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Response to Urban Design Review Panel Recommendations

Project: 254 Argyle Avenue

Hearing Date: October 6™, 2023
Comments Received: October 31!, 2023
Date: September 11, 2024

Urban Design Review Panel Recommendations

Key Recommendations

1. The Panel supports relocating the heritage building closer to the street.
Response: Acknowledged.

2. The Panel recommends an array of potential solutions to best integrate the heritage
church into the proposed development.
o Consider retaining a smaller portion of the church in return for an enhanced overall
design.

Response: See Architectural Design Brief and Heritage Impact Assessment.

3. The Panel recommends alleviating the building structure over the heritage component on
the west side and the parking garage entrance.

Response: The proposed building has been designed for the second storey to be elevated above
the church. The north side, the east side, and a portion of the west side of the heritage building
will be visible from the street.

4. The Panel recommends the tower provide a built form and architectural expression that
highlights the heritage as the jewel of the site.

o Consider pursuing a darker material scheme that accentuates the heritage
elements, particularly the church spire.

Response: To Highlight the church, the proposed building will be divided in two parts: a podium
in brick (height of the church) in dialogue with the heritage and the urban scale, and the tower
with an aluminium skin (from level 02 to roof) a lighter material, providing a background for the
church spire. Between both, a glazed gap will help to delineate the church and make the tower
feel lighter, as if the new building doesn’t touch it.

5. The Panel has concerns with the livability of some units and their potential for limited
sunlight if the adjacent property were to develop in a similar fashion.
o Consider a minimum setback of 5.5m from the rear property line.
o Consider notching the tower on the east elevation where the smaller units are
located, and providing inset balconies, and/or orient the units to each have north
or south facing windows.

Response: A rear yard setback of 3.75 metres has been provided at the shallowest point. At and
above the second mezzanine level, the rear building wall is at least 5.5 metres from the rear lot
line, ensuring that sufficient separation from the rear lot line is provided. A building notch is
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incorporated on the east elevation, where the smaller units are located to provide adequate
sunlight.

Site Design & Public Realm

6. The Panel appreciates the challenges presented by this site and the existing surrounding
context.

Response: Acknowledged.

7. The Panel has concerns with the tight condition of the side and rear yard setbacks,
particularly with regard to facing distances between side and rear yard units.
o Consider the potential for replicability to develop on the adjacent lots, which would
present an unfavourable condition for some units.
o Consider a floorplan layout that provides all units with a north or south facing
windows to future-proof against adjacent east lot potentially developing in a similar
fashion

Response: A new setback of at least 5.5 metres from the rear lot line is provided above the first
mezzanine level, ensuring an adequate spacing from the rear yard. Majority of the units on each
storey have north or south facing windows, apart from the studio units on the east side of the
building, where the setback has been increased to 2.5 m.

8. The Panel recommends providing a minimum setback of 5.5m from the rear property line,
as a starting point, given the tight condition.

Response: To accommodate the heritage church within the overall program of the building, the
setback of the ground floor storey and first mezzanine level is 3.75 metres from the rear lot line
at the shallowest point. At and above the second mezzanine level, the minimum setback from the
rear property line is 5.5 metres, ensuring that adequate separation is provided given the tight
conditions of the site.

9. The Panel suggests the biggest challenge for this site will be the rear and side yard
setbacks, particularly with regard to ensuring there is ample natural light in the units.

Response: See above comments related to interior side yard and rear yard setbacks and window
placement.

10. The Panel recommends setting back the east-facing studio units further.
o Consider adding inset balconies to those east-side units, and providing larger
windows to maximize natural light.

Response: See above comments related to additional setback of east-facing studio units.

11. The Panel appreciates the inclusion of two large trees on either side of the building entry.

o Ensure the trees are tall species with high canopies in order to not hide the heritage
feature of the church.

o Consider also providing street-trees in the boulevard space along Argyle Avenue.
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Response: Street trees were considered in the boulevard, which would be in keeping with the
neighbourhood context. However, there is a gas line buried in the boulevard and street trees
cannot be proposed without compromising guidelines relative to gas lines. Otherwise, planting in
the front yard is based on the historical precedent for foundation planting. Hydrangea and daylily
have been selected as plants that have been common favourites for a very long time and are
suitable for the growing conditions of the site. Keeping the view open to the church is certainly a
priority.

12. The Panel questions the need for below grade parking in this context, given the added
costs it will have on the project.
o Consider reducing the parking requirement significantly, and reallocating financial
resources to other elements of the building design.

Response: The proposed development contemplates 35 parking spaces, which is less than the
total required parking for the residential dwellings, wine bar, and visitor parking spaces. The
proposal includes 85 bicycle parking spaces, which is 43 more spaces than the zoning
requirement to compensate for the reduced vehicle parking. The context supports the proposed
reduced parking rate while ensuring that adequate visitor parking is still provided to reduce
pressure for on-street parking.

13. The Panel recommends giving more consideration to how the building logistics and
transportation/servicing components of the building will function.
o Ensure sufficient planning for garbage access/pick-up, how move-in/out will
function, and ease of accessibility.

Response: The garbage room will be included in the basement level of the proposed building.
Garbage will be brought up via the internal ramp and out to the street for private collection. No
loading spaces are provided. Moving trucks can be parked on the street and access the side
entrance to facilitate move-in/out.

14. The Panel recommends ensuring the church front is aligned with the streetwall of the
adjacent building to the west, approximately 2.5m setback from the north property line,
rather than the currently proposed 1.5m setback.

o Consider how it allows some breathing room and meaningful landscape to be kept.

Response: The church building is proposed to be brought forward, resulting in a front yard setback
of 1.4 metres. The 1.4-metre front yard setback is limited to the front entranceway of the church
building, which is approximately 3.93 metres wide (equivalent to less than 20% of the lot width).
Most of the church building is set back 5 metres from the front lot line, and most of the new
construction is set back 9.17 metres from the front lot line ensuring that the heritage building is
prominent on the site while maintaining the streetwall.

15. The Panel recommends further study of the rear yard condition to provide residents with
a restful garden/patio space. The Panel supports relocating the heritage building closer to
the street.

o Consider adding trellises and vines to help mask the blank wall of the adjacent
building to the south.

Response: Landscaping in the rear yard will be provided to mask the blank wall of the adjacent
building. At the rear property line, a privacy fence is proposed to define the rear yard. Within the
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fence, planting is proposed to make private patios inviting. See the Landscape Plan for further
details.

16. The Panel recommends providing more of a ceremonial/historical landscape at the front
of the building along Argyle Avenue.

Response: Planting in the front is based on the historical precedent for foundation planting.
Hydrangea and daylily have been selected as plants that have been common favourites for a very
long time and are suitable for the growing conditions of the site. Keeping the view open to the
church is certainly a priority.

17. The Panel recommends exploring timber pergolas rather than a steel structure on the
rooftop amenity.
o Consider how to best provide greenery and stormwater retention/management on
the rooftop and reduce the heat island effect as much as possible.

Response: A timber pergola is proposed for the rooftop amenity area.

18. The Panel appreciates the studies and design process included in the presentation
material.

Response: Acknowledged.

19. The Panel appreciates the applicants preserving the heritage resource and understands
the difficulties that come with this narrow site.

Response: Acknowledged.
20. The Panel supports having the piloti expression on the west side of the building..

Response: The new proposal has the ramp for the parking on the west side, so the church is
located now on the east side. In that way, the church is more visible, and we don’t need the piloti
expression anymore. The new structure is behind the church wall.

21. The Panel recommends pursuing a more simplified and noble material palette/colouration,
that ensures the building is background to the heritage church and does not detract from
the heritage qualities.

Response: The proposed building is divided in two parts, the podium, same height as the church,
in brick, and the tower, in glass and aluminium, “floating” above, as a background for the church.
The glass gap between the tower and the church, the setback from the spire and the choice of
material ensures a neutral background which will emphasize the heritage church.

22. The Panel recommends retaining/rebuilding a smaller portion of the heritage Church.
o Consider forgoing the retention of the church sidewalls, and retaining primarily the
front portion of church/conservatory element.

Response: See Architectural Design Brief and the Heritage Impact Assessment.
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23. The Panel strongly supports the idea of turning that front portion of the retained heritage
into a conservatory space with ample natural light.

Response: Acknowledged.

24. The Panel has concerns with retaining the whole footprint of the church given the high
cost.

o Considering that the heritage building will not remain in situ with this development
and the sidewalls of the church will be straddled by the new addition, explore
retaining a smaller front portion of the heritage building and reallocating the cost
savings into other aspects of the design.

Response: The retained portion of the Church has been carefully selected to ensure that its three-
dimensional form can be appreciated when viewed from key points on Argyle Avenue. The
structure of the new addition has been redesigned so that the columns are located within the
volume of the former church. The new addition no longer visually straddles or entombs the exterior
appearance of the Church.

25. The Panel supports the 9-storey building height in this context.
Response: Acknowledged. The proposed development has been revised to nine storeys.

26. The Panel recommends pursuing a simple architectural expression.
o Consider a tripartite of three simple bays with quiet architectural expressions to
ensure the building acts as a background elevation to the church fagade.
o Consider an architectural expression of brise-soleil patterns on the east and west
elevations.
o The Panel appreciates the overall design direction of the architecture.

Response: The new proposal has a unified envelope working as an homogeneous skin providing
a background for the church’s design elements.

27. The Panel has concerns with the white spire of the church losing its prominence in the
grey brick colouration studies (page 56/60).

o Consider pursuing a darker masonry material that provides a background contrast
to highlight the church and its spire.

Response: The new material and coloration for the tower provides the contrast needed to behalf
as a background for the church.

28. The Panel recommends highlighting some of the older heritage elements of the building
with glass vitrines, amplifying the difference between what is old and what is new.
o Consider potentially ‘calling out’ the original location of the church in some manner.

Response: See Architectural Design Brief and Heritage Impact Assessment.
29. The Panel recommends the applicants pay close attention to the finer details of the project

and the integration with the heritage component as they will be key to the overall success
of the proposal.
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Response: Acknowledged. See Heritage Impact Assessment.

30. The Panel has concerns with the way in which the proposed building meets the ground
and straddles the church.
o The Panel suggests potentially having the building meet the church at its top on
the west elevation, rather than coming down to grade.
o The Panel appreciates the building overhanging the parking ramp on the east
elevation.

Response: The new proposal has the ramp for the parking on the west side, so the church is
located now on the east side. The building is divided in two parts, the podium, same height as the
church, meets the ground in the same way as the church. And the tower, “floating” above the
church due to the glass gap between them. The new proposal does not straddle the church.

31. The Panel supports the tripartite architectural expression of the front fagade, and the way
in which it plays with the church facade.
o The Panel recommends pursuing a darker grey masonry material and scheme,
with articulated glass elements.

Response: The proposal has now a homogeneous skin playing as a background for the church.

32. The Panel has concerns with the use of colour on the east and west elevations, as the
front facade presents a more poised and muted architectural expression.
o Explore ways of subtly integrating colour with a poised and muted expression on
the east and west elevations.

Response: The fagcade has now the same architectural language in all four elevations. It has a
more poised and muted expression. The integration of the colour will be more subtle.

33. The Panel has concerns that the current proposal appears to entomb the heritage church.
Response: See response to Comment 24.

34. The Panel supports the conservatory element being proposed and recommends building
on that idea and ensuring enough glazing is provided to allow for natural lighting into the
conservatory area.

Response: The existing church windows will be retained. The east facade of the church will be
exposed while the west facade of the church where the parking ramp is proposed will be visible
under a cantilever of the new construction. This ensures the views of the church are permitted
from all sides on the street and that adequate natural light will filter into the conservatory.

35. The Panel suggests exploring only retaining the front portion of the church building and
recalling the past heritage through other elements within the building.

Response: See Architectural Design Brief and Heritage Impact Assessment.

36. The Panel recommends potentially recalling the heritage facade shape in the development
and design of the building’s front fagade.
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o Consider stepping in on either side to pick up on the idea of two lower wings and
a taller middle section in the tripartite expression.

Response: See Architectural Design Brief and Heritage Impact Assessment.

37. The Panel recommends retaining the heritage church up to gridline 2 on the ground
floorplan (page 43), and not beyond.

Response: On the east elevation, the exterior wall of the church is retained in full, retaining and
respecting the significance of the previous use of the site and character.

38. The Panel recommends any structural requirements for the building above the church to
be situated within the building envelope, rather than enveloping/entombing it.
o For example, the intersection of gridlines D and 1, recommend bringing the tower
column back completely within the heritage church, so as to not overbear it..

Response: The structure is now located behind the church walls.
39. The Panel appreciates the use of bay windows in the front facade.

Response: The new elevations are exclusive of bay windows, now providing a more uniform
background look to the church. The use of bay windows would reduce the useable space/suite
area.

40. The Panel recommends either a notch or transition in the front elevation should be
considered, to provide a gentle background to the heritage component.

o Consider potentially providing a glazed gap between the church component and
the tower component to help delineate them more deliberately.

Response: A glazed separation or gap has been added to the design, providing a deliberate
separation between the church and the residential tower above.

41. The Panel recommends treating the top two floors in a different manner, in order to provide
more of a tower top element.

Response: The tower is treated as a whole element, wrapped with the new exterior
cladding/treatment. The top floor (amenity terrace) will have the same exterior cladding/treatment
but perforated to provide a top ending to the building and views from the terrace at the same time.
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Appendix A: Urban Design Review Panel Submission
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Appendix B: Urban Design Brief
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Appendix C: UDRP Recommendations as provided by UDRP coordinator



