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REPORT TO CORE AREA LIQUID WASTE MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE 
MEETING OF WEDNESDAY, MAY 8, 2013 

SUBJECT MCLOUGHLIN POINT DESIGN GUIDELINES IDEAS WORKSHOP AND OPEN 
HOUSE  

ISSUE 

To report on the outcomes of the McLoughlin Point Wastewater Treatment Plant design ideas 
workshop and revised design guidelines. 

BACKGROUND 

Under the Core Area Wastewater Treatment Program Bylaw No. 3851, the Capital Regional District 
(CRD) Board must ‘approve design guidelines for above ground structures, respecting the design 
guidelines of the local municipality’.  The CRD submitted a rezoning application for the McLoughlin 
property to the Town of Esquimalt in January.  As requested by Esquimalt, the submission included 
‘massing or scale diagrams’ for the facility, which raised concerns from the Core Area Liquid Waste 
Management Committee (CALWMC) and the public about the architectural design of the buildings.  
As directed by the CALWMC, the Open House on the application was delayed pending the outcome 
of a design charette.  The design charette, facilitated by CitySpaces Consulting Ltd., was held on 
April 11 and 12 with a public Open House on April 13 to solicit comments from the public.  The 
following individuals participated in the design charette: 
 
Terry Williams, retired architect  
Chris Foyd, consulting architect, 
Paul de Greeff, Principal Murdoch de Greeff INC, landscape architects 
Curtis Miles, City of Victoria Advisory Design Panel 
Ray Hunt, City of Victoria Advisory Design Panel 
Mike Wilson, Senior Planner, City of Victoria  
Councillor Judy Brownoff, Saanich 
Councillor Lynda Hundleby, Esquimalt 
Councillor Pamela Madoff, Victoria 
Councillor Marianne Alto, Victoria 
Jack Hull, Interim Program Director, CRD 
 
Concepts developed at the design charette are attached (Attachment 1).  A summary of the design 
ideas workshop and Open House summary is attached (Attachment 2) along with the verbatim 
comments from the public (Attachment 3).  The design charette participants met on April 29 to 
review and amend the draft design guidelines in response to the public comments.  The amended 
design guidelines are attached (Attachment 4).  The design charette suggested the following guiding 
principles for the design which have been incorporated into the revised guidelines: 

1. Sustainability 
2. Respect for the Site 
3. Plan for the Future 
4. Livability 
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5. Sense of Pride. 
 

While the design guidelines will provide sufficient direction to the shortlisted proponents, the 
interpretation of the guidelines by each proponent is likely to be different.  An Open House on the 
rezoning has been rescheduled for May 23. 

ALTERNATIVES 

That the Core Area Liquid Waste Management Committee; 

1. Review the design guidelines and refer the design guidelines with any amendments to the 
Esquimalt Design Review Committee; or 

2. Provide direction to staff to amend the design guidelines and resubmit to CALWMC for review. 

IMPLICATIONS 

Following the review of the design guidelines by the Esquimalt Design Review Committee, the 
design guidelines will be referred to Esquimalt Council for approval after which they will be 
forwarded to the CRD for approval by the CRD Board.  The approved design guidelines would 
normally be included in the Request for Proposals (RFP) for the McLoughlin Wastewater Treatment 
Plant, however, with the issuance of the RFP scheduled for early July, the design guidelines may not 
be finalized by then.  If not, an addendum to the RFP would be issued at a later date.  This will not 
impact the schedule for the responses to the RFP as the design guidelines do not affect the 
treatment processes design, which has to be done in advance of the building architecture. 

CONCLUSION 

The design charette and public Open House has generated a number of design ideas on the 
architectural concept for the McLoughlin Wastewater Treatment Plant and provided an opportunity 
for public comment.  The outcomes of the design charette and Open House have been considered in 
the revision of the design guidelines.  

RECOMMENDATION 

That the Core Area Liquid Waste Management Committee review the design guidelines and refer 
the design guidelines with any amendments to the Esquimalt Design Review Committee. 

 

 

 ____________________________________   
J. A. (Jack) Hull, P.Eng., MBA 
Interim Program Director  
Core Area Wastewater Treatment Program   
   
JH:hr 
 
Attachments: 4 
 









McLoughlin Point Design Ideas Workshop 
& Open House Summary

Design Ideas Workshop
A Design Ideas Workshop was held on April 11th and 12th to generate design ideas that would inform and 
illustrate the Design Guidelines for the McLoughlin Point site. These design ideas, after public review and 
comment, have been incorporated, as applicable, into the draft Design Guidelines for the project. The 
revised draft guidelines, once reviewed and accepted by the CRD Board, will form part of the Rezoning 
Application now before the the Township of Esquimalt. They will also be included as part of the mandatory 
requirements in the Request for Proposal for a design build contractor. 

Workshop participants included four members of the Core Area Liquid Waste Management Committee, 
two members of Victoria’s Advisory Design Panel, and a planning staff member from the City of Victoria. 
The Chair of the Wastewater Treatment Program Commission attended on the second day. 

Three noted designers – Terry Williams, Chris Foyd and Paul de Greeff – led the generation and 
illustration of design ideas. 

Public Open House
Approximately 80 to 85 people attended the public Open House session on April 13th at the Inn at 
Laurel Point. The purpose of the Open House was to collect input from members of the public about the 
Design Guidelines, and the design direction of the wastewater treatment facility to be constructed at 
McLoughlin Point. 

After viewing the background information, and the results of the Design Ideas Workshop, Open House 
attendees were asked to complete a brief comment form that contained the following questions:

• What things are most important to you in the design of the the McLoughlin Point Wastewater 
Treatment Plant?

• Are there elements of the numbered design ideas (from the Design Ideas Workshop) that you like, or 
would like to comment on?

• Do you have any other comments, suggestions, or ideas to share? 

Responses tended to fall into the following categories:

1. DESIGN DIRECTION
• While several people suggested that the design of the facility should be world-class, or bold, 

and not to water down design to placate all stakeholders, others (and likely the majority) want it 
to be visually unobtrusive – blend into the landscape, no hard lines, fit with natural setting, 
reflects being on the water, reflects gateway to the harbour, bury it.

• Softer, curved lines appeared to be favoured over hard lines.
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2. VIEW FROM ABOVE
• Several people noted that the view from above was important.

• Respondents, and in particular residents of Swallow’s Landing in Esquimalt, suggested that a 
low profile building and a green roof would make the building barely visible to them.

3. SUSTAINABILITY
• Several people mentioned a green roof or other ways of greening the site.

• Adherence to latest building sustainability - Leed Platinum certified. 

• Support maintaining and creating habitat for insects and birds.

4. RETAINING WALL
• The importance of tsunami protection was noted.

• No blank concrete wall. 

• Providing opportunity for a public walkway connecting West Bay to McCauley Point was noted.

5. NO SMELL, NO NOISE
• There was a consistent theme around assurance that there would be no smell or noise.

6. COST EFFECTIVENESS
• The appearance should be a factor, but not the primary consumer of finances.

McLoughlin Point Design Ideas Workshop and Open House Summary  |   April 2013



C o m m e n t  F o r m  R e s p o n s e s
1. What things are most important to you in the design of the McLoughlin Point 

Wastewater Treatment Plant?

• Needs to blend into the landscape – no hard lines. 
• Reflects being on the water – reflects gateway to harbour.
• Needs to be large enough to meet needs into the future.
• Needs to be able to co-exist with other architecture of the City, i.e. not modern as we are 

not a modern town.
• No smell
• Aesthetically pleasing
• Do not process on Viewfield!
• Wrong plan, wrong location
• Suggested alternative locations: Cedar Hill Golf Course; Superior at Menzies; Ogden 

Point unused parking area; and McKenzie at Highway 1.
• Bury it.
• Park-like setting.
• Visual – especially from above – would like to see greenery on top of structures.
• Obviously – no smells!
• I’d like to see an iconic structure, that maybe could incorporate some public amenities/

green space (dog park, soccer field, etc.)
• Public walkway along the water connecting West Bay to McCauley Point.
• Doesn’t look like a sewage treatment plant.
• No blank concrete wall with Native people’s art.
• Fool proof pressurization and scrubbers – no smells ever.
• That it is visually attractive.
• As odourless as possible.
• Unobstructive.
• Wold class design – no cost spared.
• Public access.
• “High Feature” – Some unique, useable feature (I like the “streamlined lighthouse”) where 

people can view the south facing and west facing harbour.
• First choice: That there is no land-based plant because our marine-based sewage 

treatment system is satisfactory. Second choice: That Titus proposal for sewage plant 
and sludge plant and other functions be considered.

• IF this unnecessary and badly structured plan does go through...and don’t stop reading 
here...
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a) Cost effectiveness: a thorough estimate of financial commitment including projected 
increased/interest rate rises/unforeseen construction problems, etc.

b) Provision for technological advances in future years.
c) Reuse/recycle of waste products. Integration of resource recovery plans. WHY 

HASN’T TITUS BEEN ALLOWED TO PRESENT ITS PLANS?!!
d) Durability re: earthquakes, etc.

• Aesthetics: no matter how beautiful the building design, the impression of visitors will be 
negative once they are informed that it is a sewage treatment plant. Our harbour is 
unique, why spoil it?

• Odours – I’m from Missouri! Dockside Green is an example.
• Technology to address community concerns: a) smell; b) noise.
• Bold design: make a statement, show of what is possible, be proud.
• Sustainability: Let’s go for Platinum (LEED).
• Improved process for public input and education on the relevance and suitability of the 

site, including municipal focus.
• Adherence to the latest in building sustainability. This must be a LEED Platinum certified 

project. This will model technologies and innovations for our community (Education).
• Including culture as a 4th pillar of sustainability must be included. Green roof to help 

create corridors of green spaces for insects, therefore birds.
• Get buy in from taxpayers so they will ante up for new technology.
• Fit with natural setting.
• Support for habitat preservation – insects, birds.
• Public access to walk around.
• Design must be flexible enough to allow engineering firm to design an innovative 

treatment approach.
• If one assumes we need this plant here, then it will be the ‘elephant in the room’ so it 

should be made into an iconic landmark. Furthermore, it should be combined with a 
second significant public facility, which obscures the real purpose of the site.

• As an Esquimalt resident, I have great concern for the impact this project will have on a 
city that is already rather beleaguered. You just have to look at our main street to see this 
reality. How can this project be an incentive for pride rather than for a sense of further 
abuse? This is the only way in my estimation that Esquimalt can and will embrace the 
whole thing.

• Motherhood statements.
• I am a big supporter of sewage treatment for Victoria. I think McLoughlin Point is a great 

site for a plant. For one thing, it is one of the first sites tourists coming the Victoria by the 
Coho or floatplane will see. As such, the design of the facility should be as striking as 
possible. There should be prominent signage drawing attention to the site, something 
along the lines of “Greater Victoria Sewage Treatment Plant: Protecting Our Ocean”. 
Pamphlets should be handed out to whale watchers. Tours of the facility should be 
offered to the public. In short, celebrate the pragmatic use of this site, as well as the 
symbolic value of its contribution to protecting our marine environment.
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• “No smell and no see”! Cover the site with fake rocks as you would find at Disney World 
covering rides like “Thunder Mountain”. Some shrubs, grass, and fake rocks and you 
have no grounds for public/community concern.

• Don’t even know the facility is there. Blend it into the natural surroundings – i.e. rock 
cliffs, trees – looks like a rugged coast line. Can’t even tell there’s a building there. No 
noise, no smell, no emissions of any kind.

• Respect site as a gateway, integrated design with site and surroundings.
• View impacts.
• Aesthetically pleasing.
• There is no visual pollution (not visible). No noise, no smell – clear penalties for non-

compliance.
• Make it visually unobtrusive so as to mitigate neighbour’s concerns.
• Ensure odour control is effective.
• Sitting high enough above possible Tsunami waves and protected from rising sea level is 

essential.
• Not seen – hidden. This is waste treatment facility is NOT a tourist attraction.
• Once the treatment facility is constructed, with all the supporting infrastructure in place, it 

will be there for the long term. Whatever is built will be an “icon” for the inner harbour and 
Victoria. A sewage treatment plant, no matter how it is designed, should not be sited at 
this location. We should not, as a region, welcome visitors with a treatment plant. Another 
site should be found (DND).

• Aesthetic appeal – do not diminish the harbour entry view.
• Smell, especially given the consistent strong winds towards the city.
• Noise.
• No disruption of seaplane and sailing/paddling activities.
• Sufficient landscaping (existing/proposed): line both sides of street; bike lane/sidewalk; 

why not public access to small beach area (kayak launch?); and tsunami protection and 
other natural disasters – 6m elevation is too low.

• Odour/noise reduction/elimination!
• Architectural appearance!
• Use of waste heat – encourage development of industries that use (low grade) U.S.E. 

heat to set up in area, i.e. commercial greenhouses.
• Something that’s pleasing to the eyes, like a ship’s bow. Also earthquakes and tsunamis 

must be taken into account.
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2. Are there elements of the numbered design ideas that you like, or would like to 
comment on?

• Don’t like the hard lines of the modern designs.
• Like the sails, scales, water, which are more in line with the location.
• I am not in favour of wind design features (#18). Prefer low-key rather than in-your-face 

design.
• Not terribly happy with the proposed bio-solid sludge recovery in Esquimalt. Very 

unhappy about what that purchase does to tax revenue in Esquimalt. If Esquimalt gets 
both the sewage treatment plant and the bio-solids, perhaps Esquimalt residents should 
see a tax credit from the province or not have a tax increase from this.

• Avoid the Beacon.
• Yup – the “streamlined lighthouse”.
• Design elements must follow function and function should not include sewage plant! 

Second choice: Titus proposal design looks great.
• The appearance should be a factor obviously, but not a primary consumer of the 

finances. Practical issues like waterfront access, protection against tsunami – steeped 
fronts, etc. are primary concerns. Fanciful projections of sails, wind, clouds, etc. are all 
very well, but this isn’t the Sydney Opera House, it’s a water treatment plant. Basic 
aesthetic concerns (how can you judge them? Except as conforming to accepted norms 
of judgement – golden mean? etc.) should be addressed, but don’t go overboard. And I 
think you’ve allocated far too much space for an answer to this question since it continues 
for another half a page!

• If this location is accepted, the design should disguise its main function with some 
additional functional, e.g. botanical garden.

• Again, it is about designing technology. It has to be about community impact: smell and 
sound.

• In general, I’d vote to be bold! Let professional designers make decisions, i.e. Beacon. 
Spend money, go the extra mile to build something Victorians can be proud of.

• Being brave – not a watered down design trying to placate all stakeholders.
• Am unable to “see” design at this point because I’ve not been include at the stage of 

engagement of its necessity.
• Missing: culturally educational opportunities (suggest input by First Nations environmental 

artists, etc.).
• Green roof.
• I don’t like the iconic/beacon approaches. They will add cost without function and detract 

from the natural features of the site.
• Integrated – hard to figure out.
• Wave action – reflect on the construction problems of Sydney Opera House.
• Light House – has potential.
• Inclined Roof – bland, but may be less intrusive.
• Iconic – No! Terrible.
• Stepped Discrete – a) sterile; b) has potential.
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• Wind and Clouds – has potential.
• Beacon – No!
• Landmark – uninspiring 
• Tsunami Protection – ‘un-natural’
• Some of the designs are very angular and “blocky” – they don’t blend in with the 

environment – indeed they fight against it.
• Discrete and camouflage. Do not try and draw attention to a sewage treatment plant and 

try to highlight it as if it’s an opera house. Esquimalt should not have this and the 
“Viewfield plant” forced on it along with the pump station. That makes 3 sewage 
components blocks away from homes, very expensive real estate. The CRD cost saving 
from any Heartland Pipeline Plan will be realized at the expense of our property values in 
Esquimalt! Pump it to Heartland as planned from start!

• #6 stepped and discrete – make it disappear (construct as much as possible below the 
surface/ground).

• Living gardens on top of roof.
• #6 – my preference is that it is invisible from my view at Swallows Landing.
• 2b – protecting the marine ecology is the reason for proceeding in the first place. Some 

people aren’t convince of that and likely never will be, i.e. recovering costs by utilizing the 
bio-solids as a resource would be ideal. The practicality of this is affected by the method 
chosen, which I learned at another open house, might be constrained by the option voted 
on by certain regional representatives. Choosing the best available technology at an 
expedient cost should be a primary goal.

• Do not like any of them.
• A full environment review should be undertaken to compare any harm done by our 

present ocean-based treatment with potential harm and potential benefits that a land-
based system “might” bring. To commit an “estimated” 782 million dollars so that we, as a 
region can say we have secondary sewage treatment (optics) without looking into the 
impacts of land-based sewage treatment, is wrong. If we must treat our sewage so that 
we can say “we treat our sewage”, then let’s say that’s why we’re doing so.

• Simple, clean curved lines. 
• #3 and #17 look good. Not #s 1, 5, 8, 9, 11, 14, 18.
• Prefer wave motion, sails, scale. I prefer a design with curvature even if it costs more, but 

realistic. The most important comment that caught my attention on the display “Design 
Ideas Workshop” was “Respect as a gateway”. This guideline should be foremost on all 
those who will be tasked with developing the final guidelines. The design must totally link 
with the vision we have for Greater Victoria.

• No.
• If find it hard to visualize what the building might look like based on the drawings. Scale 

models would be much more helpful. Definitely don’t like #8.
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3. Do you have any other comments, suggestions, or ideas to share?

• Address source control first. Get storm drains separated from sewers. That would reduce 
volume and chemicals. Then tackle storm drain toxicity. Once done we could then take 
advantage of modern sewage technology.

• This is the wrong site. It will not meet the greater needs of the capital region in the future. 
This is a band-aid approach of sticking together sites that are too small. Find a better site.

• Wrong site, wrong location, wrong plan
• I’d like to see maximum resource recovery. We have the opportunity to do this right, so 

let’s take advantage of the latest technology and science and be a models of the way to 
do this right.

• As an Esquimalt resident I am against the sludge treatment plant being located on 
Viewfield Rd.

• Do not put the sludge facility in Esquimalt. Putting the entire two elements of this 
unwanted and unneeded facility in one small municipality is absolutely criminal.

• No sewage plant! If sewage plant, Titus proposal.
• I would like to see more of a cost breakdown when the time comes to be specific about 

the plan. I would like the CRD to push the provincial government or the opposition before 
the election to get more money up front and save on borrowing costs. I would like the 
CDR to take more notice of people like Titus, Mayor Desjardins, Vic Derman et al. and 
stop accusing them of being oppositional out of pique (and I’m not from Esquimalt). And 
of course, I think the whole thing is a bad plan and should be reconsidered.

• Be transparent! The CRD has a history of avoiding public! Get out there! Talk to 
stakeholders!

• CRD must learn effective ways to effectively engage the public and its key stakeholders.
• Make this project one that is providing the best long term benefits for taxpayers and 

community.
• Worried about noise, smell, conservatism in design
• Don’t want to see a beautiful building but with a less-than-latest-technology approach.
• I do not approve of the decision to build one massive plant on this too-small site. This 

project is being done based on questionable science, with a biased evaluation of options, 
and a limited and undemocratic process.

• Science shows there is NO need for waste treatment in Victoria. Natural tidal processing 
seems to be sufficient. Given that, the federal government needs to be lobbied to grant 
Victoria an exception to the processing regulation.

• The DND lands provide a larger site for all phases of processing, IF one assumes 
processing is necessary 

• The Viewfield Road site is too small, cannot accommodate a campus-like buffer, is heavy 
industrial, will depress and turn Esquimalt/Vic West into a run-down area, and any 
accidents will endanger next-door food warehouses, homes, and schools.

• The fix is in for Viewfield – it looks like a done deal, to hold consultation on the location of 
phase 2 is a waste of time and money. As recent arrivals to Victoria, I am at a loss to 
understand why McLoughlin Point was chosen. Although not a resident of Esquimalt, I 
feel badly for them.
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• Esquimalt already has a water pump facility. Add a wastewater treatment plant. But 
adding even another major sewage facility to the community is unacceptable, 
irresponsible, and detrimental to property values. The bio-solids plant need to be built 
somewhere else – not in Esquimalt beside schools, residential houses, and small 
businesses. 3 facilities is more than any one community should have to carry the brunt 
for! Re: negative impacts to tax base, property value, environment conditions – This 
should all be shared by all of the Greater Victoria District – not just shoved onto one small 
community. Build the bio-solids facility at Heartland as it was originally planned and 
presented as such.

• Good luck with overall project as resistance to proposed bio-solids processing on 
Viewfield Ave. will be intense.

• Site should be hidden by landscaping.
• Clover point would be a more appropriate site. It has accommodated the preliminary plant 

since the 1970s, already for trunk sewers from Victoria, Oak Bay, and East Saanich. The 
land base there could be expanded into Juan de Fuca Straight (if necessary) so that it 
could accommodate the sewage plant and bio-solids centre. A park (much as is there 
now) could be created to cover the plant. The pipeline between Clover/McLoughlin/
McLoughlin/McCauley would still be required, but Viewfield and the pipelines to carry 
sludge/water would not. And any energy produced could be easily distributed.

• This site should have been used for park and waterfront access, to make Victoria even 
more appealing. There are other options in much less prominent places which should 
have been selected. This is prime land which could have been rezoned in a much better 
way. Cheaper alternative sites would have allowed for more pipe construction, etc, 
without extra cost.

• It has been said that the reason that building is so close to water is the Feds won’t 
provide additional land on other side of road. GO BACK TO FEDS AND SECURE MORE 
LAND. Is the view from the air a consideration? If a lot of glass is used, will there be 
concerns about annoying reflections?
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Purpose
Because the Township of Esquimalt’s Official Community Plan designates the site of the McLoughlin 
Point wastewater treatment facility as a Development Permit Area (in order to address building form 
and character in future development of the land), the purpose of these Design Guidelines is to 
provide the owner (the CRD), the Township of Esquimalt, and the successful project construction 
proponent with key design parameters for the facility and the site.  

Since the procurement method for this project is design-build, the final building design will be 
prepared by the project proponent. The guidelines introduce a degree of certainty, and understanding 
over design objectives and expectations regarding the completed design. Recognizing the necessary 
functional workings of the facility, these guidelines are intended to inform and to guide, but not 
restrain imagination or appropriate design solutions.   

At a later date, the project proponent will submit plans for a Development Permit to the Township of 
Esquimalt once a specific design solution has been reached. 

VISION STATEMENT
A design that reflects enduring and sustainable practices, and meets functional needs 

while being respectful of the prominent setting.

Guiding Principles
The process for developing the guiding design principles considered input from a workshop and open 
house attended by architects, landscape architects, Core Area Liquid Waste Management Committee 
representatives, and the public. These principles, or perhaps more appropriately design values, 
provide qualitative performance statements that shape both the intentions of the core area 
wastewater treatment system, and the specific guidelines for the McLoughlin Point wastewater 
treatment facility. 

1. SUSTAINABILITY 

a) The treatment system will support environmental, social and economic sustainability, and be 
considered part of CRD climate action initiatives.

b) Wastewater should be treated as a resource and, wherever possible and practical, provide 
opportunities for resource recovery and reuse.

c) The McLoughlin Point facility should meet, or exceed  the CRD’s and the Township of 
Esquimalt’s policies on sustainability and building excellence.

2. RESPECT FOR THE SITE

a) Respect the site as a gateway location.

b) Respect the natural shoreline.

c) Respect the site context, and respond to the site and its surroundings.
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3. PLAN FOR THE FUTURE

a) Acknowledge and plan for major tsunami events, climate warming effects, and 
post-disaster resiliency. 

b) Incorporate durable, long-lasting, and timeless materials and design strategies.

4. LIVABILITY

a) Provide a design solution that meets, or exceeds, Township of Esquimalt and City of Victoria 
noise by-law requirements. 

b) Provide a design solution that restricts odours to a maximum of five (5) odour units, or less 
(not detectable by humans). 

c) Respect view impacts from all sides, and from above.

5. SENSE OF PRIDE

a) Incorporate designs that, while respecting the site, ensure the highest standards of materials 
and workmanship, and are aesthetically pleasing.

b) Incorporate public art into the design.
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Design Guidelines

SUSTAINABILITY STANDARDS 

Treating its wastewater should be viewed as an element of the region’s long-term sustainability 
objectives. Design considerations to support environmental, social, and economic sustainability include:

• Design the Operations and Controls building to a LEED® Gold standard.

• Where feasible, design for on-site heat recovery, and plan for future, long-term, neighbourhood, 
heat-resource opportunities.

• Incorporate a green roof system into the Operations and Controls building and other buildings,  
where appropriate. 

• While much of the site is impervious rocky shoreline, where possible, introduce methods to 
clean and reduce stormwater runoff, incorporate rain gardens, and consider practical ways to 
re-use water.

• Restrict impact on the shoreline, except for those areas where wastewater lines enter or exit 
the treatment plant. 

VIEW CONSIDERATIONS

View impacts are an important design consideration given that the site is a waterfront property. The 
impact on views from all sides (including from east and south perspectives, from across the harbour, 
and from above) need to be considered in the design process. 

Building and design view impacts will be evaluated from the following locations:

• Shoal Point and Ogden Point;

• Songhees Walkway to 
West Bay; and

• From above.
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MARINE SHORELINE CHARACTER DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS

• Building forms should respect the site.

• Wall elements, relating to tsunami and associated catastrophic event protection, such as 
stepped walls that incorporate angled features, projections, wall terraces, and textures, should 
reflect the character of the rocky shoreline,.

MASSING, SITING & EXTERIOR ARCHITECTURAL ELEMENTS

• The design must demonstrate how the buildings and structures will fit into the site, responding to 
the shoreline in the forefront, and the evergreen treeline and rocky knoll backdrop.

• Building heights should vary, but not exceed 15 metres, from the finished grade.

• Design aesthetics should be optimized with the use of appropriate, high quality materials.

• Exterior building materials, including exterior details, must be selected to withstand intense 
weather and sea conditions, and must be of a high standard to ensure low maintenance.

• Doors, overhead doors, and other closures (including hatches, grilles, and louvres) should be 
durable, thermally resistant, and suitably finished for the marine environment.

• Windows should have high performance glazing, and be capable of providing natural ventilation, 
where appropriate. 

• Roof areas must consider views from above.

• Clarifiers and aerated filters must be covered to meet noise and odour principles.
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LIGHTING

• Light fixtures should provide no more than the minimum lighting needed for their intended 
purposes, and not exceed levels recommended by the Illuminating Engineering Society for 
North America Recommended Practice Manual: Lighting for Exterior Environments.

• Light fixture shields should be specified to reduce impacts on other properties, and when seen 
from the designated viewpoints.

• All lighting should be directed downward, and not into the night sky.

• Energy efficient fixtures should be specified, with consistent colour for all lighting.

LANDSCAPE ELEMENTS

The design concept is based on site conditions, views from the harbour, and a windswept rocky 
shoreline. With this in mind, landscape elements should include: 

• Use of plant species that are designated hardy to harsh, and for salt spray environments; 
situate plants such that the force of the wind shapes their future forms;

• A retaining wall system designed to reflect the rugged and rough-textured surface of boulders 
and exposed-rock shorelines;

• Outdoor storage and parking areas screened through the use of berms, fences, landscaping 
and/or solid noise-absorbing barriers;
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GUIDELINES FOR SEAWALL AND WALLS

The retaining wall system should be designed to 
reflect the rugged and textured surface of the 
exposed-rock shorelines. To reduce view impacts for 
neighbouring communities and water/air traffic, the 
mass of the wall (combined height and width) will be 
broken up visually with features such as board form 
relief, wall projections, vertical elements, and wall 
protrusions. It should feature both rounded, smooth, 
and angular surfaces to reflect the natural shoreline.

Walls are divided into two types: 1) primary walls, which are prominent perimeter retaining walls, and 
feature walls within the plant; and 2) secondary walls, which serve as infill between the primary walls.

• Walls must not protrude beyond the High Water Mark (HWM 1.804m geodetic). 

• The site must be protected by a continuous tsunami protection wall that has a top elevation of 
not less that 6.5 metres above the High Water Mark.

• The appearance of wall heights greater than 4.0 metres must be minimized by placing step 
walls in the tsunami protection wall. 

• Planted stepped walls should be a minimum depth 
of 1.0 metre horizontally to allow for landscape 
elements to be introduced. Where this is not 
possible, shallower multiple 
steps may be used.

• All surfaces of the primary 
perimeter retaining walls must 
be finished with random board-
formed recesses or other 
suitable architectural treatment. 
Vertical recesses should be 
spaced randomly. A smooth 
finish should be considered for 
secondary walls.

• The design should plan for 
development of a future pedestrian 
pathway along the waterfront side 
of the site. 
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GUIDELINES FOR PLANTING – GENERAL

• Distribution of plants will be limited due to salt spray and wind exposure, particularly on the 
south side of the site 

• Planting will exclude lawns. 

• Mature plant heights must be at least 60 cm tall for all planted areas to shade undesirable 
weed species. 

• Planting densities must ensure that vegetated areas will have 100% plant coverage after 
two full growing seasons. 

• Planted areas will be irrigated with a high efficiency irrigation system. 

• Plants should be drought tolerant and require minimal water after the two-year 
establishment period.  

• Green roofs must be installed fully established to minimize wind erosion and maintenance.  

• All planting will be to BCNLA/BCSLA Landscape Standards.

GUIDELINES FOR PLANTING ALONG SEAWALLS

• Distribution of plants will be limited due to salt spray and wind exposure. 

• Trees must be situated more than 10 metres from the south facing wall, as this will be a high 
wind velocity area. 

• The following species are considered appropriate for use along the waterfront:

• Pinus contorta var. Contorta (Shore Pine)

• Arbutus menzesii (Pacific Madrone)

• Rosa nutkana (Nootka Rose)

• Symphoricarpus albus (Snowberry) 

• Arbutus unedo (Strawberry Tree)

• Myrica californica (Sweet Gale)

• Lonicera pileata 
(Privet Honeysuckle)

• Mahonia aquifolium 
(Oregon Grape)
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GUIDELINES FOR PLANTING ADJACENT TO BUILDING ENTRANCES

Planting around the building entrances can be more design driven, and specific hard and soft 
landscaping should complement the building architecture.

GUIDELINES FOR SCREENING ON VICTORIA VIEW ROAD

• To break up the mass of concrete walls, introduce screening (mostly of coniferous tree plantings) 
along the road frontage and adjacent property lines. The CRD should work with the Department 
of National Defence to allow for landscaping along the road frontage adjacent to the site. Cluster 
trees to provide clear 8-metre wide gaps to allow for future maintenance access (from a crane). 

• A continuous shrub border will be required at the base of the wall to screen the lower 
retaining wall, and reduce the risk of vandalism. Shrubs in this area are to be native species 
only, with the exception of those adjacent to the two entrances, where lower evergreen 
screening is desirable.  

• In situations with larger retaining walls, vines can be considered, but must be supported by 
cable systems.

• The following species are considered appropriate for use in screening applications:

• Pseudotsuga menzesii (Douglas Fir);

• Rosa nutkana (Nootka Rose);

• Symphoricarpus albus (Snowberry); and 

• Parthenocissus tricuspidata (Boston Ivy).
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STORMWATER MANAGEMENT 

The following stormwater management measures should be considered for the site:

• Stormwater from the internal roadways and parking areas will be treated to remove 80% of TSS 
from a 6-month rain event prior to discharge.

• Treatment of roadway and parking run-off can come in the form of:

• A combination of rain gardens and bioswales adjacent to the parking and roadways, complete 
with raised overflow basins, and under drains connected to the storm drain system;

• Aqua-pave permeable paving, complete with an under drain system in discrete areas where 
direction of run-off to a bioswale is not feasible; or

• A combination of these.

• A conventional storm drain will be installed with an outfall to the ocean. All drainage from the 
site will eventually be discharged through this pipe.

• The buildings will connect directly to the piped storm drain system. Building drainage will 
bypass the treatment system. However, a rain garden, stormceptor, or similar end-of-pipe 
treatment device could be installed if treatment of roof drainage is required.
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PARKING AND SERVICES

• Parking for visitors, plant and system operation staff, and CRD maintenance vehicles should be 
suitably screened through the use of berms, fences, landscaping, and/or solid noise-absorbing 
barriers to minimize visual impact.

SIGNAGE

• Limit signage to directional and identification as required for wayfinding.

PUBLIC ART AND EDUCATION

• Public art shall be provided. The CRD and Township of Esquimalt will work together to confirm 
the process and requirements. 

• Plans should include capacity for organized, educational site visits to learn about the 
functioning of the treatment system, the regional liquid waste management program, resource 
recovery, etc. 
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