works better at night. 

• The current Johnson Street elevation has a central store entrance that is recessed and 
two doors at 90 degrees to that.  The proposed elevation does not have this recessed 
entrance.  Colin Merriam:  The right door will be the residential entrance, and the left 
will be the commercial entrance.  Donald Luxton:  The non-recessed entrance is closer 
to the original. 

• There is a lot to like in the proposal.  The revitalization of the two heritage buildings 
and the addition of residential units are positive aspects.  The use of transparent glass 
and steel on the addition, while respecting the architectural rhythm of the existing, is 
positive.  The proposed canopies over the sidewalks tie in with the vocabulary of the 
upper floors and the archival photos.  The units are well laid out, with one frontage on 
Douglas Street and one on the courtyard.  However, it would be better to have a 4-5m 
setback. 

• The proposed height is allowed in Old Town, encouraging the retention of heritage 
façades.  The proposed setback is acceptable.  The lattices and green growth will 
mitigate the height.  The Cross Building sign will not be obliterated. 

 
Moved Seconded 

 
That the Heritage Advisory Panel recommend to Council that Heritage Alteration Permit 
Application No. 00227 for 645-651 Johnson Street and 1314-1324 Douglas Street be 
approved with the addition of the following provisions: 

• That particular care be taken during construction to not disturb the building at the 
corner of Douglas and Johnson Streets 

• Consideration be given to the redesign or relocation of the elevator shaft so that it is 
not a freestanding tower 

• Increase the setback of the addition on both elevations to 3-4m. 
 
 Carried (unanimous) 
 

Moved Seconded 
 

That the Heritage Advisory Panel recommend that Council approve the designation of the 
Heritage-Registered property located at 645-651 Johnson Street, pursuant to Section 611 
of the Local Government Act, as a Municipal Heritage Site. 

 
 Carried (unanimous) 
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Moved Seconded 
 

That the Heritage Advisory Panel recommend that Council approve the designation of the 
Heritage-Registered property located at 1314-1324 Douglas Street, pursuant to Section 
611 of the Local Government Act, as a Municipal Heritage Site. 

 
 Carried (unanimous) 
 
 
4. 1314-1324 Broad Street (Duck’s Building) 

Heritage Designation Application No. 000179 

Attendees:  Charles Kierulf, Ryan Swirsky and Sean Stewart, de Hoog & Kierulf Architects; 
Dave Chard, Chard Development Ltd.; Heather Kerry, UVic Properties 

 
Merinda Conley provided a brief summary of the applications. 
 
Panel Questions and Comments 
• Is the building on the corner of Johnson and Broad Streets included in the heritage 

designation?  Merinda Conley:  No, that building is not part of the heritage designation 
at this time.  Once the property is consolidated and prior to the application going to 
Committee of the Whole, the west side rubble wall of that building will be included in 
the designation. 

• Are the ghost signs included in the designation?  Merinda Conley:  No, they are not 
included in the designation as they are not identified as character-defining elements; 
however, they can be documented if they are covered or removed. 

 
Moved Seconded 

 
That the Heritage Advisory Panel recommend that Council approve the designation of the 
heritage-registered property located at 1314-1324 Broad Street, commonly known as the 
Duck’s Building, pursuant to Section 611 of the Local Government Act, as a Municipal 
Heritage Site. 

 
 Carried (4 in favour and 2 against) 
 
 
5. Discussion Regarding Delegated Heritage Permits 
 

Alison Meyer provided background regarding the new Panel review process for Delegated 
Heritage Permit Applications. 

 
• Council has decided that all Heritage Alteration Permit Applications that were once 

reviewed by the Panel, but then were delegated to staff by Council, will again be 
reviewed by the Panel.  The purpose of the DHPs was to expedite applications by 
delegating approval to staff.  Is the Panel to second guess the staff?  There is a lack of 
clarity about the Panel’s role in the process.  Jonathan Tinney:  This is an opportunity 
to use the knowledge around the table.  John O’Reilly:  Final decisions will not be 
made by staff before the applications are reviewed by the Panel. 

• The Panel can provide valuable feedback about the proposed work.  No notes are 
necessary.  The presentations are helpful.  Council is taking a holistic approach that 
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may not meet the needs of staff and the applicants in terms of timeliness.  This will not 
be reconciled soon. 

• Councillor Pamela Madoff:  The new process is not to usurp staff, but to augment 
staff’s advice and to provide further input for applicants.  The applications are 
forwarded to the Panel for discussion only with no motion necessary. 

• The presentations could be forwarded to the Panel and the discussion could occur via 
email.  However, balance would be needed regarding the number of emails. 

• There is no problem with the HAP delegation process as it stands except for concern 
about proper signage attachment to mortar joints.  Alison Meyer:  Sign applications are 
also reviewed by the Permits and Inspections Division and permit conditions request 
an engineer’s review where necessary. 

• Discussion about the possibility of receiving the agenda package earlier to provide 
more time for review. 

• Concern was expressed about timing.  We do not want the owners of heritage-
designated properties to think the process is onerous.  If necessary, the Panel could 
meet twice a month; the second meeting would be for review of the DHPs only and 
support staff would not attend.  This would meet the Panel’s obligation to Council. 

• Two meetings a month may make Panel membership inaccessible for some. 
• Minutes are important as they provide a record.  Alison Meyer:  Staff will take notes 

during the Panel’s discussion. 
• If applications are ready for review early, they could be emailed to the Panel and 

added to the agenda package later. 
• Jonathan Tinney:  Drawn from the discussion, the consensus is:  no minutes are 

required; roundtable discussion and areas for focus only; presentations are vital; email 
discussion is not supported; second meeting may be problematic. 

 
 
6. Centennial Square Action Plan 
 

John O’Reilly and Anna Babicz provided a brief summary of the plan so far. 
 

• Will the plan be defined and then passed on to a consultant?  It is best to have a 
consultant in the early stages.  Anna Babicz:  Initially the City will focus on smaller 
projects and develop a long term strategy framework that would involve a consultant. 

• Will the rough cast be removed from the fountain?  John O’Reilly:  The surface may be 
smoothed out or the form may be recast. 

• Currently the square is a hodgepodge of elements.  The story of the original city layout 
and use could be told.  The existing tiered nature of the square is problematic. 

• Civic squares are a hodgepodge.  That is their nature. 
• The design should highlight the buildings through lighting, landscaping, etc.  

Architecture should be a large part of the square. 
 
 
7. Adjournment - 3:25 pm 
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