
MINUTES OF THE HEARING AND MEETING OF THE  
SUBDIVISION AND DEVELOPMENT APPEAL BOARD 

OF THE TOWN OF OKOTOKS 
HELD ON THURSDAY, OCTOBER 6, 2016 
IN THE OKOTOKS MUNICIPAL CENTRE 

COUNCIL CHAMBER 
 
 
COMMITTEE MEMBERS  Jasse Chan, Chair 
 Corey Brandt 
 Andrew Cutforth 
 Gerry Melenka 
 
ABSENT  Councillor Carrie Fischer 
 Councillor Matt Rockley 
 Fred Keen 
 Kelly Rogers 
 
STAFF PRESENT Wendy Cardiff, Development Officer  
 Janice Storch, Recording Secretary 
 
 
A AGENDA 
 
A.1. Call to Order 

Chair Chan called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. 
 
A.2. Additions and/or Deletions 

None 
 
A.3. Adoption 
 
MOTION: By C. Brant that the agenda for the October 6, 2016 Subdivision and 

Development Appeal Board Meeting be adopted as presented. 
Carried Unanimously 
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B APPEAL 
 
B.1. Development Appeal Number 2016-03 (DPA 147-16) 

Applicant/Owner: Systemic Architecture Inc. / Tristar Communities Inc. 
Address/Legal: 116 Southbank Boulevard / Lot 16, Block 1, Plan (not registered) 
Proposal: Office and Medical Clinics with Accessory Pharmacy 

Counter (1,337.5m²) and Associated Fascia and 
Freestanding Signage 

 
Against the decision of the Okotoks Municipal Planning Commission to 
conditionally approve Development Permit Application Number 147-16 for Office 
and Medical Clinics with Accessory Pharmacy Counter (1,337.5m²) and 
Associated Fascia and Freestanding Signage. 
 
Appellant: Sonroc Group Ltd., Steve Driedger 
 p.p. Dr. Paul Hicke, Paul Hicke Enterprises Ltd. 

 
The Board Members introduced themselves.  
 
W. Cardiff, Development Officer, acting on behalf of Administration, introduced herself. 
 
J. Storch, Recording Secretary, read the appeal.   
 
This appeal is regarding the decision of the Okotoks Municipal Planning Commission to 
conditionally approve Development Permit Application Number 147-16 for Office and 
Medical Clinics with Accessory Pharmacy Counter (1,337.5m²) and Associated Fascia 
and Freestanding Signage. 
 
Steve Driedger of Sonroc Group Ltd. on behalf of Dr. Paul Hicke, Paul Hicke 
Enterprises Ltd. has submitted an appeal on this matter.   
 
The reasons for the appeal are that the owner of the current development at 158 
Southbank Street has areas of concern for the proposed development as described in 
DPA 147-16.  These areas of concern are mainly due to similarities of the development 
and proximity to the existing development at 158 Southbank Street: 
 
1. Project Name – This project is noted as Okotoks Southbank Medical.  The 

current development at 158 Southbank Street to the NW of the proposed 
development has been trademarked with the name Southbank Medical.  The 
building has been marketed with this and the building signage will reflect this.  
Please confirm that the building and proposed development will not infringe on 
this trademark. In addition, the similar business activity, with the similar address 
along with the same name will cause confusion for patients, visitors, postal 
deliveries, etc. for both buildings and owners; 

2. Colours & Materials – Similar to the concerns noted above and due to the related 
business activity the use of similar materials and colour schemes to the 
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development at 158 Southbank Street can contribute to confusion. The appellant 
would request that the colours are revised; 

3. Crime Preventions Through Environmental Design (CPTED) – Depending on 
final proposed landscaping and site lighting design it is requested that attention is 
paid to the NW corner.  As currently shown, this area appears to be hidden from 
public view. Allowing for crime prevention through environmental design 
(CPTED) in this area would be requested due to the proximity to the adjacent 
businesses. 

 
Notification of this hearing was provided to: 
 
 the Appellant:  Steve Driedger of Sonroc Group Ltd. on behalf of Dr. Paul Hicke, 

Paul Hicke Enterprises Ltd.;  
 the Applicant:  Systemic Architecture Inc.; 
 the Property Owner:  Tristar Communities Inc.; 
 the Okotoks Subdivision and Development Appeal Board Members; 
 the Okotoks Municipal Planning Commission Members; 
 the Development Services Director; 
 the Planning Services Manager; 
 the Development Planner; 
 the Development Officer; and 
 all adjacent landowners as required under the Municipal Government Act. 
 
The Appellant, Dr. Paul Hicke, Paul Hicke Enterprises Ltd., introduced himself. 
 
C. Brant disclosed that he has been a patient of Dr. Hicke’s for approximately 5 years. 
 
A. Cutforth stated that he is the owner of South Okotoks Self Storage Ltd. which is 
located at 115 Southbank Boulevard (across the street from 116 Southbank Boulevard).  
A. Cutforth stated that he has no interest in, nor any relationship with, the applicant or 
the property owner of 116 Southbank Boulevard, nor does he have an interest in, nor 
any relationship with, the appellant or the owner of 158 Southbank Street, and that he is 
able to hear the appeal with an open mind and without bias with respect to the issue. 
 
Chair Chan recessed the October 6, 2016 Subdivision and Development Appeal Board 
Meeting at 7:07 p.m. and went In Camera to discuss the possible conflicts of Board 
Members. 
 
Chair Chan reconvened the October 6, 2016 Subdivision and Development Appeal 
Board Meeting at 7:14 p.m. 
 
Chair Chan asked the Appellant if he objected to any of the present Board Members 
hearing this appeal. The Appellant replied that he did not. 
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Chair Chan asked if individuals in the audience who may be affected by this appeal had 
any objections to any of the present Board Members hearing this appeal. C. Russill, 
Systemic Architecture Inc., stated he was opposed to C. Brant sitting on the Board.  
C. Brant stepped down from the Board and left the meeting at 7:16 p.m. 
 
Chair Chan outlined the hearing process and confirmed that all present had no 
concerns with the process as outlined. 
 
W. Cardiff, Development Officer, orally presented information from Administration’s 
written submission dated September 30, 2016. 
 
Chair Chan asked if any member of the Board had questions of Administration for 
clarification. 
 
 G. Melenka asked for clarification as to which items in the appeal are still left 

unresolved after the meetings between the Town of Okotoks and the two parties.   
W. Cardiff replied that the Subdivision and Development Appeal Board could ask 
each party individually if in fact there is agreement and consensus on some or all of 
the appeal items, but that the Board had to address all three issues as well as 
render a decision on all three issues, even if the parties indicated there was 
resolution. 

 G. Melenka inquired if there was any fencing proposed in the application.  W.Cardiff 
replied that there was not, the only property division was two retaining walls as 
outlined on the site plan. 

 G. Melenka inquired as to the CPTED specialist that was referred to in 
Administration’s report and under what Town policies this falls.  W. Cardiff indicated 
it is a member of the Municipal Enforcement team who has been through CPTED 
training. W. Cardiff advised that there is no Town policy that guides the application of 
CPTED to developments, but rather Administration reverts to CPTED principles 
when reviewing development applications. 

 G. Melenka inquired as to how the Site Lighting Plan and Landscaping Plan ensure 
the CPTED principles.  W. Cardiff replied that each plan is reviewed under the prior 
to release conditions and the principles of CPTED are applied to each plan and any 
deficiencies would be addressed before those plans were fully approved. 

 G. Melenka inquired whether or not the set of plans which the parent developer has 
signed off on for this development was the first iteration or the second.  W. Cardiff 
replied that the parent developer has approved the initial design which was also 
approved by the Municipal Planning Commission. The parent developer has not 
seen the second design iteration. 

 G. Melenka inquired as to whether or not it was mandatory for the applicant to have 
the parent developer’s approval of the plans prior to the Town’s approval of the 
application.  W. Cardiff replied that the Town does not require sign off by the parent 
developer for approval of the architectural guidelines. The guidelines which are 
being adhered to are in fact the parent developer’s architectural guidelines not the 
Town’s. 
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Chair Chan asked if any member of the Board had any further questions of 
Administration. No response was received. 
 
The Appellant, Dr. Paul Hicke, Paul Hicke Enterprises Ltd., read his letter submitted to 
the Subdivision and Development Appeal Board on October 6, 2016. 
 
Chair Chan asked if any member of the Board had questions of the Appellant for 
clarification. 
 
 G. Melenka asked about the confusion of Dr. Hicke’s patients at his current location, 

which he is foreseeing as being an even larger issue at the new location. Dr. Hicke 
answered that it was primarily new patients who had the most issues with confusing 
the two doctor’s offices at his current location.  

 G. Melenka clarified that the zoning in that area allows for the uses as approved by 
the Municipal Planning Commission. 

 G. Melenka inquired if the two parties have come to an agreement on the naming of 
the two buildings.  Dr. Hicke indicated that in meetings prior to this hearing the 
applicant had assured Dr. Hicke that the name referenced in the development permit 
was in fact an internal working name for the project and was not the intended name 
of the building at 116 Southbank Boulevard. Dr. Hicke responded that he believes 
the naming issue in his appeal is in fact resolved..  

 G. Melenka inquired as to whether or not the CPTED issue outlined in the appeal 
had been resolved.  Dr. Hicke responded that he believes the Town will diligently 
ensure those issues won’t be built as proposed and will be reconsidered during the 
prior to release conditions. 

 Chair Chan inquired as to a possible resolution by the two parties on the elevation 
issue in the appeal. Dr. Hicke stated that the two parties are still working to resolve 
the issue. Dr. Hicke indicated that in his opinion the two buildings are still both 
predominantly grey in colour and will be referred to as such, thus causing confusion.  

 
Chair Chan asked if any member of the Board had any further questions of the 
Appellant. No response was received. 
 
Chair Chan asked if there was anyone in the audience who would like to speak in favour 
of the appeal. Steve Dreidger, Sunroc Group Ltd., spoke in favour of the appeal as 
previously outlined by Dr. Hicke. 
 
Chair Chan asked if there was anyone in the audience who would like to speak against 
the appeal. C. Russill, Systemic Architecture Inc. spoke against the appeal.  
 
 C. Russill outlined the three iterations of colour options that the applicant 

considered after the appeal was received and the final iteration that was presented 
to the Appellant as a solution. The proposed colours fit the guidelines of the parent 
developer, and if the applicant strays too far from the neutral requirements, the 
project will fall outside the parent developer guidelines for the area. The last 
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proposal sent to the Appellant, reverses the colour scheme making a darker grey 
the predominant colour rather than the light tan/grey. 

 C. Russill indicated that the applicant has the same investment into the development 
which the Appellant has and as such has similar concerns with the Appellant’s 
development. 

 
Chair Chan asked if any member of the Board had questions of the speaker for 
clarification. 
 
 G. Melenka inquired if the applicant agrees with the Appellant that the naming issue 

and the CPTED issues in the appeal have in fact been resolved.  C. Russill 
indicated that the project name was an internal working name, and that yes the 
Appellant and applicant both agree that the project will not be named as was 
previously referenced in the development permit. C. Russill also indicated that the 
applicant is in agreement that the CPTED issue will be resolved with the prior to 
release conditions. 

 G. Melenka noted that the colours, façade and materials have changed but not the 
shape of the building, it has remained the same. C. Russill was in agreement with 
that observation. 

 
J. Storch, Recording Secretary, stated that the following submissions were received 
subsequent to posting of the agenda package, and that copies of these submissions 
were provided to the Board at this evening’s hearing:  
 
  Dr Paul Hicke submitted a written letter (as attached). 
 
Chair Chan recessed the meeting at 8:06 p.m. 
Chair Chan reconvened the meeting at 8:17 p.m. 
 
Chair Chan asked if the Board had any questions for clarification of Administration.  No 
response was received. 
 
Chair Chan asked if Administration had any final comments. W. Cardiff indicated that 
the Names Advisory Committee was making a recommendation to Council on Tuesday 
October 11, 2016 in regards to the naming of 158 Southbank Street as “Southbank 
Medical”. A decision of Council would arise from the Regular Meeting on October 11, 
2016. 
 
Chair Chan asked if the Appellant had any final comments. Dr. Hicke commented that 
he is not asking the applicant to use such a bold colour that the development falls 
outside the parameters of the parent developer guidelines, Dr. Hicke is asking for a 
distinct colour. 
 
Chair Chan asked if the Applicant had any final comments. C. Russill commented that 
the colour pallet preference of the applicant is the last iteration that was presented to 
the Appellant and the Board with the darker grey as the predominant colour. 
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G. Melenka asked for clarification that the applicant prefers the revised submission? C. 
Russill indicated yes. 
 
Chair Chan asked if any other individuals who made representations at the hearing 
would like to make any final comments. No response was received. 
 
Chair Chan asked if the individuals who made representations at the hearing feel that 
they have had a fair hearing.  All in attendance replied yes.   
 
Chair Chan commented that provincial legislation states that the Board is required to 
hand down the decision within 15 days from the date of hearing.  No decision will be 
binding on the Board until it issues a written decision.   
 
 
C FURTHER BUSINESS 

None 
 
 
D ADJOURNMENT 
Subdivision and Development Appeal Board hearing 2016-03 regarding the decision of 
the Municipal Planning Commission to conditionally approve Development Permit 
Application Number 147-16 for Office and Medical Clinics with Accessory Pharmacy 
Counter (1,337.5m²) and Associated Fascia and Freestanding Signage at  
116 Southbank Boulevard (Lot 16, Block 1, Plan (not registered) concluded at 8:22 p.m. 
 


