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Minutes of Regular Meeting - City Council 

Council Chamber, 4th Floor, City Hall 

August 19, 2019, 4:30 p.m. 
 
Present: Mayor Danny Breen 

Deputy Mayor Sheilagh O'Leary 
Councillor Maggie Burton 
Councillor Dave Lane 
Councillor Sandy Hickman 
Councillor Deanne Stapleton 
Councillor Hope Jamieson 
Councillor Jamie Korab 
Councillor Ian Froude 
Councillor Wally Collins 

Regrets: Councillor Debbie Hanlon 
Staff: Kevin Breen, City Manager 

Tanya Haywood, Deputy City Manager of Community Services 
Jason Sinyard, Deputy City Manager of Planning, Engineering & 
Regulatory Services 
Elaine Henley, City Clerk 
Ken O'Brien, Chief Municipal Planner 
Shanna Fitzgerald, Legislative Assistant 

Others: Linda Bishop, Acting City Solicitor 
Brian Head, Acting Deputy City Manager of Public Works 

 
Land Acknowledgement 
The following statement was read into the record: 
“We respectfully acknowledge the Province of Newfoundland & Labrador, of 
which the City of St. John’s is the capital City, as the ancestral homelands of the 
Beothuk. Today, these lands are home to a diverse population of indigenous and 
other peoples. We would also like to acknowledge with respect the diverse 
histories and cultures of the Mi’kmaq, Innu, Inuit, and Southern Inuit of this 
Province.” 
 

1. CALL TO ORDER 
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2. PROCLAMATIONS/PRESENTATIONS 

2.1 International Women in Cyber Day 

September 1, 2019 as International Women in Cyber Day 

3. APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA 

3.1 Agenda of August 19, 2019 

SJMC-2019-08-19/291 
Moved By Councillor Collins 
Seconded By Councillor Jamieson 

That the agenda be adopted with the following additions: 

 Addition to the Special Events Advisory Committee Report - Chef's 
Hike at the O'Brien Farm 

 RFP - Supply of Services for Paid Parking Management and 
Enforcement 

 RFP - 2019 Bridge Rehabilitation Program 

and the following deletion: 

 Decision Note dated August 14, 2019 re: Application to Develop a 
Multi-Purpose Annex - St. John’s Designated Heritage Building, 
Anglican Cathedral of St. John the Baptist - 16 Church Hill - 
DEV1900091 

MOTION CARRIED 
 

4. ADOPTION OF THE MINUTES 

4.1 Adoption of Minutes dated August 5, 2019 

SJMC-2019-08-19/292 
Moved By Councillor Burton 
Seconded By Councillor Stapleton 

That the minutes of August 5, 2019 be adopted as presented. 

MOTION CARRIED 
 

5. BUSINESS ARISING FROM THE MINUTES 

2
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5.1 Decision Note dated August 14, 2019 re: Application to Develop a 
Multi-Purpose Annex - St. John’s Designated Heritage Building, 
Anglican Cathedral of St. John the Baptist - 16 Church Hill - 
DEV1900091 

The Anglican Diocese of Eastern Newfoundland and Labrador withdrew 
the current request for approval from Council. 

1. Public Meeting Minutes and Submissions - 16 Church Hill - 
July 25, 2019 

2. Information Note dated July 23, 2019 re: Interpreting Zone 
Lines at 16 Church Hill - Application to Develop a Multi-
Purpose Annex at the Cathedral of St. John the Baptist - 
DEV1900091 

5.2 Decision Note dated August 14, 2019 re: St. John’s Development 
Regulations Amendment 699, 2019 Text Amendment to the 
Commercial Mixed Use (CM) Zone to allow a 6-Storey Mixed-Use 
Building in the Churchill Square Retail Area - REZ1800009 - 43-53 
Rowan St 

Applicant: KMK Properties 

Councillor Hickman has requested that Staff review the parking and 
circulation plan for traffic in the Churchill Square Area and how to improve 
it for pedestrians as well as how to further enhance the green space. 

Councillor Burton suggested the developer continue to consult with the 
Built Heritage Experts Panel to discuss design considerations. She also 
requested that consideration be given to the financial arrangement for 
parking permits and leasing and how this compares to the fair market 
value of those parking spaces. 

SJMC-2019-08-19/293 
Moved By Councillor Burton 
Seconded By Councillor Lane 

That Council adopt St. John’s Development Regulations Amendment 
Number 699, 2019, which will amend text in the Commercial Mixed Use 
(CM) Zone, to allow the proposed 6-Storey Mixed-Use Building at 43-53 
Rowan Street within the Churchill Square Retail Area and related 
residential parking within the designated retail area. If the attached 
amendment is adopted by Council, it will then be referred to the 
Department of Municipal Affairs and Environment with a request for 

3
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Provincial Registration in accordance with the provisions of the Urban and 
Rural Planning Act. 

As part of the approval process Council should also approve the following 
parking recommendations: 

A: Rowan Place 

Approximately 32 dedicated parking stalls on Rowan Place are proposed 
to be leased to the proponent. This number is to be tied to the total unit 
count, less the on-site parking provided. As such, the residential portion of 
the development will benefit from 1 dedicated parking stall per unit as 
required by City regulation. These leased spaces will be the responsibility 
of the proponent to enforce. 

B: Churchill Square Parking 

Approximately 36 additional residential permits are proposed to be made 
available to the proponent. This number will be determined by subtracting 
the number of stalls leased on Rowan Place from the total requested (68). 
These residential permit holders as well as those with employee/ 
commercial permits to be restricted to a defined ‘permit corral’ to ensure 
they are not in ‘prime’ perimeter stalls. The spaces in this corral would 
also be available for general public use. From Dec 1 to April 30 each year 
these residential permit holders to be further limited to a defined winter 
maintenance corral between 6PM and 8AM. 

C: Winter Maintenance 

The City to increase winter maintenance on the square to a commercial 
‘curb to curb’ snow clearing standard. 

MOTION CARRIED 
 

1. Public Meeting Minutes and Submissions - 43-53 Rowan Street 
- July 3, 2019 

5.3 Notice of Motion given by Councillor Debbie Hanlon dated August 5, 
2019 

1. Decision Note dated August 12, 2019 re: Timed Parking Areas - 
By-Law Amendment 

4
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SJMC-2019-08-19/294 
Moved By Deputy Mayor O'Leary 
Seconded By Councillor Lane 

That the Ticketing Amendment By-Law be amended to include a 
separate section specifically for timed parking areas. The By-Law is 
attached for Council’s adoption. 

MOTION CARRIED 
 

5.4 Notice of Motion given by Deputy Mayor Sheilagh O'Leary dated 
August 5, 2019 

SJMC-2019-08-19/295 
Moved By Deputy Mayor O'Leary 
Seconded By Councillor Stapleton 

That until such time as a new Heritage By-Law has been adopted by 
Council, applications for additions to a designated Heritage Building 
(excluding those in Residential Zones) be brought to Council, prior to 
development approval to allow Council to consider whether a public 
meeting is warranted. 

For (3): Deputy Mayor O'Leary, Councillor Stapleton, and Councillor Collins 

Against (7): Mayor Breen, Councillor Burton, Councillor Lane, Councillor Hickman, 
Councillor Jamieson, Councillor Korab, and Councillor Froude 

MOTION LOST (3 to 7) 
 

SJMC-2019-08-19/296 
Moved By Councillor Burton 
Seconded By Councillor Jamieson 

Until such time as a new Heritage By-Law has been adopted by Council, 
applications for additions to a designated Heritage Building (excluding 
those in Residential Zones) that do not meet the Heritage Standards be 
brought to Council after review by the Built Heritage Experts Panel, prior 
to final approval to allow Council to consider whether a public meeting is 
warranted. 
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For (2): Councillor Burton, and Councillor Jamieson 

Against (8): Mayor Breen, Deputy Mayor O'Leary, Councillor Lane, Councillor Hickman, 
Councillor Stapleton, Councillor Korab, Councillor Froude, and Councillor Collins 

MOTION LOST (2 to 8) 
 

5.5 Notice of Motion given by Councillor Hope Jamieson dated August 5, 
2019 

SJMC-2019-08-19/297 
Moved By Councillor Jamieson 
Seconded By Councillor Froude 

That this Notice of Motion be deferred pending preparation of an 
information note. 

MOTION CARRIED 
 

6. NOTICES PUBLISHED 

6.1 Application - 54 Freshwater Road 

A Discretionary Use application has been submitted requesting permission 
to operate a Home Occupation for Music Lessons at 54 Freshwater Road. 

SJMC-2019-08-19/298 
Moved By Councillor Jamieson 
Seconded By Councillor Burton 

That the application be approved subject to all applicable City 
requirements. 

MOTION CARRIED 
 

6.2 Application - 271 Brookfield Road 

A change of Non-Conforming Use application has been submitted 
requesting permission to extend the lounge use within the existing 
building. 

SJMC-2019-08-19/299 
Moved By Councillor Collins 
Seconded By Councillor Hickman 
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That the application be approved subject to all applicable City 
requirements. 

MOTION CARRIED 
 

7. PUBLIC HEARINGS/MEETINGS 

8. COMMITTEE REPORTS 

8.1 Special Events Advisory Committee Report - August 19, 2019 

1. Mary Brown's Mural Reveal/Grand Opening - August 17, 2019 

Approved via E-poll on August 14, 2019. 

SJMC-2019-08-19/300 
Moved By Councillor Korab 
Seconded By Deputy Mayor O'Leary 

That Council approve the Mary Brown’s Mural Reveal/Grand 
Opening and associated road closure on August 17, 2019 subject 
to conditions set out by the Special Events Advisory Committee. 

MOTION CARRIED 
 

2. George Street Tailgate Party - September 13 & 14, 2019 

SJMC-2019-08-19/301 
Moved By Councillor Korab 
Seconded By Councillor Jamieson 

That the George Street Tailgate Party scheduled for September 13 
& 14, 2019 be approved subject to conditions set out by the Special 
Events Advisory Committee. 

MOTION CARRIED 
 

3. Take Back the Night - September 20, 2019 

SJMC-2019-08-19/302 
Moved By Councillor Korab 
Seconded By Deputy Mayor O'Leary 
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That the Take back the Night event scheduled for September 20, 
2019 be approved subject to conditions set out by the Special 
Events Advisory Committee. 

MOTION CARRIED 
 

4. Gower Street Block Party - September 22, 2019 

SJMC-2019-08-19/303 
Moved By Councillor Korab 
Seconded By Deputy Mayor O'Leary 

That the Gower Street Block Party and associated road closure 
scheduled for September 22, 2019 be approved subject to 
conditions set out by the Special Events Advisory Committee. 

MOTION CARRIED 
 

5. Chef's Hike at the O'Brien Farm - August 22, 2019 

SJMC-2019-08-19/304 

That the Chef's Hike at the O'Brien Farm and associated road 
closure scheduled for August 22, 2019 be approved subject to 
conditions set out by the Special Events Advisory Committee. 

MOTION CARRIED 
 

8.2 Development Committee Report - August 13, 2019 

1. Decision Note dated August 14, 2019 re: Approval Request for 
Expansion of Dwelling in the Battery - DEV1900114 - 1 Top 
Battery Road 

SJMC-2019-08-19/305 
Moved By Councillor Burton 
Seconded By Councillor Jamieson 

That item be referred to the Built Heritage Experts Panel for further 
consideration. 

MOTION CARRIED 
 

8



2019-08-19 Page 9 

 

2. Decision Note dated August 14, 2019 re: Request 10% 
Variance on Lot Area - DEV1900136 - 9 Prince William Place 

SJMC-2019-08-19/306 
Moved By Councillor Burton 
Seconded By Councillor Lane 

That Council approve the 9.7% Lot Variance in order to transfer 
land to the adjacent property owner. 

MOTION CARRIED 
 

3. Decision Note dated August 13, 2019 re: Request 9.5% Rear 
Yard Variance - INT1900078 - 130 Castle Bridge Drive 

SJMC-2019-08-19/307 
Moved By Councillor Burton 
Seconded By Councillor Collins 

That Council approve the 9.5% rear yard variance for the proposed 
building extension. 

MOTION CARRIED 
 

4. Decision Note dated August 14, 2019 re: Request to Rebuild 
Accessory Building in the Watershed - INT1900062 - 869-873 
Thorburn Road - Portugal Cove-St. Philips 

SJMC-2019-08-19/308 
Moved By Councillor Burton 
Seconded By Councillor Lane 

That the application for the replacement of the existing dwelling be 
approved as it meets City Act criteria of being more than 50% 
dilapidated, with the following conditions: 

1. The total floor area must not exceed 50% of the existing 
dwelling as proposed; 

2. The building plans are to be submitted, reviewed and approved 
by Development Staff;and 

3. The relocation of the accessory building shall be inspected 
before and after relocation. 

9



2019-08-19 Page 10 

 

MOTION CARRIED 
 

9. RESOLUTIONS 

10. DEVELOPMENT PERMITS LIST    

10.1 Development Permits List for the period August 1-14, 2019 

Council considered as information the above cited Development Permits 
list. 

11. BUILDING PERMITS LIST 

11.1 Building Permits List for the period August 1-14, 2019 

SJMC-2019-08-19/309 
Moved By Councillor Stapleton 
Seconded By Councillor Jamieson 

That the Building Permits List for the period August 1-14, 2019 be 
approved as presented. 

MOTION CARRIED 
 

12. REQUISITIONS, PAYROLLS AND ACCOUNTS 

12.1 Weekly Payment Vouchers for the Week Ending August 7, 2019 

SJMC-2019-08-19/310 
Moved By Councillor Stapleton 
Seconded By Councillor Jamieson 

That Council adopt the weekly payment vouchers for the week ending 
August 7, 2019 in the amount of $7,054,527.03. 

MOTION CARRIED 
 

12.2 Weekly Payment Vouchers for the Week Ending August 14, 2019 

SJMC-2019-08-19/311 
Moved By Councillor Stapleton 
Seconded By Councillor Jamieson 

That Council adopt the weekly payment vouchers for the week ending 
August 14, 2019 in the amount of $5,676,447.27. 
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MOTION CARRIED 
 

13. TENDERS/RFPS 

13.1 Council Approval Request (Bid Approval Note) - 2019171 - Supply 
and Install Flooring Buckmaster Rec Centre 

SJMC-2019-08-19/312 
Moved By Councillor Froude 
Seconded By Councillor Jamieson 

That this open call be awarded to Handyman Experts Ltd. ($134,385.55 
HST Included) the lowest submission meeting specifications as per the 
Public Procurement Act. 

MOTION CARRIED 
 

13.2 Council Approval Request (RFP) - 2019161 - 2019 Bridge 
Rehabilitation Program 

SJMC-2019-08-19/313 
Moved By Councillor Froude 
Seconded By Councillor Hickman 

That this RFP be awarded to Harbourside Engineering Consultants in the 
amount of $358,027.49 based on an evaluation of the proposals by the 
City's evaluation team as per the Public Procurement Act. 

MOTION CARRIED 
 

13.3 Council Approval Request (RFP) - 2019069 - Supply of and Services 
for Paid Parking Management and Enforcement 

SJMC-2019-08-19/314 
Moved By Councillor Froude 
Seconded By Deputy Mayor O'Leary 

That this RFP be awarded to Cale Canada Inc. in the amount of 
$2,410,000 based on an evaluation of the proposals by the City's 
evaluation team as per the Public Procurement Act. 

MOTION CARRIED 
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14. NOTICES OF MOTION, RESOLUTIONS QUESTIONS AND PETITIONS 

14.1 Petition - Save Mundy Pond Park 

Councillor Korab tabled a Petition from citizens concerned about the 
development of the HGR Mews Community Center in Mundy Pond Park. 
They are opposed to the location selection. 

15. OTHER BUSINESS 

15.1 E-Poll Ratifications from the Period August 6 - 16, 2019 

1. Bid Approval Note # 2019168 re: Linegar Avenue Upgrading 
Phase 1B 

SJMC-2019-08-19/315 
Moved By Councillor Froude 
Seconded By Councillor Collins 

That Council ratify the E-poll for Bid Approval Note 2019168 - 
Linegar Ave Upgrading Phase 1B to award this open call to the 
lowest bidder meeting specifications, Pyramid Constructions 
Limited, for $1,598,511.50 (HST included) as per the Public 
Procurement Act. 

MOTION CARRIED 
 

15.2 Decision Note dated August 14, 2019 re: Travel – Mayor Danny Breen 

SJMC-2019-08-19/316 
Moved By Deputy Mayor O'Leary 
Seconded By Councillor Stapleton 

That Council approve the travel and associated costs for Mayor Breen to 
attend the Atlantic Mayor’s Congress meetings in Campbellton, New 
Brunswick from October 3 to 6, 2019. 

  

MOTION CARRIED 
 

15.3 Decision Note dated August 16, 2019 re: H.G.R. Mews Community 
Centre Replacement Site Selection 
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SJMC-2019-08-19/317 
Moved By Councillor Collins 
Seconded By Councillor Burton 

That the recommendation contained in the above cited decision note be 
deferred pending review of the petition tabled by Councillor Korab. 

For (3): Councillor Burton, Councillor Hickman, and Councillor Collins 

Against (7): Mayor Breen, Deputy Mayor O'Leary, Councillor Lane, Councillor 
Stapleton, Councillor Jamieson, Councillor Korab, and Councillor Froude 

MOTION LOST (3 to 7) 
 

SJMC-2019-08-19/318 
Moved By Councillor Korab 
Seconded By Councillor Collins 

That Council approve Mundy Pond Park as the future site location of the 
H.G.R. Mews Community Centre Replacement. 

MOTION CARRIED 
 

 

15.4 Other Business Raised by Councillors 

 

1. Councillor Burton 

 Councillor Burton suggested that rims be installed around 
garbage bins to hold pop bottles so they can be collected for 
recycling. The matter was referred to Clean St. John’s and the 
Parks Department. 

 Councillor Burton requested that the Final Report of the 
National Inquiry into Missing and Murdered Indigenous Women 
and Girls be circulated among Council and Staff. 

 

2. Councillor Collins 
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 Councillor Collins requested that Staff consider the location of 
any new splash pads and advise of any plans for future Splash 
Pads. 

 

 

16. ADJOURNMENT 

There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at 6:34 pm. 

 
 

_________________________ 

MAYOR 

 

_________________________ 

CITY CLERK 
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City of St. John’s  PO Box 908  St. John’s, NL  Canada  A1C 5M2  www.stjohns.ca 

 
 
Title: Application to Rezone Land to the Commercial Neighbourhood 

Zone for a Lounge and Eating Establishment (Pub and Eatery) 
MPA1800006 
75 Airport Heights Drive 

 
Date Prepared:   August 20, 2019 
 
Report To:     His Worship the Mayor and Members of Council  
 
Councillor & Role:  Councillor Maggie Burton, Planning and Development Lead 
 
Ward:    1 
 
Decision/Direction Required:  
To consider a rezoning application for land at 75 Airport Heights Drive from the Commercial 
Local (CL) Zone to the Commercial Neighbourhood (CN) Zone to allow for a Lounge and 
Eating Establishment use. An amendment to the St. John’s Municipal Plan is required.  
 
Discussion – Background and Current Status:  
The City has received an application for a pub and eatery at 75 Airport Heights Drive. The 
property is currently zoned Commercial Local which does not allow a Lounge or Eating 
Establishment use. The applicant has requested to rezone the property to Commercial 
Neighbourhood in which Lounge and Eating Establishment are discretionary uses. The 
properties surrounding 75 Airport Heights Drive are zoned Residential Low Density (R1) and 
majority of the properties are dwellings apart from two vacant lots adjacent to the property on 
the western side.  
 
The property is designated Residential Low Density (RLD) under the City of St. John’s 
Municipal Plan and applies to those areas characterized by a predominance of single detached 
dwellings. The current Commercial Local Zone is permitted under the RLD District, however, a 
rezoning to the Commercial Neighbourhood (CN) Zone would require a Municipal Plan 
amendment to the Commercial General District as the CN Zone allows for more commercial 
uses than the CL Zone.  
 
The existing building at 75 Airport Heights Drive was built as a Daycare Centre and was 
rezoned in June 2018 to the CL Zone to accommodate commercial uses such as an office, 
take-out or hair salon. The same applicant is now asking to rezone the land to CN for a pub 
and eatery. The development will require 17 parking spaces. The applicants have proposed 10 
parking spaces and have requested parking relief for 7 spaces. The applicant’s justification for 
parking relief is that the property is within walking distance to the adjacent residential 
neighbourhood and that there is on-street parking on the opposite side of the street from 40 
Airport Heights Drive to Canso Place. 
 

DECISION/DIRECTION NOTE 
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75 Airport Heights Drive 
 
The proposed rezoning was advertised on three occasions in The Telegram newspaper and 
was posted on the City’s website. Property owners within 150 metres of the application site 
were notified. The City has received a mixed reaction from the residents respecting the 
proposed restaurant and lounge. While there have been many residents who expressed 
concerns regarding the development, many others have given support for the proposal. 
Objections for the development include concerns regarding increased number of cars parked 
on the street, increased noise, a decrease in property value, increased vandalism and litter, ( 
including a concern about rodents) and that the proximity of the subject property to Roncalli 
Elementary School and the nearby seniors complex will create traffic problems.  
 
The applicants are proposing the business will operate from 11am to midnight on weekdays 
and from 11am to 1am on weekends. Further, they wish to have a family friendly restaurant 
during the evening and would be able to accommodate kids until 9pm. As a liquor license 
cannot be issued until the development approval stage, the Newfoundland and Labrador 
Liquor Corporation (NLC) may include additional conditions. Concerns regarding increased 
drinking and driving if the Lounge is approved have also been raised. While we appreciate the 
concern regarding public safety, drinking and driving is regulated by provincial and federal 
legislation. The NLC would also regulate if video lottery terminals (VLT) would be permitted on-
site, dependant on the type of liquor license that is issued.  
 
With respect to noise, the applicants are proposing that bands would not be permitted, and 
musicians would be limited to one-man acoustic solos on weekends only. Please note, while 
they may propose this type of entertainment, the City would not regulate the type of musicians 
at their venue. The property would be subject to the City‘s Noise By-Law.  
 
There were no concerns raised by the City’s Traffic Engineering Division regarding the 
reduced off street parking spaces or the potential of increased traffic. With respect to 
residential properties adjacent to the proposed use, as per Section 8.5.1 of the Development 
Regulations, a 3 metre landscaped area or a screen at least 1.8 metre in height shall be 
provided where a Commercial Use adjoins a Residential Use. The applicants have proposed a 
1.8m fence surrounding the subject property.   
 
Given the support for the application, it is recommended that the proposed amendments be 
adopted-in-principle. Should Council adopt the amendments, following provincial release, a 
Commissioner’s Public Hearing will be scheduled. The Public Hearing will give residents with 
objections another opportunity to state their concerns prior to final approval of Council.  
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75 Airport Heights Drive 
 
 
Key Considerations/Implications: 
 

1. Budget/Financial Implications: Not applicable. 
 

2. Partners or Other Stakeholders:  
Neighbouring residents and property owners.    

 
3. Alignment with Strategic Directions/Adopted Plans:  

A Sustainable City – Plan for land use and preserve and enhance the natural and built 
environment where we live.  
 

4. Legal or Policy Implications:  
An amendment to the St. John’s Municipal Plan and Development Regulations is 
required.   
 

5. Privacy Implications: Not applicable. 
 

6. Engagement and Communications Considerations: 
Advertisement of the proposed amendment.  
 

7. Human Resource Implications: Not applicable. 
 

8. Procurement Implications: Not applicable. 
 

9. Information Technology Implications: Not applicable. 
 

10. Other Implications: 
Parking relief of 7 spaces is being considered.  
 

Recommendation:  
That Council adopt-in-principle the resolutions for St. John’s Municipal Plan Amendment 153, 
2019 and St. John’s Development Regulations Amendment 700, 2019. A map amendment to 
the Municipal Plan is also required to re-designate the property from the Residential Low 
Density District to the Commercial General District. As well, this would rezone 75 Airport 
Heights Drive from the Commercial Local (CL) Zone to the Commercial Neighbourhood (CN) 
Zone, to allow consideration of a Lounge and Eating Establishment.   
 
If the amendments are adopted-in-principle by Council, they will be sent to the Department of 
Municipal Affairs and Environment with a request for provincial release. Once the release is 
received, the amendments will be referred back to a future regular meeting of Council for 
consideration of l adoption and the appointment of a commissioner to conduct a public hearing, 
as required by the Urban and Rural Planning Act. 
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Decision/Direction Note  Page 4 
75 Airport Heights Drive 
 
Prepared by/Signature: 
Ann-Marie Cashin, MCIP – Planner III, Urban Design and Heritage 
 
 
Signature:    
 
 
 
Approved by/Date/Signature: 
Ken O’Brien, MCIP – Chief Municipal Planner 
 
 
Signature:    
 
AMC/dlm 
 
Attachments:  
Amendments 
Location Map 
Site Plan 
CN Zone Table 
Public Submissions 
 

G:\Planning and Development\Planning\2019\Mayor & Council\Mayor - 75 Airport Heights Drive August 26 2019(amc).docx 
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RESOLUTION 
ST. JOHN’S MUNICIPAL PLAN 

AMENDMENT NUMBER 153, 2019 
 
WHEREAS the City of St. John’s wishes to allow a Lounge and Eating Establishment at 
75 Airport Heights Drive. 
 
BE IT THEREFORE RESOLVED that the City of St. John’s hereby adopts the following 
map amendment to the St. John’s Municipal Plan in accordance with the provisions of 
the Urban and Rural Planning Act. 
 

Redesignate land at 75 Airport Heights Drive [Parcel ID#46595 & 145223] from 
the Residential Low Density (RLD) Land Use District to the Commercial 
General (CG) Land Use District as shown on Map III-1A attached. 

 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the City of St. John’s requests the Minister of 
Municipal Affairs and Environment to register the proposed amendment in accordance 
with the requirements of the Urban and Rural Planning Act, 2000. 
 
IN WITNESS THEREOF the Seal of the City of St. John’s has been hereunto affixed 
and this Resolution has been signed by the Mayor and the City Clerk on behalf of 
Council this ____ day of _________________, 2019. 
 
 
 
 
 
______________________________  ______________________________ 
Mayor       MCIP 

I hereby certify that this Amendment has 
been prepared in accordance with the 
Urban and Rural Planning Act, 2000. 

 
 
 
______________________________                                                     
City Clerk 
 
 
 
 
 
             
Council Adoption     Provincial Registration 
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AIRPORT HEIGHTS DR

CRAMBRAE ST
ARGUS P

L

RLD

RLD

RLD

CITY OF ST. JOHN'S
MUNICIPAL PLAN
Amendment No. 153, 2019
[Map III-1A]

AREA PROPOSED TO BE REDESIGNATED FROM
RESIDENTIAL LOW DENSITY (RLD) LAND USE DISTRICT
TO COMMERCIAL GENERAL (CG) LAND USE DISTRICT

2019 08 22  Scale: 1:750
City of St. John's
Department of Planning, Development
& Regulatory Services

I hereby certify that this amendment
has been prepared in accordance with the
Urban and Rural Planning Act.

Mayor

City Clerk

Council Adoption Provincial Registration

M.C.I.P. signature and seal

75 AIRPORT HEIGHTS DRIVE
Parcel ID 46595, 145223
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RESOLUTION 
ST. JOHN’S DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS 

AMENDMENT NUMBER 700, 2019 
 
 

WHEREAS the City of St. John’s wishes to allow a Lounge and Eating Establishment at 
75 Airport Heights Drive.  
 
BE IT THEREFORE RESOLVED that the City of St. John’s hereby adopts the following 
map amendment to the St. John’s Development Regulations in accordance with the 
provisions of the Urban and Rural Planning Act, 2000. 
 

Rezone land at 75 Airport Heights Drive [Parcel ID#46595 & 145223] from the 
Commercial Local (CL) Zone to the Commercial Neighbourhood (CN) Zone 
as shown on Map Z-1A attached.  

 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the City of St. John’s requests the Minister of 
Municipal Affairs and Environment to register the proposed amendment in accordance 
with the requirements of the Urban and Rural Planning Act, 2000. 
 
IN WITNESS THEREOF the Seal of the City of St. John’s has been hereunto affixed 
and this Resolution has been signed by the Mayor and the City Clerk on behalf of 
Council this ____ day of ___________________, 2019.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
________________________________  ________________________________ 
Mayor       MCIP 

I hereby certify that this Amendment has 
been prepared in accordance with the 
Urban and Rural Planning Act, 2000. 

 
 
 
 
_________________________________ 
City Clerk 
 
 
 
 
________________________________  ________________________________ 
Council Adoption     Provincial Registration 
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CITY OF ST. JOHN'S
DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS
Amendment No. 700, 2019
[Map Z-1A]

AREA PROPOSED TO BE REZONED FROM
COMMERCIAL LOCAL (CL) LAND USE ZONE TO
COMMERCIAL NEIGHBOURHOOD (CN) LAND USE ZONE

75 AIRPORT HEIGHTS DRIVE
Parcel ID 46595, 145223

2019 08 22   Scale: 1:750
City of St. John's
Department of Planning, Development
& Regulatory Services

I hereby certify that this amendment
has been prepared in accordance with the
Urban and Rural Planning Act.

Provincial Registration

Mayor

City Clerk

Council Adoption

M.C.I.P. signature and seal
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Tel:

www.stantec.com

Stantec Consulting Ltd.

141 Kelsey Drive

St. John's NL A1B 0L2

(709) 576-1458

RANDY PATEY

75 AIRPORT HEIGHTS DR.

133348530

PROPOSED SITE PLAN

1 - STAMPED 2019.08.05

CSK1

N

1:250

2.5 7.5 12.5m

1. AERIAL IMAGERY AND LIDAR INFORMATION PROVIDED

BY THE CITY OF ST. JOHN'S.

2. ALL WORK TO BE COMPLETED IN ACCORDANCE TO

CITY OF ST. JOHNS SPECIFICATIONS.

WARREN G. MARTIN

19.08.05

(Member-in-Responsible Charge)

Signature or Member Number

STANTEC CONSULTING LTD.

PERMIT J0291

PROVINCE OF NEWFOUNDLAND AND LABRADOR

ENGINEERING

pegnl

05371
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St. John’s Development Regulations   Section 10- Page | 42  
 

10.17 COMMERCIAL NEIGHBOURHOOD (CN) ZONE 
 
  (See Section 5.1.4 - Development Above the 190 Metre Contour) 
 
10.17.1 Permitted Uses 
 
  Residential: 
 
  (a) Dwelling Units located in the second and/or higher Storeys of a Building  (1995-12-08) 
              (2007-04-05) 
 
  Public: 
 

(b) Library 
(c) Adult Day Care Facility (subject to Section 7.2) 

 
Commercial: 

 
(d) Bakery  
(e) Bank (Subject to Section 7.30)       (2012-06-29) 
(f) Clinic 
(g) Commercial School 
(h) Custom Workshop 
(i) Dry-cleaning Establishment 
(j) Laundromat 
(k) Office 
(l) Parking Area 
(m) Printing Establishment  
(n) Retail Store 
(o) Service Shop 
(p) Sign Maker's Shop  
(q) Veterinary Clinic 

 
 Recreational: 
   
  (r) Park  
   
  Other: 
 
  (s) Public Utility  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CN         
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St. John’s Development Regulations   Section 10- Page | 43  
 

10.17.2 Discretionary Uses (subject to Section 5.8) 
 
  (a) Car Washing Establishment (Subject to Section 7.30)    (2012-06-29) 

(b) Car Sales Lot         (2007-09-07) 
(c) Church          (1998-05-29) 
(d) Day Care Centre (subject to Section 7.6) 
(e)  Eating Establishment (subject to Section 7.21)(Subject  to 7.31)  (1995-09-15) 
              (2012-06-29) 
(f)  Lounge (subject to Section 7.21)       (2014-06-06) 
(g) Private Park          (2007-10-05) 

 (h)      Recycling Depot (provided the site is not located 
  in a Residential Land Use District of the  
  St. John's Municipal Plan)             (1997-11-21) 

 
(i) Rental Storage Use (subject to Section 7.23)     (2008-07-18) 
(j) Service Station and Gas Bar (Subject to Section 7.30)    (2012-06-29) 
(k) Small Scale Wind Turbine        (2012-06-01) 
(l) Take-Out Food Service (Subject to Section 7.30)    (2012-06-29) 
(m) Taxi Business 

 
10.17.3 Zone Requirements 
 

(1) The following requirements shall apply to all Commercial and Institutional Uses: 
 

(a) Lot Area (minimum)    900 square metres 
(b) Lot Frontage (minimum)    30 m 
(c) Lot Coverage (maximum)    50% 
(d) Gross Floor Area used exclusively for a  
 Commercial Use shall not exceed   9000 square metres 
(e) Floor Area Ratio maximum)   1.0 
(f) Building Height (maximum)   3 Storeys 
(g) Building Line (minimum)    7 m 
(h) Side Yards (minimum)    1 m per Storey 
(i) Side Yard on Flanking Road (minimum) 6 m 
(j) Rear Yard (minimum)    6 m 
(k) Landscaping on Lot (minimum)   Subject to Section 8.5 

  (2) All other uses: 
   As determined by Council 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CN 
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1

Elaine Henley

From:
Sent: Wednesday, August 14, 2019 11:33 AM
To: CityClerk
Subject: 73-75 Airport Heights Drive

AUG 14, 2019 —  City Council Members, 
As a concerned neighbour of 73-75 Airport Heights property, we are opposed to the proposed rezoning of the 
property to a Commerical Neighbourhood(CN) with respect to a Lounge and eating Establishment. 
We respectfully ask for a no zoning change on this property not because we are anti-growth but because we 
feel that this does not fit in with the current residential properties. 
 
 1. This is a walking route for neighbourhood students to the Roncalli Elementary School. The increase in 
traffic flow at this rezoning area is a notable risk to students and other pedestrians.  
 
2. Recently a Seniors Complex was built in the area less than 500 Meters from the proposed establishment. 
This combined with the proposed property will only add to the increased traffic in the area. 
 
3. Lack of genuine neighbourhood engagement – It's my understanding that no meetings where held to gather 
feedback from the area. This is an opportunity for the developer to inform the neighbourhood of plans and 
engage in dialogue which will consider and address neighbours’ concerns.  
 
4. City Noise By-Law No. 1405 Section 3-1 
No person shall emit or cause or permit the emission of sound resulting from an act listed herein, and which sound is 
clearly audible at a Point of Reception: 

(1) The operation of any electronic device or group of connected electronic devices incorporating one or more 
loudspeakers or other electro-mechanical transducers, and intended for the production, reproduction or amplification of 
sound.  
 
 For the foregoing reasons, we urge you to vote against this proposed rezoning. The neighbourhood is willing 
to work with developers to create an acceptable property but a lounge has no place in a residential area so 
close ( less than 20 Meters) to some residential properties.. 
 
‐‐  
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1

Elaine Henley

From:
Sent: Thursday, August 15, 2019 9:28 AM
To: Planning; CityClerk; Deanne Stapleton
Subject: Rezoning Airport Heights Drive

Hello, 
 
I am emailing regarding a rezoning application for a Lounge and Eating Establishment on 73‐75 Airport Heights 
Drive.  Given the notice for rezoning was only distributed to residences within 150 meters of the proposed 
establishment, and it provides no information on the business except that it will be a Lounge and Eating Establishment, 
it leaves little opportunity for the whole community of Airport Heights to participate and provide comments/feedback 
on an establishment that could have significant impact (both positive and negative) on the community as a whole. 
 
As per your notice of rezoning I am requesting additional information on the proposed establishment.    

1. Will the establishment be a lounge (Bar) with some food provided? OR 
2. Is the establishment a family restaurant which also serves alcohol? 
3. Will there be an outside area for patrons (i.e. outdoor dining/drinking area)?  If so, how does the city ensure a 

balance within the neighborhood allowing the nearby residents' continued peaceful enjoyment of their 
properties with a potential bar/pub in their backyards? 

4. What considerations have been given to allow for ample parking for the establishment as the existing parking 
area is quite small. 

5. What are the hours of operation?   
6. Can you provide a copy of the application for rezoning with the Airport Heights Community? 

New businesses in Airport Heights are a positive step forward and bring diversity and opportunity to the community. 
Overall I am not opposed to a restaurant/bar in the neighborhood but given the little information provided to the 
Airport Heights community, and the location of the proposed establishment, I would like additional information.  
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1

Elaine Henley

From:
Sent: Thursday, August 15, 2019 9:52 AM
To: CityClerk
Subject: Aph zoning pub

The community of Airport heights would benefit greatly from such an establishment. Most of us are 
parents and to have a neighbor pub/ restaurant would be such a service. 
To grab a meal or an evening beverage with live music and still stay in our community would 
contribute to the quality of life “up here” immensely. 
Hope it goes !!! 
Thanks 
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1

Elaine Henley

From:
Sent: Thursday, August 15, 2019 11:23 AM
To: CityClerk
Subject: Pub in Airport Heights

   
Hello  
 
I understand that there was recently an application made to the city to open a neighbourhood Pub on Airport Heights 
Drive. 
 
I moved to Airport Heights seven years ago (close to the proposed location) and feel like we are extremely isolated with 
very few amenities. I would love to see a place in this community where my family and I could go for supper and maybe 
listen to a little live music. 
We often take our children to O'Reilly's on a Saturday afternoon for a bite to eat and listen to local musicians. I believe 
that Airport Heights could be a great community if there was something to bring people together. In fact when I moved 
to Airport Heights I started an annual summer block party to try to get to know more of my neighbours. It is now in its 
5th year and is a great success. 
 
Airport Heights desperately needs something like this to help foster a community atmosphere.  
 
Please consider approving this application. 
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1

Elaine Henley

From:
Sent: Thursday, August 15, 2019 2:43 PM
To: CityClerk
Subject: 73-75 Airport Heights Drive (lounge eatery proposal)

As a resident of Airport Heights I support this proposal for a lounge eatery @ 73‐75 Airport Heights Drive. 
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1

Elaine Henley

From:
Sent: Thursday, August 15, 2019 3:41 PM
To: CityClerk
Subject: 73-75 Airport Height drive

Hi, 
 
I would like to express that I am against the rezoning application for a lounge and eating established at the above named 
address. This is not something myself and a number of my neighbours want in our neighborhood! I live at   
St.  I want to keep this a family friendly site. No lounges. No alcohol. No VLTs.....etc. 
 
Thanks, 

 
 
Get Outlook for Android 
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1

Elaine Henley

From:
Sent: Thursday, August 15, 2019 8:33 PM
To: CityClerk
Subject: Comments regarding the re-zoning at 73-75 Airport Heights Drive

Please note that we do not give consent to share our email address to the public. 
 
We reside on Argus Place and have grave concerns regarding the rezoning of the old daycare at 73/5 Airport Heights Drive, unless 
significant changes are made regarding the parking capacity at that site to adequately cater to the anticipated patrons at the 
proposed lounge/eating establishment. 
 
Each time the building has been used since the closing of the daycare (e.g. election headquarters), the egress to Argus Place has 
been untenable.  
 
Users of that building habitually use Argus Place as supplemental parking as it is the closest available parking once the few, 
insufficient spaces at the "daycare" are occupied. The vehicles are parked at the entrance to our street resulting in a situation where 
the residents cannot safely enter or exit nor can they safely access the community mailboxes (located at the entrance to the street) 
without double parking. This makes proceeding down the cul‐de‐sac dangerous for a third or fourth vehicle entering or exiting the 
street. 
 
The above statements are factual observations, not anticipated concerns. We experience these dangerous conditions each time the 
building is used by another party.  
 
The people proposing this venture have posted on our community Facebook page and it is evident they have no intention of adding 
sufficient parking for their customers. They are of the highly optimistic impression that their customers are going to walk to the 
venue rather than drive. While I am sure some customers will walk, many residents of Airport Heights drive a short distance to the 
local corner store and cannot even manage to park in the designated spots as they feel they are too far from the door. 
 
For Argus Place, evening parking during the winter will adversely affect snow clearing.  Evening parking during the summer months 
will adversely affect the safety of our cul‐de‐sac, especially for children who live on the street. Parking  all year will affect safety of 
entering and leaving Argus Place. 
 
The dire parking situation is made worse by the current elderly people's home being constructed next to Roncaly Elementary School 
which will have its own parking needs, and the parking prohibition on the same side of Airport Heights Drive as the proposed lounge 
and eating establishment. 
 
We object to the proposed lounge and eating establishment at 73‐75 Airport Heights Drive, on the basis of the above.  
 
 
From:  
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1

Elaine Henley

From:
Sent: Thursday, August 15, 2019 9:42 PM
To: CityClerk
Subject: APH Bar

Just sending my support for the proposed pub and grill on airport heights drive. Fantastic idea and 
great place to bring the community together! Love to have a place after work to relax and converse 
with fellow professionals and community members! Hope this goes ahead! 
 
Sent from my iPhone 

36



1

Elaine Henley

From:
Sent: Thursday, August 15, 2019 10:38 PM
To: CityClerk
Subject: Pub in Airport Heights

Hi,  
As a member of the city of St. John’s I am writing this email to say I am all for the idea of a pub here 
in Airport Heights.  Scott Kent is one of the parties involved.  I hope that this email will negate a 
negative e-mail sent to you by a concerned citizen of airport heights.  I think that a pub or any type of 
food establishment is a great addition to our community.  It will be a great spot to bring members of 
airport heights together. 
Thanks, 
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1

Elaine Henley

From:
Sent: Monday, August 19, 2019 6:52 AM
To: CityClerk
Subject: Rezoning application - 73-75 Airport Heights Drive

There are a number of reasons this property should not be turned into a pub. 
 
This is located right next to a school and increases the risk of children being hit by a drunk driver.  
 
This business will likely use VLTs which causes addiction and financial distress. I know it does, I 
worked in a bar in my youth and saw far too many people go bankrupt and spend the whole day 
looking for a payday.  
 
This business is more about delivering alcohol rather than a restaurant. Pub food is not real food. 
 
This business is close to houses that would detract from the quality of life. 
 
This business will be open past 11 on weekends and there are children in the area that will be woken 
by people at this establishment. 
 
This property does not have enough parking for a pub and to expect that the community will walk to 
such places is a risk to the community. There will be individuals that will pick driving over walking. 
 
I would rather another business go in here. A lot of people are opposed to this going in here as there 
are risks involved that I do not see as being acceptable. This building is right next to the school and 
puts our children at risk of being hit by a drunk driver. 
 
Thank you for listening. 
 
Regards, 
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Elaine Henley

From:
Sent: Monday, August 19, 2019 10:01 AM
To: CityClerk
Subject: Rezoning of 75 Airport Heights Drive

I am agreeable with the establishment of a restaurant at 75 Airport Heights Drive. 
  
I do not agree with putting a pub at this location. I do not agree, because of an inevitable increase in impaired 
driving in a residential neighbourhood with many kids, including my own.    
  
Thank‐you, 
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1

Elaine Henley

From:
Sent: Monday, August 19, 2019 11:03 AM
To: CityClerk
Subject: Support for 75 Airport Heights Drive purposed pub / Resturant x 4

Hi,  
We would like to go on record as supporting the 75 Airport Heights Drive purposed pub / Resturant. We live at   (600 meters / 2 
minute drive / 6 minute walk.)  
There are 4 adults  living here who supports it.    
   
Thanks and Regards  
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Elaine Henley

From:
Sent: Monday, August 19, 2019 11:30 AM
To: CityClerk
Subject: Pub/Eatery in Airport Heights

Good Morning!  
 
I'm writing today to express my interest in a pub/eatery going up in Airport Heights. I think the idea is excellent. A great 
addition to our already booming neighborhood! We have just added a Subway and although fast foo is good, it would be 
great to leave my house and walk up the road to sit down for a hot meal and a drink with a friend or my boyfriend. It's 
basically a cheap date night! No cabs home, what a win!! I am in an Airport Heights community group and a lot of people 
are responding negatively to this proposal because of the parking issue... is there anything you can release to the 
residents that are closer to this establishment so they can be aware of your plans with the parking. They are very 
concerned people will be parked in front of their houses/mailboxes, which is silly because if you go for a drive up Airport 
Heights road at ANY given time (even at 11pm) the streets are polluted with cars parked on the side of the road. I think 
this issue should be considered lightly. As someone who has to endure the painful posts in that Facebook group, you will 
have numerous complaints all surrounded by that issue. I hope it doesn't turn the fun away!  
 
Thanks for your time, 
   

42



1

Elaine Henley

From:
Sent: Monday, August 19, 2019 11:47 AM
To: CityClerk
Subject: Pub In Airport Heights

Hi, 
 
As a homeowner and resident of airport heights  ) I am emailing to express my support in this 
proposal and hope the project goes ahead. 
 
Regards, 
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Elaine Henley

From: Deanne Stapleton
Sent: Monday, August 19, 2019 12:28 PM
To:

Elaine Henley
Subject: Re: Proposed Pub / Restaurant at 75 Airport Heights Drive - support

Good Afternoon  
 
Thank you for your email. I have cc’d our City Clerk to have this added to our submissions for this proposal. 
 
Deanne Stapleton  
Councillor, Ward 1 
City of St. John’s  
 
Get Outlook for iOS 

From:   
Sent: Monday, August 19, 2019 11:19:50 AM 
To: Deanne Stapleton <dstapleton@stjohns.ca> 
Subject: Proposed Pub / Restaurant at 75 Airport Heights Drive ‐ support  
  
Hi Deanne 
The 4 adults ( ) living in our home at    , Airport Heights would like 
to go on record as supporting the purposed pub / Resturant. We live   from the proposed site which is 2 
minutes drive/ 6 minutes walk from our home. 
 
Thanks and Regards 

 
Sent from my iPad  
  
Disclaimer: This email may contain confidential and/or privileged information intended only for the individual(s) 
addressed in the message. If you are not the intended recipient, any other distribution, copying, or disclosure is strictly 
prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please notify me immediately by return email and delete the original 
message.  
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Elaine Henley

From:
Sent: Monday, August 19, 2019 1:30 PM
To: CityClerk
Subject: 75 Airport Heights Drive

Regarding the rezoning application for 75 Airport Heights Drive: 
 
As a resident of the Airport Heights community, I fully support this. Airport Heights is a community that needs 
to continue to grow in the direction of bringing residents together and I believe a lounge and restaurant in the 
proposed location would be a great step. It would also fill a gap in local services. 
 
From what I have seen on social media and heard from other residents I believe the applicants are very eager 
to make sure all residents are OK with the proposal and to address any concerns. I think this behaviour and 
level of engagement bodes well for the future operation of the restaurant and lounge.  
 
I would also like to address two concerns that I feel may arise from this application: 
 
1. The concern of traffic ‐ The increase in traffic would likely not occur during our peak times of congestion, eg 
school pick up and drop offs. The hours of operation will be outside of those hours and therefore should not 
affect congestion. Also, being a local establishment it would be easy to simply use active transportation such 
as walking or biking to the business ‐ which would decrease needs for parking and mitigate traffic concerns at 
the same time. If the City is faced with this concern please keep my comments in mind. 
 
2. The concern of property values decreasing. As the city is already likely aware, from 2018‐2019 in relation to 
the proposed location the houses directly behind, on the left and right and directly opposite showed an 
average decrease of 5.87%. Every house surrounding that location showed a decrease ranging from ‐ 2.72% to 
‐7.92%. House prices are decreasing irrelevant to any changes in the neighbourhood. This might be relevant if 
that concern is raised. 
 
Thanks, 
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Elaine Henley

From:
Sent: Monday, August 19, 2019 1:45 PM
To: CityClerk
Subject: Pub on aph drive

Hello, 
 
I am a home owner and resident in airport heights and figured I would send off an email in support of 
the proposal to turn the old daycare on airport heights drive into a pub. We have nothing of the sort in 
the area and it would be a great place to get together with fellow neighbours and friends.   
 
Thanks, 
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Elaine Henley

From:
Sent: Monday, August 19, 2019 3:35 PM
To: CityClerk
Subject: Airport heights re-zoning

Hello,  
 
I live about 250 meters from the proposed new pub in Airport Heights and I fully support the 
development. We need something like this in our area and I look forward to it opening.  
 
Thanks   
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Elaine Henley

From:
Sent: Monday, August 19, 2019 10:12 PM
To: CityClerk
Subject: 75 Airport Heights Drive

I want to comment that a lounge in this area is a great idea! Would love to see it happen! 
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Elaine Henley

From:
Monday, August 19, 2019 10:35 PM

To: CityClerk
Subject: Pub in airport hgts

I agree support the proposal of this pub. I hope it goes ahead! I’m a resident of airport heights.  
 
Thanks!  
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Elaine Henley

From:
Sent: Tuesday, August 20, 2019 3:08 PM
To: CityClerk
Subject: Airport Heights Pub

I am in full support of the APH Pub as it would be amazing for the community. 
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Elaine Henley

From:
Sent: Tuesday, August 20, 2019 3:37 PM
To: CityClerk
Subject: Pub in airport heights

I am emailing to show my support for a local resteraynt/pub in the community of airport heights. I like at 31 Malka 
Drive, and think this is a wonderful opportunity for our neighbourhood.  
 
Cheers, 
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Elaine Henley

From:
Tuesday, August 20, 2019 3:42 PM

To: CityClerk
Subject: Rezoning Application for 75 Airport Heights Drive

Good afternoon, 
 
I am writing in response to the Rezoning Application for 75 Airport Heights Drive. 
 
I live in Airport Heights and I am not in support of this rezoning for these purposes.  While I do support more business in 
Airport Heights, I have concerns about any kind of bar or lounge in that area.  The property borders residential 
properties and the main road through our neighborhood.  An establishment that has even a partial focus on the 
consumption of alcohol or includes VLTs can lead to an increase in driving while impaired, an increase in inappropriate 
public behaviors, an increase in noise in the neighborhood, increased difficulty parking along that section of Airport 
Heights Road, and further enable gambling abuse an addiction, a major problem in our province. 
 
I have seen many comments on social about this application and I know it is polarizing.  On the whole, I am certainly in 
favor of business in the neighborhood.  But a bar, so close to family homes, so close to where our children play, so close 
to where my wife and I often walk with our child, seems like not a good fit.  I understand that some of the individuals 
proposing this establishment live in the area and I have no doubt they want the best for our community.  But this 
particular proposal is greatly concerning and I am not in support. 
 
Thank you for the consideration. 
 
‐‐  
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Elaine Henley

From:
Sent: Tuesday, August 20, 2019 3:51 PM
To: CityClerk
Subject: New pub in Airport Heights

 
I totally support this proposal  
Thank you  
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Elaine Henley

From:
Sent: Tuesday, August 20, 2019 3:59 PM
To: CityClerk
Subject: Proposed lounge in Airport Heights

Hello, 
 
I wanted to express my support for the lounge application for Airport Heights. I think it’s a great idea if 
it respects the residential surroundings. There should be no VLT’s, and maybe hours should be 
restricted to midnight at latest. Operate as a true community pub and lounge with food, where families 
can go.  
 
Thanks  
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Elaine Henley

From:
Tuesday, August 20, 2019 4:24 PM

To: CityClerk
Subject: Airport Heights

I fully support the proposal to open a Pub/Eatery on Airport Heights Drive. I think this is a great idea to enhance the 
Airport Heights community and look forward to supporting it.   Thank you 
Get Outlook for Android 
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Elaine Henley

From:  
Sent: Tuesday, August 20, 2019 4:45 PM
To: CityClerk
Subject: LOUNGE and Eating Establishment

My name is  and I live at  
 
I STRONGLY object to this type of establishment in my neighborhood. 
 
I would assume that many objectors have talked about the proximity to the school,  traffic congestion and speed 
etc. 
 
My house is approximately halfway between the school and the proposed establishment. 
 
As it presently exists  Airport Heights Drive is a speedsters paradise. When people see the 30 mph posting it 
would appear that  they believe it means watch for police and not school children (don't want to get a ticket) but 
not all slow down.  50 mph seems to be an invitation to pick up speed. 
 
If I had a radar gun, camera and the ability  to issue tickets, I would be a rich man. 
 
Don't add to this problem by creating new ones. 
 
Neighborhoods are very important to developing good citizens. 
 
Thank you, in advance, for your consideration. 
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Elaine Henley

From:
Sent: Tuesday, August 20, 2019 6:11 PM
To: CityClerk
Subject: Application for a Lounge and Eating Establishment at 75 Airport Heights Drive

Hello, 
I am e‐mailing to voice my support for the application for a proposed lounge and eating establishment at 75 
Airport Heights Drive.  
I fully support this business idea and think it would be a great addition to the neighbourhood! There is 
currently no where to go for a bite to eat or a drink in the neighbourhood or even very close nearby and I think 
this would be successful and beneficial. I live on Turnberry Street, less then 250 meters from the location and I 
am in full support! 
 
Thank you 
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Elaine Henley

From:
Sent: Tuesday, August 20, 2019 6:54 PM
To: CityClerk
Subject: Proposed Family Restaurant/Pub in Airport Heights

Good Afternoon, 
 
I would like to show my full support the proposed new family restaurant/pub in Airport Heights.  I think 
it would be a great addition to the community. 
 
My name is  
 
Thank you, 
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Elaine Henley

From:
Sent: Tuesday, August 20, 2019 7:13 PM
To: CityClerk
Subject: Airport Heights Pub

Hello, 
 I've been a community member of Airport Heights my entire life. Living in Airport Heights, having to go out to eat or 
drink or just have a fun time can be difficult if you're a student living on minimum wage because the nearest places to 
enjoy yourself are an expensive cab fare away. Having a local place would not only open job opportunities for myself and 
other students in the neighborhood, it will bring the community together on an unprecedented level. I hope my opinion 
is heard and I appreciate you taking your time to read my email.  
Thank you. 
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Elaine Henley

From: >
Sent: Tuesday, August 20, 2019 7:36 PM
To: CityClerk
Subject: Opinion on pub eatery airport heights. 

Hi, 
I live on  and my wife and I are all for a new pub/eatery establishment in the 
old daycare building. 
 
Hope it’s approved! 
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Elaine Henley

From:
Tuesday, August 20, 2019 7:48 PM

To: CityClerk

FYI:I support the idea of a pub on Airport Heights Drive. 
 

 
 

 

 
 
 
 
Sent from myMail for iOS 
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Elaine Henley

From:
Sent: Tuesday, August 20, 2019 9:03 PM
To: CityClerk
Subject: Airport heights bar 

Hello, I am a resident of airport heights. I live at , I just wanted to send an email to 
tell you that I’m in full support of the pub/eatery that has been proposed to replace the unused 
daycare on airport heights drive! I think this would be a great opportunity for aph. 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Elaine Henley

From:
Wednesday, August 21, 2019 8:56 AM

To: CityClerk
Subject: Application 75 Airport Heights Drive

Dear Sir or Madam, 
 
I am writing in regards to the application to develop a restaurant/Pub on 75 Airport Heights Drive.  For the most part I 
am in support of commercial development in Airport Heights and generally have no great opposition to this particular 
establishment.  However I believe in order for it to be successful in a residential neighbourhood several issues would 
need to be considered/addressed. 
 
Proximity of the bar/restaurant to family homes near by.  Consideration must be given to the residents and their families 
who live in close proximity to the proposed establishment.   I am not one of those families (and am grateful not to be 
close to it), but do have concerns on their behalf in terms of noise coming from the establishment including patrons 
smoking outdoors, drunken patrons leaving the building, loud music, etc.   
 
I understand the City is willing to waive the on‐site parking requirements given the applicant indicates there is significant 
support in the community of Airport Heights for the pub/restaurant and feels patrons will walk rather than drive?  This 
seems to be pure assumption on the part of the applicant or generated through general Facebook posts....and therefore 
I would equally like to make an assumption that given the minimal number of parking spaces available and our general 
inclement weather, the establishment will cause an increase in on‐street parking for Airport Heights Drive and 
surrounding streets.  How will this be addressed during the winter on‐street parking ban?   The City should not be 
waiving minimum parking requirements based on assumptions from the applicant.  Increased on‐street parking impacts 
all residents of the area. 
 
The establishment will be accessible to families with children which I fully support.  However given it is a family 
pub/restaurant it should not have VLT Machines on the premises which promote gambling in the presence of young 
children. 
 
I truly am in support of the application but believe some adjustments need to be made to ensure it is a good blend with 
the existing community.   I am one of the few in the area who are delighted with the new Assisted Living Facility and feel 
that a restaurant/pub will add to the community, attract families, create employment, and ensure that unoccupied 
buildings in the area are fully utilized and not left vacant. 
 
I believe the key to approving this application is to ask whether or not you would want to live immediately next door to 
it?  If not, why not?....noise, parking issues, late operating hours, decreased property values of your home, public 
drunkenness after patrons leave the building to walk home, garbage control and increase rodents, etc.   If these issues 
can be addressed such that you would be willing to live next door to it, then I fully support it!   
 
Thank you for accepting and considering my comments on this issue. 
 
Kind Regards, 
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Elaine Henley

From:
Wednesday, August 21, 2019 10:53 AM

To: CityClerk
Subject: 73 Airport Heights rezoning 

I love the idea of this proposal. I live on , nearby, and would love to go to this 
establishment.  
 

Thanks 
 

 
 

Comment by 9:30am Tuesday, August 27, 2019 on a rezoning application for a Lounge and Eating 
Establishment at 73 Airport Heights Drive. 
 

For more details including how to comment, see: stjohns.ca/public-notice/… 
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Elaine Henley

From:
Sent: Wednesday, August 21, 2019 3:51 PM
To: CityClerk
Subject: Office of the City Clerk

Submitting my support for proposed pub and eatery 75? Airport Heights Dr. (Former Daycare) 
 

 
 

 
 
 
Sent from my Samsung Galaxy smartphone. 
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Elaine Henley

From:
Sent: Thursday, August 22, 2019 10:06 AM
To: CityClerk
Subject: Rezoning 75 Airport Heights Drive

Good day, 
 
My name is  , I live at   and I wanted to make a comment to council about the 
proposed rezoning of 75 Airport Heights Drive. 
 
As I live in the immediate area, I want council to know that I am unconditionally against this rezoning for 
many reasons. To make this easiest to get my point across I will make my points in bullet form so that points 
can be spoken to individually by council: 
 

1. First and foremost the biggest concern I have is that living in the immediate area of an establishment 
like this is going to raise safety concerns. Currently, at any given time during night you can look out the 
window to see people walking up and down Turnberry Street and Airport Heights road. With this 
establishment in place, the "foot‐traffic" is only going to increase. We have already had our vehicles 
broken into several times and having a late night establishment near by will only increase the chances 
of this happening again. 

      2. Drug use tends to accompany late night establishments. There has already been numerous used needles found on 
the road in the immediate area, this will only increase with a late night establishment near by. The children in the 
immediate area are coming of the age that they are out on their bikes and playing outside, each year there are a few 
more added to their groups. Would any of our council members promote having THEIR children or grandchildren around 
such activity? 
 
      3. Our property value is going to decrease significantly because of having something like this near by, what working 
professional is going to want to live next to something loud like this? We didn't buy our house with the intention of living 
in an entertainment district. Does the City plan to lower our property taxes to coincide with this? Perhaps offset the loss 
on the house sale? We will have to leave in order to be comfortable in our own homes? 
 
      4. I question whether there will be video lottery terminals put in this establishment? I challenge council to go to any 
establishment in the city that has a VLT during any hour of the day and I guarantee you will find that they are not empty. 
VLT's is a cultural challenge in Newfoundland and Labrador as a whole as well as St. John's. What comes with VLT use is 
alcohol consumption, public intoxication and impaired driving. Don't be naive to think that this establishment will be any 
different, also keep in mind that the proposed area is right next to a school zone! 
 
 
As a resident of Turnberry street for 4 years now, my significant other and I moved there hoping to find our home and 
we have. We both work good jobs and we hope to some day raise our kids in the area. What we didn't sign up for is to 
live in an entertainment district, if we wanted that we would have chosen our first house differently. The area is right on 
the cusp of being a thriving family neighborhood with more and more kids each year being seen on the roads playing. I 
think by allowing an establishment like this to set up is going to destroy the momentum of one of the nicer areas in St. 
John's. The family homes will turn into rental properties and you will have another lower end section of St. John's. When 
you make your decision on September 3rd please keep the families in the area in your thoughts. We in particular locked 
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into a 5 year fixed rate term for our mortgage 4 years ago, so your outcome will decide whether I renew or put up a for 
sale sign on our house. And I can attest that many of my neighbors are thinking the same. Please do right by the local 
residents. 
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Elaine Henley

From:
Thursday, August 22, 2019 11:15 AM

To: CityClerk
Subject: Pub on airport heights drive. Not in Favor

Hi, I live on   in the airport heights area and i am writing to say my family and I do not like the idea of a 
pub coming to our community.   
I think this opens a door for other Pubs/bars to open up around us. I moved to the airport hegihts area because I felt 
safe and there's little to no noise here. A pub will bring noise especially to the houses near by! Late night partying, 
pandhandling (always comes with pubs/bars/clubs) drug users (legal or not). I paid more to live in this area and not 
downtown! There are so many children in this area and It wouldn't be right to expose them to that. I know that a lot of 
people think its a good idea but it really isn't.  The cons out weigh the pros. Please consider everything I said 
 
 
Thank you, 
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Elaine Henley

From:
Sent: Thursday, August 22, 2019 11:24 AM
To: CityClerk
Subject: Airport Heights Bar/Lounge

Hi there, 
I am sending my approval of the bar/lounge application. My fiance and I  live a couple of streets away, 

, and we are both looking forward to this.  
 
Thanks, 
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Elaine Henley

From:
Sent: Thursday, August 22, 2019 11:57 AM
To: CityClerk
Subject: 73-75 Airport Heights Drive

Good afternoon; 
 
My name is   and my address is   St. John’s , NL 
 
I am writing today as a concerned resident in regards to the proposed restaurant/pub on 73‐75 Airport Heights Drive. 
 
I am opposed to this type of establishment being put so close to our neighbourhood. If I wanted to move next door to a 
pub I would of moved to Torbay Road.  I am concerned about the noise, especially during the summer months when 
people will be outside. There are many families on our street with children. This pub will essentially be in our backyard. 
People will move and our area will turn into a rental area. No one on our street wants this. We want to keep our quiet 
neighbourhood and the city should not be allowed destroy that. 
 
I also do have to add that one of my biggest concerns is the Rats. Ever since the new seniors complex has started next to 
Roncalli, Airport Heights (Especially our area) has been infested with Rats. The city was contacted and nothing was ever 
done. My neighbour has caught 14 in the past two weeks in his backyard. This is absolutely a problem. I cannot even go 
in my backyard now to enjoy it because I am petrified.  
 
Firstly; by creating this type of establishment, there will be construction. This will also disturb that rats and make them 
more active. Secondly; it will be a food establishment. This will create the rats around. They will never leave.  
 
I will also add that while I did receive a letter in the mail no one came by my house to discuss this like has been 
rumoured.  
 
If you have any questions please feel free to contact me. 
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Good afternoon, 
 
I am writing to let you know that I am opposed to the lounge/pub/bar/whatnot that has been 
proposed for Airport Heights Drive.  My primary concerns are the proximity to the school, my 
experiences with living near a similar business in one of my previous homes, and fit in the area 
combined with the fundamental issue of the rezoning required. 
 
In terms of the proximity of the school, our crossing guard has been nearly struck and had to 
dodge people driving through the crosswalk on multiple occasions.  We have had to watch 
several vehicles blow through the crosswalk when crossing on the evening and weekends. 
There have been multiple vehicles drive over the crossing narrowing, and the sign has been hit 
on occasion, and there is no knowledge of how the new (massive) seniors complex with affect 
traffic patterns as is.  Though many proponents say they will walk to the location (covering both 
traffic and impaired driving concerns), they don’t walk with their children to school, to the 
convenience store, or to the mailboxes in the area.  Look at the complaints regarding parking 
due to construction, school opening, etc.  I don’t see this changing, particularly with our 
inclement weather for a good portion of the year.  
 
When I lived near a lounge in a previous home, I experienced a number of occasions where 
people mistook the turn nearby and ended up on my lawn.  In one instance a neighbour just left 
their car in my driveway, crossed my yard and walked to their house.  This area is popular for 
young families such as mine due to proximity to the school, and it is regarded as a generally 
quiet area where kids ride their bikes, skateboards, scooters, etc.  This city has had a number of 
high profile cases of people driving drunk and killing people, be they pedestrians or bikers, and 
the business may be better served being in a less central location.  I also have concerns 
regarding operating hours and noise levels for much the same reasons.  The proponents have 
made many promises in terms of opening hours, noise limits, etc but these mean virtually 
nothing as once the business is in place things will change as required to make the business 
profitable (VLTs, outdoor noise, etc).  You can’t make a long term decision based on a short 
term promise. 
 
I just don’t think it’s a fit for the area.  I would understand rezoning it as residential in terms of it 
fitting better with surrounding homes, etc. In general I disagree with rezoning unless there is a 
demonstrated need, and while a bar/lounge is a want of some people (outside the 150 m area). 
If there was going to be a doctor opening a family practice in the location (which is certainly 
needed in the city) it would not increase the likelihood of impaired driving, and would not inhibit 
the ability of people in the area to enjoy their own backyards, etc. and might make sense.  I do 
not drink, would not have bought a home near a bar after my previous experiences, and believe 
it is irresponsible to rezone in this instance, and in a way disrespects the intent of homeowners 
in the area.  
 
I ask you to weigh the concerns of those residing within the area of the proposed location, and 
consider that while many others may be in favour, they do not actually have to live near the 
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business, or to deal with the repercussions at a time when the real estate market is substantially 
depressed.  Perhaps there is new development coming in the area where it would be a better fit, 
or in the Major’s Path area where there is less residential development.  
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Elaine Henley

From:
Sent: Thursday, August 22, 2019 12:53 PM
To: CityClerk
Subject: Rezoning Application for 73-75 Airport Heights Drive

To City Clerk, 

My name is   and I live at    I received a notification (i.e. within 150 

meters) about a Rezoning Application for a Lounge and Eating Establishment at 73 – 75 Airport Heights Drive.  I am 

writing to record my intense displeasure with this application.  There are numerous reasons why this application 

MUST BE REJECTED and I expect it to be rejected unanimously.  Placing a Lounge/bar in the middle of a Subdivision is 

horrible idea. The following are several reasons this application must be rejected. 

1. Having a lounge/bar right next to homes will severely reduce property values of homes in close 
proximity. I can see the building from my deck and I will be one of those people whose property value 
will be negatively affected.  I have worked very hard to maintain my house but to have a business come 
in and adversely affect my property value through no fault of my own is beyond frustrating. It’s 
infuriating. Would anyone on City Council buy a home next to a lounge/bar? 

2. The noise from this establishment will reduce the quality of living for the residents nearby; this would 
especially be the case in the summer.  The owners will probably look to increase profits by adding a 
deck and will be playing music for the patrons.  As I said earlier, I can see the building from my back 
yard and deck.  My home is a two story building, my kids bedrooms are in the back of our house and 
any noise coming from the building will negatively affect my children going to sleep in the evening. 

1. I note the city has had complaints from people in the downtown about bars and restaurants 
playing music on their decks but have no authority to stop it, basically go “call the police.”  So it 
only seems logical if you approve this application the home owners nearby will have very little 
recourse. Don’t forget these houses where there before this building was there.  And the land 
was residential as recently as last year. (https://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/newfoundland‐
labrador/longs‐hill‐george‐street‐midnight‐noise‐law‐1.5236673) 

3. Roncalli Elementary is within 300 meters, which is much too close for a lounge/bar to be to an 
Elementary school.  Kids will be walking past this establishment every school day.  If this application is 
passed, the City Council will have introduced a grave danger to the children in the neighbourhood.  City 
Council will have increased the chances of a child being hurt or killed by a driver under the influence of 
alcohol.  Is the City of St. John’s willing to increase the city’s liability to this situation? 

4. Smokers.  There will be people standing outside all hours of the day and night out for a smoke.  This 
will not only be disgusting but it’s showing our kids very bad habits.  The provincial government spends 
a great deal of money trying to prevent kids from smoking with programs in school and that all goes to 
waste when the kids in the neighbourhood see groups of adults standing around smoking, laughing and 
having a good time.   

5. People outside the bar with a few beers in them will become very loud quite quickly and this will 
reduce the livability of the homes in close proximity to the lounge/bar.  Everyone in City Council I’m 
sure has experienced a house party within earshot and the loud voices of intoxicated people.  The 
sound travels very easily in the evening\night. 

6. There is limited parking in the parking lot, it was never designed for drivers staying there for up to 3 or 
4 hours.  You will get people parking on the main road and the side streets. This will increase 
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congestion on an already very busy road especially when kids are going to and leaving school (I have no 
information what food they are going to prepare so it may actually include breakfasts, therefore 
increased traffic in the mornings). 

7. As with any lounge/bar, VLT’s are a fact of life.  I’m strongly opposed to any VLT’s as they destroy 
families.  I can almost guarantee the lounge/bar will want to add VLT’s.  If the owners are similar to 
other owners they will try to maximize profits by adding as many VLT’s as possible.  The Captain’s 
Quarters come to mind as a bar that has divided up their building to increase the number of VLT’s.  
What stops these owners from doing that as well? 

 

I also want to note, there seems to be some support for this Lounge/Bar but from what I can tell these supporters are 

either friends of the owners or are a significant distance from the Lounge/Bar and therefore it doesn’t negatively affect 

them.  They have nothing to lose unlike the residents close by. 

I want to reiterate my STRONG DISAPPROVAL to this application.  The city has helped developed a wonderful 

community and it would be a shame and very disappointing for the city to make a decision which will negatively affect a 

large number of Airport Heights residents.  Please reject this application, do not pass with provisions as those provisions 

will eventually fall by the wayside. 
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19 August 2019 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Office of the City Clerk 
PO Box 908, 
St, John’s, NL 
A1C 5M2 
cityclerk@stjohns.ca 
 
 
Dear Sir/Madame, 
 
Re:  Proposed Re-Zoning of 73-75 Airport Heights Drive, St. John’s, NL: 
 
We are the owners of 81 Airport Heights drive, a private residential home.  I am writing in 
response to recent correspondence I received from the City, which arrived by mail 12 August 
2019.  This is regarding a proposed rezoning of 73–75 Airport Heights Drive, a former Daycare.  
This property was originally zoned Residential Low Density (RLD).  In July 2018, the proponent 
was granted a re-zoning to Commercial Local (CL), which allowed some commercial usage.  
However, the proponent is now requesting a further re-zoning to Commercial Neighborhood 
(CN), to allow the property to be converted into a pub and eatery. 
As the homeowners and tax payers of 81 Airport Heights drive (3 properties away), we 
strongly object to the proposed further re-zoning of this property for a number of legitimate 
reasons, as follows: 
 
1. Neighborhood Character and Property Values 
When I purchased my home, I did so because it was in a quiet, family-friendly residential area, 
not a commercial zone.  All adjacent housing is designated Residential Low Density, and a pub 
would be inconsistent with the neighborhood.  I have invested significant funds into the 
property and pay municipal taxes with the understanding that this is, and would remain, a low 
density residential area.  Adding a pub would change the character of this beautiful, family 
friendly neighborhood where people live and go to school.  It would lose its appeal to working 
families and lower the property values.   
Arbitrarily changing the zoning to allow for a pub should not be permitted in a well-established 
residential area in St. John’s.  Why put a pub/lounge in amongst family owned residences?  This 
is inconsistent with the adjacent housing and neighborhood. 
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2. Safety - Children 
The Newfoundland and Labrador English School District regulations do not provide bussing for 
students living within 1.6 km of their school, forcing many of these children to walk to/from 
school.  Roncalli Elementary is a K-6 school with 440 students which is located at 130 Airport 
Height Road, only 350m from 73-75 Airport Heights Road.  The young children walking to/from 
school will be sharing the roads and sidewalks with partially intoxicated patrons and drivers 
from the lounge.  This will put our children at greater risk. 
References: 
https://www.nlesd.ca/includes/files/policies/doc/1484678775720.pdf 
https://roncallielementary.nlesd.ca/about 
 
3. Safety – Public:  Increased Traffic 
Airport Heights Drive is a busy road with both automobile and bicycle traffic.  It will become 
even busier shortly when Lane’s Retirement Living opens nearby and shares the roadways.  
Installing a lounge with partially intoxicated patrons who will go behind the wheel on busy 
streets will further increase traffic and create a public safety issue. 
 
4. Peaceful Enjoyment 
The late-night hours of operation for a lounge do not match the normal schedules of working 
families.  Noise, lighting and the coming and going of people late at night will interfere in the 
lives of families in the adjacent areas.  This should not be tolerated in a quiet residential area in 
St. John’s. 
 
5. Parking 
The re-zoning information package provided by the City states that the property requires 17 
parking stalls.  The proponents propose to only provide 10 stalls, and request relief for the 
additional 7 stalls, which they say will be offset by walking patrons and those parking on the 
street.  Residents will not want random vehicles frequently parking in front of their properties, 
with patrons running back and forth across the road to the pub, with no crosswalk.  Also, what 
will happen in the wintertime when vehicles are not permitted to park overnight to allow snow 
clearing?  This will entice some intoxicated patrons to drive home, to avoid a ticket, rather than 
take a taxi.  Otherwise, the parked cars will interfere with overnight snow clearing. 
 
6. Alternate Locations Are Available Nearby 
The Stavanger Drive area is nearby (approx. 2 km) and is a much more appropriate location for 
this type of business.  There are already several pubs in that area.  Furthermore, with the recent 
Costco move and commercial decline and increased vacancies, a move into that area should be 
welcome.  For those neighbors wishing to use a nearby lounge, they can drive to the Stavanger 
Drive area in 5 minutes or walk in 30min. 
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7. Setting a New Precedent 
This property has already been re-zoned once.  Re-zoning it a second time to allow a pub in this 
well-established residential area will set a precedent for other commercial businesses wanting 
to move into the neighborhood.  It will become more commercial and lose its family-friendly 
character, perhaps becoming full of strip malls, and other pubs or similar establishments.  This 
does not appear to follow the intent of the City’s “Healthy Neighborhood” and “Good 
Neighbour” policies set forth in the municipal plan. 
 
 
In conclusion, we believe that allowing a pub and eatery at 73–75 Airport Heights Dr. should 
not be approved.  Furthermore, the rezoning of residential properties in this area to allow pubs, 
or other similar establishments in the future, should not be permitted in this well-established 
residential area. 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 
CC 
Deanne Stapleton 
Councilor Ward 1 
PO Box 908, 
St, John’s, NL 
A1C 5M2 
dstapleton@stjohns.ca 
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Elaine Henley

From:
Sent: Thursday, August 22, 2019 1:51 PM
To: CityClerk
Subject: 73-75 Airport Heights drive

 
 

 
Just want to say as a resident I support the development at 73‐75 Airport Heights Drive. 
 
Tks, 
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Elaine Henley

From:
Thursday, August 22, 2019 6:16 PM

To: CityClerk
Subject: 73-75 Airport Heights Drive

 
Good evening, 
 
Sending this email in regards to my support for the proposed development for 73‐75 Airport Heights Drive.  
 
This would be a great addition to our community and my fiance and I give this our full support. 
 
Others who are opposed have stated this will cause drinking, loud music, smoking outdoors, etc. All of these things and 
more could and are caused by a normal next door neighbour therefore I do not believe these are valid reasons to deny 
this request. 
 
 
 
Thanking you in advance, 
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Elaine Henley

From:
Sent: Thursday, August 22, 2019 7:24 PM
To: CityClerk
Subject: Proposed Bar in APH

 
Hi my name is  I own a property on . and I’m writing you today to beg 
the city to please NOT allow this property to become a lounge. I’m going to make a few points as to 
why, 
1) The property is literally right in my neighbors backyards. The area is full of young children because 
these homes were built for families with the proximity to the school Roncalli Elementary being the 
high selling point of these homes. I have already talked to a real estate agent friend who said if a 
lounge goes there most likely landlords will start buying homes off the ppl in the backyard of the 
lounge as they will sell for the cheapest just to get out. That in turn will have other neighbors moving 
there families as well.  
2) My daughter was in the last class going to that daycare, the owners who are proposing this 
wouldn’t put money into the building because a “Daycare” wasn’t profitable enough. That was over 4 
years ago, that property is not in very good shape and would cost a small fortune to turn into a food 
establishment. The prices there will have to be very high in order for them to pull a profit. I have 
worked in the food service industry my whole life the cost of food, wages, insurance etc etc it is not a 
big enough space which means it will be a lounge mainly. 
3) we already have a problem with Rats in the area. Ever since that seniors home has started to be 
built Rats are a huge problem in the area. A food establishment will only make it worse. 
4) If I’m right that the restaurant part won’t succeed and it turns into just a lounge then our kids will 
have to walk home from school past the possibility of drunks out smoking or even worse the smell of 
marijuana smoke. For that matter the same thing for our children out playing after school. Which 
brings to light my point of people selling their houses in my first point. 
 
I’m all for having this kind of establishment in the community but this is certainly not a good location. 
The owners of the property have not been willing to have any kind of discussion and never even 
consulted the homeowners surrounding the area as they said that they did. The only notification we 
received was a letter from the city. They made a decision to invest in this property and when a 
daycare wasn’t pulling in the profits they wanted they tried to sell it to no avail, because the building is 
not in good shape. I don’t think it is fair that myself and my neighbors should have to take the risk of 
losing money on our homes that are built for families next to a elementary school so that these people 
can make money off a risk they took for a business opportunity. I know many people will be emailing 
you guys in support of this but the only voices that should matter are the people affected that 
surround the property, and I know for a fact that none of those people are in favour of this and from 
what I said above why would they? Would you?  
Sent from my iPhone 
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Elaine Henley

From:
Friday, August 23, 2019 8:21 AM

To: CityClerk
Subject: Pub and restaurant at 73-75 Airport Heights Drive

 
I think it’s the perfect idea! I’m in total agreement! 
Sent from my iPad 
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Elaine Henley

From:
Sent: Friday, August 23, 2019 8:26 AM
To: CityClerk
Subject: Restaurant @73-75 Airport Heights Drive

Agreement with this venture. 
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Elaine Henley

From:
Sent: Friday, August 23, 2019 11:20 AM
To: CityClerk
Subject: Application -75 Airport Heights Drive

Hi there,  
 
My name is , my spouse and I live at   I would like to pass along 
our thoughts about the application for 75 Airport Heights Drive, we fully support this idea.   We would 
be so excited for this application  to be passed.  We could a short walk from our house, which we 
cannot do to any other food establishment.   We enjoy family meals out especially in the summer, it 
would be a huge perk that both my spouse and I can have a drink and walk home.  This would be a 
huge benefit to the community as we could join the rest of our neighbors for a social gathering on a 
spur of the moment, without having to travel very far.  Also, we are supporting out locals in our very 
own Airport Heights Community.   We are really looking forward to going here on a regular basis and 
would be very upset if it does not pass with the City.    The lounge and eatery establishment's music 
would not disrupt the other neighbors as the eatery would close by 11 pm on weekdays. 
 
Feel free To contact me if you would like anything else further . 
 
Thank you, 
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Elaine Henley

From:
Sent: Friday, August 23, 2019 1:56 PM
To: CityClerk
Subject: 73 -75 Airport Ht drive

Writing to include support for The new city proposal for The pub and Rest at airport heights 
road. I am in full support and think it would be a great neighbourgood community venture. 
Thanks 
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Elaine Henley

From:
Sent: Friday, August 23, 2019 2:54 PM
To: CityClerk
Subject:

I think the pub is a great venture.  People have the negative view of a pub being loud music drunks and drunk driving. 
Me I see it as a way for a community to socialize.  
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Elaine Henley

From:
Sent: Friday, August 23, 2019 9:22 PM
To: CityClerk
Subject: Opposition to Rezoning of 73-75 Airport Heights Drive

To whom it may concern,  

I am writing to express my opinion on the proposed new restaurant and lounge on 73‐75 Airport Heights Drive, and the 

associated rezoning to a Commercial Neighborhood Zone.  I live very close to this area, and I am strongly opposed to this 

establishment being placed here. 

I am not against the idea in itself; for anyone who wishes there was a gathering place or local pub/bar in Airport Heights, 

I’m sure it will be a great thing.  However, this location is not appropriate, for several reasons: 

One: We moved to this location in early 2018, and did so because of our proximity to the elementary school and the 

general quiet, clean atmosphere in the area.  If we, and the other people in the surrounding area, wished to live near a 

local pub and the associated noise, etc., we would have done so.  This area is zoned residential.   

Second: Although there is nothing wrong with having a business here, per se, this establishment will be open until 12 or 

1 am each evening, whereas any other business here to date would have closed at regular daytime working 

hours.  Especially with the proposal of an outdoor area for the facility, which is completely understandable for this type 

of business, I don’t see how noise, and potentially cigarette and marijuana smoke, will not be an issue for surrounding 

residences.  

Third: There is already a serious issue in St. John’s with people choosing to drink after they have consumed 

alcohol.  There is no evidence to suggest that people are more likely to walk, although I’m sure some will; if anything, I 

think proximity will mean that they will think it is less of a big deal to drive the distance to their home. 

Fourth: We are a very short, walkable distance away from Major’s Path and other areas such as Radio Range Road that 

are a) already largely zoned for business, and b) have far fewer residences in the immediate vicinity of business areas. 

They are also not in the vicinity of a school.  There are definitely other areas that could be explored that could still result 

in those in favor getting what they want. 

Fifth: It is unfair to create a situation where the property value of surrounding residences will be reduced, in an already 

shaky economy, due to their proximity to a bar. 

There are plenty of places in St. John’s for people to go and have a drink if they so desire, and to gather with friends at 

the end of the workday or on a weekend.  Just because there is no current facility that meets these wants (because, at 

the end of the day, this is far from an essential service) in Airport Heights directly, and it would boost community morale 

for some, does not mean that this is an appropriate location for it.  

Further, it is not even entirely clear what the final intent is for the business itself, in terms of VLTs, the potential for 

outdoor space which will mean even greater potential for noise, etc.  This makes it difficult to be convinced that things 

will not change for the worse if the business does not initially do well.  
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I hope that the city will take into account the feelings and opinions of, and potential negative consequences to, those 

who will be directly affected by this decision. 

Thank you, 
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Elaine Henley

From:
Sent: Saturday, August 24, 2019 11:37 AM
To: CityClerk
Subject: Airport Heights pub full support

As a resident of airport heights, I just wanted to send an email to show my full support for a pub in the 
neighbourhood! Thanks  
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Elaine Henley

From:
Sunday, August 25, 2019 1:15 PM

To: CityClerk
Subject: No to Airport Heights Pub/Restaurant

Hello, 
 
Please consider this my vote as a NO to the proposed pub on Airport Heights Drive. As a mother of a small child, I moved 
to airport Heights to escape this exact sort of establishment in my neighbourhood. There are plenty of places to eat and 
drink within close proximity to the area and no need to introduce such a business. To believe that a bar/pub/restaurant 
will not bring unwelcome behaviour is naive and I do not want the additional risk of accidents and belligerence so close 
to home.  
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Elaine Henley

From:
Sunday, August 25, 2019 11:03 PM

To: CityClerk
Subject: 73-75 Airport Heights Drive Rezoning Application

 

 

 
To Whom it May Concern, 
 
I am writing to express my concern with the application to rezone 73‐75 Airport Heights Drive to allow the 
owners of the property to use the building as a lounge.  As you can see on the map that was provided we 
share a backyard with this property.  When we purchased the home in December of 2015 we chose this 
property over others because it is located in a residential area and is very close to Roncalli Elementary School 
where both our children attend.   
 
Members of the community share many concerns with this property becoming a lounge: 
This is a residential area which is home to many young families.  A bar/lounge isn't appropriate in a location 
that is surrounded by homes.   
Increased traffic potentially making it dangerous for children walking to and from school as this is a direct 
route to Roncalli Elementary. 
There are currently only seven parking spaces available at this location which isn't sufficient to operate a 
business of this type.  This will result in customers having to park on the street increasing congestion on the 
road and affecting neighboring homes.   
Airport Heights already has issues with rats.  The storage of food waste at this location will certainly increase 
this problem.   
It has been stated that there will be live musical entertainment performing many times throughout the week 
which will certainly be heard by surrounding homes.   
 
On a personal level I have many concerns as well: 
My backyard is approximately 15 feet from the back of this building.  I can see into the building from my 
home, deck and yard.  I will have no privacy and will not feel comfortable with customers able to see in my 
home and yard.   
I have small children, my wife and I both work and are in school as well and I am concerned with the noise that 
will come from the building. 
Having a lounge in my backyard will certainly decrease my property value (as well as other homes around 
mine) and also make it difficult to sell in the future.   
I have spoken to many of the neighbors who are directly affected by this property and only one of them was 
approached by the owners although they state they spoke to everyone or left a letter.  All of the home owners 
bordering the property are against this proposal as well as many others in the subdivision.   
 
I don't feel a residential neighborhood is a suitable location for a lounge.  This location borders four homes all 
of which have children living in them and our properties and families will be negatively affected. 
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I hope you take our concerns in consideration while making this decision.   
 
Sincerely, 
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Elaine Henley

From:
Sent: Monday, August 26, 2019 9:55 AM
To: CityClerk
Subject: Rezoning application 73-75 Airport Heights Drive

I would like to express my opposition to the rezoning application.  
There is no need for a lounge and eating establishment in Airport Heights. Within close proximity to here there are 
already a number of lounge/eating establishments. 
 
E.g.  close proximity to the airport, on Stavanger/Aberdeen and Torbay Road.  
 
Airport Heights is a residential neighbourhood and I see no need for this type of establishment anywhere in here. There 
are plenty of places for people to go and have a drink/food. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 

  
  

 
 
 
 

     M    
m      m  

 

Virus-free. www.avg.com  
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Re:  #73-75 Airport Heights Drive  
 
Office of the City Clerk 
City of St. John’s 
P.O Box 908 
St. John’s, NL 
A1C 5M2 
 
August 25, 2019 
 

 
 

 
 

 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
We are writing this letter regarding the recent notification received from your 
department about a submitted application to rezone #73-75 Airport Heights Drive to 
a Commercial Neighbourhood Zone, so that a Lounge and Eating Establishment can 
be considered to occupy this property in the near future. 
 
Since we are a family living adjacent to this property, we are submitting this letter of 
disapproval with the reasons we are opposed to such an establishment being 
approved in a quiet, residential neighbourhood.  Many residents of Airport Heights 
are opposed to this property being used for the purpose of a lounge, in which alcohol 
and live music are a part of the initial plan, and from our understanding the plan to 
develop the outdoor area that also belongs to this property.  Many people living in 
close proximity of this building are not in favour of this change.  This type of 
establishment has no place in a residential area, largely made up of families with 
children and in such close proximity of neighbouring homes.  I’m sure there are other 
places in Airport Heights that a lounge could go without interfering with the peaceful 
enjoyment of others next door.  There are currently two similar types of 
establishments near the Airport Heights area within a very short distance.  Clancy’s 
Kitchen and Bar is a short 1.3 km drive from #73-75 Airport Heights Drive.   The 
restaurant offers casual dining and has a bar/lounge on site offering bar services and 
plenty of parking.  The Best Western Plus is another facility with a restaurant and 
lounge offering bar service, as well as an outdoor terrace and parking.  Both of these 
locations can be used by the general public.  When considering the location of 
Viscount Street in Airport Heights and many of the neighbouring streets, these are 
actually about the same distance as the location of #73-75 Airport Heights Drive. 
Viscount Street is located a short 1.2 kilometre drive from Clancy’s Kitchen and Bar 
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and approximately a 3 kilometre drive from the Best Western Plus.  When 
considering the walking distance from these locations, Viscount Street is a mere 500 
metres from the Best Western Plus, but far enough away that the location of the 
hotel/restaurant/bar has no impact on the residential homes in Airport Heights. 
There is absolutely no need for another lounge/bar in the Airport Heights area. 
Maybe those living in the Airport Heights area are unaware that such a location 
exists so close to this neighbourhood.  Personally, we were not aware of such a 
location until the debate over this proposed establishment arose.  Our family, like 
many other people in this area can foresee a slew of issues if this goes ahead. 
Parking issues and traffic congestion will likely be one of the issues.  There is a 
school about 400 metres from the proposed location.  The proposed hours of 
operation are during school hours (11 a.m on weekdays).  The children use this 
route to walk across both the entrance and exit of this property to get home from 
school.  Airport Heights Drive is a very busy street when school is dismissed in the 
afternoon, with both children walking and vehicles travelling to pick up children.  At 
this time in the afternoon, the school area, as well as the area surrounding the 
school, including Airport Heights Drive and surrounding streets are congested with 
people and cars.  The city already has an issue with traffic/parking in this area.  A 
city patrol officer frequents the area when school is dismissed, ticketing people who 
are illegally parked.  There is a huge Seniors Complex that is newly built next to 
Roncalli Elementary.  This tentative opening of this complex is in 2019. 
Unfortunately, we don’t know yet what impact this complex will create in regard to 
traffic.  Surely, it will increase considering the  type of complex that it is.   The 
property of #73-75 Airport Heights Drive also has parking issues itself.  There are 
currently 7 parking spaces and 1 wheelchair accessible space on site.  Even with 
restructuring the lot, where would enough additional parking be available to 
accommodate staff, as well as customers.  There are two vacant lots located to the 
immediate right of this property, but to my knowledge this is privately owned by 
someone.  There is no on street parking on that side of the street (Turnberry to 
Gairlock is a no parking zone on the same side as #73-75 Airport Heights Drive and 
includes a Metro Bus stop directly in front of the property).   On the opposite side  of 
the street there is no parking, and there is another Metro Bus stop directly in front of 
#72 Airport Heights Drive.  What you will have are people who will illegally park on 
private property, as well as illegally park on Airport Heights Drive and using the 
cul-de-sac across the street (Argus Place).  We know this because we saw it first 
hand when the last two elections were ongoing.  This proposed property was 
occupied by two separate political parties at that time and these parties 
leased/rented the building short term during their campaigns.  Each time they 
occupied the building, they filled up the few parking spaces that were on site.  They 
also used the individual’s vacant (but private) property at #77-79 Airport Heights 
Drive to park illegally.  They also proceeded to park in front of our home, blocking 
each side of our driveway from a clear visual of oncoming traffic when we were 
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pulling out of our driveway.  They used Argus Place to park in the cul-de-sac.  They 
illegally parked in No Parking zones along Airport Heights Drive.  These issues will 
surely continue once an establishment that requires many parking spaces, but 
cannot accommodate the parking on site.  It was already suggested by someone on 
social media that maybe people could use the school parking lot if parking spaces 
are full at the location (if it were to be approved).  I am sure the school wouldn’t 
appreciate a citizen suggesting their already congested lot during school hours, to be 
used by a business that are in no way associated with them.  Not to mention that the 
school is also used in the evenings throughout the school year for various events 
that requires parking. 
 
We have been living in the home next to this proposed location since 2002 and can 
tell you that when the property was occupied as a daycare, there was very little 
space needed for parking.  Parents would park their vehicle for 5 minutes or so to 
pick up their children and then they would be gone from the premises.  These pick 
ups normally happened at different times and when the lot did become full, people 
would simply wait a couple of minutes until someone pulled out of the space.  It is 
not the same with an eating establishment and bar.  Many may walk, but we cannot 
assume that.  What about those who drive to the location and then consume alcohol 
and decide to park their car overnight?  What about the continuous flow of people 
going into the establishment and those that stay there for hours on end for the 
entertainment and possibly Video Lottery Terminals?  There is the possibility of 
people continuously going in and no one coming out until closing time.  That is the 
point of the live entertainment isn’t it - a night out?  The owners of the property claim 
that the “live” entertainment will be a single musician and only acoustic.  How do we 
know that won’t change after the business is established.  All of these things have to 
be considered when putting such a place in a residential neighbourhood.  
 
Then there is the building itself and what it will be used for.  The owners state a 
“family-friendly” atmosphere.  The fact of the matter is that any type of place that 
serves alcohol and has live music will elicit nuisance noise that people in 
neighbouring homes will be forced to listen to.  There is a backyard area on this 
property.  From our understanding, the owners are seeking future use of the outdoor 
area.  That is very interesting considering one of the owners (David Brazil)  knocked 
at our door a couple of months ago and the first question we asked, “Will the outdoor 
area be used during business hours?”  We were assured that the outdoor area would 
not be used by the public during business hours, only to find out over the past few 
days that indeed their proposal is asking for a future outdoor area.  What will the 
outdoor area be used for?  Even if it is used as an area that people can eat and 
drink, is it fair for neighbours to who oppose this establishment to have to deal with it 
on a daily and nightly basis?  Absolutely not!  Also, consider smokers and off course, 
legalized marijuana.    Smokers will be smoking somewhere in close proximity of the 
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building and unfortunately with houses so close in distance, in close proximity of 
neighbouring homes as well and maybe even on our properties.  We are certain that 
the majority of neighbours do not want to listen to a bunch of socializing individuals, 
smoking and consuming alcohol, literally in their backyard at 12 or 1 a.m in the 
morning.  I know we don’t!  Many people, our own family included, bought a home in 
this location because of the close proximity to the school, as well as the 
family-oriented, quiet nature of the community.  A Lounge and Eating Establishment 
like this will likely take all of that away.  No more peaceful enjoyment of our own 
property.  There are things that go hand-in-hand with establishments that serve 
alcohol and are open late at night.  The majority of people go there for the purpose of 
food and/or entertainment and/or VLTs.  Sadly, that entertainment can turn into 
excessive drinking, drugs, altercations, litter, cigarette butts, and other things left for 
neighbouring homeowners to clean up.  Again, this is not an assumption.  The 
previous election parties mentioned in this letter did so.  There were cigarette butts 
and litter scattered everywhere in the front and back of the building at #73-75 Airport 
Heights Drive.  This litter did not get cleaned up by the people occupying the 
building.  It was left to blow around in the wind and for someone else to clean up. 
Who cleaned up their litter and mess?  We did!   The homeowner was left to clean 
up the mess of those using this building.  This also leads to the ongoing rat issue. 
This area over the last several years has had a huge rat problem.  A place like this 
will not help that problem and like many others, we foresee it getting worse.  It only 
takes a little litter left outside to add to this ongoing issue. 
 
After speaking with someone in the planning department with the city months ago, 
he also agreed that there are very few areas in the metro area that have a pub 
amongst privately owned houses and in such close proximity.  Our property borders 
this property and there is NO distance between the properties.  Can you imagine?  0 
metres between two properties, and we have occupied this same property for the 
last 17 years, and now to find out that our potential neighbour might be a public 
lounge?  Unacceptable!  Where our property boundary ends, theirs begins.  Even the 
distance between the building of the proposed property and our house is ONLY 6m. 
Neighbouring homes are just as close, maybe  even closer.  And what will this do to 
the property value of surrounding homes?  Surely it will decrease!  Looking at the big 
picture and the logic of it, how many families would want to live next door to 
lounge/pub/bar?  Maybe yes, to a playground, a school, a convenience store, but a 
lounge - NO!  We are in favour of development, and we are certainly in favour of 
development of the property at #73-75 Airport Heights Drive, but something other 
than a lounge please.  Another location for this particular Lounge and Eating 
Establishment should be considered.  This needs to be developed into something 
that will not destroy the peaceful enjoyment of what was always deemed a 
residential area.  It SHOULD NOT be approved to be in such close proximity of 
family homes. 

109



1

Elaine Henley

From:
Monday, August 26, 2019 2:22 PM

To: CityClerk
Subject: Fwd: 73-75 Airport Heights Drive Rezoning

 
 
 
 
Sent from my Samsung Galaxy smartphone. 

 
 

Office of the City Clerk 

P.O. Box 908 

St. John’s, NL 

A1C 5M2  

  

To Whom it May Concern,  

  

As the legal owner of  , I am writing with concerns regarding the rezoning of 73‐75 Airport Heights 
Drive to a Lounge and Eating Establishment. My property borders 73‐75 Airport Heights Drive. We share a backyard. 
Being a family oriented neighborhood, I am concerned with the noise, odour (deep fryer and garbage odour, cigarette 
smoke, etc), litter and increased traffic, this will bring to the area. Along with this concern, it is also feared that adding 
such an establishment to a residential neighbourhood will decrease property value substantially in the future, not to 
mention the illegal activities, such as the use of marijuana in a public space that is commonly associated with alcohol 
consumption. I would also like to highlight that we already have an issue with rats in Airport Heights, adding dumpsters 
filled with food waste isn’t going to help. My property is home to a family with young children and I strongly disagree 
with this type of establishment bordering our outdoor space. I strongly believe this property is properly suited for a 
doctor’s, dentist or real estate office which operates on a Monday to Friday basis during 8:00am to 5:00pm working 
hours. As an abiding tax paying citizen, please address my concerns and do not allow such a venue to border my 
property. 

  

Confirmation receipt of this email would be sincerely appreciated.  

  

Should you wish to speak with me, I can be reached by telephone at    
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Elaine Henley

From:
Sent: Monday, August 26, 2019 3:09 PM
To: CityClerk
Cc:
Subject: RE: 73-75 Airport Heights Drive

 
 

 
 
RE:  Rezoning Application of 73‐75 Airport Heights Drive to Commercial Neighbourhood (CN) 
 Drive 
 
I am the owner of  . 
 
I have concerns that these properties will be devalued and less saleable if this Application is adopted. 
 
As you are aware, the traffic, late nights, and noise levels will increase  substantially, therefore, making my 
properties less attractive for Residential usage. 
 
Hope my concerns will be considered when making your decision. 
 
 
Yours Respectfully, 
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Elaine Henley

From:
Sent: Monday, August 26, 2019 9:50 PM
To: CityClerk
Subject: Airport Heights Pub

I would like to advise that  supports the idea of a local pub/eatery on airport heights 
dr. It would be lovely to have somewhere local to stop in for some food and a beverage.  
 
Thanks 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Elaine Henley

From:
Tuesday, August 27, 2019 8:41 AM

To: CityClerk
Subject: Rezoning application 73-75 Airports Heights

I am writing to express our concerns regarding the proposed rezoning to include a Lounge and Eating 
Establishment at this location. We are concerned that it would promote impaired driving in a 
residential area.  
Also there are very few parking spaces and the configuration  of the existing parking lot is already 
challenging for the high volume and speed of traffic on that turn.  
We are concerned the development would promote parking on Elderberry Place which is already 
inappropriately used as "overflow” parking for the Mini Mart and when the location was formerly a 
convenience store.  
Elderberry is part of a trail system for walkers and bike riders and non resident parking should be 
discouraged. 
There is already a drug problem in the area witnessed by a needle drop off box in the park across the 
street from the proposed development. Adding liquor license to this area would further erode the 
sense of community and continue to promote undesireable and illicit activity which is already 
pervasive. 
Out of concern for our personal safety and privacy please protect our personal information from public 
release.  
 
Thank you 
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Elaine Henley

From:
Sent: Tuesday, August 27, 2019 8:52 AM
To: CityClerk
Subject: 73-75 Airport Heights

To whom it may concern, 
     I am writing this email 
In opposition to the proposed restaurant and bar at 73-75 Airport Hgts drive. I live directly behind the property and with so 
many young children in this area I think this is a trashed waiting to happen. I am in the industry and I am not aware of any 
other bars that are in such a residential and family orientated area.  Not only that but there is a school within walking 
distance where young kids will be walking by every day. I feel this is no place for a bar or restaurant. Thank you for your 
time. 
 
Sincelry, 
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Elaine Henley

From:
Sent: Tuesday, August 27, 2019 9:29 AM
To: CityClerk
Subject: Purposed Lounge in Airport Heights

To whom it may concern,  
 
I currently own and live at my home at , which as I’m sure you’re aware is in very 
close proximity to the purposed site of a restaurant and lounge. I have some big concerns about this 
possible establishment. First of all, we have been provided with very little detail about the actual plans 
for this establishment, and while I am not directly opposed to a restaurant that serves alcohol, I am 
very very concerned about a drinking establishment that could have loud music late into the nights 
and crowds smoking and causing disturbances outside the building. Parking is a major concern and I 
am certain that the number of vehicles using our street for parking would dramatically increase. We 
have at least 14 children living on our small street alone and I fear for the impact this would have on 
there play areas. I am a shift worker and purchased my home very purposefully in a quiet area for this 
reason. I feel that we need more information and consultation before such a change should be forced 
upon us in our residential neighbourhood.  
 
Thank you, 
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Elaine Henley

From:
Sent: Tuesday, August 27, 2019 2:07 PM
To: CityClerk
Subject: Rezoning application for Airport Heights

 
 

 

 
 
 
To: Office of the City Clerk 
 
 
This letter is in regard to the rezoning application for a lounge and eating establishment in Airport Heights. 
 
Depending on what the idea of the proposal is, I would be in favour for this proposal.  Things I would like to 
see are: 

 A pub style atmosphere: A quiet local within walking distance for "pub grub" and pints.  I strongly 
believe that a new pub serving beer from the many micro breweries that are popping up would work. 

 The hours of operation during the week should not exceed midnight.  Even weekends do not need to 
go much beyond that. 1:00 am maximum if that. 

 I understand that there may be concerns if there was an outside deck.  The only suitable place to have 
an outside deck would be on the front of the building facing Airport Heights Drive.  Would not be fair if 
the deck were on the back, which would be backing the residents behind the building.   (Or NO outside 
deck at all) 

 Strong measures must in place for garbage and food wastes.  Airport Heights already has a rodent and 
rat problem, and this does not need to be escalated by poor housekeeping. 

If this was solely a restaurant, with no liquor license, then to be perfectly honest, I have little or no interest in the 
proposal at all, and would likely not support it.  I am more focused on a small pub within walking distance as the 
community of Airport Heights has nothing at all within walking distance. 
 
 
Kind Regards, 
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City of St. John’s  PO Box 908  St. John’s, NL  Canada  A1C 5M2  www.stjohns.ca 

 
 
Title: St. John’s Municipal Plan Amendment Number 152, 2019 and 

St. John’s Development Regulations Amendment Number 698, 2019 
Rezoning from the Commercial Central Mixed Use (CCM) Zone to the 
Commercial Central Office (CCO) Zone for a hotel and concert hall 
MPA1900001 
9 Buchanan Street, 426 and 430 Water Street 
Applicant: Fougere Menchenton Architecture 

 
Date Prepared:  August 20, 2019 
 
Report To:   His Worship the Mayor and Members of Council  

Councillor & Role: Councillor Maggie Burton, Planning and Development Lead 
 
Ward:  2 
 
Decision/Direction Required:  
Following provincial release of the proposed amendment for 9 Buchanan Street, 426 and 430 
Water Street, Council may proceed and adopt St. John’s Municipal Plan Amendment Number 
152, 2019 and St. John’s Development Regulations Amendment Number 698, 2019.   
 
Discussion – Background and Current Status:  
Fougere Menchenton Architecture, on behalf of the property owner, Steele Hotels Limited, has 
applied for a rezoning to the Commercial Central Office (CCO) Zone in order to accommodate 
a hotel (approximately 36metres - 9-storeys) and a concert hall (approximately 21metres - 6-
storeys). The property is currently zoned Commercial Central Mixed Use (CCM) in which the 
maximum building height is 15metres. A rezoning to the CCO Zone is required in order to 
accommodate the height of the proposed building. A Municipal Plan amendment is also 
required. The proposed development would attach to the existing building at 115 George 
Street West (JAG Hotel) by a pedway over Buchanan Street.  
 
The subject property is designated Commercial Downtown under the St. John’s Municipal 
Plan. In order to allow a maximum height of 10 storeys in a Heritage Area, the Downtown 
Building Control Map (Map III-2) must be amended to allow additional bulk and height at the 
subject property. Further, Section 3.3.4 of the Municipal Plan speaks to specific conditions for 
430 Water Street. A text amendment to this section is required for the development as 
proposed.   
 
The proposed development requires a rezoning to the CCO Zone; a text amendment to the 
CCO Zone respecting setbacks; and an amendment to the Downtown Building Control Map 
(Map F), in order to allow the proposed height. A text amendment to the CCM Zone is also 
require in order to remove a reference to the building currently located at 430 Water Street. 
This text amendment was not previously included in the amendment adopted-in-principle by 

DECISION/DIRECTION NOTE 
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Decision/Direction Note  Page 2 
9 Buchanan Street, 426 and 430 Water Street 
 
Council. The attached amendment has been updated to reflect this change. Within the CCO 
Zone, a Hotel is a permitted use and General Assembly is a discretionary use. Should the 
amendment proceed, it is recommended to advertise the Discretionary Use with the Public 
Hearing notice.  
 
There is currently a parcel of City-owned land at the front of 430 Water Street. During the 
public consultation stage of this proposal, Council stated that they would like to see the 
building give life to Water Street which may be accomplished by a parkette on the City land 
and a public entrance to the hotel from Water Street. From the LUAR, the applicant states 
“There is also an entry to the lobby from Buchanan St. as well as a public entry at Water Street 
connecting the park area to the main floor above, with a generous welcoming stair. The 
entryway and exit directly to this landscaped plaza, will allow staff, users and patrons direct 
access to this outdoor park and layby.” In order to recognize this area as a public space, the 
City is proposing to rezone the City land from the CCM Zone to the Open Space (O) Zone. 
 
Sale of City Land and Air Rights 
The proposed design requires the sale of City land which includes the sale of Hutchings Lane, 
air rights over Buchanan Street, air rights over City land in front of 430 Water Street and an 
easement for the land on Water Street affected by the pillars. At its February 11, 2019 regular 
meeting, Council approved entering into a Purchase and Sale Agreement for the sale of 
Hutchings Lane and sale of air rights at the above-mentioned sites, subject to conditions, 
including but not limited to rezoning and development approval. At the July 8, 2019 regular 
meeting, Council approved an easement for the lands affected by the pillars, subject to 
development approval. 
 
Parking Relief 
For this development, the City requires 70 parking spaces. As proposed in the July 4, 2019 
LUAR, the applicant will provide 68 parking spaces; therefore, if this application proceeds, a 
request will be made to Council for parking relief of 2 spaces.  
 
At its regular meeting on August 5, 2019, Council decided to proceed with the proposed 
amendments and requested that the Department of Municipal Affairs and Environment issue a 
provincial release for the amendments. Provincial release has now been issued for St. John’s 
Municipal Plan Amendment Number 152, 2019 and St. John’s Development Regulations 
Amendment Number 698, 2019. It is now in order for Council to proceed with the next steps in 
the amendment process.  
 
Key Considerations/Implications: 
 

1. Budget/Financial Implications: Not applicable. 
 

2. Partners or Other Stakeholders:  
Property owner and neighbouring property owners. 

 
3. Alignment with Strategic Directions/Adopted Plans:  

A Sustainable City – Plan for land use and preserve and enhance the natural and built 
environment where we live.   
 

4. Legal or Policy Implications:  
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Decision/Direction Note  Page 3 
9 Buchanan Street, 426 and 430 Water Street 
 

Text amendments in the St. John’s Municipal Plan and Development Regulations, as 
well as map changes to the Downtown Building Control maps are required. An 
amendment to the St. John’s Development Regulations is required to rezone the 
property on the Zoning Map.  
 

5. Privacy Implications: Not applicable. 
 

6. Engagement and Communications Considerations: Not applicable. 
 

7. Human Resource Implications: Not applicable. 
 

8. Procurement Implications: Not applicable. 
 

9. Information Technology Implications: Not applicable. 
 

10. Other Implications: 
Parking relief for two spaces is considered.  

 
Recommendation:  
It is recommended that Council now adopt the attached resolutions for St. John’s Municipal 
Plan Amendment Number 152, 2019 and St. John’s Development Regulations Amendment 
Number 698, 2019, as amended. If the resolutions are adopted by Council, it is further 
recommended that Council appoint Mr. Cliff Johnston, MCIP, a member of the City’s 
commissioner list, to conduct a public hearing on the proposed amendments. The proposed 
date for the public hearing is Wednesday, September 25, 2019, at 7 p.m. at St. John’s City 
Hall. 
 
It is further recommended that Council advertise the General Assembly Discretionary Use with 
the Public Hearing notice.  
 
Prepared by/Signature: 
Ann-Marie Cashin, MCIP – Planner III, Urban Design and Heritage 
 
 
Signature:    
 
Approved by/Date/Signature: 
Ken O’Brien, MCIP – Chief Municipal Planner 
 
 
Signature:    
 
AMC/dlm 
 
Attachments:  
Amendment 
Location Map 
Site Plan 

G:\Planning and Development\Planning\2019\Mayor & Council\Mayor - 430 Water Street - Adoption August 26 2019(amc).docx 
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RESOLUTION 
ST. JOHN’S MUNICIPAL PLAN 

AMENDMENT NUMBER 152, 2019 
 
WHEREAS the City of St. John’s wishes to allow development of a 9-storey hotel 
and concert hall at 9 Buchanan Street (Parcel ID #46415), 426 Water Street (Parcel 
ID #21380) and 430 Water Street (Parcel ID #46659 & 19189).  
 
BE IT THEREFORE RESOLVED that the City of St. John’s hereby adopts the 
following text and map amendments to the St. John’s Municipal Plan in accordance 
with the provisions of the Urban and Rural Planning Act, 2000. 
 
1. Amend Section 3.3.4 Commercial - Downtown by removing the following from the 

Building Height and Area subsection: 
 
“Notwithstanding the above, the City of St. John's may permit development of a 
building with a height not exceeding 6 storeys on property situate at Civic 
Number 430 Water Street.” 
 

2. Amend Section 3.3.4 Commercial – Downtown by removing the following from 
the Building Height in Heritage Areas subsection: 
 
“In addition, any building in excess of four storeys in such areas shall be set back 
no less than eight metres from the street line; however, this shall not apply to 
property situated at Civic Number 430 Water Street.” 
 

3. Amend Map III-2 (Downtown Building Control Map) by removing the property at 
430 Water Street (Parcel ID #46659 & 19189), and adding the properties at  
9 Buchanan Street (Parcel ID # 46415), 426 Water Street (Parcel ID #21380) and 
430 Water Street (Parcel ID #46659 & 19189) as the following: 
 
“Areas allowing a building height not exceeding 10 storeys and not requiring a 
light angle of 60 degrees at 15m/4 storeys above grade” 

 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the City of St. John’s requests the Minister of 
Municipal Affairs and Environment to register the proposed amendment in 
accordance with the requirements of the Urban and Rural Planning Act, 2000. 
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IN WITNESS THEREOF the Seal of the City of St. John’s has been hereunto affixed 
and this Resolution has been signed by the Mayor and the City Clerk on behalf of 
Council this 
____ day of _________________, 2019. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
______________________________  ______________________________ 
Mayor       MCIP 

I hereby certify that this Amendment has 
been prepared in accordance with the 
Urban and Rural Planning Act, 2000. 

 
______________________________                                                     
City Clerk 
 
 
 
______________________________  ______________________________ 
Council Adoption     Provincial Registration 
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Provincial Registration

Mayor

City Clerk

Council Adoption

M.C.I.P. signature and seal

I hereby certify that this amendment
has been prepared in accordance with
the Urban and Rural Planning Act.
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RESOLUTION 
ST. JOHN’S DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS 

AMENDMENT NUMBER 698, 2019 
 

WHEREAS the City of St. John’s wishes to allow the development of a 9-storey 
hotel and concert hall at 9 Buchanan Street (Parcel ID #46415), 426 Water Street 
(Parcel ID #21380), 430 Water Street (Parcel ID #46659 & 19189) and City owned 
land.  
 
BE IT THEREFORE RESOLVED that the City of St. John’s hereby adopts the 
following text and map amendments to the St. John’s Development Regulations in 
accordance with the provisions of the Urban and Rural Planning Act, 2000: 
 

1. Rezone the properties at 9 Buchanan Street (Parcel ID #46415), 426 Water 
Street (Parcel ID #21380), 430 Water Street (Parcel ID #46659 & 19189) and 
City owned land from the Commercial Central Mixed Use (CCM) Zone to the 
Commercial Central Office (CCO) Zone and Open Space (O) Zone as shown 
on Map Z-1A attached.  
 

2. Amend Section 10.23.3 by removing the following subsection: 
 

“(j) Notwithstanding Subsection (b), Council may permit at the property 
located at Civic Number 430 Water Street, a Building with a Building Height 
not greater than 6 storeys/21.6 metres.” 
 

3. Repeal Section 10.24.3(1)(c)(ii) and substitute the following:  
 
“the minimum building façade setback on Street shall be 0 metres for first 18 
metres of Building Height, 4 metres for greater than 18 metres in Building 
Height. Where Building façade abuts more than one Street, setback shall be 
applied to a minimum of 2 Streets, such Streets being determine by the Chief 
Municipal Planner.” 

 
4. Amend Map F (Downtown Building Control Map) by removing property at 

430 Water Street (Parcel ID #46659 & 19189) and adding the properties at 9 
Buchanan Street (Parcel ID #46415), 426 Water Street (Parcel ID #21380), 
and 430 Water Street (Parcel ID #46659 & 19189) as the following: 
 
“Areas allowing building height not exceeding 10 storeys and not requiring a 
light angle of 60 degrees at 15m/4 storeys above grade” 

 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the City of St. John’s requests the Minister of 
Municipal Affairs and Environment to register the proposed amendment in 
accordance with the requirements of the Urban and Rural Planning Act, 2000. 
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IN WITNESS THEREOF the Seal of the City of St. John’s has been hereunto affixed 
and this Resolution has been signed by the Mayor and the City Clerk on behalf of 
Council this ___ day of _______________, 2019. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
______________________________  ______________________________ 
Mayor       MCIP 

I hereby certify that this Amendment has 
been prepared in accordance with the 
Urban and Rural Planning Act, 2000. 

 
______________________________                                                     
City Clerk 
 
 
 
______________________________  ______________________________ 
Council Adoption     Provincial Registration 
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Provincial Registration

Mayor

City Clerk

Council Adoption
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I hereby certify that this amendment
has been prepared in accordance with
the Urban and Rural Planning Act.
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NOTICES PUBLISHED 
 

Applications which have been advertised in accordance with the requirements of Section 5.5 of the St. John's Development Regulations 
and which are to be considered for approval by Council at the Regular Meeting of Council on September 3, 2019. 
 

  

Ref 
# 

Property Location/ 
Zone Designation 

 And Ward 

Application Details 
Submissions 

Received 

Planning and 
Development Division 

Notes 

 
1 

 
121 Long’s Hill 

 
Commercial Central Mixed 

(CCM) Zone 
 

Ward 2 

 
Application 
A Discretionary Use Application has been submitted 
requesting permission for a Change of Use. 
 
Description 
The applicant wishes to convert the main floor (90.5 m2) 
from Commercial Use into a single Residential Dwelling. 
 

 
No 

Submissions 
Received 

 

 
As per request from 
the applicant, this 

application has been 
withdrawn. 

 
2 

 
32 Royal Oak Drive 

 
Residential Low Density 

(R1) Zone 
 

Ward 5 

 
Application 
A Discretionary Use application has been submitted 
requesting permission to occupy a portion of the existing 
dwelling for a Home Occupation to allow for a Home Day 
Spa.  
 
Description 
The proposed business will offer esthetic services such 
eyebrow enchantments, makeup application and anti-aging 
skin care treatments, etc. It will occupy a floor area of 
approximately 18.5 m2 and will operate Monday to Friday. 
10 a.m. – 5 p.m. Sessions will be by appointment only with 
one client per session and 30 minutes between 
appointments with a maximum of 6 appointments per day. 
The applicant is the sole employee. 
 

 
1 

Submission 
Received 
(attached) 

 
It is recommended to 

approve the 
application subject to 

all applicable City 
requirements 
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Page 2 
 
 

 
The Office of the City Clerk and the Department of Planning, Engineering and Regulatory Services, in joint effort, have sent written 
notification of the applications to property owners and occupants of buildings located within a minimum 150-metre radius of the application 
sites.  Applications have also been advertised in The Telegram newspaper on at least one occasion and applications are also posted on 
the City's website.  Where written representations on an application have been received by the City Clerk’s Department, these 
representations have been included in the agenda for the Regular Meeting of Council. 

   
 

G:\Planning and Development\Planning\Notices Published\2019\27 - September 3 2019.docx 
 

    

 
3 

 
1-3 Petty Harbour Road 

 
Residential Low Density 

(R1) Zone 
 

Ward 5 

 
Application 
An Extension of a Non-conforming Use application has 
been submitted by Brewskies Pub requesting permission 
to convert a portion of the building to an Eating 
Establishment. 
 
Description 
The Eating Establishment will be contained within the 
existing building and offer food services to the existing use. 
Hours of operation will be 11 a.m. – 11 p.m. 
 

 
No 

submissions 
received 

 
It is recommended to 

approve the 
application subject to 

all applicable City 
requirements 

 

Jason Sinyard, P. Eng, MBA 
Deputy City Manager, Planning, Engineering and Regulatory Services 
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1

Maureen Harvey

From:
Monday, August 12, 2019 7:02 PM

To: CityClerk
Subject: 32 Royal Oak Dr

To whom it may concern  
   
I am writting this note regards an application to set up a business at 32 Royal Oak Drive. I am a 20 plus year resident of 
this street and am dismayed at this application. This is a solely residential street that is the home of families with small 
children residing on it and should not opened up for commercialization.   
This address has just changed hands in the last 2 months and was NOT zoned as commercial when it was purchased, 
should these new owners/residents wished to open a business they should have purchased a home in an area that was 
already zoned for a business not plow through, make the purchase and try to make the change following that purchase. 
The majority of people purchase their home as a place of peace and quite not one that has a business next door. So with 
that in mind I believe that it should stay zoned as residential only.  
The new owners have no idea what it means to live on a street that is built on a hill with the resulting difficulty with 
snow clearing. This street also becomes narrowed and presents a challenging situation during the winter months with 
many of the neighbours having to shovel/ snow blow not only their own small parking spots but have had to clear areas 
up to on times 5 feet due to the snow banks left behind following street clearing efforts by the city. I am sure a simple 
call to the city depot will confirm the difficulty with snow clearing efforts on this street.  
The site is also on a curve resulting in some blind spots when there is either traffic flow and snow banks or residents 
with their cars parked on the street. I understand that cars are required to be off the street during the parking ban as 
initiated by the city, however this only applies to overnight parking and not during the daylight hours as indicated in the 
submission.   
So in closing I truly wish to make sure that my vote on the rezoning of this site/lot is for it to be NOT BE APPROVED!!  
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Elaine Henley

From:
Sent: Friday, August 23, 2019 9:49 AM
To: CityClerk
Cc: Ashley Murray; Dave Wadden; Ann-Marie Cashin; Gerard Doran; Karen Chafe; Andrea Roberts; 

Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett; Jason Sinyard; Ken O'Brien; Planning
Subject: RE: 32 Royal Oak Dr

Hello again  
   
Just a note regards the application for 32 Royal Oak dr, that I sent a message relaying my concerns with the application 
to allow a business at that home.  I am on FB this morning and note that the applicant has posted on JULY 3 indicating to 
her existing clients that she has re‐located and is open for business.  
   
How is this possible?? Should she not have applied and received a license for this business in a RESIDENTIAL neighbour 
prior to this business. I again want to register my vote to NOT ALLOW this application to be approved.  
   
Please add this to my earlier email registering my vote.  
   
Thanks  
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Report of Committee of the Whole - City Council 

Council Chambers, 4th Floor, City Hall 

August 21, 2019, 9:00 a.m. 
 
Present: Mayor Danny Breen 

Councillor Maggie Burton 
Councillor Dave Lane 
Councillor Sandy Hickman 
Councillor Deanne Stapleton 
Councillor Hope Jamieson 
Councillor Jamie Korab 
Councillor Ian Froude 
Councillor Wally Collins 

Regrets: Deputy Mayor Sheilagh O'Leary 
Councillor Debbie Hanlon 

Staff: Kevin Breen, City Manager 
Derek Coffey, Deputy City Manager of Finance & Administration 
Jason Sinyard, Deputy City Manager of Planning, Engineering & 
Regulatory Services 
Lynnann Winsor, Deputy City Manager of Public Works 
Cheryl Mullett, City Solicitor 
Elaine Henley, City Clerk 
Ken O'Brien, Chief Municipal Planner 
Shanna Fitzgerald, Legislative Assistant 

Others Victoria Etchegary, Manager of Organization Performance & 
Strategy 
Susan Bonnell, Manager of Communications and Office 
Services 

_____________________________________________________________________ 

 

1. Planning & Development - Councillor Maggie Burton 

1.1 Decision Note dated July 29, 2019 re: Application to Rezone Land 
from the Agriculture (AG) Zone for 6 one-acre residential building 
lots with agricultural uses 
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REZ1900010, Jillings Road/Foxtrap Access Road 

Moved By Councillor Burton 
Seconded By Councillor Collins 

That Council refuse the application to rezone land in the area of Jillings 
Road/Foxtrap Access Road from the Agriculture (AG) Zone as the 
proposal is not supported by the Provincial Land Development Advisory 
Authority and the City does not support the rezoning of additional lands for 
unserviced residential development. 

 

MOTION CARRIED 
 

1.2 Decision Note dated August 14, 2019 re: Text Amendment to the St. 
John's Development Regulations to Reduce Sight Line Requirements 

REZ 1900011, 93-95 Merrymeeting Road (corner of Mayor Avenue) 

Moved By Councillor Burton 
Seconded By Councillor Lane 

That the proposed text amendment to allow an authorized Officer of the 
City to set a reduced sight line be considered and that the application be 
advertised for public review and comment.  The application would then be 
referred to a regular meeting of Council for consideration of adoption. 

That staff provide Council with information on the scale and location prior 
to final approval. 

This is prompted by an application at 93-95 Merrymeeting Road but would 
apply to all areas outside of Downtown. 

 

MOTION CARRIED 
 

1.3 Decision Note dated August 15, 2019 re: Text Amendment to the 
Commercial Central Retail (CCR) Zone for a maximum building 
height of 18 metres 

REZ 1900013 - 331 Water St. 

Councillors Burton and Jamieson requested assurances that the 
revised/final drawings are presented to Council for review. 
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Moved By Councillor Burton 
Seconded By Councillor Hickman 

That the proposed text amendment to enable a maximum height of 18 
metres in the Commercial Central Retail Zone be considered.  Further that 
the application be advertised for public review and comment.  The 
application would then be referred to a regular meeting of Council for 
consideration of adoption. 

MOTION CARRIED 
 

 
 

_________________________ 

Mayor Danny Breen 
Chairperson 
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City of St. John’s  PO Box 908  St. John’s, NL  Canada  A1C 5M2  www.stjohns.ca 

 
Title: Application to Rezone Land from the Agriculture (AG) Zone for 6 

one-acre residential building lots with agricultural uses  
REZ1900010 
Jillings Road / Foxtrap Access Road  

 
Date Prepared:   July 29, 2019 
 
Report To:     Committee of the Whole  
 
Councillor & Role:  Councillor Maggie Burton, Planning and Development Lead 
 
Ward:    5 
 
Decision/Direction Required:  
To consider a rezoning application from the Agricultural (AG) Zone for land in the area of 
Jillings Road and Foxtrap Access Road to allow 6 – one acre lots for residential development, 
along with agricultural uses.  
 
Discussion – Background and Current Status:  
The City has received an application to rezone land in the area of Jillings Road and Foxtrap 
Access Road for the development of 6, one-acre lots to be used for “subsistence farming”, 
where the purchasers can use the land for residential development, along with agricultural 
uses such as growing crops and/or raising livestock. There are two parcels of land proposed 
for rezoning; one on the west side of the Foxtrap Access Road, which boarders Jillings Road 
and has an area of 2.9 hectares, while the second parcel is to the east of the Foxtrap Access 
Road and has an area of 1.5 hectares.   
 
The area proposed for development is currently designated and zoned Agriculture under the 
City of St. John’s Municipal Plan and Development Regulations. The City’s Agricultural Land 
Use District corresponds with those lands designated by the Province as the St. John’s Urban 
Region Agriculture Development Area. This area is regulated by the Department of Fisheries 
and Land Resources and the Land Development Advisory Authority, which has the purpose of 
encouraging and supporting agricultural production and to prevent the conversion of 
agricultural lands to other uses. All development within the City‘s Agricultural District is subject 
to the Province’s regulations and approval. An application was made to the Land Development 
Advisory Authority for the land along Jillings Road and the Foxtrap Access Road for residential 
development, but the application was refused as the proposed use was not directly related to 
farming and is not permitted (see attachment).    
 
The Agricultural Zone under the City’s Development Regulations allows Single Detached 
Dwelling as either an Accessory Building to an existing agricultural operation subject to provincial 
approval, or as a stand alone use provided it has been approved by the Land Development  
 

DECISION/DIRECTION NOTE 
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Jillings Road / Foxtrap Access Road 
 
Authority and that it constitutes as Infill Housing on an existing public road. The proposed 
application does not fall under either of these conditions.   

As per Council Directive (CD#S2014-12-01/8) and past practice, the City limits unserviced 
development to only those lands currently zoned Rural Residential Infill (RRI) or Rural 
Residential (RR) along existing streets. Due to historic problems with well and septic systems 
and the issues related to this type of development, including the major capital investment 
required to correct associated problems, no additional land is to be rezoned for unserviced 
residential development.    

Key Considerations/Implications: 
 

1. Budget/Financial Implications:  
Capital investment required to correct problems associated with the failure of septic 
systems or contamination of wells if the application were to be considered.  
 

2. Partners or Other Stakeholders: 
 Surrounding property owners.    

 
3. Alignment with Strategic Directions/Adopted Plans: Not applicable.   

 
4. Legal or Policy Implications: Not applicable.  

 
5. Engagement and Communications Considerations: Not applicable.  

 
6. Human Resource Implications: Not applicable. 

 
7. Procurement Implications: Not applicable. 

 
8. Information Technology Implications: Not applicable. 

 
9. Other Implications: Not applicable. 

 
Recommendation:  
It is recommended that Council refuse the application to rezone land in the area of Jillings 
Road / Foxtrap Access Road from the Agriculture (AG) Zone as the proposal is not supported  
by the Provincial Land Development Advisory Authority and the City does not support the  
rezoning of additional lands for unserviced residential development.  
 
Prepared by/Signature: 
Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett, MCIP – Planner III  
 
Signature:    
 
Approved by/Date/Signature: 
Ken O’Brien, MCIP – Chief Municipal Planner 
 
Signature:    
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LLB/dlm 
 
Attachments:  
Zoning Map 
Letter from the Land Development Advisory Authority  
 
 

 
 

G:\Planning and Development\Planning\2019\COTW\COTW - Jillings Road Foxtrap July 29 2019(llb).docx 
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City of St. John’s  PO Box 908  St. John’s, NL  Canada  A1C 5M2  www.stjohns.ca 

  
 
Title: Text Amendment to the St. John’s Development Regulations to 

Reduce Sight Line Requirements 
REZ1900011 
93-95 Merrymeeting Road (corner of Mayor Avenue) 

 
Date Prepared:   August 26, 2019 
 
Report To:     His Worship the Mayor and Members of Council  
 
Councillor & Role:  Councillor Maggie Burton, Planning and Development Lead 
 
Ward:    2 
 
Decision/Direction Required:  
This Decision Note has been updated to reflect questions and concerns raised by Council at 
the August 21, 2019 Committee of the Whole Meeting.  
 
To consider a proposed text amendment to the St. John’s Development Regulations to permit 
an authorized Officer to reduce sight line requirements where safe and suitable. An 
amendment to the St. John’s Municipal Plan would not be required.  
 
Discussion – Background and Current Status:  
The City received an application for the development of three townhouses at 93-95 
Merrymeeting Road (the former Needs convenience store site). The subject property is 
designated Residential Medium Density under the St. John’s Municipal Plan, within Heritage 
Area 3 and is zoned Residential High Density (R3). Under the R3 Zone, Townhousing is a 
permitted use, however the proposed development is within 15 metres of an intersection.   
 
Merrymeeting Road is a Collector Road and therefore Section 8.3.3 of the Development 
Regulations applies: 
 

8.3.3 Development Restrictions - Corner Lot and Yards Abutting a Street 
(1)  Except for corner lots in the Downtown as defined in Section 3, Map C, and except as 

provided for in Section 8.3.3(2), no Building or Fence or Water Utility Enclosure shall 
be erected nor shall any land be used on any corner lot for any Development within 
the triangle formed by two Street Lines and a line connecting two points on the two 
Street Lines located. 

(a)  15 metres distance from the point of intersection of the two Street Lines if one 
or both of the intersecting Streets is/are defined as an Arterial Street or a 
Collector Street; or 

(b)  8 metres distance from the point of intersection of the two Street Lines if neither 
one of the intersecting Streets is an Arterial Street or a Collector Street. 

 

DECISION/DIRECTION NOTE 
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93-95 Merrymeeting Road 
 
Section 8.3.4 allows an authorized Officer to extend the restrictions of Section 8.3.3 where it is 
determined that the sight lines are inadequate, however this Section currently does not allow 
the Officer to reduce the requirements. Therefore, a text amendment to Section 8.3.4 is 
required. For the purpose of reviewing sightlines, an authorized Officer would be the Manager 
of Transportation or their designate.  
 
Three of the four corners of the intersection of Merrymeeting and Mayor are occupied by 
houses built close to the street and well within the standard sight lines. The intersection is 
controlled by traffic lights. Requiring the new townhouses to be set back 15 metres from the 
sight line would be out of character and not needed for safety. This site plan has been 
reviewed by the Manager of Transportation and there are no concerns with a reduced 
sightline. The sightline distance will be set by the Manager of Transportation.  
 
While this text amendment was prompted by the proposed development at 93-95 
Merrymeeting Road, if implemented, it would apply to all areas outside of the Downtown. If the 
amendment is implemented, any requests for a reduced sightline will be forwarded to the 
Traffic Engineering Division and be dealt with on a case-by-case basis. This amendment would 
allow flexibility for areas that predate the Development Regulations and ensure that safety is 
reviewed in any proposal. Staff have met with Development and Engineering staff, including 
the Manager of Transportation, and there are no engineering or development concerns with a 
text amendment to allow consideration of a reduced sight line. If the amendment is 
implemented, the sight line requirement in Section 8.3.3. would still exist, but Section 8.3.4 
would allow an authorized Officer to increase or decrease the requirement always with a view 
to safety.  
 
Key Considerations/Implications: 
 

1. Budget/Financial Implications: Not applicable. 
 

2. Partners or Other Stakeholders:  
Neighbouring property owners.    

 
3. Alignment with Strategic Directions/Adopted Plans:  

A Sustainable City – Plan for land use and preserve and enhance the natural and built 
environment where we live.  
 

4. Legal or Policy Implications:  
A text amendment to the St. John’s Development Regulations is required. 
 

5. Privacy Implications: Not applicable. 
 

6. Engagement and Communications Considerations: 
Public notice of the proposed amendment.  
 

7. Human Resource Implications: Not applicable. 
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93-95 Merrymeeting Road 
 

8. Procurement Implications: Not applicable. 
 

9. Information Technology Implications: Not applicable. 
 

10. Other Implications: Not applicable. 
 
Recommendation:  
It is recommended that the proposed text amendment to allow an authorized Officer of the City 
to set a reduced sight line be considered. It is recommended that the application be advertised 
for public review and comment. The application would then be referred to a regular meeting of 
Council for consideration of adoption. 
 
This is prompted by an application at 93-95 Merrymeeting Road but would apply to all areas 
outside of Downtown. 
 
Prepared by/Signature: 
Ann-Marie Cashin, MCIP – Planner III, Urban Design and Heritage 
 
 
 
Signature:    
 
Approved by/Date/Signature: 
Ken O’Brien, MCIP – Chief Municipal Planner 
 
 
 
Signature:    
 
AMC/dlm 
 
Attachments:  
Zoning Map 
Site Plan 
 
 
 

G:\Planning and Development\Planning\2019\Mayor & Council\Mayor - 93-95 Merrymeeting Road Aug 26 2019(amc).docx 
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City of St. John’s  PO Box 908  St. John’s, NL  Canada  A1C 5M2  www.stjohns.ca 

  
 
Title: Townhouse Development 

93-95 Merrymeeting Road (corner of Mayor Avenue) 
 
Date Prepared:   August 26, 2019 
 
Report To:     His Worship the Mayor and Members of Council  
 
Councillor & Role:  Councillor Maggie Burton, Planning and Development Lead 
 
Ward:    2 
 
Decision/Direction Required:  
To consider the design of a townhouse development at 93-95 Merrymeeting Road.  
 
Discussion – Background and Current Status:  
The City received an application for the development of three townhouses at 93-95 
Merrymeeting Road (the former Needs convenience store site). The subject property is 
designated Residential Medium Density under the St. John’s Municipal Plan, within Heritage 
Area 3 and is zoned Residential Hight Density (R3). Under the R3 Zone, Townhousing is a 
permitted use, however the proposed development is within 15 metres of the intersection and 
cannot be considered unless an amendment is made to the Development Regulations. Please 
see the Decision Note dated August 26, 2019 regarding the proposed sightline text 
amendment for more information.  
 
At the August 21, 2019 Committee of the Whole meeting, Council raised concerns about the 
design of the proposed dwelling. At this stage in the development review process, the design 
of the dwelling has not been reviewed because if the regulations regarding sightlines are not 
amended, the Townhouses, as proposed, will not be permitted. Staff had placed the 
application on hold to await Council’s direction. However, since concerns regarding the design 
were raised by Council, we can discuss the design at this stage.  
 
The following review is based on the submitted drawings should the sightline text amendment 
proceed. If the text amendment does not proceed, the site will need to be re-designed. We can 
confirm that the is within Heritage Area 3. 
 
The previous use on this site was a Non-Conforming Use in the R3 Zone. The development of 
Townhouses will bring the property into compliance with the zone and be more in keeping with 
the surrounding area. The design will require minor adjustments to meet the Heritage Area 
Standards set out in Section 5.9.4 of the Development Regulations. The windows would be 
required to be single-hung, rather than casement as shown. Double single-hung windows 
would be preferred on the second storey, however triple single-hung windows may be 
accepted. The proposed door would be required to be traditional style and the gable roof is 

DECISION/DIRECTION NOTE 
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93-95 Merrymeeting Road 
 
acceptable. The applicant has indicated that these drawings were submitted as a starting point 
and will be revised as needed.  
 
With respect to the height of the proposed dwelling, three storeys may be permitted in the R3 
Zone. At this particular intersection, the end-units at the northern intersection of Merrymeeting 
Road and Mayor Avenue increase in height from the adjacent buildings to 2 and a half storeys. 
The building at the southern intersection of Merrymeeting Road and Mayor Avenue is 2 storeys 
facing Mayor Avenue, but almost 3 storeys facing Merrymeeting Road. Therefore, three storey 
Townhouses at the southern intersection would not be out of character from the surrounding 
area. Further, there is a mix of one-two-and three-storey dwellings in this section of Mayor 
Avenue.  
 

  
Northern intersection of Merrymeeting Road and Mayor Avenue 

 

  
Southern intersection of Merryingmeeting Road and Mayor Avenue, including the subject 

property (Needs convenience store) 
 

150



Decision/Direction Note  Page 3 
93-95 Merrymeeting Road 
 
 
Questions have been raised regarding the proposed garages. This area typically does not 
contain dwellings with garages and the development would be slightly out of character. This 
topic has been raised by the Built Heritage Experts Panel and previously the Heritage Advisory 
Committee several times over past years. Generally, the City has allowed infill development to 
contain garages. Examples include infill developments on Prescott Street, Casey Street, 
Catherine Street, and Patrick Street. The most recent examples have been requests for 
garages on Patrick Street. At that time, the BHEP recommended that new infill may contain 
garages, however an existing building should not be renovated to add a garage. The proposed 
development would be an infill development. If Council has concerns regarding the proposed 
garages, it is recommended that this be forwarded to the Built Heritage Experts Panel for a 
recommendation. However, please note that the development has not been evaluated at this 
stage for parking requirements.  
 
Key Considerations/Implications: 
 

1. Budget/Financial Implications: Not applicable. 
 

2. Partners or Other Stakeholders:  
Neighbouring property owners.    

 
3. Alignment with Strategic Directions/Adopted Plans:  

A Sustainable City – Plan for land use and preserve and enhance the natural and built 
environment where we live. 
 

4. Legal or Policy Implications:  
A text amendment to the St. John’s Development Regulations is required. 
 

5. Privacy Implications: Not applicable. 
 

6. Engagement and Communications Considerations: 
Public notice of the proposed amendment.  
 

7. Human Resource Implications: Not applicable. 
 

8. Procurement Implications: Not applicable. 
 

9. Information Technology Implications: Not applicable. 
 

10. Other Implications: Not applicable. 
 
Recommendation:  
It is recommended to evaluate the design of the buildings separate from the associated text 
amendment for changes to the sightline regulations. It is further recommended to forward the 
design to the Built Heritage Experts Panel for review.  
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93-95 Merrymeeting Road 
 
Prepared by/Signature: 
Ann-Marie Cashin, MCIP – Planner III, Urban Design and Heritage 
 
 
 
Signature:    
 
Approved by/Date/Signature: 
Ken O’Brien, MCIP – Chief Municipal Planner 
 
 
 
Signature:    
 
AMC/dlm 
 
Attachments:  
Zoning Map 
Site Plan 
 
 
 

G:\Planning and Development\Planning\2019\Mayor & Council\Mayor 93-95 Merrymeeting Road - Design Review  Aug 26 2019(amc).docx 
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City of St. John’s  PO Box 908  St. John’s, NL  Canada  A1C 5M2  www.stjohns.ca 

 
 
Title: Text Amendment to the Commercial Central Retail (CCR) Zone for 

a maximum building height of 18 metres 
REZ1900013 
331 Water Street 

 
Date Prepared:   August 15, 2019 
 
Report To:     Committee of the Whole  
 
Councillor & Role:  Councillor Maggie Burton, Planning and Development Lead 
 
Ward:    2 
 
Decision/Direction Required:  
To consider a proposed text amendment to the St. John’s Development Regulations to allow a 
maximum height of 18 metres in the Commercial Central Retail (CCR) Zone. An amendment to 
the St. John’s Municipal Plan would not be required.  
 
Discussion – Background and Current Status:  
The City received an application to allow an 18-metre building at 331 Water Street. The subject 
property is designated Commercial Downtown under the St. John’s Municipal Plan and is 
zoned Commercial Central Retail (CCR). The maximum allowable building height in the CCR 
Zone is 4 storeys not exceeding 15 metres. The applicant wishes to build an office and retail 
building with a maximum height of 18 metres.  
 
During review of the new Development Regulations, it was identified that an increase in 
building height should be considered for some commercial zones, with the exception of the 
Commercial Local (CL) and Commercial Neighbourhood (CN) Zones, which tend to be located 
within residential neighbourhoods. The standard used for many years in the St. John’s 
Development Regulations is a height of 15 metres or 4 storeys.  However, we have heard from 
local architects and developers that 15 metres is not high enough to accommodate 4 storeys, 
given that a commercial building often has a floor-to-floor height between 4 and 5 metres. The 
proposed increase in height is not site-specific and would apply to all CCR Zoned properties in 
the City. A map of CCR Zoned properties is attached for your reference.  
 
The subject property is located in Heritage Area 1. A design of the proposed building has been 
reviewed by the Built Heritage Experts Panel and was approved by Council on June 10, 2019 
with the following conditions: 

• add a cornice/articulation along the roofline on the masonry walls; 
• add windowsills to the second storey windows on Water Street (similar to the 

surrounding buildings); 
• ensure first storey windows on Water Street align with adjacent buildings; and 

 

DECISION/DIRECTION NOTE 
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331 Water Street 
 

 
• the amount of brick shown on the drawings will remain in the final design. 

 
In the initial design, the applicants had proposed two levels of underground parking. Due to 
complications with the water table level, the applicants have now determined that it is not 
feasible to develop both levels of parking underground. Therefore, they are requesting a height 
increase in order to shift parking up to floor level. They have indicated that the proposed 
number of parking stalls would remain the same. Revised floor plans have not been submitted 
to determine how this may impact the site plan and/or design. Should the overall design 
remain similar to the previous design approved by Council, further review by the BHEP or 
Council will not be required. 
 
The applicants currently have an active application for development of the building. Staff are 
reviewing the applications and have provided initial comments. Given that the proposed 
change in height will impact the site and floor plans, revised drawings will be required. Staff will 
continue to review the application, however, development approval for an 18-metre building 
can not be issued until the proposed amendment is adopted by Council and a notice is placed 
in the NL Gazette. As the proposed amendment is consistent with the Envision Development 
Regulations, it is recommended to consider increasing the maximum height in the CCR Zone 
from 15 metres to 18 metres.  
 
Key Considerations/Implications: 
 

1. Budget/Financial Implications: Not applicable. 
 

2. Partners or Other Stakeholders:  
Neighbouring property owners.    

 
3. Alignment with Strategic Directions/Adopted Plans:  

A Sustainable City – Plan for land use and preserve and enhance the natural and built 
environment where we live.   
 

4. Legal or Policy Implications:  
A text amendment to the St. John’s Development Regulations is required to increase 
the maximum height from 15 metres to 18 metres in the Commercial Central Retail 
Zone. 
 

5. Privacy Implications: Not applicable 
 

6. Engagement and Communications Considerations: 
Public notice of the proposed amendment.  
 

7. Human Resource Implications: Not applicable. 
 

8. Procurement Implications: Not applicable. 
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331 Water Street 
 

 
9. Information Technology Implications: Not applicable. 

 
10. Other Implications: Not applicable. 

 
Recommendation:  
It is recommended that the proposed text amendment to enable a maximum height of 18 
metres in the Commercial Central Retail Zone be considered. It is recommended that the 
application be advertised for public review and comment. The application would then be 
referred to a regular meeting of Council for consideration of adoption. 
 
Prepared by/Signature: 
Ann-Marie Cashin, MCIP – Planner III, Urban Design and Heritage 
 
 
 
Signature:    
 
Approved by/Date/Signature: 
Ken O’Brien, MCIP – Chief Municipal Planner 
 
 
 
Signature:    
 
AMC/dlm 
 
Attachments:  
Zoning Map 
Map of CCR Zone 
Development Regulations Section 10.25, CCR Zone 
Proposed Elevation 
 
 
 
 

G:\Planning and Development\Planning\2019\COTW\COTW - 331 Water Street August 15 2019(amc).docx 
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St. John’s Development Regulations   Section 10- Page | 63  
 

10.25 COMMERCIAL CENTRAL RETAIL (CCR) ZONE 
 

  (See Section 5.1.4 - Development Above the 190 Metre Contour Elevation) 
 
10.25.1 Permitted Uses 
 
  Residential: 
 

(a) Dwelling Unit within Buildings having an F.A.R. not exceeding 3.0   
 
 Public: 
 
(b) Adult Day Care Facility (subject to Section 7.2) 
(c) Cultural Centre 
(d) Library 
 
Commercial: 
 

(e) Bakery 
(f) Bank (Subject  to Section 7.30)       (2012-06-29) 
(g) Clinic 
(h) Commercial School 
(i) Communications Use 
(j) Custom Workshop 
(k) Department Store 
(l) Dry C leaning Establishment 
(m) Eating Establishment (subject to Section 7.21) (Subject  to Section 7.30) 
           (1995-09-15)(2012-06-29) 

(n) Hotel 
(o) Laundromat 
(o.1) Lounge          (2011-05-06) 
(p) Office 
(q) Parking Area 
(r) Printing Establishment 
(s) Retail Store 
(t) Service Shop 
(u) Sign Maker's Shop 
(v) Taxi Business 
(w) Wholesale Business as Accessory Use to Retail Use Only 

 
 Other: 

 
(x) Day Care Centre (subject to Section 7.6) 

(y) Park 

(z) Public Use 

(aa) Public Utility 

 
CCR
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St. John’s Development Regulations   Section 10- Page | 64  
 

 
10.25.2 Discretionary Uses (subject to Section 5.8) 

 
(a) Place of Amusement 
(b) Place of Assembly        (1995-11-24) 
(c) Private Park         (2007-10-05) 
 

 
10.25.3 Zone Requirements 

 
The following requirements shall apply to all permitted Uses: 
 
(a) Floor Area Ratio (maximum)    3.0 

 
   In areas allowing greater bulk on Map F (max)  5.0 

 
 (b) Floor Area Commercial (min)  Where a Building is located on a Lot 

adjoining Water Street, not less than 1 
Storey shall be used exclusively for one 
or more of the following Uses - Retail 
Store, department store, Bank, Service 
Shop, Eating Establishment, Lounge, 
Place of Amusement, Place of Assembly; 
and such a Commercial Storey shall be at 
the approximate elevation of the 
adjoining portion of Water Street. 

        (1995-09-15) (2011-05-07) 
 
(c) Building Height (maximum)   4 Storeys (not exceeding 15 m) 
 
(d) Additional Building Height (maximum) Up to 10 Storeys and 40 m, provided:  
 

(i)  the Building is situated in an area  
allowing greater bulk on Map F; 

(ii) the Building is not situated in the Historic  
 Precinct; and 
(iii) that such parts of the Building 

exceeding 4 Storeys in height shall be 
set back from any Street Line at a 
distance of not less than 8 m. 

 
(e) Building Line (minimum)     All Buildings situated on Water Street 

shall be built on the Street Line, except 
for entrances to an arcade or a pedestrian 
court with a width not exceeding 6 m, 
measured along a line parallel to Water 
Street 

 
(f) Light Plane       Section 11.5 shall apply. 

 
 
CCR 
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1 

 
REPORT TO COUNCIL 
DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE MEETING  
August 27, 2019 – 10:00 a.m. – Conference Room A, 4th Floor, City Hall 

 
 

Request for Building Line Setback 
DEV1900159 
10 Maple Street 

 
 

Recommendation 
 

That Council approve the 13.36 metre Building Line setback. 
 
 
Request Side Yard Variance 
INT1900084 
77 Sunset Street 

 
 

Recommendation 
 

That Council approve the 4.2% Variance side yard for the proposed new 
building lot. 
 
 
Request for Parking Relief 
160 Southlands Boulevard 
DEV1900166 

 
 

Recommendation 
 

That Council approve the parking relief for 50 spaces, to allow a total of 77 
spaces on the site. 
 
 
Proposed Subsidiary Apartment in Single Detached Dwelling 
DEV1900165 
164 Signal Hill Road 

 
 
Recommendation 
 
That Council approve the use of a Subsidiary Apartment in the proposed 
dwelling. 
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2 

 
 
 
Proposed Accessory Building in the Open Space Reserve (OR) Zone 
252 Groves Road 
INT1900076 

 
 
Recommendation 
 
That Council approve the Accessory Building subject to meeting all the 
requirements outlined in Section 8.3.6 - Accessory Buildings of the 
Development Regulations and maintain a 15-meter buffer from the highwater 
mark of the existing creek. 
 
 
 

 
Jason Sinyard 

           DCM – Planning, Engineering & Regulatory Services/Chairperson 
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DECISION/DIRECTION NOTE 

Title: 

Date Prepared: 

Report To: 

Councillor and Role: 

Ward: 

Request for Building Line Setback 
DEV1900159 
10 Maple Street 

August 27, 2019 (Date of next meeting: September 3, 2019) 

His Worship the Mayor and Members of Council 

Councillor Maggie Burton, Planning & Development Lead 

4 

Decision/Direction Required: 
To seek approval for a 13.36 metre Building Line setback to accommodate the reconstruction of 
a dwelling at 10 Maple Street. 

Discussion - Background and Current Status: 
An application was submitted to demolish and reconstruct a dwelling at 10 Maple Street. The 
property is situated in the Residential Low Density (R1) Zone where the minimum Building Line 
for existing streets or service streets is to be established by Council. The proposed set back of 
13.36 metres is approximately 1 metre closer than the previous dwelling, however this setback 
is consistent with varied pattern of development of the other properties on the street. 

Key Considerations/Implications: 

1. BudgeUFinancial Implications: Not applicable. 

2. Partners or Other Stakeholders: Not applicable. 

3. Alignment with Strategic Directions/Adopted Plans: Not applicable. 

4. Legal or Policy Implications: 
Section 10.3.3 (c) (ii) and Section 8.3.1 of the St. John's Development Regulations 

5. Privacy Implications: Not applicable 

6. Engagement and Communications Considerations: Not applicable. 

7. Human Resource Implications: Not applicable. 

8. Procurement Implications: Not applicable. 

ST. J~HN'S 
City of St. John' s PO Box 908 St. John' s, NL Canada AIC 5M2 www.stjolms.ca 
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Decision/Direction Note 
10 Maple Street 

9. Information Technology Implications: Not applicable. 

10. Other Implications: Not applicable. 

Recommendation: 
It is recommended that Council approve the 13.36 metre Building Line setback. 

Prepared by/Signature: 
Andrea Roberts - evelopment Officer 

Approved by/Date/Signature: 
Jason Sinyard, P. Eng., MBA, Deputy City Manager, 
Planning, Development and Regulatory Services 

AAR/dlm 

Attachments: Location Map 
House Location 

Page 2 
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DECISION/DIRECTION NOTE 

Title: Request Side Yard Variance 
INT1900084 
77 Sunset Street 

Date Prepared: August 28, 2019 

Report To: His Worship the Mayor and Members of Council 

Councillor and Role: Councillor Maggie Burton, Planning & Development Lead 

Ward: 5 

Decision/Direction Required: 
To seek approval for a 4.2% variance on the Side Yard at 77 Sunset Street to accommodate 
an extension to a dwelling. 

Discussion - Background and Current Status: 
An application was submitted to construct an extension to the subject dwelling which will 
require a 4.2% side yard variance. The proposed side yard will be 1.15 metres. Section 8.4 of 
the Development Regulations provides that up to a 10% variance pertaining to lot 
requirements can be considered. The abutting property owners have been notified, no 
concerns or comments have been submitted to this Department. 

Key Considerations/Implications: 

1. Budget/Financial Implications: Not Applicable. 

2. Partners or Other Stakeholders: 
Abutting property owners 

3. Alignment with Strategic Directions/Adopted Plans: Not Applicable. 

4. Legal or Policy Implications: 
Section 8.4 and Section 10.3.3(1 )(d) of the St. John's Development Regulations. 

5. Privacy Implications: Not applicable. 

6. Engagement and Communications Considerations: 
Letters have been distributed to abutting property owners for notification of the variance 
request as per Section 8.4(3) of the Regulations. 

7. Human Resource Implications: Not Applicable. 

ST. J~HN'S 
City of St. John's PO Box 908 St. John's, NL Canada AIC 5M2 www.stjohns.ca 167



Decision/Direction Note 
77 Sunset Street 

8. Procurement Implications: Not Applicable. 

9. Information Technology Implications: Not Applicable. 

10. Other Implications: Not Applicable. 

Recommendation: 

Page 2 

It is recommended that council approve the 4.2% Variance side yard for the proposed new 
building lot. 

Prepared by/Date/Signature: 
Gerard Doran - Development Supervisor 

Signature: ___,h,_____~----"J'--=--_Q_~r/"'-~ _____ _ 
Approved by/Date/Signature: 
Jason Sinyard, P. Eng., MBA, Deputy City Manager 
Planning, Engineering & Regulatory Servic 

GD/dim 

Attachments: Location Map 
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DECISION/DIRECTION NOTE 

Title: Request for Parking Relief 
160 Southlands Boulevard 
DEV1900166 

Date Prepared: August 27, 2019 

Report To: His Worship the Mayor and Members of Council 

Councillor & Role: Councillor Maggie Burton, Planning and Development Lead 

Ward: 5 

Decision/Direction Required: 
To seek parking relief for the proposed Personal Care Home facility at 160 South lands 
Boulevard. 

Discussion - Background and Current Status: 
An application was submitted to construct an 88 suite Personal Care Home at 160 Southlands 
Boulevard . Council may relieve an applicant of all or part of the parking required under Section 
9.1.1, provided that the applicant is able to show that because of the particular characteristics of 
the Development that the actual parking requirements within the foreseeable future are expected 
to be lower than those required by the City standard. 

The total parking required for this development would be 127 for 2537 .5m2 of floor area used for 
suites. The parking proposed for the site is 77 spaces, requiring Council to relieve 50 spaces. 

The applicant has submitted the following justification: 

1. Being a Personal Care Home, there will be very few residents who drive or own 
personal vehicles. Historically, this developer on other sites with 100 beds licenses, 
has experienced on average 6-8 residents with personal vehicles. The developer 
proposed 10 spaces for residents for this development. 

2. This development will have a total staff requirement of 35 staff, with only 15 to 20 staff 
members present at any one time. The developer proposed 20 spaces for staff 
parking. 

3. Given that approximately 30 spaces would be used by residents and staff, the 
developer believes that no more than the proposed 77 spaces should be necessary 
for operation, when including the 47 spaces for visitors. 

ST. J~HN'S 
City of St. John's PO Box 908 St. John' s, NL Canada AIC 5M2 www.stjohns.ca 
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Decision/Direction Note 
160 Southlands Boulevard 

Page 2 

4. The developer believes that 77 parking spaces should be more than adequate for the 
parking demand created by this development, as the current requirement of 127 
spaces would represent an impediment to development. 

Key Considerations/Implications: 

1. Budget/Financial Implications: Not applicable. 

2. Partners or Other Stakeholders: Not applicable. 

3. Alignment with Strategic Direction/Adopted Plans: Not applicable. 

4. Legal or Policy Implications: 
Section 9 of the St. John's Development Regulations. 

5. Privacy Implications: Not applicable. 

5. Engagement and Communications Considerations: Not applicable. 

6. Human Resource Implications: Not applicable. 

7. Procurement Implications: Not applicable. 

8. Information Technology Implications: Not applicable. 

9. Other Implications: Not applicable. 

Recommendation: 
It is recommended that Council approve the parking relief for 50 spaces, to allow a total of 77 
spaces on the site. 

Prepared by/Sig 
Andrea Robe 

Approved by/Signature: 
Jason Sinyard, P. Eng., MBA, Deputy City Manager 
Planning, Engineering & Regulatory Service 

MR/dim 

Attachments: Location Map 
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DECISION/DIRECTION NOTE 

Title: Proposed Subsidiary Apartment in Single Detached Dwelling 
DEV1900165 
164 Signal Hill Road 

Date Prepared: August 28, 2019 

Report To: His Worship the Mayor and Members of Council 

Councillor & Role: Councillor Maggie Burton, Planning & Development Lead 

Ward: 2 

Decision/Direction Required: 
To seek approval for a Subsidiary Apartment in a proposed Single Detached Dwelling. 

Discussion - Background and Current Status: 
The subject property is in the Signal Hill/Battery Comprehensive Development Area (CDA) 
where Single Detached Dwellings may be considered by Council. A one storey dwelling is 
currently on the lot and is proposed to be demolished and reconstructed . Section 10.47.2(c) of 
the Development Regulations makes reference to the reconstruction, replacement and addition 
to existing buildings in the (CDA) as permitted. A Subsidiary Apartment is not specifically 
referenced as a use in this CDA, though most all residential zones allow a subsidiary 
apartment in a single detached dwelling. The floor area of the proposed apartment meets the 
size set out in the definition of a subsidiary apartment and on-site parking will be provided. The 
property is located in the Battery Development Area and the subsequent Footprint and Height 
Control Overlay. Plans which have been submitted will be referred to Council for consideration 
later in the review process 

Key Considerations/Implications: 

1. Budget/Financial Implications: Not applicable. 

2. Partners or Other Stakeholders: Not applicable. 

3. Alignment with Strategic Directions/Adopted Plans: 
Battery Development Guideline Study. 

4. Legal or Policy Implications: 
Section 10.47.2(c) of the St. John's Development Regulations. 

5. Privacy Implications: Not Applicable. 

6. Engagement and Communications Considerations: Not applicable. 

' ST. J~HNS 
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Decision/Direction Note 
164 Signal Hill Road 

7. Human Resource Implications: Not applicable. 

8. Procurement Implications: Not applicable. 

9. Information Technology Implications: Not applicable. 

10. Other Implications: Not applicable. 

Recommendation: 

Page 2 

It is recommended that Council approve the use of a Subsidiary Apartment in the proposed 
dwelling. 

Prepared by - Date/Signature: 
Gerard Doran-Development Supervisor 

Signature: __,_b_~-----"-_...._..,.__-tQ ___ ~ro__,.a:v _____ _ 

Approved by/Date/Signature: 
Jason Sinyard, P. Eng., MBA, Deputy City Manager 
Planning, Engineering and Regulatory Services 

GD/dim 

Attachments: Location Map 
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DECISION/DIRECTION NOTE 

Title: 

Date Prepared: 

Report To: 

Councillor & Role: 

Ward: 

Proposed Accessory Building in the Open Space Reserve (OR) 
Zone 
252 Groves Road 
INT1900076 

August 20, 2019 

His Worship the Mayor and Members of Council 

Councillor Maggie Burton , Planning and Development Lead 

4 

Decision/Direction Required: 
To seek approval for a 20' by 28' Accessory Building located ih the Open Space Reserve (OR) 
Zone. 

Discussion - Background and Current Status: 
An application was submitted to construct a 20' by 28' Accessory Building at 252 Groves 
Road. The property is situated in a split zone; Rural Residential Infill (RRI) where the existing 
dwelling is located and Open Space Reserve (OR) Zone at the rear of the property where 
Accessory Building is being proposed. Accessory Buildings are not permitted in the Open 
Space Reserve (OR) Zone, however, Section 8.3.7 of the Development Regulations, states 
that Council shall have the discretionary power to allow an Accessory Building. The intent of 
the Accessory Building must be used for personal use complimentary to the existing 
Residential Dwelling. 

The property also has an existing water body that flows throughout the rear of the property. 
The proposed accessory building will maintain a 15-meter buffer from the highwater mark. 

Key Considerations/Implications: 

1. Budget/Financial Implications: Not applicable. 

2. Partners or Other Stakeholders: Not applicable. 

3. Alignment with Strategic Directions/Adopted Plans: Not applicable. 

4. Legal or Policy Implications: 
Section 8.3.7 of the Development Regulations provides that Council shall have the 
discretionary power to allow Accessory Buildings related to Permitted Uses and 
Discretionary Uses as set out in Section 10 of these Regulations. 

ST. J~HN'S 
City of St. John's PO Box.908 St. John's, NL Canada A1C 5M2 www.stjohns.ca 
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Decision/Direction Note 
252 Groves Road 

5. Privacy Implications: Not applicable. 

6. Engagement and Communications Considerations: Not applicable. 

7. Human Resource Implications: Not applicable. 

8. Procurement Implications: Not applicable. 

9. Information Technology Implications: Not applicable. 

10. Other Implications: Not applicable. 

Recommendation: 

Page 2 

It is recommended that Council approve the Accessory Building subject to meeting all the 
requirements outlined in Section 8.3.6 - Accessory Buildings of the Development Regulations 
and maintain a 15-meter buffer from the highwater mark of the existing creek. 

Prepared by - Date/Signature: 
Ashley Murray, Development Officer II 

Signature: Wk~ 
() 

Approved by - Date/Signature: 
Jason Sinyard, P. Eng., MBA Deputy City Manager 
Planning, Engineering & Regulatory Services 

AAM/dlm 

Attachments: Locaiton Map 
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DEVELOPMENT PERMITS LIST 
DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING, ENGINEERING AND REGULATORY SERVICES 

       FOR THE PERIOD OF August 15, 2019 TO August 28, 2019 
           

       

 
Code  

 
Applicant 

 
Application 

 
Location 

 
Ward 

 
Development 

Officer’s 
Decision 

 
Date 

COM Peter’s Brown 
Architecture 

Office Building 25 Sea Rose 
Avenue 

1 Approved 19-08-16 

RES  Family Home Child 
Care Service for up 
to six (6) Children 

91 Maurice Putt 
Crescent 

4 Approved 19-08-16 

COM Market 
Morgan Finch 

17 Additional 
Parking Squares at 
Rear of Terrace on 
Square 

8-10 Rowan Street 4 Approved 19-08-21 

COM The Shoppes 
at Galway 
Limited 
Partnership 

Commercial 
Buildings A7 & A6 

4 & 6 Danny Drive 
(16 Danny Drive) 

5 Approved 19-08-21 

COM Stuff2Digital 
Inc 

Home Office for 
Administration of 
Management 
Consultant 
Company 

235 Blackmarsh 
Road, Unit 119 

3 Approved 19-08-26 

COM Lindsay 
Construction 
Ltd 

Commercial 
Building 

36 Ropewalk Lane 3 Approved 19-09-27 

 
 
 
* Code Classification: 

RES - Residential INST - Institutional 
COM - Commercial IND - Industrial  
AG           - Agriculture 
OT            - Other 

 
 

 

Gerard Doran 
Development 
Supervisor 
Planning, Engineering 
and Regulatory 
Services 
 
 
 
 
 

** This list is issued for information purposes only.  Applicants have been 
advised in writing of the Development Officer's decision and of their right 
to appeal any decision to the St. John's Local Board of Appeal. 
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Permits List  
 

     

Council's September 3, 2019 Regular Meeting   
 

       Permits Issued: 2019/08/15 to 2019/08/28 
 

     

 

BUILDING PERMITS ISSUED 

Residential 

 Location Permit Type Structure Type  

 1 Prim Pl Renovations Townhousing  

 10 Beothuck St Renovations Townhousing  

 10 Bideford Pl Fence Fence  

 10 Howley Ave Exten Change of Occupancy Day Care Centre  

 10 Johnson Cres Fence Fence  

 10 Mccrae St Fence Fence  

 106 Branscombe St Extension Single Detached Dwelling  

 108 New Cove Rd Deck Patio Deck  

 11 Prim Pl Renovations Townhousing  

 113 Quidi Vidi Rd Deck Patio Deck  

 12 Beothuck St Renovations Townhousing  

 13 Prim Pl Renovations Townhousing  

 136 Casey St Deck Patio Deck  

 14 Downing St Deck Patio Deck  

 14 John St Site Work Single Detached Dwelling  

 14 John St Fence Fence  

 14 Symonds Ave Renovations Single Detached w/ apt.  

 146 Highland Dr Renovations Single Detached Dwelling  

 149 New Cove Rd Fence Fence  

 15 Prim Pl Renovations Townhousing  

 155 Craigmillar Ave Renovations Single Detached Dwelling  

 162 Higgins Line Fence Fence  

 17 Musgrave St Extension Single Detached Dwelling  

 17 Musgrave St Renovations Single Detached Dwelling  

 17 Prim Pl Renovations Townhousing  

 17 Terry Lane New Construction Single Detached Dwelling  

 17 Titania Pl New Construction Swimming Pool/Hot Tub  

 189 Cheeseman Dr Renovations Single Detached Dwelling  

 19 Prim Pl Renovations Townhousing  

 2 Beothuck St Renovations Townhousing  
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 2 Country Grove Pl Fence Fence  

 20 Sitka St Renovations Single Detached Dwelling  

 216 Stavanger Dr Site Work Single Detached Dwelling  

 22 Falkland St Change of Occupancy Home Office  

 22 Quebec St Renovations Single Detached Dwelling  

 24 Winter Ave New Construction Swimming Pool/Hot Tub  

 259 Pennywell Rd New Construction Single Detached Dwelling  

 28 Georgina St Deck Patio Deck  

 29 Beothuck St Renovations Townhousing  

 29 Kilmory Pl Deck Patio Deck  

 3 Prim Pl Renovations Townhousing  

 30 Conway Cres Accessory  Building Accessory Building  

 30 Firdale Dr Accessory  Building Accessory Building  

 31 Beothuck St Renovations Townhousing  

 32 Thomas St Deck Patio Deck  

 320 Waterford Bridge Rd Accessory  Building Accessory Building  

 33 Beothuck St Renovations Townhousing  

 35 Beothuck St Renovations Townhousing  

 37 Beothuck St Renovations Townhousing  

 37 Boyle St Deck Patio Deck  

 39 Beothuck St Renovations Townhousing  

 4 Beothuck St Renovations Townhousing  

 4 Bowring Pl Site Work Single Detached Dwelling  

 4 Linden Pl Renovations Single Detached Dwelling  

 4 Parliament St Renovations Single Detached Dwelling  

 41 Beothuck St Renovations Townhousing  

 41 Fahey St Accessory  Building Accessory Building  

 43 Beothuck St Renovations Townhousing  

 45 Brooklyn Ave Deck Patio Deck  

 46 Maurice Putt Cres Renovations Single Detached Dwelling  

 46 Spencer St New Construction Townhousing  

 5 Pine Bud Pl Accessory  Building Accessory Building  

 5 Prim Pl Renovations Townhousing  

 51 Freshwater Rd Deck Patio Deck  

 51 Monkstown Rd Renovations Single Detached Dwelling  

 54 Mountbatten Dr Extension Single Detached Dwelling  

 59 Diamond Marsh Dr New Construction Single Detached Dwelling  

 6 Beothuck St Renovations Townhousing  

 6 King's Bridge Crt Renovations Single Detached w/ apt.  
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 60 Grenfell Ave Renovations Single Detached Dwelling  

 61 Diamond Marsh Dr New Construction Single Detached Dwelling  

 62 Huntingdale Dr Site Work Swimming Pool/Hot Tub  

 62 Perlin St Fence Fence  

 664 Southside Rd Renovations Single Detached Dwelling  

 67 Military Rd Renovations Semi Detached Dwelling  

 687 Main Rd Extension Single Detached Dwelling  

 7 Prim Pl Renovations Townhousing  

 70 Tigress St New Construction Single Detached w/ apt.  

 74 Maurice Putt Cres New Construction Single Detached w/ apt.  

 78 Cherokee Dr Fence Fence  

 8 Beothuck St Renovations Townhousing  

 8 Bonaventure Ave Deck Patio Deck  

 8 Dunkerry Cres Deck Patio Deck  

 80 Royal Oak Dr Accessory  Building Accessory Building  

 81 Maurice Putt Cres Renovations Single Detached Dwelling  

 85 Perlin St Accessory  Building Accessory Building  

 87 Maurice Putt Cres Deck Patio Deck  

 87 Springdale St Deck Patio Deck  

 9 Prim Pl Renovations Townhousing  

 94 Pleasant St Renovations Duplex Dwelling  

 99 Bay Bulls Rd Fence Fence  

   This Week: $1,987,991.00 

Commercial 

 Location Permit Type Structure Type  

 100 Elizabeth Ave Unit 

106 
Change of Occupancy Service Shop 

 

 100 Hebron Way Sign Office  

 130 Water St Renovations Office  

 141 Torbay Rd Sign Retail Store  

 16 Queen St Sign Tavern  

 
20 Crosbie Pl 

Change of 

Occupancy/Renovations 
Office 

 

 214 Duckworth St Sign Retail Store  

 24 Pepperrell Rd New Construction Warehouse  

 25 Hebron Way Sign Retail Store  

 25 Hebron Way Sign Retail Store  

 
25 Kenmount Rd 

Change of 

Occupancy/Renovations 
Tavern 
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 286 Torbay Rd Renovations Veterinary Hospital  

 326 Freshwater Rd Renovations Commercial Garage  

 330 Portugal Cove Pl Renovations Office  

 330 Portugal Cove Pl Accessory  Building Accessory Building  

 330 Torbay Rd Renovations Parking  

 36 Blackmarsh Rd Change of Occupancy Retail Store  

 4 Danny Dr New Construction Eating Establishment  

 
42 Danny Dr 

Change of 

Occupancy/Renovations 
Retail Store 

 

 42 Danny Dr Sign Retail Store  

 42 Danny Dr Sign Retail Store  

 48 Kenmount Rd Sign Retail Store  

 48 Kenmount Rd Sign Shopping Centre  

 5 Sea Rose Ave New Construction Light Industrial Use  

 64 Airport Rd Unit 101 Fence Fence  

 657 Topsail Rd Sign Take Out Food Service  

 
807 Water St 

Change of 

Occupancy/Renovations 
Office 

 

 83 Duckworth St Renovations Other  

 85-95 Kenmount Rd Renovations Office  

   This Week: $4,759,291.00 

Government/Institutional 

 Location Permit Type Structure Type  

 Blackhead Rd Sign Other  

   This Week: $1,500.00 

Industrial 

 Location Permit Type Structure Type  

     

   This Week: $0.00 

Demolition 

 Location Permit Type Structure Type  

 23 Chafe's Lane Demolition Single Detached Dwelling  

 4 Spencer St Demolition Single Detached Dwelling  

 46 Signal Hill Rd Demolition Single Detached Dwelling  

   This Week: $29,500.00 

   This Week's Total: $6,778,282.00 
 

    

REPAIR PERMITS ISSUED:  
 

 

$47,517.50 
  

     

    

179



REJECTIONS:  

28 Welland St 
Application to extend existing driveway rejected as per Section 10.3.3(1)(g) of the 

St. John's Developent Regulations. 
 

 

  
 

     

    

YEAR TO DATE COMPARISONS 

September 3, 2019 

 

TYPE 2018 2019 
% Variance  

(+/-) 

Residential $51,506,072.00 $27,750,480.89 -46 

Commercial $159,401,898.00 $82,518,321.97 -48 

Government/Institutional $2,495,632.00 $1,578,850.00 -37 

Industrial $5,000.00 $1,737,266.07 34645 

Repairs $1,871,800.00 $1,793,173.50 -23 

TOTAL $215,280,402.00 $115,378,092.43 -46 
 

  

Housing Units (1 & 2 Family 

Dwelling) 
96 68  

 

  

Respectfully Submitted, 
 

 

 

_______________________________________ 

Jason Sinyard, P.Eng., MBA 

Deputy City Manager 

Planning, Engineering and Regulatory Services 
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City of St. John’s  PO Box 908  St. John’s, NL  Canada  A1C 5M2  www.stjohns.ca 

 
Title:               Overnight Construction – Kenmount Road Trunk Storm Sewer 

Phase 1B (Polina Road to Peet Street)  
 
Date Prepared:   August 27, 2019   
 
Report To:    His Worship the Mayor and Members of Council    
 
Councillor and Role:  Mayor and Council  
 
Ward:    4   
  

 
Decision/Direction Required: 
 
To allow temporary construction activities along Kenmount Road between Polina Road and 
Peet Street during the hours of 11:00pm and 7:00am. 
 
Discussion – Background and Current Status:  
 
It has typically been the opinion of City Council and staff that overnight construction activities 
are not desirable in the City due to the noise caused by construction activities and the effect 
this would have on nearby residents as well as increased costs typically associated with 
overnight work. 
 
For the current project, we are preemptive in seeking approval for the Contractor to conduct 
some portions of the work during the overnight hours, from 11:00pm to 7:00am. The work to be 
completed overnight generally includes pipe installation across Kenmount Road and 
watermain work. These activities traditionally cause traffic congestion due to the amount of 
equipment required to complete the work coupled with volume of traffic on Kenmount Road 
itself as well as impacts to businesses when water is shut off.   
 
The overnight work is not anticipated to take place every night but would rather involve 
sporadic overnight operations to facilitate the above as required.  While it is not known if 
nighttime work will affect nearby businesses/residents, it can be monitored accordingly. 
 
There would be no additional cost for overnight work in this instance. Permitting overnight work 

will help expedite the project. 

City staff are seeking permission from Council to grant an exemption to the City’s noise bylaw 
for the Kenmount Road project, between August 20 and November 30, 2019. Specific dates for 
any overnight work are not known at this time and will rely on weather conditions and the 
Contractors schedule. 
 
 

DECISION/DIRECTION NOTE 
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Decision/Direction Note  Page 2 
Overnight Construction – Kenmount Road Trunk Storm Sewer Phase 1B 
(Polina Road to Peet Street) 
 

 

Key Considerations/Implications: 
 

1. Budget/Financial Implications: 
 

There are no budget implications associated with this decision.  
 

2. Partners or Other Stakeholders:  
 
Area Businesses 
Area Residents 
 

3. Alignment with Strategic Directions/Adopted Plans:  
 

Promoting a safe and secure City is a part of the City’s Strategic Plan 
Neighborhoods build our City. 
 

4. Legal or Policy Implications:  
 

There are no Legal or Policy implications associated with this decision. 
 

5. Privacy Implications: 
 

There are no privacy implications associated with this decision. 
 

6. Engagement and Communications Considerations:  
 

Public notices will be posted on City website prior to any planned overnight work.     
 

7. Human Resource Implications:  
 

Not applicable 

 

8. Procurement Implications:  
 

Not applicable 
 

9. Information Technology Implications:  
 

Not applicable 

 

10. Other Implications:  
 

Not applicable 
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Decision/Direction Note  Page 3 
Overnight Construction – Kenmount Road Trunk Storm Sewer Phase 1B 
(Polina Road to Peet Street) 
 

 

 
Recommendation:  
 
It is recommended that Council grant the Contractor permission to work outside the City’s 
noise bylaw hours, allowing the Contractor to work between 11:00pm and 7:00am for the 
Kenmount Road Trunk Storm Sewer Project. This work is anticipated to be sporadic, and 
therefore public notifications will be provided through the City’s website prior to any overnight 
work taking place. 
 
 
Prepared by/Date:  
 
 
_______________________________ 
Mark White 
Manager, Construction Engineering 
 
 
 
Approved by/Date: 
 
 
________________________________ 
Scott Winsor 
Director of Engineering 
 
MW/dm 
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DECISION/DIRECTION NOTE 

Title: Ground Sign Approval 

Date Prepared: August 13, 2019 

Report To: His Worship the Mayor and Members of Council 

Councillor and Role: Councillor Wally Collins 

Ward: 5 

Decision/Direction Required: For consideration of Council to approve a Ground Sign 
which exceeds the maximum allowable tolerances under the Sign By-Law. 

Discussion - Background and Current Status: An application was made to Inspection 
Services for the installation of a ground sign to be installed at two locations, 16 Danny Drive 
and 35 Danny Drive which will advertise a portion of "The Shoppes at Galway". The 
applicant is requesting a deviation of the Sign By-Law, proposing the maximum allowable 
height of 8 metres to be increased to 10.7 metres and the maximum allowable area of 20 
square metres to be increased to 32.5 square metres. 

A review of the submitted plans was conducted, and all other requirements of the Sign By­
law have been satisfied. A Professional Engineer has stamped the design drawings and 
will be certifying the installation of the sign. 

Section 15 and 16 of the St. John's Sign By-Law grants Council the flexibility to exceed the 
allowable tolerances at their discretion. 

Key Considerations/Implications: 

1 . Budget/Financial Implications: Not applicable 

2. Partners or Other Stakeholders: Not applicable 

3. Alignment with Strategic Directions/Adopted Plans: Not applicable 

4. Legal or Policy Implications: Not applicable 

5. Privacy Implications: Not applicable 

6. Engagement and Communications Considerations: Not applicable 

ST. JQHN'S 
City of St. John's PO Box 908 St. John's, NL Canada AtC 5M2 www.stjohns.ca 198



Decision/Direction Note Page 2 
16 and 35 Danny Drive - Ground Signs 

7. Human Resource Implications: Not applicable 

8. Procurement Implications: Not applicable 

9. Information Technology Implications: Not applicable 

10. Other Implications: 

Recommendation: 

It is recommended that Council approve the request to exceed the maximum allowable 
tolerances as stipulated in the Sign By-Law as proposed. 

Prepared by/Signature: 
Dennis Easton, Supervisor, Inspection Services 

Signature:~ 

Approved by/Signature: 
Jason Sinyard, P. Eng., MBA, Deputy City Manager, Planning, Engineering & Regulatory 
Services 

DEE/mrd 
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Approved by E-Poll August 22, 2019
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Approved by Council via e-poll conducted on 
August 20, 2019
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