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Proclamation 
National Seniors Day 

& United Nations International Day of Older Persons  
October 3, 2022 

 
WHEREAS  communities across Canada have joined together on October 1 to  

recognize National Seniors Day and the United Nations International Day 
of Older Persons; and 

WHEREAS  National Seniors Day focuses on celebrating and honoring the 

fundamental role seniors play in the prosperity of our communities and 

our country; and 

WHEREAS  seniors in St. John’s contribute in many ways to our community and are 

involved in all aspects of our lives, as parents, grandparents, teachers, 

volunteers, mentors, and neighbors; and 

WHEREAS  C.A.R.P. NL, a participating organization of the Seniors Advisory 

Committee, is an advocate to ensure fair treatment for all seniors in an 

age friendly city; and, 

WHEREAS  for 2022, the participating community and organizational representatives 

and the city staff of the Seniors Advisory Committee of the City of St. 

John’s have partnered to develop a program of activities to enable our 

older citizens to engage and recover from the pandemic isolation of the 

past two years; and 

WHEREAS  the City of St. John’s today launched these week-long activities with a flag 

raising ceremony at 10:00 AM this morning, October 3, 2022;  

THEREFORE I, Danny Breen, Mayor of the City of St. John’s, do hereby proclaim the 

week of October 3-7, 2022, as Seniors Week in the City of St. John’s and 

urge my fellow citizens to recognize the crucial role played by older 

Canadians in our community and our Province. 

Dated this 3rd day of October, 2022.  

 
 

___________________________ 
Danny Breen, Mayor 
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Proclamation 

Fire Prevention Week 
October 9-15, 2022 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

WHEREAS: the City of St. John’s is committed to ensuring the safety and security of all 
those living in and visiting our City; and 

WHEREAS: fire is a serious public safety concern both locally and nationally, and 

homes are where people are at greatest risk to fire; and 

WHEREAS: cooking equipment is the leading cause of home structure fires and 

associated injuries are the third leading cause of home fire deaths; and 

WHEREAS: heating and electrical equipment and smoking materials are among the 

leading causes of reported home fires; and 

WHEREAS: working smoke alarms cut the risk of dying in reported home fires in half; 

and 

WHEREAS: City of St. John’s first responders are dedicated to reducing the occurrence 

of home fires and home fire deaths and injuries through prevention and protection 

education; and 

WHEREAS: St. John’s residents are responsive to public education measures and are 

able to take personal steps to increase their safety from fire, especially in their homes; 

and 

WHEREAS: residents who have planned and practiced a home fire escape plan are 

more prepared and will therefore be more likely to survive a fire; and 

WHEREAS: the Fire Prevention Week 2022 theme, “Fire Won’t Wait. Plan Your 

Escape.” effectively serves to remind us all of the simple actions we can take to stay 

safer from fire during Fire Prevention Week and year-round. 

THEREFORE: I, Mayor Danny Breen, do hereby proclaim the week of October 09-15, 
2022, as Fire Prevention Week in the City of St. John’s. I urge all the people of  
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St. John’s to heed the important safety messages of Fire Prevention Week 2022 and to 
support the many public safety activities and efforts of the St. John’s Regional Fire 
Department’s Fire and Emergency Services. 
 
I call upon the people of the City of St. John’s to participate in fire prevention activities at 
home, work, and school and to take the steps needed to make their homes and families 
safe from the leading causes of home fires, which include cooking, heating and 
electrical. 

Signed at City Hall, St. John’s, NL on this 3rd day of October, 2022. 

 

___________________________ 
Danny Breen, Mayor 
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Name, Title

Circular Economy Month

October 1-31, 2022
We commit to waste reduction, resource conservation, and community education 
for sustainable living. We recognize that losing waste to disposal and as litter are 
local and global threats to the environment. We will take action to reduce our 

waste and support the circular economy. 

hereby declares

DateSigned

City of St. John's Municipal Council

Danny Breen, Mayor

October 3, 2022
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Minutes of Regular Meeting - City Council 

Council Chamber, 4th Floor, City Hall 

 

September 26, 2022, 3:00 p.m. 

 

Present: Mayor Danny Breen 

 Deputy Mayor Sheilagh O'Leary 

 Councillor Ron Ellsworth 

 Councillor Sandy Hickman 

 Councillor Debbie Hanlon 

 Councillor Jill Bruce 

 Councillor Ophelia Ravencroft 

 Councillor Jamie Korab 

 Councillor Ian Froude 

 Councillor Carl Ridgeley 

  

Regrets: Councillor Maggie Burton 

  

Staff: Kevin Breen, City Manager 

 Lynnann Winsor, Deputy City Manager of Public Works 

 Cheryl Mullett, City Solicitor 

 Ken O'Brien, Chief Municipal Planner 

 Karen Chafe, City Clerk 

Susan Bonnell, Manager, Communications & Office Services 

 Jennifer Squires, Legislative Assistant 

  

  

  

 

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 
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Regular Meeting - September 26, 2022 2 

 

histories and cultures of the Mi’kmaq, Innu, Inuit, and Southern Inuit of this 

Province.” 

 

1. CALL TO ORDER 

2. PROCLAMATIONS/PRESENTATIONS 

3. APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA 

3.1 Adoption of Agenda 

SJMC-R-2022-09-26/429 

Moved By Councillor Hickman 

Seconded By Councillor Bruce 

That the Agenda be adopted as presented. 

For (10): Mayor Breen, Deputy Mayor O'Leary, Councillor Ellsworth, 

Councillor Hickman, Councillor Hanlon, Councillor Bruce, Councillor 

Ravencroft, Councillor Korab, Councillor Froude, and Councillor Ridgeley 

 

MOTION CARRIED (10 to 0) 

 

4. ADOPTION OF THE MINUTES 

4.1 Adoption of Minutes - September 19, 2022 

SJMC-R-2022-09-26/430 

Moved By Deputy Mayor O'Leary 

Seconded By Councillor Hanlon 

That the minutes of September 19, 2022, be adopted as presented. 

For (10): Mayor Breen, Deputy Mayor O'Leary, Councillor Ellsworth, 

Councillor Hickman, Councillor Hanlon, Councillor Bruce, Councillor 

Ravencroft, Councillor Korab, Councillor Froude, and Councillor Ridgeley 

 

MOTION CARRIED (10 to 0) 

 

5. BUSINESS ARISING FROM THE MINUTES 

5.1 Resolution re: Guaranteed Basic Living Income 
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Regular Meeting - September 26, 2022 3 

 

Deputy Mayor O'Leary made a motion to defer the Resolution on 

Guaranteed Basic Living Income to the following Regular Meeting of 

Council. 

SJMC-R-2022-09-26/431 

Moved By Deputy Mayor O'Leary 

Seconded By Councillor Ellsworth 

That Council defer the resolution to the next Regular Meeting of Council. 

For (10): Mayor Breen, Deputy Mayor O'Leary, Councillor Ellsworth, 

Councillor Hickman, Councillor Hanlon, Councillor Bruce, Councillor 

Ravencroft, Councillor Korab, Councillor Froude, and Councillor Ridgeley 

 

MOTION CARRIED (10 to 0) 

 

6. DEVELOPMENT APPLICATIONS 

6.1 Request to Relieve Parking for a Single Detached Dwelling – 20 

McNeil Street – DEV2200120 

SJMC-R-2022-09-26/432 

Moved By Councillor Korab 

Seconded By Councillor Froude 

That Council approve the parking relief for one parking space at 20 McNeil 

Street to allow a Single Detached Dwelling with Subsidiary Apartment.    

For (10): Mayor Breen, Deputy Mayor O'Leary, Councillor Ellsworth, 

Councillor Hickman, Councillor Hanlon, Councillor Bruce, Councillor 

Ravencroft, Councillor Korab, Councillor Froude, and Councillor Ridgeley 

 

MOTION CARRIED (10 to 0) 

 

6.2 Notices Published – 30 Donovan’s Road - DEV2200125 

SJMC-R-2022-09-26/433 

Moved By Councillor Korab 

Seconded By Councillor Ridgeley 

That Council approve the application for a Home Occupation for glass 

service work at 30 Donovan’s Road.     
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For (10): Mayor Breen, Deputy Mayor O'Leary, Councillor Ellsworth, 

Councillor Hickman, Councillor Hanlon, Councillor Bruce, Councillor 

Ravencroft, Councillor Korab, Councillor Froude, and Councillor Ridgeley 

 

MOTION CARRIED (10 to 0) 

 

7. RATIFICATION OF EPOLLS 

8. COMMITTEE REPORTS 

9. DEVELOPMENT PERMITS LIST (FOR INFORMATION ONLY)  

9.1 Development Permits List September 15 - 21, 2022 

Council considered the Development Permits List for information. 

10. BUILDING PERMITS LIST (FOR INFORMATION ONLY) 

10.1 Building Permit List 

Council considered the Building Permit List for information. 

11. REQUISITIONS, PAYROLLS AND ACCOUNTS 

11.1 Weekly Payment Vouchers Ending Week of September 21, 2022 

SJMC-R-2022-09-26/434 

Moved By Deputy Mayor O'Leary 

Seconded By Councillor Froude 

That the weekly payment vouchers for the week ending September 21, 

2022, in the amount of $3,934,393.56 be approved as presented. 

For (10): Mayor Breen, Deputy Mayor O'Leary, Councillor Ellsworth, 

Councillor Hickman, Councillor Hanlon, Councillor Bruce, Councillor 

Ravencroft, Councillor Korab, Councillor Froude, and Councillor Ridgeley 

 

MOTION CARRIED (10 to 0) 

 

12. TENDERS/RFPS 

12.1 2022156 – Cold Mix Asphalt Supply 
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SJMC-R-2022-09-26/435 

Moved By Councillor Hickman 

Seconded By Councillor Bruce 

That Council approve for award open call 2022156 – Cold Mix Asphalt 

Supply to the lowest, and only bidder, meeting specifications, Modern 

Paving Limited, for $309,062.50, HST included, as per the Public 

Procurement Act.      

For (10): Mayor Breen, Deputy Mayor O'Leary, Councillor Ellsworth, 

Councillor Hickman, Councillor Hanlon, Councillor Bruce, Councillor 

Ravencroft, Councillor Korab, Councillor Froude, and Councillor Ridgeley 

 

MOTION CARRIED (10 to 0) 

 

12.2 2022159 - Supply and Delivery of Watermain Pipe and Fittings 

SJMC-R-2022-09-26/436 

Moved By Councillor Hickman 

Seconded By Councillor Korab 

That Council approve for award open call 202259 – Supply and Delivery of 

Watermain Pipe and Fittings to the lowest bidder meeting specification 

Crane Supply, for $375,637.15 (HST Included) as per the Public 

Procurement Act.       

For (10): Mayor Breen, Deputy Mayor O'Leary, Councillor Ellsworth, 

Councillor Hickman, Councillor Hanlon, Councillor Bruce, Councillor 

Ravencroft, Councillor Korab, Councillor Froude, and Councillor Ridgeley 

 

MOTION CARRIED (10 to 0) 

 

12.3 2022160 - Bay Bulls Big Pond Water Treatment Plant Filter Upgrades 

SJMC-R-2022-09-26/437 

Moved By Councillor Hickman 

Seconded By Deputy Mayor O'Leary 

That Council approve for award this open call to lowest and sole bidder 

meeting specifications, Tristar Mechanical Ltd., for $2,907,200.00 (HST 

Incl.) as per the Public Procurement Act.      
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For (10): Mayor Breen, Deputy Mayor O'Leary, Councillor Ellsworth, 

Councillor Hickman, Councillor Hanlon, Councillor Bruce, Councillor 

Ravencroft, Councillor Korab, Councillor Froude, and Councillor Ridgeley 

 

MOTION CARRIED (10 to 0) 

 

12.4 2022157 – Supply of Sodium Bisulphite 

SJMC-R-2022-09-26/438 

Moved By Councillor Hickman 

Seconded By Councillor Bruce 

That Council approve for award open call 2022157 – Supply of Sodium 

Bisulphite to the lowest, and only bidder meeting specifications, Univar 

Canada, for $496,041.00 (HST included), as per the Public Procurement 

Act.      

For (10): Mayor Breen, Deputy Mayor O'Leary, Councillor Ellsworth, 

Councillor Hickman, Councillor Hanlon, Councillor Bruce, Councillor 

Ravencroft, Councillor Korab, Councillor Froude, and Councillor Ridgeley 

 

MOTION CARRIED (10 to 0) 

 

13. NOTICES OF MOTION, RESOLUTIONS QUESTIONS AND PETITIONS 

14. OTHER BUSINESS 

14.1 Sale of City land on Brother McSheffrey Lane 

Councillor Ellsworth requested that should Council approve the motion of 

the sale of City land, that the permit for the extension also be released to 

allow work on the project to begin. 

SJMC-R-2022-09-26/439 

Moved By Councillor Froude 

Seconded By Councillor Ellsworth 

That Council approve the sale of City land at Brother McSheffrey Lane, as 

shown in red on Schedule “A”.      
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For (10): Mayor Breen, Deputy Mayor O'Leary, Councillor Ellsworth, 

Councillor Hickman, Councillor Hanlon, Councillor Bruce, Councillor 

Ravencroft, Councillor Korab, Councillor Froude, and Councillor Ridgeley 

 

MOTION CARRIED (10 to 0) 

 

15. ACTION ITEMS RAISED BY COUNCIL 

15.1 Social Procurement 

Deputy Mayor O'Leary asked that Staff provide an update on the status of 

social procurements to Council. Information on provincial social 

procurement policies that would impact the City were requested. 

16. ADJOURNMENT 

There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at 3:23 p.m. 

 

 

_________________________ 

MAYOR 

 

_________________________ 

CITY CLERK 
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Resolution  

 

WHEREAS the growing social crisis and impacts of poverty have downstream effects on our municipality, 

putting unsustainable pressure on our limited resources to deliver necessary public services and social 

supports as we struggle to keep up with downloaded responsibilities.  

WHEREAS Basic Income addresses key social determinants of health, such as income and housing, it can 

alleviate pressures on municipalities to address poverty and fill gaps in social supports, such as shelter, 

housing, food security and mental health. Research and pilots show that when people have a sufficient 

and secure income their mental and physical health improves; they have the capacity to secure more 

affordable, suitable, and safe housing, childcare, healthy food, and transportation; and poverty rates 

decrease.  

WHEREAS the provision of a guaranteed livable basic income would benefit individuals, families and 

communities and protect the most vulnerable in society, it would also support community resilience by 

facilitating the transition to a local economy that responds to the climate crisis and other major 

challenges. Evidence shows that a federally funded basic income that improves people’s financial 

stability is possible, as successful income transfer programs already exist in Canada for seniors (Old Age 

Security and the Guaranteed Income Supplement) and for parents (Canada Child Benefit (CCB).  

And WHEREAS, a private members motion was tabled in the House of Assembly on November 3, 2021 

and unanimously adopted urging the government to establish an all-party Committee on basic income, 

with a mandate to review and make recommendations on: eligibility and minimum income amounts, 

interaction with existing income supports, additional poverty reduction initiatives, cost-benefit analysis, 

potential models for such a program and a timeline for implementation: and further resolving to urge 

the government to ensure that the Committee has the resources it needs to conduct its work and 

engage Federal Members of Parliament from Newfoundland & Labrador to participate. 

 

THEREFORE be it resolved that the City of St. John’s write a letter to the Prime Minister, Newfoundland 

& Labrador Members of Parliament, Newfoundland & Labrador Senators and the Premier of 

Newfoundland & Labrador, calling on these orders of government to work towards the creation of a 

Guaranteed Livable Basic Income to eradicate poverty and homelessness, and ensure everyone has 

sufficient income to meet their basic needs."  
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City of St. John’s  PO Box 908  St. John’s, NL  Canada  A1C 5M2  www.stjohns.ca 

 
 
Title:       Notices Published – 147 LeMarchant Road - DEV2200121  
 
Date Prepared:  September 27, 2022   
 
Report To:    Regular Meeting of Council     
 
Councillor and Role: Councillor Jamie Korab, Development 
 
Ward:    Ward 2    
  

 
Decision/Direction Required: 
A Discretionary Use application has been submitted for 147 LeMarchant Road. 

Discussion – Background and Current Status:  
The proposed application is for an Apartment Building with 5 Dwelling units at 147 LeMarchant 

Road. There are currently 4 residential dwelling units and 1 commercial unit in the building. 

The commercial unit which has an area of 65m2 will be converted into a residential unit 

creating a 5th unit in the Apartment Building. Parking is provided. The proposed application is 

zoned Residential Mixed (RM). An Apartment Building with a maximum of 6 Dwelling Units is a 

Discretionary Use in the RM Zone. 

No submissions were received.  

Key Considerations/Implications: 
 

1. Budget/Financial Implications: Not applicable. 
 

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

3. Alignment with Strategic Directions:  
 
          A Sustainable City: Plan for land use and preserve and enhance the natural and built 

environment where we live. 
 

          Choose an item. 
 

4. Alignment with Adopted Plans: St. John’s Envision Municipal Plan and Development 
Regulations.  
 

5. Accessibility and Inclusion: Not applicable. 
 
 

DECISION/DIRECTION NOTE 
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Decision/Direction Note  Page 2 
147 LeMarchant Road 

 

 
 

6. Legal or Policy Implications: St. John’s Development Regulations Section 10.5 
“Discretionary Use” and Section 10 “Residential Mixed (RM) Zone”.  
 

7. Privacy Implications: Not applicable. 
 

8. Engagement and Communications Considerations: Public advertisement in accordance 
with Section 4.8 Public Consultation of the St. John’s Envision Development 
Regulations. The City has sent written notices to property owners within a minimum 
150-metre radius of the application sites. Application have been advertised in The 
Telegram newspaper at least twice and are posted on the City’s website. Written 
comments received by the Office of the City Clerk are included in the agenda for the 
regular meeting of Council. 
 

9. Human Resource Implications: Not applicable. 
 

10. Procurement Implications: Not applicable. 
 

11. Information Technology Implications: Not applicable. 
 

12. Other Implications: Not applicable. 
 
Recommendation: 
That Council  approve the Discretionary Use application at 147 LeMarchant Road to allow an 
Apartment Building with 5 Dwelling Units.    
 
Prepared by:  
Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett, MCIP Supervisor – Planning & Development 
Planning, Engineering and Regulatory Services 
 
Approved by: 
Jason Sinyard, P.Eng, MBA Deputy City Manager 
Planning, Engineering and Regulatory Services 
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Decision/Direction Note  Page 3 
147 LeMarchant Road 

 

Report Approval Details 

Document Title: Notices Published - 147 LeMarchant Road.docx 

Attachments: - 147_Lemarchant_RD_.pdf 

Final Approval Date: Sep 28, 2022 

 

This report and all of its attachments were approved and signed as outlined below: 

Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett - Sep 27, 2022 - 3:04 PM 

Jason Sinyard - Sep 28, 2022 - 10:11 AM 
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Development Permits List 

For September 22 to September 28, 2022 
 

Code Applicant Application Location Ward 
Development 

Officer’s 
Decision 

Date 

RES S&L Porter 
Homes 

Rebuild of Single 
Detached Dwelling 

37 Maxwell Place 2 Approved 22-09-22 

RES  Rebuild of Single 
Detached Dwelling 

20 McNeil Street 2 Approved 22-09-27 

       

       

       

       

 
 

 
 
Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett 
Supervisor – Planning & Development 
 
 
_______________________________ 

 
* Code Classification: 
 RES - Residential   INST - Institutional 
 COM - Commercial  IND - Industrial 
 AG - Agriculture 
 OT - Other 
 
** 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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Building Permits List  
 

     

Council's October 3, 2022 Regular Meeting   
 

       Permits Issued: 2022/09/22 to 2022/09/28 
 

     

     

 

Class: Residential 

 11 Diana Rd Site Work Driveway  

 14 Markland St Site Work Driveway  

 193 Thorburn Rd New Construction Single Detached Dwelling  

 20 Cherry Hill Rd Renovations Single Detached Dwelling  

 23 Outer Battery Rd Renovations Single Detached Dwelling  

 26 Durham Pl Accessory  Building Accessory Building  

 261 Anspach St Accessory  Building Accessory Building  

 3 Middleton St Accessory  Building Accessory Building  

 305 Newfoundland Dr Deck Patio Deck  

 31 Palm Dr Renovations Single Detached Dwelling  

 37 Gower St Renovations Boarding House (4 Or Less  

 43 Hall's Rd Renovations Single Detached Dwelling  

 51 Canada Dr Deck Patio Deck  

 6 Ginger St New Construction Single Detached Dwelling  

 7 Harrogate Pl Fence Fence  

 80 Grenfell Ave Accessory  Building Accessory Building  

   This Week: $553,721.87 

Class: Commercial 

 10 Pasadena Cres Renovations Apartment Building  

 10 Pasadena Cres Renovations Apartment Building  

 108 Mcniven Pl New Construction Recreational Use  

 144 Military Rd Deck Patio Deck  

 
206 Duckworth St 

Change of 

Occupancy/Renovations 
Retail Store 

 

 40 International Pl Renovations Church  

 
430 Topsail Rd 

Change of 

Occupancy/Renovations 
Mixed Use 

 

 48 Kenmount Rd Renovations Retail Store  

 
50 White Rose Dr 

Change of 

Occupancy/Renovations 
Retail Store 

 

 571 Torbay Rd Renovations Restaurant  

20



   This Week: $768,000.00 

Class: Government/Institutional 

 42 Bannerman St Renovations Church  

   This Week: $100,000.00 

Class: Industrial 

     

   This Week: $0.00 

Class: Demolition 

 34 Buchanan St Demolition Single Detached Dwelling  

   This Week: $20,000.00 

   This Week's Total: $1,441,721.87 
 

     

 

Repair Permits Issued 2022/09/22 to 2022/09/28:  
 

 

$168,931.48 
 

 

 

     

  
 

   

     

     

YEAR TO DATE COMPARISONS 

October 3, 2022 

 

TYPE 2021 2022 
% VARIANCE 

(+/-) 

Residential $46,481,461.55 $61,359,096.11 32 

Commercial $106,814,754.04 $93,293,211.10 -13 

Government/Institutional $32,800,499.00 $1,375,188.00 -96 

Industrial $4,164,500.00 $351,000.00 -92 

Repairs $3,698,138.83 $1,383,315.92 -63 

TOTAL $193,959,353.42 $157,761,811.13 -19 
 

 

  

Housing Units (1 & 2 Family 

Dwelling) 
139 187  

 

 

  

Respectfully Submitted, 
 

 

 

 

Jason Sinyard, P.Eng., MBA 

Deputy City Manager 

Planning, Engineering and Regulatory Services 
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Weekly Payment Vouchers 

For The 

Week Ending September 27, 2022 
 

 

 

Payroll 

 
Public Works $    477,616.06 

 

Bi-Weekly Administration $    823,824.05      

 

Bi-Weekly Management  $    874,163.73 

 

Bi-Weekly Fire Department $    885,497.81 

 

 

Accounts Payable                                                       $ 5,749,864.01 

 

 
(A detailed breakdown available here ) 

 

 

 

 

 
 

                                              Total:            $ 8,810,965.66 
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City of St. John’s  PO Box 908  St. John’s, NL  Canada  A1C 5M2  www.stjohns.ca 

 
Commodity/Bid #: 2022147 - Supply & Deliver of 2 Waste Collection Trucks with Automated Arms 

Date Prepared:   Monday, September 26, 2022 

Report To:   Regular Meeting 

Councillor and Role: Councillor Sandy Hickman, Public Works 

Ward:    N/A  

 
Department:   Public Works  

Quotes Obtained By: Blair McDonald    

Budget Code:  PWP-2022-083   

Source of Funding: Capital 

Purpose:    
This open call was issued as part of the Regular Fleet Replacement 
 
Proposals Submitted By:    

 

Vendor Name 
Saunders Equipment 
Shu Pak Equipment 

 

 
 

Expected Value: ☐ Value shown is an estimate only for a #    year period. The City does 

    not guarantee to buy specific quantities or dollar value. 
 
Contract Duration:  Delivery by November 2023.  
 
Recommendation: 
THAT Council approve for award this open call to the highest scorer as determined by the 
City’s evaluation team, Saunders Equipment for the amount of $962,665.00 (Hst Included), as 
per the Public Procurement Act.       
 
Attachments: 

DEPARTMENTAL APPROVAL REQUEST/RFP 
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City of St. John’s  PO Box 908  St. John’s, NL  Canada  A1C 5M2  www.stjohns.ca 

 
Bid # and Name: 2022135 - Production of Cover Material - Robin Hood Bay Waste 

Management Facility 

Date Prepared:   Tuesday, September 27, 2022 

Report To:   Regular Meeting 

Councillor and Role: Councillor Sandy Hickman, Public Works 

Ward:    N/A  

 
Department:   Public Works  

Division:   Waste & Recycling  

Quotes Obtained By: Sherry Kieley    

Budget Code:  4331-55260   

Source of Funding: Operating 

Purpose:    
This open call was issued to produce rock cover material on site to be used for covering of 
waste at Robin Hood Bay. 
 

Results: ☐ As attached ☒ As noted below  

 

Vendor Name Bid Amount 

Capital Ready Mix a division of Newcrete 
Investments Limited Partnership 

$1,181,078.03 

Weirs Construction Limited $1,426,000.00 

Farrell's Excavating Ltd. $1,463,145.00 

Modern Paving Limited $3,093,500.00 

 

Expected Value: ☐ As above 

☒ Value shown is an estimate only for approximately 4 months. The 

City does not guarantee to buy specific quantities or dollar value. 
 
Contract Duration:  Work to be completed by January 30 2023 
 

Bid Exception:  None 

 
Recommendation:  
That Council approve for award open call 2022135 – Production of Cover Material – Robin 
Hood Bay Waste Management Facility to the lowest bidder meeting specification, Capital 
Ready Mix a division of Newcrete Investments Limited Partnership, for $1,181,078.03 (HST 
included) as per the Public Procurement Act.       

BID APPROVAL NOTE 
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Attachments: 
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Report Approval Details 

Document Title: 2022135 - Production of Cover Material - Robin Hood Bay Waste 

Management Facility.docx 

Attachments:  

Final Approval Date: Sep 27, 2022 

 

This report and all of its attachments were approved and signed as outlined below: 

Rick Squires - Sep 27, 2022 - 9:49 AM 

Derek Coffey - Sep 27, 2022 - 12:25 PM 
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City of St. John’s  PO Box 908  St. John’s, NL  Canada  A1C 5M2  www.stjohns.ca 

 
Bid # and Name: 2022164 - Supply and Delivery of Aluminum Chlorohydrate (ACH) 

Coagulant 

Date Prepared:   Tuesday, September 27, 2022 

Report To:   Regular Meeting 

Councillor and Role: Councillor Sandy Hickman, Public Works 

Ward:    N/A  

 
Department:   Public Works  

Division:   Water & Wastewater  

Quotes Obtained By: Sherry Kieley    

Budget Code:  4123-55411 for BBBP, 4122-55411 for PHLP   

Source of Funding: Operating 

Purpose:    
This open call was issued for the supply and delivery of water treatment chemicals essential to 
operations at the Bay Bulls Big Pond (BBBP) and Petty Harbour Long Pond Water (PHLP) 
Treatment Plants. 
 

Results: ☐ As attached ☒ As noted below  

 

Vendor Name Bid Amount 

Kemira Water Solutions Canada Inc. $652,902.50 

Camin Cargo Control Canada $904,580.00 

 

Expected Value: ☐ As above 

   ☒ Value shown is an estimate only for a 1  year period. The City does 

    not guarantee to buy specific quantities or dollar value. 
 
Contract Duration:  One (1) year, plus the possibility of two (2) one (1) year extensions   
 

Bid Exception:  None 

 
Recommendation:  
That Council approve for award open call 2022164 – Supply and Delivery of Aluminum 
Chlorohydrate (ACH) Coagulant to the lowest bidder meeting specification, Kemira Water 
Solutions Canada Inc., for $652,902.50 (HST included) as per the Public Procurement Act.      
 
 
Attachments: 

BID APPROVAL NOTE 
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Report Approval Details 

Document Title: 2022164 - Supply and Deliver of Aluminum Chlorohydrate (ACH) 

Coagulant.docx 

Attachments:  

Final Approval Date: Sep 27, 2022 

 

This report and all of its attachments were approved and signed as outlined below: 

Rick Squires - Sep 27, 2022 - 3:16 PM 

Derek Coffey - Sep 27, 2022 - 3:20 PM 
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City of St. John’s  PO Box 908  St. John’s, NL  Canada  A1C 5M2  www.stjohns.ca 

 
 
Title:       SERC – 2022 Fall Events 3  
 
Date Prepared:  September 27, 2022   
 
Report To:    Regular Meeting of Council     
 
Councillor and Role: Councillor Debbie Hanlon, Special Events Regulatory Committee 
 
Ward:    N/A    
  

Decision/Direction Required: Seeking Council approval for road closures associated with the 
CLB Anniversary Parade on October 16 and the Cape to Cabot Road Race on October 23. 
 
Discussion – Background and Current Status: The CLB Anniversary Parade is scheduled 
to take place on Sunday October 16. The Parade will leave the CLB Armory on Harvey Rd at 
1:30pm, proceed down Long’s Hill, turn left onto Queen’s Rd, right onto Church Hill to enter the 
Anglican Cathedral. 
 
Following the Church Service, the parade will reform in Veteran’s Sq (Queen’s Rd at Church 
Hill) proceed north on Church Hill to Queen’s Rd, east on Queen’s Rd to Rawlins Cross. The 
unit will turn left onto Military Rd, to Harvey Rd returning to the CLB Armory. 
 
Organizer has secured the Royal Newfoundland Constabulary for rolling road closures. 

 

DECISION/DIRECTION NOTE 
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The Cape to Cabot Road Race is scheduled to take place on October 23 from 8:00am to 

11:00am. The Royal Newfoundland Constabulary for has been secured for this event, along with 

volunteer road marshals. The full route, along with road closures, are listed below. 

Blackhead Road – Warford Road to Cape Spear  

Closed Both Directions  

7:45am – 10:00am  

 

Blackhead Road – Warford Road to Linegar Avenue (lower intersection)  

Northbound Lane (downhill) Closed  

8:30am – 10:00am 

 

Southside Road – Leslie Street to 245 Southside Rd  

Single Lane Traffic  

Running Lanes on both sides marked with cones  

Traffic controlled by marshals at both ends, with radios  

8:45am – 10:15am  

 

Water Street West – Leslie Street to Harbour Drive  

Curb Lane Eastbound Closed  

Marked with Cones  

8:45am – 10:30am 

 

Exit Ramp – Pitts Memorial to Water Street West  

Closed  

8:45am – 10:30am  

 

Harbour Drive – Water Street to Prescott Street  

Eastbound Lane Closed  

9:00am – 10:45am 

 

Water Street East – Prescott Street to Hill o’Chips  

Eastbound Lane Closed  

9:00am – 10:45am 

 

Water Street East – Hill o’Chips to Temperance Street  

Eastbound Lane Closed  

9:00am – 11:00am 
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Duckworth Street – Plymouth Road to Temperance Street  

Eastbound Lane Closed (except to local residents of Duckworth St)  

9:00am – 11:00am  

 

Temperance Street  

Both Directions Closed  

9:00am – 11:00am 

 

Signal Hill Road – Battery Road to Cabot Avenue  

Eastbound Lane (Uphill) Closed  

Westbound Lane (Downhill) Closed from St. Joseph’s Ln to Battery Rd  

9:00am – 11:00am  

 

Access to Battery and Signal Hill Area  

Local residents may access/leave Battery Rd via Quidi Vidi Rd  

Resident below St. Joseph’s Lane on Signal Hill Rd may access Quidi Vidi Rd by descending 

Signal Hill Rd, all other descending traffic to exit via St. Joseph’s Lane.  

Local resident access to area controlled at Plymouth Rd and Quidi Vidi Rd.  

9:00am – 11:00am 
 
 
Key Considerations/Implications: 
 

1. Budget/Financial Implications: N/A 
 

2. Partners or Other Stakeholders: C.L.B., Athletics Northeast Running Club, Inc. 
 

3. Alignment with Strategic Directions: 
 
          A Connected City: Develop and deliver programs, services and public spaces that build 

safe, healthy and vibrant communities.  
 

4. Alignment with Adopted Plans: N/A 
 

5. Accessibility and Inclusion: N/A 
 

6. Legal or Policy Implications: N/A 
 

7. Privacy Implications: N/A 
 

8. Engagement and Communications Considerations: Road closure notifications will occur 
in advance of the events. 
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9. Human Resource Implications:  N/A 
 

10. Procurement Implications: N/A 
 

11. Information Technology Implications: N/A 
 

12. Other Implications: N/A 
 
Recommendation: 
That Council approve the road closures associated with the CLB Anniversary Parade on 
October 16, and the Cape to Cabot road race on October 23.     
 
Prepared by: Christa Norman, Special Projects Coordinator 
Approved by: Erin Skinner, Supervisor of Tourism and Events  
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Report Approval Details 

Document Title: SERC - 2022 Fall Events 3.docx 

Attachments:  

Final Approval Date: Sep 28, 2022 

 

This report and all of its attachments were approved and signed as outlined below: 

Erin Skinner - Sep 27, 2022 - 5:51 PM 

Tanya Haywood - Sep 28, 2022 - 11:08 AM 
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City of St. John’s  PO Box 908  St. John’s, NL  Canada  A1C 5M2  www.stjohns.ca 

 
 
Title:       68 Queen’s Road (Apartment Building), Approval, MPA1900002  
 
Date Prepared:  September 26, 2022   
 
Report To:    Regular Meeting of Council     
 
Councillor and Role: Councillor Ian Froude, Planning 
 
Ward:    Ward 2    
  

Decision/Direction Required: 
Following the Commissioner’s public hearing (an in-person hearing plus a virtual online 
session), Council can proceed with the final steps in the amendment process for Envision St. 
John’s Municipal Plan Amendment Number 1, 2022, and Envision St. John’s Development 
Regulations Amendment Number 1, 2022, concerning land at the rear of 68 Queen’s Road 
bordering Harvey Road, the proposed Parish Lane development.   
 
Discussion – Background and Current Status:  
The Commissioner’s report on this matter is attached and is discussed below. 
 
Background 
The City received an application in 2019 from Parish Lane Developments Inc. to rezone land at 
68 Queen’s Road from the Institutional (INST) and Open Space (O) Zones to an apartment 
zone to accommodate a residential redevelopment of the site. The proposed residential 
building and parking garage at the rear, bordering Harvey Road, is 5 storeys high at Harvey 
Road, and considerably higher from Queen’s Road due to the slope of the land. Earlier, 
Council rezoned the front of the property to accommodate 3 new townhouses, to be built 
attached to the house at 70 Queen’s Road that dates from 1893 and was once attached to the 
Cathedral Parish Hall (now demolished); the house is a designated Heritage Building. 
 
The rear of 68 Queen’s Road rises steeply to Harvey Road in a treed area that is used 
informally by some neighbours but has no formal use. The retaining wall at the top supports 
Harvey Road itself. 
 
Nearby buildings include The Rooms provincial museum, art gallery and archives on the north 
side of Harvey Road, the back yards of houses along Garrison Hill to the east, Gower Street 
United Church and hall and the Sergeant’s War Memorial and Peacekeepers Monument 
across Queen’s Road to the south, and St. Andrew’s Presbyterian Church and hall off Long’s 
Hill to the west. There is also a closed Roman Catholic cemetery in front of St. Andrew’s. The 
Catholic Basilica and the Anglican Cathedral are nearby, plus the former Benevolent Irish 
Society (BIS) building, now a residential apartment building. Several nearby buildings are 
designated by the City as Heritage Buildings. 
 

DECISION/DIRECTION NOTE 
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The current adopted amendment package is for the part of the property zoned Open Space 
(O) at the rear along Harvey Road. The Open Space Zone does not allow an apartment 
building and therefore rezoning is required. The property is designated Open Space by the 
Envision St. John’s Municipal Plan, and rezoning would require a Municipal Plan amendment. 
An amendment to the St. John’s Urban Region’s Regional Plan is also required (see below).  
 
The Open Space Zone along Harvey Road originated with the first zoning map for St. John’s in 
1955. At that time, there were only a handful of zones. The Open Space Zone was used for 
parks, churches, churchyards, and cemeteries. Note that this was never a public park or public 
open space. The property is in Heritage Area 1 and is within the St. John’s Ecclesiastical 
District National Historic Site of Canada, proclaimed several years ago by the Historic Sites 
and Monuments Board of Canada. 
 
Prior to separating the amendments for the front and rear of 68 Queen’s Road, Council 
adopted a land use report in June 2021 prepared by the applicant. Before the recent 
Commissioner’s hearing, there were 3 public meetings on this property – one before the 
applicant made site changes, and 2 virtual meetings on the revised site plan. 
 
Before submitting the revised plan, the applicant held a public session at The Rooms; and in 
partnership with Happy City St. John’s and Heritage NL, carried out an online survey, a focus 
group with stakeholders, and a design charrette led by ERA Partners, an architectural firm 
from Toronto. These consultations helped in revising the design – from two large apartment 
buildings to one large building plus 3 townhouses.  
 
Regional Plan Amendment 
To consider any rezoning of land at the rear of 68 Queen’s Road, a Regional Plan amendment 
is required to redesignate the land from “Public Open Space” to “Urban Development”. Until a 
few years ago, the Regional Plan designated all this area as Urban Development, and no 
amendment would be needed.  When Municipal Affairs digitized the Regional Plan map 
several years ago, it inadvertently introduced a level of detail that was not original, by 
designating many of the City’s Open Space lands as “Public Open Space” regionally. In the 
policies of the Regional Plan, that designation is reserved for region-wide open spaces such as 
Signal Hill, Cape Spear, Pippy Park, and Cochrane Pond Park. The City has approached the 
Province about this problem, which affects many properties in St. John’s and neighbouring 
municipalities. Meanwhile, we must apply for a Regional Plan amendment here.  
 
The Minister of Municipal and Provincial Affairs gave permission for the City to proceed with 
public consultation related to the Regional Plan. In addition to public notification, the Minister 
required consultation with the other 14 municipalities in the region. There were no concerns 
raised by any of those municipalities. 
 
The Province referred the Regional Plan amendment to its Inter-departmental Land Use 
Committee (ILUC). Provincial departments and agencies expressed no concerns, though 
Archaeology noted that an archaeological impact assessment would be required before 
development. Provincial Tourism did not object but stated that tourism stakeholders would be 
very concerned about the impact on views, particularly from The Rooms. They were satisfied 
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that there would be a diligent and extensive consultation process so these concerns could be 
discussed and addressed. The ILUC report recommended that the Regional Plan amendment 
be approved, conditional to the concerns and comments expressed.  
 
Should Council approve the amendments, it is then up to the Minister whether to adopt the 
Regional Plan amendment.  If the Minister does, then all the amendments can proceed.  
Otherwise, all the amendments will be refused.  
 
Outcome of Public Consultation 
At the public meetings and in the many emails received, opinions were divided. Some thought 
that the proposed development would be an improvement to the old hall, retain the heritage 
character of the area, increase residential density, and be a good addition to the 
neighbourhood.  
 
Others did not want to see trees cut down and thought the proposed building was too large 
and out of scale with the historic area. Concerns were raised that removing trees and 
developing a large building will block sunlight and affect the privacy of houses on Garrison Hill. 
There were concerns that blasting or drilling for the underground parking could affect the 
adjacent properties, including the windows and masonry of St. Andrew’s Church. The 
objections include a petition with over 4,000 signatures. 
 
The board of directors of The Rooms and three adjacent places of worship (Gower Street 
United Church, St. Andrew’s Presbyterian Church, and the Catholic Basilica of St. John the 
Baptist) cited significant objections to the proposed development.  
 
Concerns have been raised about potential negative impacts on the St. John’s Ecclesiastical 
District National Historic Site designation. There was a plea that the development could 
jeopardize the work of volunteers who seek to nominate the Ecclesiastical District as a World 
Heritage Site with UNESCO. Parks Canada has written the City about the District, expressing 
concern and asking that the City adopt the Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of 
Historic Places in Canada. The volunteer group asserts that approval of this rezoning and 
proposed development will prevent a UNESCO application and will threaten the future of the 
District, but the letters from Parks Canada do not state this definitively. Heritage NL, an arms-
length provincial agency, co-operated with the developer in some of the public consultations 
but did not provide commentary on the revised design.  
 
Additional submissions were received during the public hearing notice period. Commentary on 
these submissions can be found in the Commissioner’s report.  
 
Site-Specific Amendment 
Given the concerns raised, Council directed staff to prepare a site-specific zone for the 
proposed Apartment Building. This is intended to apply in a situation where a general zone 
might not give Council enough control. This property is a sensitive site with many public 
concerns. In the proposed amendment, a site plan is adopted as the zone standards, so that if 
the property is developed, the development will have to match the adopted site plan. The 
building form would be developed exactly as proposed. Any changes to the site plan would 
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require an amendment to the zone. The proposed Apartment Harvey Road (AHR) Zone 
includes four attachments which display: floor-to-floor heights, building setbacks, building 
profiles and relative building heights.  
 
Since the public meetings in November 2020, the applicant has lowered the roofline to a 
maximum building height of 16.5 metres on Harvey Road (see the drawing below and the 
amendment package). This would be 16.5 metres (5 storeys) above Harvey Road.  

 
Staff recommended setting a maximum building height 10% lower than the proposed building 
heights. If the maximum building height in the zone was set at 15 metres, the proposed 16.5-
metre height could be permitted with a 10% variance. Using this method, the maximum 
building height will truly be 16.5 metres above Harvey Road, rather than 16.5 metres plus a 
possible additional 10% (another 1.65 metres). As per Section 7.4 of the Envision St. John’s 
Development Regulations, Council approval is required for any variances.  
 
Commissioner’s Report 
The Commissioner’s report is attached for Council’s review and consideration. The report is 
thorough, with analysis of each matter raised. However, City staff disagree with the 
conclusions and recommendations of the report. 
 
The Commissioner makes 3 recommendations to the Minister and 4 recommendations to 
Council. We start with the recommendations to Council. Excerpts from the Commissioner’s 
report are in italics, followed by City staff comments. 
 
THAT prior to approving the amendments to the Municipal Plan and the Development 
Regulations that would permit the proposed development, the City of St. John’s:  
 
1. Reconsider its direction given at its February 9, 2021 meeting that City Staff prepare a 
site-specific zone for the upper portion of the property, using an adopted site plan to 
control the development of the proposed Apartment Building. 
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Staff comment: Council’s direction to use a site-specific amendment at 68 Queen’s Road is to 
ensure that the proposed development is limited to exactly what is proposed and cannot be 
built any taller or larger, even if ground conditions are different from what is expected. The NL 
planning system does not enable Council to sign a development agreement with a developer 
that sets a specific site plan in place and runs with the property, even if it is sold. Using a site-
specific amendment achieves the same certainty in a different way. 
 
 
2. City Council apply the federal Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic 
Places in Canada to the proposed development which lies within the St. John’s 
Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site. 
 
Staff comment: When the Ecclesiastical District was put in place, the federal government 
recommended that Council adopt the Standards and Guidelines but did not require it. Council 
has committed to examining the document further to see if it could be adopted and 
implemented here. Meanwhile, the document was not adopted by Council on the date that the 
application for 68 Queen’s Road was received, and it is not fair to apply a document 
retroactively to the application, unless the applicant was agreeable to do so. 
 
 
3. City Council direct City Staff to assess the development application under the City of St. 
John’s Heritage Design Standards within the City’s Heritage By-Law No. 1642, which 
was passed by Council on September 13, 2021, including: 
  

a. By requiring a Heritage Report to inform the scale and design of the proposed  
development, and as identified in the new Heritage By-Law Sections 8C and 8D, 
by a nationally certified Heritage Conservation Specialist; and 

  
b. That the Report meet the conditions set out in Section 5 of the By-law that 
ensures that the Development and the variance does not impact the heritage value 
of adjacent properties.  

 
Staff comment: The long-standing practice of the City is to apply standards and regulations 
that were in legal effect on the date of an application for rezoning or for development. This is 
done in fairness to applicants, whose projects may not be viable if standards change while an 
application is being reviewed. The aim is to provide certainty in the rezoning or development 
process. Therefore, to retroactively apply the new Heritage By-Law to the proposed rezoning, 
or to retroactively use the Standards and Guidelines is unfair to the applicant. If the previous 
standards and regulations were so egregious as to pose a threat to public safety or to sound 
planning, the argument could be made to abandon them in favour of new standards and 
regulations. But the previous standards were in place for many years with no threat to public 
safety or sound planning. 
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4. After all the recommendations are considered, should City Council wish to consider the 
proposed development, it may require a fresh Land Use Report for the development 
application and rescind the one which was already adopted by Council during approval of 
the Townhouse amendment and/or require such updated supporting documentation from 
the developer as is required to answer any questions or concerns arising from application 
of the appropriate heritage framework.  
 
Staff comment: We disagree with the retroactive application of new standards and regulations 
to a rezoning application, and therefore disagree with the call to reject the previously approved 
land use report and require a new one. 
 
For Council’s information, the Commissioner’s recommendations to the Minister are included 
here: 
 
THAT prior to approving the amendment requested by the City to the St. John’s Urban Region  
Regional Plan, the Minister of Municipal and Provincial Affairs:  
 
1. Assess the province’s obligations related to any proposed development within the St. 
John’s Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site because Canada signed the 
Convention Concerning the Protection of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage (the 
World Heritage Convention) following consultations with the provinces and territories. 
As a result, Canadian provincial, territorial and federal governments are bound to Article 
5 of the World Heritage Convention, which requires the implementation of effective and 
active legal, scientific, technical, administrative and financial measures to protect 
heritage. In accordance with this, provincial legislation and involvement on heritage 
matters must ensure that the integrity of places of provincial, national, and international 
significance is protected. 
  
2. Consider the province’s important and cooperative intergovernmental relationship with 
Parks Canada and apply the federal Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of 
Historic Places in Canada to the proposed development within the St. John’s 
Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site. 
  
3. Ensure that the province’s assessment of its obligations related to any proposed 
development within the St. John’s Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site is 
undertaken with consideration about whether the proposed development meets the policy 
direction found in the provincial Way Forward Cultural Action Plan to ensure that the 
proposed development aligns with the province’s stated cultural objectives. 
 
Staff comment: These recommendations will be considered by the Minister. For 
recommendation #2, it is not the Province’s role to apply development standards or review 
development applications that are in municipal jurisdiction. The application site is not 
provincially owned. 
 
City staff do not support the Commissioner’s recommendations to Council, and instead 
recommend that Council approve Envision St. John’s Municipal Plan Amendment Number 1, 
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2022 and Envision St. John’s Development Regulations Amendment Number 1, 2022, as 
amended with the following changes: 

 Policy 8.4(7) of the St. John’s Municipal Plan was revised to include reference to the 
new Apartment Harvey Road (AHR) Zone.  

 Section 10.2 of the St. John’s Development Regulations has been amendment to add 
the new Apartment Harvey Road Zone name, abbreviation and zone colour under the 
Apartment Zones list.  

 
If the amendments are approved by Council, they will be forwarded to the NL Department of 
Municipal and Provincial Affairs with a request for the Minister to register the amendments and 
to approve St. John’s Urban Region Regional Plan Amendment No. 1, 2020. This will conclude 
the amendment process for this site.  
 
Staff further recommend that Council: 

 Approve a variance of 10% on building height as per the attached drawing entitled 
Relative Heights with Variance, dated March 19, 2021. 

 
 
Key Considerations/Implications: 
 

1. Budget/Financial Implications: Not applicable.  
 

2. Partners or Other Stakeholders: Neighbouring residents and property owners; 
downtown business groups; heritage groups.  
 

3. Alignment with Strategic Directions: 
 
          A Sustainable City: Plan for land use and preserve and enhance the natural and built 

environment where we live. 
 
          A Sustainable City: Facilitate and create the conditions that drive the economy by being 

business and industry friendly; and being a location of choice for residents, businesses 
and visitors.  
 

4. Alignment with Adopted Plans: Envision St. John’s Municipal Plan and Development 
Regulations 
 

5. Accessibility and Inclusion: Accessibility requirements will be reviewed and applied at 
the Building Permit stage, should the proposal proceed.  
 

6. Legal or Policy Implications: Map amendments to the Envision St. John’s Municipal Plan 
and Development Regulations are required.  A map amendment to the St. John’s Urban 
Region’s Regional Plan is required. 
 

7. Privacy Implications: Not applicable.  
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8. Engagement and Communications Considerations: Public consultations, meetings, and 
a hearing have been caried out. 
 

9. Human Resource Implications: Not applicable.  
 

10. Procurement Implications: Not applicable.  
 

11. Information Technology Implications: Not applicable.  
 

12. Other Implications: Not applicable.  
 
Recommendation: 
That Council  
1) approve the attached resolutions for Envision St. John’s Municipal Plan Amendment 
Number 1, 2022 and Envision St. John’s Development Regulations Amendment Number 1, 
2022, as amended, regarding land at the rear of 68 Queen’s Road bordering Harvey Road; 
2) approve a variance of 10% on building height at Harvey Road, as per the attached 
document entitled Relative Heights with Variance, dated March 19, 2021; and 
3) ask the Minister to register the amendments and to approve St. John’s Urban Region 
Regional Plan Amendment No. 1, 2020.     
 
Prepared by: Ken O’Brien, MCIP, Chief Municipal Planner 
Approved by: Jason Sinyard, P. Eng., MBA, Deputy City Manager, Planning, Engineering 
& Regulatory Services  
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Decision/Direction Note  Page 9 
68 Queen’s Road (Apartment Building), Approval, MPA1900002 
 

Report Approval Details 

Document Title: 68 Queen’s Road (Apartment Building), Approval, 

MPA1900002.docx 

Attachments: - 68 Queen's Road - Apartment Approval Attachments.pdf 

- MP Amend No.1 and DR No.1, 2022 - 68 Queen's Road- MAP and TEXT 

(amc).pdf 

- FINAL Commissioner's Report 22 August 2022.pdf 

- FINAL Appendix 1 City of St. John's Report 68 Queen's Road(reduced).pdf 

- FINAL Appendix 2 City of St. John's 68 Queen's Road.pdf 

- FINAL Appendix 3.pdf 

Final Approval Date: Sep 28, 2022 

 

This report and all of its attachments were approved and signed as outlined below: 

Ken O'Brien - Sep 27, 2022 - 11:35 AM 

Jason Sinyard - Sep 28, 2022 - 3:35 PM 
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Parish Lane Development - 2021 03 19 
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LUAR Revision 5 B, July 2, 2020 7

PARISH
LANE Introduction | Location & Objectives

Phase 3
Parish Lane 
Residences
Up to 36 Residences

Visitor Parking and Drop 
Off, Resident Parking 
below

Phase 2
Queen’s Road 
Townhouses
3 Townhouses

Driveway Public Sitting 
and Viewing

Public Sitting and 
Viewing

Tree protection 
and buffer

Fully 
Landscaped

Pedestrian 
Entrance

Main Concept Components
• Up to 40 residences: one in the existing residence; three new 

townhouses; and a new residence building (to be known as The Parish 
Lane Residences).

• Protection and reuse of the Parish Residence.
• Vehicular and pedestrian access from Queen's Road and pedestrian 

access from Harvey Road. 
• Tree and property protection.
• Fully landscaped.
• Primarily covered parking and accessible visitor parking.

Green Roof Phase 1
Restore Residence
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LUAR Revision 5 B, July 2, 2020 16

PARISH
LANE Land Use Assessment Report | B3  Elevation and Building Materials

Dropoff

Sitting and 
Viewing

Roof: standing seam metal roof, muted colour.
Other than dormers, there are no roof top 
structures

Schematic Imagery

Phase 3: Parish Lane Residence’s Materials
The building structure will be concrete. 
Cladding is masonry, glass, and machine coated aluminum.
Colours and textures of exterior materials will be selected 
to blend with and complement the development.
Glass window wall and punched windows
Machine coated aluminum. 

Patios and balconies will be integral with the structure, and 
recessed into corners versus projected from the corner.
Railings will be glass and aluminum.

Materials
M1 Calcium silicate rain screen, Aris Clip ‘Merlot’
M2 Calcium silicate full bed stone, Arriscraft ‘Montecito’
C1  Composite Rainscreen
G1  Clear glass
A1  Machine coated aluminum
R1  Standing Seam metal 

M1 M2

G1

M1

M2

M2

G1

A1

M1

A1

M2

R1
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Skyline with no development 

Skyline with an 18.0m building (height taken from Harvey Road) 
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Skyline with a 16.5m building (height taken from Harvey Road) 

Skyline with a 15.0m building (height taken from Harvey Road) 
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Master List of Heritage Buildings  Page 306 

City of St. John’s 

 

 

Statement of Significance 

 

 
Aerial view of St. John's Ecclesiastical District outlined in red 

 

St. John's Ecclesiastical District 

 

Formal Recognition Type 

City of St. John's Heritage Building, Structure, Land or Area 

 

Description of Historic Place 

The St. John’s Ecclesiastical District is a large, linear shaped parcel of land located in the center 

of St. John’s, in the one of the oldest sections of town. This district includes churches, convents, 

monasteries, schools, fraternal meeting houses and cemeteries and evokes a visual panorama of 

imposing masonry buildings of varying architectural styles. Within this organically patterned 

landscape and generous open spaces are some of the province’s most important 19th century 

“mother churches”, including representatives from most major denominations prevalent in 

Newfoundland and Labrador. The buildings vary in size, scale and formality and the district 

exemplifies its strong educational thrust through the continued uses of many of the buildings for 

their intended purposes, such as the schools and churches. The district spans an area of more than 

61 acres. The natural evolution of the area is evident through its architecture and mature green 

space and newer buildings included within the district boundaries have been designed to be 

sympathetic to the styles of the original buildings. The designation is purely commemorative and 

includes all buildings, lands, landscape features, structures and remains within the boundaries.  

 

Heritage Value 

The St. John’s Ecclesiastical District has a strong historic association with religion and education 

for Newfoundland and Labrador. The collection of ecclesiastical and fraternal buildings, which 
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City of St. John’s 

 

 

comprise the district, represents the pivotal role of the churches in St. John’s society in matters 

spiritual, educational, charitable, political and recreational for more than 175 years. Although 

many of these historic functions have been taken over by the provincial government, the area 

continues to contribute strongly to the community through the various schools and the churches 

whose facilities serve many cultural and social needs and expressions. It is the spiritual center of 

St. John’s and of the founding religions and it is used by many groups and faiths for ongoing 

cultural and social activities. 

 

The St. John’s Ecclesiastical District is also historically valuable because of its associations with 

the religious leaders who were the overseers of daily operations. In a town whose population was 

once divided along religious lines, individual buildings and clusters thereof are associated with 

personalities who sat in the seats of religious power and the people who found themselves under 

their guidance. The denominational clusters of buildings serve to emphasize both the differences 

and similarities of each religious group at the same time. The buildings remain as imposing, 

lasting reminders of the institutions responsible for their construction and the contribution of 

these religious institutions to the community, both positive and negative. 

 

The St. John’s Ecclesiastical District achieves aesthetic value through the formal styles, scales 

and placements of buildings, landscape features and structures, which show the roles and 

dominance of religion in the history and development of the capital city. The overall visual 

impact of the area is achieved through the uses of varying materials, architectural styles, open 

spaces and statuary whereas today areas like the Ecclesiastical District are no longer being built. 

Where religion played a crucial and fundamental role in developing the community, these 

buildings stand as physical testaments to this influence. Also aesthetically valuable is the use of 

natural, enduring materials which dominate the district landscape. The buildings, constructed in 

stone and brick, reach skyward with their spires and towers, yet remain solidly firm on their 

well-built foundations. The varied ornamentations, statuary, grave markers, monuments and 

fencing, paired with the mature trees and generous use of green space, all combine in a cohesive 

and organic manner.  

 

The St. John’s Ecclesiastical District achieves environmental value in several ways. The district 

is a visual landmark for fishermen. Situated on upwards-sloping land the brick and granite 

buildings rise above the harbour, marking the way for fishermen returning from the fishing 

grounds as they enter St. John’s harbour. This visual landmark continues to be used to this day, 

and the views of the district from the harbour, as well as the views of the harbour from the 

district are considered valuable to the community. Other environmental values include the 

footpaths, the close proximity of the buildings to each other and the back alleyways reminiscent 

of 19th century St. John’s; a trend that doesn’t exist in newer parts of the city. The area was 

intentionally picked by early church leaders to emphasize the dominant position of the churches. 

The big stone churches held the leaders of society who, in their infinite wisdom, could peer down 

on the masses of common folk and pass down their laws and rules. The physical location of the 

church buildings deliberately forced the less-enlightened to look up to the church: a literal 

reaction to a figurative idea.  

 
Source: St. John’s Ecclesiastical District Ward 2, Recognition in the St. John’s Municipal Plan, St. John’s Municipal Plan 

Amendment No. 29, 2005 CD R2005-04-26/11 
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Character Defining Elements 

All those elements that relate to the variety and the uses of formal architectural styles and 

designs often typical of each denomination, including but not limited to: 

 

- Gothic Revival, Classic, Romanesque, Second Empire and Georgian masonry buildings; 

-high quality of craftsmanship; 

- the uses of architectural features typically found on specific architectural styles such as 

arched window and door openings on the Gothic Revival Anglican Cathedral and the 

Latin cross layout of the Romanesque Catholic Basilica;  

- use of symbols and inscribed identifications such as those found on the BIS (Benevolent 

Irish Society) building in the forms of carved stonework and statuary on the exterior 

façade of the building; 

- decorative elements which reflect the grandness of the buildings, including stained glass 

windows, towers, spires, belfries, the Basilica Arch and grand entryways with generous 

open green space; 

- dominating nature of spires in an area where they stand out among primarily low 

buildings; and 

- various roof shapes, windows and door openings, massing, size and orientation.  

 

All those elements that relate to the predominant use of high quality, durable materials, and to 

the variety of these materials, including:  

 

- use of locally quarried granite and bluestone incorporated into masonry buildings; 

- use of imported stone incorporated into masonry buildings; and  

- use of slate and other durable materials. 

 

All those elements that relate to the physical location of the district, including: 

 

- prominent location on a hill/ slope making it visible and symbolic; 

- existing major views to and from the district; 

- informal organic layout and the ability to read the natural land use patterns and 

circulation routes; 

- relationship of major religious institutional buildings to their immediate setting and 

surroundings; and 

- interrelationship of buildings and denominational clusters, such as the Roman Catholic 

cluster of its convent, monastery, church and school. 

 

All unique and special elements that define the district’s long and religious/educational history, 

including: 

- formal landscape elements such as walls, fencing, statuary, grave markers, Basilica Arch 

and monuments; 

- the interrelationship between buildings, such as the nearness of the Presentation Convent, 

the Basilica, the Monastery and St. Bon’s School, and the ability to access each by 

footpaths marked out for more than 175 years, and through back doors and alleyways; 

- non-formal and traditional treed footpaths and monuments, including unmarked trails 

through cemeteries; and 

- openness of landscape; 
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All those elements that reflect the continuing uses of the district, including: 

- religious, educational and community uses for cultural purposes. 

 

Location and History 

 

Community  St. John's 

Municipality  City of St. John's  

Construction (circa)  1826 - 1923 

Style  Other 

Website Link  http://www.stjohns.ca/index.jsp  

 

 

Additional Photos 
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City of St. John’s Municipal Plan, 2021 

 

St. John’s Municipal Plan Amendment Number 1, 2022 

 

Open Space Land Use District to  
Residential Land Use District for an Apartment Building 

68 Queen’s Road 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

September 2022 
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URBAN AND RURAL PLANNING ACT, 2000 

RESOLUTION TO ADOPT 

ST. JOHN’S Municipal Plan, 2021 

Amendment Number 1, 2022 

Under the authority of section 16 of the Urban and Rural Planning Act, 2000, the City 

Council of St. John’s adopts the St. John’s Municipal Plan Amendment Number 1, 2022. 

Adopted by the City Council of St. John’s on the 28th day of June, 2022. 

Signed and sealed this ____ day of ________________________. 

  

Mayor:  __________________________ 

   

Clerk:  __________________________ 

Canadian Institute of Planners Certification 

I certify that the attached St. John’s Municipal Plan Amendment Number 1, 2022 has 

been prepared in accordance with the requirements of the Urban and Rural Planning Act, 

2000. 

MCIP/FCIP:  ___________________________ 

 

 

 

 

 

MCIP/FCIP Stamp 

 

 

 

 

Town Seal 
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URBAN AND RURAL PLANNING ACT, 2000 

RESOLUTION TO APPROVE 

St. John’s Municipal Plan, 2021 

Amendment Number 1, 2022 

Under the authority of sections 16, 17 and 18 of the Urban and Rural Planning Act, 2000, 

the City Council of St. John’s: 

1. Adopted the St. John’s Municipal Plan Amendment Number 1, 2022 on the 28th 

day of June, 2022; 

2. Gave notice of the adoption of the St. John’s Municipal Plan Amendment Number 

1, 2022 by way of an advertisement inserted in the Telegram newspaper on the 

2nd day of July, 2022, on the 9th day of July, 2022, on the 16th day of July, 2022,; 

and 

3. Set the 20th day of July, 2022 at 7:00 p.m. at the St. John’s City Hall in the City of 

St. John’s for the holding of a public hearing to consider objections and 

submissions; and  

4. Set the 21st day of July, 2022 at 7:00 p.m. for an additional virtual session via 

Zoom.  

Now, under section 23 of the Urban and Rural Planning Act, 2000, the City Council of St. 

John’s approves the St. John’s Municipal Plan Amendment Number 1, 2022 on the 3rd 

day of October, 2022 as amended with the changes outlined below. 

Amend Policy 8.4(7) in the St. John’s Municipal Plan to reference the new Apartment 

Harvey Road Zone.  
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Signed and sealed this ____ day of ________________________. 

  

Mayor:  __________________________ 

   

Clerk:  __________________________ 

 

 

Canadian Institute of Planners Certification 

I certify that the attached City of St. John’s Municipal Plan Amendment Number 1, 2022 

has been prepared in accordance with the requirements of the Urban and Rural Planning 

Act, 2000. 

MCIP/FCIP:  ___________________________ 

 

  

MCIP/FCIP Stamp 

 

 

 

 

Town Seal 

 

 

 

 

59



 

CITY OF ST. JOHN’S 

Municipal Plan Amendment Number 1, 2022  

 
 
BACKGROUND 
The City of St. John’s wishes to allow an Apartment Building at 68 Queen’s Road. A 
Municipal Plan Amendment to redesignate land from the Open Space Land Use District 
to the Residential Land Use District is required to accommodate the development. 
 
Initially this amendment also included rezoning land at the front of the property from the 
Institutional (INST) Zone to the Residential Downtown (RD) Zone for the purpose of 
developing three (3) Townhouses. Following the public meeting, at the February 9, 
2021, Council meeting, Council directed to split the amendments into two separate 
amendments. On August 20, 2021, the front of the property was re-designated to the 
Residential Land Use District and rezoned to the RD Zone. St. John’s Municipal Plan 
Amendment Number 1, 2022 and Development Regulations Amendment Number 1, 
2022 only applies to the rear of the property (area currently designated and zoned Open 
Space (O)).  
 
Heritage Area 
The subject property is located in Heritage Area 1 and is within the St. John’s 
Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site, which was proclaimed several years ago by 
the Historic Sites and Monuments Board of Canada. Nearby buildings include The 
Rooms provincial museum, art gallery and archives to the north, houses along Garrison 
Hill to the east, Gower Street United Church and hall and the Sergeant’s War Memorial 
and Peacekeepers Monument across Queen’s Road to the south, and St. Andrew’s 
Presbyterian Church and hall off Long’s Hill to the west. There is also a disused Roman 
Catholic cemetery in front of St. Andrew’s. The Catholic Basilica and the Anglican 
Cathedral are nearby. 
 
The associated Land Use Assessment Report, available from the Planning Division 
upon request, was reviewed by the Built Heritage Experts Panel and recommended 
changes, such as building materials and window design, have been incorporated into 
the Apartment Building design.  
 
Changes to the Proposal  
In 2019, Council decided to consider rezoning the subject property and set terms of 
reference for a Land Use Assessment Report. The initial application for this property 
proposed two Apartment Buildings with a total of 40 units, one fronting Harvey Road 
and one fronting Queen’s Road. The required public meeting for the proposed 
development and rezoning was held on November 27, 2019 and was attended by 
approximately 135 people. Many concerns were raised during the meeting about the 
size and scale of the proposed building. Following the meeting the applicant decided 
that they would conduct independent consultation and revise the plans. The additional 
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consultation included a public session at The Rooms with stakeholders; and in 
partnership with Happy City St. John’s and Heritage NL, the applicant carried out an 
online survey, a focus group meeting with stakeholders, and a design charrette lead by 
ERA Partners.  
 
The applicant updated the required Land Use Assessment Report to propose a new 
development. In the revised design, 40 residential units remain, but the Apartment 
Building on Queen’s Road was changed to three Townhouses. The building on Harvey 
Road has been rotated 90 degrees so it is narrower along the road and goes back 
deeper into the property. The Townhouses have since been rezoned to allow 
development.  
 
The land at the rear of the lot rises steeply to Harvey Road in a treed area that has no 
formal use. While this portion of the lot is zoned Open Space, it is privately owned and 
is used informally by some area residents. Staff believe that this zone is a hold-over 
from the first zoning map for St. John’s in 1955. At that time, there were only a handful 
of zones used. Parks were zoned Open Space, as well as all churches, churchyards, 
and cemeteries. As the Institutional Zone was later introduced, it was likely that this 
portion of the lot was left as Open Space because it was vacant land and only the 
building portion of the lot was zoned Institutional.  
 
Given the concerns raised during the public consultation, in February 2021 Council 
directed staff to prepare a site-specific zone for the proposed Apartment Building. This 
zone is intended to apply in a situation where a general zone might not give Council 
enough control. This property is a sensitive site with many public concerns. In the 
proposed amendment, a site plan is adopted as the zone standards, so that if the 
property is developed, the development will have to match the adopted site plan. The 
building form would be developed exactly as proposed. Any changes to the site plan 
would require an amendment to the zone. Once this amendment is approved and the 
land is designated Residential, as long as the proposed use of the site remains 
residential a Municipal Plan amendment would not be required to accommodate 
building design changes.   
 
PUBLIC CONSULTATION 
The revised submission and proposed amendment and associated public meetings 
were advertised on three occasions in The Telegram newspaper on October 31, 
November 7, and November 14, 2020. A notice of the amendment was also mailed to 
property owners within 150 metres of the application site and posted on the City’s 
website and social media. Two virtual public meetings were held on November 17 and 
18, 2020. Submissions received are included in the November 22, 2021 Regular 
Council Meeting Agenda (Decision Note dated November 17, 2021).   
 
At the public meetings and in the many emails received, opinions were divided. Some 
thought that the proposed development would be an improvement to the currently 
neglected hall, retain the heritage character of the area, increase residential density, 
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encourage more people to come downtown, retain some green space, and be a good 
addition to the neighbourhood. 
 
Others do not want to see the trees cut down and thought the proposed building is too 
large and out of scale with the historic area. Concerns were raised from neighbouring 
properties that removing trees, developing a large building, and installing light fixtures 
will block their natural light and affect privacy of houses along Garrison Hill. There were 
concerns that blasting or drilling for the underground parking could affect the adjacent 
properties. The objections include a petition with over 4,000 signatures. 
 
In addition to residents, the board of directors of The Rooms and three adjacent places 
of worship (Gower Street United Church, St. Andrew’s Presbyterian Church, and the 
Catholic Basilica of St. John the Baptist) also cited significant objections to the proposed 
development. 
 
Concerns have been raised about potential negative impacts on the St. John’s 
Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site designation. There was an appeal to not 
allow the development of the proposed apartment building, as it could jeopardize the 
work of a group of volunteers who seek to nominate the Ecclesiastical District as a 
World Heritage Site with UNESCO. Information from Parks Canada does not affirm that 
level of jeopardy to a potential future UNESCO designation. 
 
ST. JOHN’S URBAN REGION REGIONAL PLAN AMENDMENT 
A portion of land at the rear of 68 Queen’s Road is designated “Public Open Space” 
under the St. John’s Urban Region Regional Plan. The proposed amendment would 
require a Regional Plan amendment to redesignate the land to “Urban Development”.  
 
St. John’s Urban Region Regional Plan Amendment 1, 2020 was advertised 
concurrently with the municipal amendment. Notices were also mailed to municipalities 
within the urban region. Submission received are included in the November 22, 2021 
Regular Council Meeting Agenda (Decision Note dated November 17, 2021).  
 
AMENDMENT REFERENCE NUMBER 
During the initial provincial review to consider the Regional Plan Amendment, the city 
supplied the Department of Municipal and Provincial Affairs with a draft reference 
number for the proposed amendment. Since that time, the City has adopted a new 
Municipal Plan and Development Regulations, and therefore this amendment will be 
referenced as Municipal Plan Amendment Number 1, 2022.  
 
ST. JOHN’S MUNICIPAL PLAN AMENDMENT NUMBER 1, 2022 
The St. John’s Municipal Plan is amended by: 
 

1. Repealing Section 8.4(7) for Residential Neighbourhoods in the 
Residential Land Use District and substituting the following: 
“8.4(7) The Residential Downtown, the Apartment Downtown and the 
Apartment Harvey Road Zones shall be established in the Development 
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Regulations under the Residential Land Use District and shall be 
considered within Planning Area 1 (Downtown) and adjacent 
neighbourhoods, which are reflective of existing development patterns, 
housing stock, lot sizes and stepbacks.” 
 

2. Redesignating land at the rear of 68 Queen’s Road [Parcel ID# 45901] 
from the Open Space (O) Land Use District to the Residential (R) Land 
Use District as shown on Future Land Use Map P-1 attached. 
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Amendment No. 1, 2022

AREA PROPOSED TO BE REDESIGNATED FROM
OPEN SPACE (O) LAND USE DISTRICT TO
RESIDENTIAL (R) LAND USE DISTRICT

2021 11 17 Scale: 1:1000
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

68 QUEEN'S ROAD
Parcel ID 45901

[Future Land Use Map P-1]
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City of St. John’s Development Regulations, 2021 

 

St. John’s Development Regulations  
Amendment Number 1, 2022 

 

Open Space (O) Land Use Zone to  

Apartment Harvey Road (AHR) Land Use Zone for  
an Apartment Building 

68 Queen’s Road 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

September 2022 
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URBAN AND RURAL PLANNING ACT, 2000 

RESOLUTION TO ADOPT 

ST. JOHN’S Development Regulations, 2021 

Amendment Number 1, 2022 

Under the authority of section 16 of the Urban and Rural Planning Act, 2000, the City 

Council of St. John’s adopts the St. John’s Development Regulations Amendment 

Number 1, 2022. 

Adopted by the City Council of St. John’s on the 28th day of June, 2022. 

Signed and sealed this ____ day of ________________________. 

  

Mayor:  __________________________ 

   

Clerk:  __________________________ 

Canadian Institute of Planners Certification 

I certify that the attached St. John’s Development Regulations Amendment Number 1, 

2022 has been prepared in accordance with the requirements of the Urban and Rural 

Planning Act, 2000. 

MCIP/FCIP:  ___________________________ 

 

 

 

 

MCIP/FCIP Stamp 

 

 

 

 

Town Seal 
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URBAN AND RURAL PLANNING ACT, 2000 

RESOLUTION TO APPROVE 

St. John’s Development Regulations, 2021 

Amendment Number 1, 2022 

Under the authority of sections 16, 17 and 18 of the Urban and Rural Planning Act, 2000, 

the City Council of St. John’s: 

1. Adopted the St. John’s Development Regulations Amendment Number 1, 2022 on 

the 28th day of June, 2022; 

2. Gave notice of the adoption of the St. John’s Development Regulations 

Amendment Number 1, 2022 by way of an advertisement inserted in the Telegram 

newspaper on the 2nd day of July, 2022, on the 9th day of July, 2022, on the 16th 

day of July, 2022,; and 

3. Set the 20th day of July, 2022 at 7:00 p.m. at the St. John’s City Hall in the City of 

St. John’s for the holding of a public hearing to consider objections and 

submissions; and  

4. Set the 21st day of July, 2022 at 7:00 p.m. for an additional virtual session via 

Zoom.  

Now, under section 23 of the Urban and Rural Planning Act, 2000, the City Council of St. 

John’s approves the St. John’s Development Regulations Amendment Number 1, 2022 

on the 3rd day of October, 2022 as amended with the changes outlined below. 

Adding the Apartment Harvey Road (AHR) Zone to Section 10.2 Use Zone Summary of 

the St. John’s Development Regulations.  
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Signed and sealed this ____ day of ________________________. 

  

Mayor:  __________________________ 

   

Clerk:  __________________________ 

 

Canadian Institute of Planners Certification 

I certify that the attached City of St. John’s Development Regulations Amendment 

Number 1, 2022 has been prepared in accordance with the requirements of the Urban 

and Rural Planning Act, 2000. 

MCIP/FCIP:  ___________________________ 

 

 

 

 

  

MCIP/FCIP Stamp 

 

 

 

 

Town Seal 
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CITY OF ST. JOHN’S 

Development Regulations Amendment Number 1, 2022  

 

BACKGROUND 
The City of St. John’s wishes to allow an Apartment Building at 68 Queen’s Road. A 
Development Regulations amendment to rezone the land from the Open Space (O) 
Zone to a new Apartment Harvey Road (AHR) Zone is required to accommodate the 
development. 
 
Initially this amendment also included rezoning land at the front of the property from the 
Institutional (INST) Zone to the Residential Downtown (RD) Zone for the purpose of 
developing three (3) Townhouses. Following the public meeting, at the February 9, 
2021, Council meeting, Council directed to split the amendments into two separate 
amendments. On August 20, 2021, the front of the property was re-designated to the 
Residential Land Use District and rezoned to the RD Zone. St. John’s Municipal Plan 
Amendment Number 1, 2022 and Development Regulations Amendment Number 1, 
2022 only applies to the rear of the property (area currently designated and zoned Open 
Space (O)).  
 
Heritage Area 
The subject property is located in Heritage Area 1 and is within the St. John’s 
Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site, which was proclaimed several years ago by 
the Historic Sites and Monuments Board of Canada. Nearby buildings include The 
Rooms provincial museum, art gallery and archives to the north, houses along Garrison 
Hill to the east, Gower Street United Church and hall and the Sergeant’s War Memorial 
and Peacekeepers Monument across Queen’s Road to the south, and St. Andrew’s 
Presbyterian Church and hall off Long’s Hill to the west. There is also a disused Roman 
Catholic cemetery in front of St. Andrew’s. The Catholic Basilica and the Anglican 
Cathedral are nearby. 
 
The associated Land Use Assessment Report was reviewed by the Built Heritage 
Experts Panel and recommended changes, such as building materials, and window 
design, have been incorporated into the Apartment Building design.  
 
Changes to the Proposal  
In 2019, Council decided to consider rezoning the subject property and set terms of 
reference for a Land Use Assessment Report. The initial application for this property 
proposed two Apartment Buildings with a total of 40 units, one fronting Harvey Road 
and one fronting Queen’s Road. The required public meeting for the proposed 
development and rezoning was held on November 27, 2019 and was attended by 
approximately 135 people. Many concerns were raised during the meeting about the 
size and scale of the proposed building. Following the meeting the applicant decided 
that they would conduct independent consultation and revise the plans. The additional 
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consultation included a public session at The Rooms with stakeholders; and in 
partnership with Happy City St. John’s and Heritage NL, the applicant carried out an 
online survey, a focus group meeting with stakeholders, and a design charrette lead by 
ERA Partners.  
 
The applicant updated the required Land Use Assessment Report to propose a new 
development. In the revised design, 40 residential units remain, but the Apartment 
Building on Queen’s Road was changed to three Townhouses. The building on Harvey 
Road has been rotated 90 degrees so it is narrower along the road and goes back 
deeper into the property. The Townhouses have since been rezoned to allow 
development.  
 
The land at the rear of the lot rises steeply to Harvey Road in a treed area that has no 
formal use. While this portion of the lot is zoned Open Space, it is privately owned and 
is used informally by some area residents. Staff believe that this zone is a hold-over 
from the first zoning map for St. John’s in 1955. At that time, there were only a handful 
of zones used. Parks were zoned Open Space, as well as all churches, churchyards, 
and cemeteries. As the Institutional Zone was later introduced, it was likely that this 
portion of the lot was left as Open Space because it was vacant land and only the 
building portion of the lot was zoned Institutional.  
 
Given the concerns raised during the public consultation, in February 2021 Council 
directed staff to prepare a site-specific zone for the proposed Apartment Building. This 
is intended to apply in a situation where a general zone might not give Council enough 
control. This property is a sensitive site with many public concerns. In the proposed 
amendment, a site plan is adopted as the zone standards, so that if the property is 
developed, the development will have to match the adopted site plan. The building form 
would be developed exactly as proposed. Any future changes to the site plan would 
require an amendment to the zone. This ensures that there will be no deviation from the 
approved building standards.  
 
PUBLIC CONSULTATION 
The revised submission and proposed amendment and associated public meetings 
were advertised on three occasions in The Telegram newspaper on October 31, 
November 7, and November 14, 2020. A notice of the amendment was also mailed to 
property owners within 150 metres of the application site and posted on the City’s 
website and social media. Two virtual public meetings were held on November 17 and 
18, 2020. Submissions received are included in the November 22, 2021 Regular 
Council Meeting Agenda (Decision Note dated November 17, 2021).   
 
At the public meetings and in the many emails received, opinions were divided. Some 
thought that the proposed development would be an improvement to the currently 
neglected hall, retain the heritage character of the area, increase residential density, 
encourage more people to come downtown, retain some green space, and be a good 
addition to the neighbourhood. 
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Others do not want to see the trees cut down and thought the proposed building is too 
large and out of scale with the historic area. Concerns were raised from neighbouring 
properties that removing trees, developing a large building, and installing light fixtures 
will block their natural light and affect privacy of houses along Garrison Hill. There were 
concerns that blasting or drilling for the underground parking could affect the adjacent 
properties. The objections include a petition with over 4,000 signatures. 
 
In addition to residents, the board of directors of The Rooms and three adjacent places 
of worship (Gower Street United Church, St. Andrew’s Presbyterian Church, and the 
Catholic Basilica of St. John the Baptist) also cited significant objections to the proposed 
development. 
 
Concerns have been raised about potential negative impacts on the St. John’s 
Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site designation. There was an appeal to not 
allow the development of the proposed apartment building, as it could jeopardize the 
work of a group of volunteers who seek to nominate the Ecclesiastical District as a 
World Heritage Site with UNESCO. Information from Parks Canada does not affirm that 
level of jeopardy to a potential future UNESCO designation. 
 
ST. JOHN’S URBAN REGION REGIONAL PLAN AMENDMENT 
A portion of land at the rear of 68 Queen’s Road is designated “Public Open Space” 
under the St. John’s Urban Region Regional Plan. The proposed amendment would 
require a Regional Plan amendment to redesignate the land to “Urban Development”.  
 
St. John’s Urban Region Regional Plan Amendment 1, 2020 was advertised 
concurrently with the municipal amendment. Notices were also mailed to municipalities 
within the urban region. Submission received are included in the November 22, 2021 
Regular Council Meeting Agenda (Decision Note dated November 17, 2021).  
 
AMENDMENT REFERENCE NUMBER 
During the initial provincial review to consider the Regional Plan Amendment, the City 
supplied the Department of Municipal and Provincial Affairs with a draft reference 
number for the proposed amendment. Since that time, the City has adopted a new 
Municipal Plan and Development Regulations, and therefore this amendment will be 
referenced as Development Regulations Amendment Number 1, 2022.  
 
ST. JOHN’S DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS AMENDMENT NUMBER 1, 2022 
The St. John’s Development Regulations is amended by: 

1. Rezoning land at the rear of 68 Queen’s Road [Parcel ID# 45901] from the 
Open Space (O) Zone to the Apartment Harvey Road (AHR) Zone as 
shown on City of St. John’s Zoning Map attached. 
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2. Adding “Apartment Harvey Road (AHR) Zone” name, abbreviation and 
zone colour to the list of Apartment Zones in Section 10.2 
 

3. Adding the following to Section 10 – Zones 
“APARTMENT HARVEY ROAD (AHR) ZONE 
 
(1) For the purpose of this Zone, Building Height shall be defined as the 

vertical distance measured in metres from the established elevation 
of Harvey Road to the highest point of the roof surface and shall 
include mechanical structures, smokestacks, steeples, parapets, 
purely ornamental structures above the roof and any other rooftop 
elements.  
  

(2) PERMITTED USES 
Accessory Building 
Apartment Building 
Community Garden 
Daycare Centre in Residential Use 
Home Office 
Park 
 

(3) DISCRETIONARY USES 
Home Occupation 
Public Utility 
 

(4)  
(a) THE FOLLOWING DOCUMENTS SHALL FORM PART OF THE ZONE 

REQUIREMENTS FOR THE APARTMENT HARVEY ROAD ZONE 
(APPENDIX AHR) 
i. Parish Lane Development Figure A: Floor to Floor Heights 
ii. Parish Lane Development Figure B: Building Setbacks 
iii. Parish Lane Development Figure C: Building Profiles 
iv. Parish Lane Development Figure D: Relative Heights 

 
(5) ZONE STANDARDS FOR ALL OTHER USES SHALL BE IN THE 

DISCRETION OF COUNCIL” 
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Figure A: Floor to Floor Heights
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Figure B: Building Setbacks
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Figure C: Building Profiles
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COMMISSIONER’S NOTES TO READERS 

 

I am pleased to present to the provincial Minister of Municipal and Provincial Affairs and to the 

City of St. John’s my report under the Urban and Rural Planning Act, 2000. 

All documents quoted in this report are provided in the report appendices. 

 

I have provided links to other relevant documents that I have reviewed, for your ease of 

reference. 

 

Names and personal information have been redacted to protect the privacy of individuals who 

submitted written representations.  

 

I with to thank the concerned residents and various organizations whose representatives wrote 

submissions or attended the public hearings on July 20th and 21st, 2022. I also wish to thank City 

of St. John’s employees Ken O’Brien, Chief Municipal Planner, and Ann-Marie Cashin, Planner 

III with the City’s Planning, Engineering, and Regulatory Services Department - and their team - 

for their assistance and the information they provided to me.  

 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

The City of St. John’s (the “City”) is assessing a development application submitted by Parish 

Lane Developments Inc. regarding a proposed apartment complex at 68 Queen’s Road. Should 

the St. John’s City Council (“City Council”) wish to approve the development application, 

amendments must be made to the City’s Municipal Plan and Development Regulations. These 

two amendments are identified as St. John’s Municipal Plan Amendment #1, 2022 and St. John’s 

Development Regulation Amendment #1, 2022. The purpose of the Municipal Plan Amendment 

is to rezone the parcel of land located at 68 Queen’s Road from Open Space (O) Zone to Urban 

Development (UD) Zone. The location map of the site is included in the appendices to this 

report.1 

 

The second amendment under consideration by City Council is St. John’s Development 

Regulations Amendment #1, 2022. The purpose of the Development Regulations Amendment is 

to rezone the parcel of land located at 68 Queen’s Road from Open Space (O) Zone to a new 

Apartment Harvey Road (AHR) Zone to accommodate the proposed development. Initially this 

amendment also included rezoning land at the front of the property from the Institutional (INST) 

Zone to the Residential Downtown (RD) Zone for the purpose of developing three (3) 

Townhouses. At the February 9 2021 Council meeting, Council directed to split the amendments 

into two separate amendments. On August 20, 2021, the front of the property was re-designated 

to the Residential Land Use District and rezoned to the RD Zone. St. John’s Municipal Plan 

Amendment Number 1, 2022 and Development Regulations Amendment Number 1, 2022 only 

 
1 The map is also available here: 

https://www.stjohns.ca/sites/default/files/Pages%20from%20Agenda%20Package%20-%20RCM_Jun28_2022.pdf 
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applies to the rear of the property (area currently designated and zoned Open Space (O)) and the 

land on which the proposed apartment complex would be built. 

 

The Amendments were Adopted-in-Principle by Council at its public meeting held on June 28, 

2022. The Minutes containing these actions of Council are included in the appendices to this 

report. 

 

The Amendments were prepared under the authority of the Urban and Rural Planning Act, 2000 

(The Act). Upon adoption-in-principle by City Council the documents were forwarded to the 

Minister of Municipal and Provincial Affairs for review. The documents were released by the 

Minister for adoption and further consultation prior to final consideration. The City appointed me 

as Commissioner to conduct the statutory public hearing and to issue this report about the 

proposed amendments. 

 

Further, for the development proposal to be approved, an amendment would also be required to 

the St. John’s Urban Region Regional Plan (“SJURRP”). The City requested the St. John’s 

Urban Region Regional Plan Amendment No. 1, 2020 which was adopted in principle by the 

Minister of Municipal and Provincial Affairs. Under the authority of the Act, the Minister 

appointed me as Commissioner to conduct the statutory public hearing about the proposed 

amendments and to issue this report.  

 

COMMISSIONER’S APPOINTMENT 

 

As required under Section 19 of the Urban and Rural Planning Act, 2000, I, Chantelle 

MacDonald Newhook, Q.C., Q.Arb., confirm that:  

 

I was appointed in July 2022 as Commissioner by the Minister of Municipal and Provincial 

Affairs (the “Minister”) to conduct the statutory public hearing regarding St. John’s urban 

Region Regional Plan (SJURRP) Amendment No. 1, 2020 in conjunction with St. John’s 

Municipal Plan Amendment No. 1, 2021 and Development Regulations Amendment No. 1, 

2021.  

 

The purpose of the amendment is to amend the land use designation on the SJURRP map for the 

subject site located between Queen’s Road and Harvey Road from “Public Open Space” to 

“Urban Development”. This amendment to the SJURRP map will accommodate proposed 

amendments to the St. John’s Municipal Plan and Development Regulations which re-designate 

the subject site from Open Space Land Use District to the Residential Land Use District and 

rezone the subject site from the Open Space Land Use Zone to the Apartment Harvey Road Land 

Use Zone. 

 

I was appointed as Commissioner for the public hearing regarding the adoption of the noted 

Amendments by the City of St John’s in accordance with the Act. The appointment was made by 

Council at the public meeting held on July 12, 2022. Notification of the appointment was 
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provided by Ann Marie Cashin, Planner III with the City’s Planning, Engineering, and 

Regulatory Services Department and included in the appendices to this report. 

 

As Commissioner, I hereby confirm, to the best of my knowledge, that all legislative 

requirements in the preparation and adoption of the St. John’s Urban Region Regional Plan 

Amendment No. 1, 2020; the Municipal Plan Amendment #1, 2022 and the Development 

Regulation Amendments Amendment #1, 2022 up to and including the Public Hearing process 

comply with the requirements of the Act.  

 

BACKGROUND 

 

The City of St. John’s has received an application from Parish Lane Development Inc. to rezone 

the property at 68 Queen’s Road. The address lies within the St. John’s Ecclesiastical District 

National Historic Site. When the development application was initially made in 2019, the 

property contained the former Cathedral Parish Hall, a house attached to the west end of the hall, 

a gravel parking lot and treed area at the rear of the building. Since then, City Council has 

removed the heritage designation from the Cathedral Parish Hall and has granted demolition of 

the hall. The house at the west end of the lot, built in 1893, has been refurbished, is occupied, 

and remains a designated Heritage Building. 

 

Initially, the applicant proposed a 40-unit residential development with two Apartment Buildings 

(on Queen’s Road and Harvey Road) sharing a parking garage between. Following a public 

meeting on November 27, 2019, plus additional consultation, the applicant revised the design by 

proposing three townhouses on Queen’s Road, keeping the 1893 house. The building proposed 

on Harvey Road was rotated 90 degrees, so it is narrower on the road and goes back deeper into 

the property. The overall proposal is still for 40 residential units.  

 

At its February 9, 2021, regular meeting, Council voted to split the application for the 

Townhouses along Queen’s Road and the application for the Apartment Building on Harvey 

Road into two amendment packages and directed staff to prepare a site-specific zone for the 

upper portion of the property, using an adopted site plan to control the development of the 

proposed Apartment Building. The amendments for the Townhouses have been approved and the 

front portion of the lot is now designated Residential and zoned Residential Downtown (RD). 

There is an active subdivision and development application for the Townhouses.  

At its regular meeting on November 22, 2021, Council decided to proceed with the proposed 

amendments and asked that the NL Department of Municipal and Provincial Affairs review and 

release them.  

 

On June 28, 2022, City Council adopted St. John’s Municipal Plan Amendment Number 1, 2022 

and St. John’s Development Regulations Amendment Number 1, 2022 (the “City’s 

amendments”) and gave notice of its intention to seek registration of the amendments from the 

Minister of Municipal and Provincial Affairs, in accordance with the Urban and Rural Planning 

Act. 
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To consider the proposed development, a St. John’s Urban Region Regional Plan amendment is 

also required, to redesignate the land from “Public Open Space” to “Urban Development”. On 

June 16, 2022, under the authority of section 16 of the Urban and Rural Planning Act, 2000 the 

Minister of Municipal and Provincial Affairs adopted St. John’s Urban Region Regional Plan, 

1976 Amendment No. 1, 2020. 

The proposed 36-residential unit apartment building at 68 Queen’s Road/Harvey Road (the 

“development application”) and the various amendments required for City Council to approve it 

are the subject of this report. 

 

THE PROCESS 

 

To summarize the process, City Council considered the amendments to the Municipal Plan and 

the Development Regulations and voted to adopt-in-principle. The City then sent the 

amendments to the Province for its review. The Minister of Municipal and Provincial Affairs, the 

Honourable Krista Lynn Howell, reviewed the amendments. The Minister circulated the 

proposed municipal amendments to its inter-department Land Use Committee (ILUC) and sent a 

letter to the City articulating comments received2. The Minister recommended that Council 

consider:  

 

• The commentary from the Department of Tourism, Culture, Arts and Recreation (TCAR) 

with respect to the compatibility of the proposed development with the surrounding 

heritage buildings in the federally designated Ecclesiastical District; 

• The comments from the Board of Directors of The Rooms Corporation concerning the 

permanent and long-term impact on the view of St. John’s from The Rooms; 

• The requirement that early 20th century structural remains or deposits are recorded and 

archaeological monitoring is implemented during the removal of the Parish Hall’s 

foundation and footings as well as future groundworks on the site; and 

• The potential for impact on avian species at risk sighted in St. John’s, including the 

requirement that if any of these species are observed on the subject site, the Endangered 

Species Section must be notified at endangeredspecies@gov.nl.ca, and the development 

and implementation of appropriate prevention and mitigation measures to avoid taking of 

birds, nests and eggs. 

 

City Council proceeded to schedule the statutory public hearing for the St. John’s Urban Region 

Regional Plan Amendment simultaneously with the associated amendment to the St. John’s 

Municipal Plan and Development Regulations, in accordance with section 17 and 18 of the 

Urban and Rural Planning Act, 2000. 

 

 
2 See June 17 2022 letter to mayor Danny Breen and Council from the Honourable Krista Lynn Howell, Minister of 

Provincial and Municipal Affairs. 
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The purpose of the SJURRP Amendment No. 1, 2020 is to amend the land use designation on the 

SJURRP map for the subject site located between Queen’s Road and Harvey Road from “Public 

Open Space” to “Urban Development”. This amendment to the SJURRP map would 

accommodate proposed amendments to the St. John’s Municipal Plan and Development 

Regulations which redesignate the subject site from the Open Space Land Use District to the 

Residential Land Use District and rezone the subject site from the Open Space Land Use Zone to 

the Apartment Harvey Road Land Use Zone. The SJURRP is a provincial plan, and all municipal 

plans within the region must be compliant. 

 

In accordance with the consultation requirements, the City posted a Public Notice advising of the 

opportunity for interested parties to provide written submissions on the proposed Amendment. 

The Notice is included in the appendices to this report. In addition, the Notice also advised that a 

virtual meeting would be held using the Microsoft Teams Platform and that individuals wishing 

to participate in the virtual meeting were to register with the City.  

 

The notification advised the public of the Adoption of the Amendments and that written 

representations on the Amendments would be received, as well as an opportunity to be heard at 

the public hearings. If no representations were received, the City and the Minister reserved the 

right to cancel the Public Hearing and direct that the Report be written to reflect that no 

representations were received. Following the publication of the Notice there were several 

submissions received which were provided to the Commissioner in a redacted form and are 

included in the appendices to this report. 

 

The in-person public hearing was held at the Foran/Greene Room, City Hall on July 20, 2022 

and the virtual public hearing was held on July 21, 2022. Both hearings were well-attended, and I 

was provided with robust written and oral representations by concerned citizens and 

representatives of the member churches that comprise the St. John’s Ecclesiastical District. 

 

 

Authority and Roles 

 

It is important that readers understand the various authorities and roles outlined below: 

 

1. The Authority for the Public Hearings: 

 a. A Public Hearing was required under the authority of the Urban and Rural 

Planning Act, 2000. 

 

2. The Purpose for the Public Hearings: 

a. The purpose of the Public Hearings is to hear representations related to SJURRP Amendment 

No. 1, 2020 to amend the land use designation on the SJURRP map for the subject site located 

between Queen’s Road and Harvey Road from “Public Open Space” to “Urban Development”; 

and to hear representations about the City of St. John’s having adopted St. John’s Municipal Plan 

Amendment # 1, 2022 and St. John’s Development Regulation Amendment # 1, 2022. This 
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amendment to the SJURRP map would accommodate proposed amendments to the St. John’s 

Municipal Plan and Development Regulations which redesignate the subject site from the Open 

Space Land Use District to the Residential Land Use District, and rezone the subject site from 

the Open Space Land Use Zone to the Apartment Harvey Road Land Use Zone. The SJURRP is 

a provincial plan, and all municipal plans within the region must be compliant. 

A Public Hearing is required under the authority of the Urban and Rural 

Planning Act, 2000 to enable residents and interested parties to make 

representation to the Commissioner on the content of the Amendments. 

3. The Commissioner’s Role: 

a. Consider objections and representations related to the proposed Amendments. 

 

b. Provide a written Report to Council and to the Minister (via the Local Governance and Land 

Use Planning Division, Department of Municipal and Provincial Affairs) that includes 

recommendations based on the objections and representations presented at the public hearings or 

received through written submissions, and a statement showing objections and representations 

that came to the attention of the commissioner but were not considered together with the reasons 

why they were not considered. 

 

4. The Council’s Role: 

a. The Council will consider the Report and any recommendations with respect to 

the Amendments. 

 

b. The Council may reject the amendments or may approve, by Resolution at a Regular Council 

Meeting, the Municipal Plan and Development Regulation Amendments with or without any 

changes. 

 

c. Council will submit any approved Amendments to the Minister of the Department of 

Municipal and Provincial Affairs who will register the Amendments in the Planning 

Registry and confirm such registration to the City. 

 

d. The Amendments will be published in the Newfoundland and Labrador Gazette 

and through other means deemed appropriate. The Amendments will come into 

effect on the date published. 

 

e. The Amendments are then binding upon Council, all persons, corporations, and 

organizations. 

 

5. The Minister’s Role: 

a. The Minister will consider the Report and any recommendations with respect to 

the SJURRP Amendment. 

 

b. The Minister may reject the SJURRP amendment or may approve the SJURRP Amendment 
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with or without any changes. If the Minister does not approve the SJURRP Amendment, the 

proposed development can not proceed. 

 

REPRESENTATIONS 

 

In response to the notification of the Public Hearing, submissions were received which are 

included in the appendices to this report. During the virtual meeting, these concerns were 

reiterated and expanded on. A summary of the representations follows: 

 

1. Concern was expressed that a potential bid for UNESCO World Heritage Site 

designation for the St. John’s Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site within 

which the proposed development lies could not succeed if the proposed development 

is approved. It was noted that a World Heritage Site designation could bring 

significant cultural and economic value to the City and the province. 

 

2. Given that the proposed development lies within the St. John’s Ecclesiastical 

District National Historic Site, concern was expressed that in assessing the 

development application, the City has not followed the federal Standards and 

Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada. 

 

3. Concern was expressed that in assessing the development application the City did 

not consider its City of St. John’s Heritage Design Standards within the new 

Heritage By-Law which was passed by City Council on September 13, 2021. The 

proposed development lies within the City’s Heritage Area #1. 

 

4. Comments were made with respect to the importance of taking measures to 

preserve the structural integrity of the other heritage buildings and residences in the 

area during any construction in the St. John’s Ecclesiastical District. 

 

5. Concern was expressed about the proposed apartment complex obstructing the view 

from The Rooms.  

 

6. Concern was expressed that the development, including its height and size is not 

appropriate to the character of the neighbourhood. Concern was also expressed 

about what precautions the city has to ensure that the proposed design is the built 

design, and about what enforcement opportunities the city has in case the developer 

doesn't fulfill their design brief. 

 

7. Concern was expressed about the prospective loss to development of a natural green 

space used by downtown residents. 

 

8. Concern was expressed that additional traffic created by the apartment complex 

population would aggravate traffic flow at what is perceived by area residents and 
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those who regularly drive there as a hazardous intersection at Garrison Hill and 

Queen’s Road. 

 

9. Concern was expressed that affordable housing is a challenge in St. John’s and the 

question was asked whether the proposed development would be required to have 

any affordable housing units. 

 

Representations Not Considered 

 

One representation was made at the virtual public hearing inquiring about the potential conflict 

of interest for City Councillors who are real estate agents regarding voting on matters affecting 

development applications.  I believed this representation was outside the scope of the public 

hearings, and that the issue of conflict of interest would be considered by City Council if and as 

required. Therefore, this representation was not considered in this report. 

 

COMMISSIONER’S ANALYSIS 

 

I have reviewed and appended to this report: 

 

• the City of St. John’s briefing materials, including a Staff Decision Note and the Land 

Use Assessment Report (LUAR) for the proposed development;3 

• written submissions received by participants at the public hearing and other concerned 

citizens; and 

• correspondence to and from the provincial government related to this matter. 

 

I have also reviewed legislation and regulations including the Urban and Rural Planning Act 

2000; the federal Historic Sites and Monuments Act, R.S.C. 1985, c. H-4 (HSMA); the City of 

St. John’s Development Regulations; the City of St. John’s Municipal Plan, 2021; and the 

Heritage By-Law. I have reviewed federal Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of 

Historic Places in Canada and other relevant documents. I listened carefully to verbal 

representations made at the public hearings I chaired on July 20th and 21st, 2022. 

 

The representations included above expressing concern over the development will now be 

addressed individually. 

 

1. Concern was expressed that a potential bid for UNESCO World Heritage Site 

designation for the St. John’s Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site within which 

the proposed development lies could not succeed if the proposed development is 

approved. It was noted that a World Heritage Site designation could bring significant 

cultural and economic value to the City and the province. 

 
3 City documents are available at 

https://www.stjohns.ca/sites/default/files/Pages%20from%20Agenda%20Package%20-%20RCM_Jun28_2022.pdf  
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Participants at the public hearings gave evidence that steps are being taken toward a potential 

bid to have the St. John’s Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site added to Canada’s 

Tentative List for UNESCO World Heritage designation.  

 

Designation as a UNESCO World Heritage Site carries important cultural, historical and 

economic opportunities. Tourists seek out and travel to designated World Heritage Sites. 

Other benefits include that these sites may be eligible for significant funding toward their 

preservation, enhancement and promotion. 

 

The City of St. John’s official documentation dated June 21 2022 related to Municipal Plan 

Amendment #1 and Development Regulations Amendment #1 includes the following 

statement: 

Concerns have been raised about potential negative impacts on the St. John’s 

Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site designation. There was an appeal to not 

allow the development of the proposed apartment building, as it could jeopardize the 

work of a group of volunteers who seek to nominate the Ecclesiastical District as a World 

Heritage Site with UNESCO. Information from Parks Canada does not affirm that level 

of jeopardy to a potential future UNESCO designation.4 

 

Similarly, Councillor Ian Froude, Chair of the City’s Planning Committee was referenced in 

local media (VOCM) on November 23 2021 as saying that the UNESCO designation was 

called a “laudable goal” but that information from Parks Canada did not suggest that the 

proposed development would jeopardize such a potential future designation.5 

 

However, this assertion was challenged at the public hearings and the Commissioner was 

advised of the January 25 2022 letter from Christine Loth-Bown, Vice-President, Indigenous 

Affairs and Cultural Heritage Branch, Parks Canada, which at p.2 says: 

 

Parks Canada strongly recommends that the heritage value of the District be taken into 

account in considering the re-zoning request to ensure that the scale and scope of any 

proposed developments associated with the re-zoning would not negatively affect this 

historic neighbourhood. I also would like to clarify that Parks Canada never 

indicated to the municipality that the proposed re-zoning would have no impact on a 

potential future bid to have the district added to Canada’s Tentative List for World 

Heritage. 

 

Based on the stringent requirements associated with the World Heritage nomination 

process, it can be expected that future properties added to the Canadian Tentative List 

will be those with the best possible chance of successful inscription on the World 

 
4  See p. 164 at https://www.stjohns.ca/sites/default/files/Pages%20from%20Agenda%20Package%20-

%20RCM_Jun28_2022.pdf  
5 The November 23, 2021 VOCM news article was provided to me by a participant at the July 20, 2022 public 

hearing. 
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Heritage List. Considerations as part of the expert review would include: 

- the proposed boundaries of the nominated site; 

- the authenticity and integrity of the property; 

- the strength of existing protection measures; and 

- the heritage value that forms the basis of the nomination. 6 

 

Ms. Loth-Bown’s letter is reproduced in its entirety in the appendices to this report.  

 

At the public hearing, reference was made to a March 2 2022 letter from Dr. Christophe 

Rivet, President of the Canadian National Committee of the International Council on 

Monuments and Sites (ICOMOS Canada) to Premier Andrew Furey. As a result, I requested 

a copy of this and other correspondence in the possession of the provincial government 

related to this matter. Although the letter is reproduced in its entirety in the appendices to this 

report, its contents are sufficiently relevant to warrant reproduction here: 

 

I am writing to you as the President of the Canadian National Committee of the 

International Council on Monuments and Sites (ICOMOS Canada) in regard to a building 

proposed for construction in the St. John’s Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site 

which has raised concerns about the future of the district’s heritage integrity. 

Founded in 1965, ICOMOS is a non-governmental international organisation dedicated to 

the conservation of the world's monuments and sites, and is one of three consulting 

bodies to the UNESCO World Heritage Convention. As a National Committees of this 

organisation, ICOMOS Canada is one of the country’s leading cultural heritage 

organisations, shaping heritage policy, theory and practice both nationally and 

internationally. 

 

Newfoundland and Labrador’s leadership in heritage matters is recognized 

internationally. The creativity and commitment displayed in initiatives related to public 

access to archaeological sites, research in intangible heritage, promotion of traditional 

skills, and the protection of hundreds of sites of national and international significance 

have inspired jurisdictions worldwide. These sites are iconic destinations for tourism 

and significant economic drivers for the province. The dominant presence of the Rooms 

overlooking St. John’s is a testament to the importance of culture and heritage to the 

identity of Newfoundland and Labrador. We invite you to demonstrate the same 

commitment to protecting the nearby Ecclesiastical District by ensuring that the highest 

standards are applied to assessing the impact of new development and to equip 

provincial and local authorities with the tools to manage this historic place for a 

sustainable future. 

 

As you are aware, the protection of cultural heritage in Canada falls primarily under 

 
6 January 25 2022 letter from Christine Loth-Bown, Vice-President, Indigenous Affairs and Cultural Heritage 

Branch, Parks Canada, to the Deputy Ministers of the provincial departments of Tourism, Culture, Arts and 

Recreation and Municipal and Provincial Affairs, at p.2. 
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provincial responsibility. Municipalities rely on provincial authorities to formally 

recognise places of significance, to provide legislative protection of these places, and to 

lead enforcement measures to preserve the integrity of heritage places for future 

generations. The province’s commitments in its 2019 Cultural Action Plan to its “special 

responsibility to protect and preserve our cultural resources and support development 

and promotion…[to]...ensure our culture remains strong, vibrant, and adaptive to 

maximise its potential,” and to play “a critical role in supporting, fostering, promoting, 

preserving and protecting culture” reflects its commitment to maintaining a high 

standard of protection for its cultural and material heritage. 

 

We would also like to draw your attention to the fact that Canada signed the 

Convention Concerning the Protection of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage 

(the World Heritage Convention) following consultations with the provinces and 

territories. As a result, Canadian provincial, territorial and federal governments are 

bound to Article 5 of the World Heritage Convention, which requires the 

implementation of effective and active legal, scientific, technical, administrative and 

financial measures to protect heritage. In accordance with this, provincial legislation 

and involvement on heritage matters must ensure that the integrity of places of 

provincial, national, and international significance is protected. 

 

Additionally, provincial assessments of impacts to heritage are required to adhere to 

national and international standards which, in Canada, is set by the Standards and 

Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada. This document is the 

result of a federal, provincial and territorial collaboration and consensus. It draws on 

international charters and other guidance developed by ICOMOS and UNESCO and 

provides the principles, standards, and processes that lead to the conservation of 

historic places. Given this context, ICOMOS Canada wishes to stress the importance 

of protecting the value of historic districts using the right tools and standards and 

the measurable benefits of doing so for Newfoundlanders and Labradorians, and 

asks that your government carefully examine and address public concerns 

surrounding the proposed development in the St. John’s Ecclesiastical District 

National Historic Site against the Standards and Guidelines. 

 

In your evaluation of the proposed development, we also ask you to keep in mind 

that the province’s responsibilities to follow national and international standards do 

not prevent heritage districts from evolving, nor do they forbid the introduction of 

new structures. Rather, they reflect professional expertise on how changes are 

expected to respect the values and enrich districts without detracting from their 

heritage character. 

 

In the case of proposed new construction, the most stringent of measures are 

expected to be in place to ensure the protection of the values that justify the 

district’s national and municipal significance. In situations such as these, Canadian 
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professionals with knowledge and experience on the interpretation of the Standards 

and Guidelines should be invited to comment on the appropriateness and merits of 

the project. 

 

On behalf of ICOMOS Canada, I appreciate your consideration or our observations and 

remain available to discuss this matter further.7 

(bold emphasis added) 

The Basilica Heritage Foundation Chair, Anne Walsh, made a submission at the July 20 2022 

public hearing which included: 

 

It is our contention that this St. John’s Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site is a 

gem in our province and our country, and worthy of our protection and enhancement. It 

is, furthermore, the contention and certitude of the Basilica Heritage Foundation that this 

St. John’s Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site would be worthy of designation as 

a UNESCO World Heritage Site. 

 

We are not opposed to development in the district, but advocate for sensitive 

development that is sympathetic in scale, size and character. Therefore, we do not want to 

see any additional height variance added to this proposed site-specific zone; in fact we 

would like a reduction variance applied that would create medium or low density zone for 

this property.  

 

The proposed condo development possesses none of these characteristics. We would like 

to see a design proposal that is sympathetic in size, scale and character in order that the 

beauty and character of the district is not damaged, but enhanced, and the path to World 

Heritage status made possible.8 

 

Dr. John Fitzgerald, Executive Director of the Basilica Heritage Foundation, gave new 

information at the July 20 2022 public hearing that churches in the St. John’s Ecclesiastical 

District National Historic Site are 

 

Working with the Secretary General of the International Council on Monuments and 

Sites, the United Nations group known as ICOMOS. Dr. Mario Santana Quintero is the 

Secretary General, and he is a Professor of Engineering at Carleton University, Ottawa. 

His research uses lasers to record and create 3-D building models inside a computer to 

ask questions of heritage buildings and plan for their recording and prioritize their 

conservation. Dr. Quintero has partnered with the Churches in our district and with Dr. 

Stephen Bruneau of MUN’s Faculty of Engineering. We plan to conduct a heritage 

recording project on the Ecclesiastical District here in St. John’s. So his work on our 

 
7 March 2 2022 letter from Dr. Christophe Rivet, President of the Canadian National Committee of the International 

Council on Monuments and Sites (ICOMOS Canada) to Premier Andrew Furey. 
8 Written submission from the Basilica Heritage Foundation for public hearing on July 20, 2022, signed by Chair, 

Anne Walsh. 
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district will be the fast-track to World Heritage Status for our District, a first-class 

opportunity to economic development in this city and for this province.9 

 

Commissioner’s Analysis 

 

It is acknowledged that no formal application has been made to have the St. John’s Ecclesiastical 

District National Historic Site designated as a UNESCO World Heritage Site. It is also 

acknowledged that heritage experts and representatives of the churches within the St. John’s 

Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site have given credible evidence that the site is worthy 

of consideration as a potential UNESCO World Heritage Site.  

 

Further, evidence has been provided that there is an error on the City record and that error has 

also been stated publicly by one Councillor. The error in question was a statement to the effect 

that Parks Canada had not expressed the view that the proposed development could jeopardize a 

bid for UNESCO World Heritage Site designation of the St. John’s Ecclesiastical District 

National Historic Site. The evidence provided in the form of letters from Parks Canada’s 

Christine Loth-Bown and Dr. Christophe Rivet, President of the Canadian National Committee 

of the International Council on Monuments and Sites (ICOMOS Canada) directly contradicted 

this assertion. 

 

It is therefore my opinion that the proposed development should be subjected to an appropriately 

rigorous analysis, taking into consideration the province’s obligations under the Convention 

Concerning the Protection of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage (the World Heritage 

Convention), the federal Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in 

Canada10, and the provincial Cultural Action Plan. Additionally, it is my opinion that the 

proposed development should be subjected to analysis under the City’s Heritage By-Law No. 

1647 passed by Council on September 13, 2021, including City of St. John’s Heritage Design 

Standards within the new Heritage By-Law. 

 

2. Given that the proposed development lies within the St. John’s Ecclesiastical 

District National Historic Site, concern was expressed that in assessing the 

development application, the City has not followed the federal Standards and 

Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada. 

 

Under the Historic Sites and Monuments Act, R.S.C. 1985, c. H-4 (HSMA), the St. John’s 

Ecclesiastical District was declared a national historic site in 2008.11 On January 25, 2022 

 
9 A written copy of Dr. John Fitzgerald’s verbal presentation was presented to the Commissioner at the July 20, 

2022 public hearing. 

10 The Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places are at 

https://www.historicplaces.ca/en/pages/standards-normes.aspx  

 
11 . More information about the St. John’s Ecclesiastical District national historic site is available on the Directory of 

Federal Heritage Designations at   https://www.pc.gc.ca/apps/dfhd/page_nhs_eng.aspx?id=11843  
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Christine Loth-Bown, Vice-President, Indigenous Affairs and Cultural Heritage Branch, Parks 

Canada, wrote a letter to the Deputy Ministers of the provincial departments of Tourism, Culture, 

Arts and Recreation and Municipal and Provincial Affairs. Her letter is reproduced in its entirety 

in the appendices to this report. Because of its relevance to concerns expressed about proposed 

developments within the St. John’s Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site, I have 

reproduced most of the letter below: 

 

At the request of the St. John’s Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site of 

Canada Working Group, I am writing with reference to the proposed re-zoning of 

the former Cathedral Parish Hall property within the District from an “Open 

Space Zone” to a site specific “High-Density Condo Apartment Zone.” Parks 

Canada has an interest in this project as the federal entity responsible for national 

historic sites and the World Heritage program. 

 

Pursuant to the Historic Sites and Monuments Act (HSMA), the St. John’s 

Ecclesiastical District was declared a national historic site in 2008. It comprises a 

unique cultural landscape made up of many remarkable structures and spaces that 

are valued for their historical associations with religion and education in 

Newfoundland and Labrador. Included within the district are two buildings that 

have also separately been designated as national historic sites - the Roman 

Catholic Basilica of St. John the Baptist National Historic Site and St. John the 

Baptist Anglican Cathedral National Historic Site. A commemorative plaque for 

Bishop Michael Anthony Fleming, who was declared a person of national historic 

significance in 2003, is also situated in front of the Basilica. 

 

A national historic site’s Statement of Commemorative Intent documents the 

reasons for the site’s designation, as recommended by the Historic Sites and 

Monuments Board of Canada and approved by the Minister of Environment and 

Climate Change. These reasons for designation are the first element found in the 

heritage value statement of federally designated heritage sites. Parks Canada 

further notes character-defining elements for each national historic site, which 

elaborate the materials, forms, location, spatial configurations, uses and cultural 

associations or meanings that contribute to the heritage value of a historic place. 

Any proposed interventions or additions within a national historic site should 

respect these character-defining elements in a manner compatible with heritage 

value. 

 

The Statement of Commemorative Intent and the character-defining elements for 

the St. John’s Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site can be found on the 

Directory of Federal Heritage Designations: 

www.pc.gc.ca/apps/dfhd/page_nhs_eng.aspx?id=11843. 
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Parks Canada takes a strong interest in the heritage value and conservation 

status of all national historic sites, recognizing the wide range of cultural, 

social, economic, and environmental benefits they provide to their 

communities. The Agency does not, however, have legislative or regulatory 

authority over designated properties that are administered by other owners. Parks 

Canada encourages all owners of historic places as well as jurisdictional 

authorities to apply the Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of 

Historic Places to ensure sound decision-making when considering the 

potential impacts of proposed interventions, alterations or additions to 

historic places. We also encourage owners and administrators of historic 

places to secure professional heritage conservation advice when assessing the 

potential impacts of changes on historic places. 

 

In order to ensure that interventions respect and reinforce the heritage value 

of a historic place, it is recommended that these interventions be guided by 

the Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in 

Canada. Proposed changes should be compatible with and respectful of the 

heritage value and character-defining elements of national historic sites. 

 

Parks Canada has actively supported the District’s heritage conservation, with 

$1.3 M in funding since 2017 to support four conservation projects at St. John the 

Baptist Anglican Cathedral National Historic Site, helping to preserve stone walls, 

windows and slate roofs. In addition, Parks Canada delivered a workshop with 

municipal authorities, stakeholders, and other interested parties on the Standards 

and Guidelines in St. John’s in February 2020. 

 

Parks Canada strongly recommends that the heritage value of the District be 

taken into account in considering the re-zoning request to ensure that the 

scale and scope of any proposed developments associated with the re-zoning 

would not negatively affect this historic neighbourhood. I also would like to 

clarify that Parks Canada never indicated to the municipality that the 

proposed re-zoning would have no impact on a potential future bid to have 

the district added to Canada’s Tentative List for World Heritage. 12 

 

(bold emphasis added) 

One individual emailed the Mayor and Councillors Maggie Burton and Ian Froude on June 27  

2022 to bring their attention to the January 25, 2022 letter from Parks Canada’s Christine Loth-

Bown. They brought to the Mayor and Councillors’ attention the fact that no reference to the 

letter was made in the briefing note they had before them.  

 

 
12 January 25, 2022 letter from Christine Loth-Bown, Vice-President, Indigenous Affairs and Cultural Heritage 

Branch, Parks Canada, to the Deputy Ministers of the provincial departments of Tourism, Culture, Arts and 

Recreation and Municipal and Provincial Affairs, at p.2. 
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The package of information provided to Councillors and the Public today re the proposed 

Parish Lane Apartment re-zoning contains incorrect and misleading information 

regarding the Federal Parks Canada Position on the proposed development within the 

designated St. John’s National Historic Site of Canada. 

… 

I would also like to suggest that an apology be made to Parks Canada, as an important 

Federal stakeholder, for such a mistake by the City. 

 

Also that it be made very clear to the public that this proposal if approved will 

significantly impact the heritage setting of this District and another option is to follow the 

advice of Parks Canada that would allow appropriate new development and density for 

the District and create long term significant sustainable economic tourism opportunities 

for the City. 

 

Another written submission noted that: 

 

To support informed decision-making related to proposed developments within the St. 

John’s Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site, Parks Canada’s Chief Architect 

(Built Heritage), David Scarlett, delivered a workshop on the Standards and Guidelines 

in St. John’s this past February. The principle objective of the workshop was to provide 

the municipal authorities, stakeholders, and other interested parties with the tools and 

guidance to effectively apply the Standards and Guidelines in order to help them arrive at 

the best possible decision regarding this proposed development and the overall 

management of historic resources within the District.”13 

 

 

Commissioner’s Analysis 

 

The City’s Municipal Plan14 says a lot about development in the downtown area and discusses 

Heritage at article 4.7. Other articles of importance include 6.3 Development in the Downtown; 

6.4 Building Height; 8.3(5) Sensitive Sites; 8.4 Residential Land Use District; 9.5 Consideration 

for Rezonings; and 10.1 Planning Area 1 Downtown.  

 

The St. John’s Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site is included in the statement at Article 

4.7, paragraph 11 that the City will: 

 

 
13 May 28 2020 letter to Heather MacLellan, St. Andrews Presbyterian Church Board of Management and Friends of 
the St. John's Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site; and to Dr. John Edward Fitzgerald, Executive Director, 

St. John the Baptist Basilica Foundation, from Christine Loth-Bown, Vice-President, Indigenous Affairs and 

Cultural Heritage Branch, Parks Canada. 
14City of St. John’s Municipal Plan (September, 2021) is available at 

https://www.stjohns.ca/sites/default/files/files/publication/Envision%20Municipal%20Plan%20September%202021

_0.pdf  
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Continue to recognize special places within Heritage Areas by identifying them as 

Historic Districts through the City’s Heritage By-Law. Areas worthy of special 

recognition as Heritage Districts, include the following National Historic Sites of 

Canada:  

 

• Rennie’s Mill Road Historic District;  

• Water Street Historic District;  

• St. John’s Ecclesiastical District;  

• Cape Spear Lighthouse; and  

• Signal Hill 

 

I have reviewed the City of St. John’s briefing materials, including a Staff Decision Note and the 

Land Use Assessment Report (LUAR) for the proposed development.15 I could find no reference 

in any of these documents, or in the Municipal Plan, requiring consideration of the federal 

Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada to proposed 

developments that lie within National Historic Sites in St. John’s. 

While the federal designation of the St. John’s Ecclesiastical District as a national historic site does 

not impose legal obligations on the Province or the City, it encourages consideration of federal 

Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada be considered before 

an action is carried out that may result in a physical change to one of those designated places that 

may affect its heritage value. It is worth noting that Bill C-23 An Act respecting places, persons 

and events of national historic significance or national interest, archaeological resources and 

cultural and natural heritage (“Historic Places of Canada Act”) is currently at Second Reading 

before the Canadian House of Commons.16 Bill C-23, if passed, would legislate obligations for the 

protection and conservation of the heritage value of certain designated places that are under the 

administration of federal ministers or certain Crown corporations, including the obligation to 

consult with the Parks Canada Agency before that action is carried out and before the disposition 

of one of those designated places. I reference Bill C-23 and the current federal Standards and 

Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada because I believe that they inform 

what should be best practice for both the Province and the City of St. John’s with respect to the 

development application which is currently being considered.  

 

Parks Canada plays an important role – including via recommendations to the federal 

government about financial support for historic sites - in managing our country’s National 

Historic Sites, including the St. John’s Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site. Parks 

Canada unequivocally recommends that the proposed development be assessed under the federal 

Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada. To date, that has 

not occurred. 

Specifically, it is my opinion that the proposed development lies within the St. John’s 

Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site and should therefore be assessed under the federal 

 
15 City documents are available at 

https://www.stjohns.ca/sites/default/files/Pages%20from%20Agenda%20Package%20-%20RCM_Jun28_2022.pdf  
16 https://www.parl.ca/DocumentViewer/en/44-1/bill/C-23/first-reading  
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Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada. This approach would 

also be consistent with Dr. Rivet’s reminder that Canada signed the  

…Convention Concerning the Protection of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage (the 

World Heritage Convention) following consultations with the provinces and territories. As a 

result, Canadian provincial, territorial and federal governments are bound to Article 5 of 

the World Heritage Convention, which requires the implementation of effective and 

active legal, scientific, technical, administrative and financial measures to protect 

heritage. In accordance with this, provincial legislation and involvement on heritage 

matters must ensure that the integrity of places of provincial, national, and international 

significance is protected.17 

 

It is therefore my opinion that the proposed development should be subjected to an appropriately 

rigorous analysis, taking into consideration the province’s obligations under the Convention 

Concerning the Protection of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage (the World Heritage 

Convention), the federal Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in 

Canada, and the provincial Cultural Action Plan. Additionally, it is my opinion that the proposed 

development and the City’s amendments should be subjected to analysis under the City’s 

Heritage By-Law No. 1647 passed by Council on September 13, 2021, including City of St. 

John’s Heritage Design Standards within the new Heritage By-Law. 

 

 

3. Concern was expressed that in assessing the development application the City did 

not consider its City of St. John’s Heritage Design Standards within the new 

Heritage By-Law which was passed by City Council on September 13, 2021. The 

proposed development lies within the City’s Heritage Area #1. 

 

The original development application pre-dates the City’s passage of its Heritage By-Law on 

September 13, 2021. The proposed development lies in the City’s Heritage Area 1. 

 

One participant at the public hearing stated: 

 

The Heritage By-law, as of 13 September 2021, states that St. John’s City Council 

requires a Heritage Report for an application to demolish a Heritage Building, 

amend or revoke its designation, and plan new development in a Heritage Area. In 

this case, there was no Heritage Report available. While I understand that the 

application was before September 2021, which explains its absence, should not a  

“retrospective” Heritage Report be written to comply with current requirements? 

 

The by-law also states, “a Heritage Report shall at a minimum evaluate and 

identify heritage values and resources located on the site, neighbourhood or 

streetscape and address the anticipated impacts that the proposed work may have 

on the heritage value of a building, neighbourhood or streetscape”. On the 

“Engage St. John’s” website, the city has also stated that heritage reports are 

 
17 March 2, 2022 letter from Dr. Christophe Rivet, President of the Canadian National Committee of the 

International Council on Monuments and Sites (ICOMOS Canada) to Premier Andrew Furey. 
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similar to LUARs (Land Use Assessment Reports). This is not accurate. A 

developer’s LUAR cannot be considered as a replacement for a Heritage 

Report, for a LUAR critically fails to account for the impacts of a new 

structure on existing heritage. Nowhere in the LUAR is the word 

“Ecclesiastical District” mentioned. It is this project’s biggest neighbour, and 

the proposed project is located inside its boundaries. 

 

The proposed condominium has also been described as an “extension of The 

Rooms”. Therefore, the proposed project contradicts its own LUAR’s statement 

about minimizing visual impact. Becoming an extension of The Rooms means 

that it will dramatically alter the visual and cultural landscape of the City and the 

Ecclesiastical District and its attributes by overstating one architectural style, 

allowing the style of Glass and Steel Fishing Stage to dominate over the others. 

This is not mentioned in the LUAR as an impact. But it will be an impact. All 

impacts, including positive, neutral and negative ones need to be established, 

and that is the critical difference between a LUAR and a Heritage Impact 

Assessment report. Only then can mitigation strategies be proposed, and 

alternatives be voted on. The public has not had a chance to choose a design in 

this “democratic” process. More alternatives are needed to this specific design of 

a condominium or apartment building before this rezoning should be allowed. 

 

… 

 

I laud the new requirement of Heritage Reports that the city has set and encourage 

it to follow in the footsteps of other cities across Canada by requiring that heritage 

Impact Assessments be completed before rezonings can take place. I urge the 

city to exercise that requirement, and not allow a rezoning to happen until we 

have enough information on the full impacts of this proposed development. 

At present, we only have the Developer’s word. That would be an insufficient 

assessment, in my view, and in the view of the World Heritage planners upon 

which to proceed with forever altering or endangering the heritage features and 

context of a designated National Historic Site.  

 

City of St. John’s Chief Municipal Planner, Ken O’Brien said: 

 

Since this site is in the City’s heritage area, it is subject to the City’s heritage 

design standards, which have been applied. The City’s heritage planner and our 

Built Heritage Experts Panel reviewed the design and recommended a series of 

changes, which were incorporated into the applicant’s land-use report.18 

 

Commissioner’s Analysis 

 

The City of St. John’s Heritage By-Law is an important part of its overarching governance 

framework for proposed developments within the City’s Heritage Area 1. The original 

 
18 Ken O’Brien, Chief Municipal Planner, email of July 8, 2022 replying to a concerned resident. 
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development application pre-dates the City’s passage of its Heritage By-Law on September 13, 

2021. The proposed development lies in the City’s Heritage Area 1. 

 

It is my opinion that given the importance of the St. John’s Ecclesiastical District national 

historic site to the City and the Province, the proposed development should be subjected by the 

City to an appropriately rigorous analysis, taking into consideration the City’s obligations under 

the City’s Heritage By-Law No. 1647 passed by Council on September 13, 2021, including City 

of St. John’s Heritage Design Standards within the new Heritage By-Law. 

 

 

4. Comments were made with respect to the importance of taking measures to 

preserve the structural integrity of the other heritage buildings and residences in the 

area during any construction in the St. John’s Ecclesiastical District. 

 

St. Andrew’s Church Board of Management submitted that: 

 

We have been advised that the construction of the proposed high density condo, within 

feet of our property, will create vibrations and damage our historic masonry structure and 

our important 60 piece Scottish Ballantine Window Collection, considered one of the best 

Ballantine Art collections in the world. 

 

The Basilica also have marble statues, a world class historic Irish, English and French 

stained glass collection and a masonry arch on Harvey Road with a marble statue on top. 

Gower Street Church is also a masonry structure and has a unique stained glass 

collection. Collectively we have one of the finest and most fragile stained glass 

collections in Canada if not in NA. Some of our masonry is original brick and limestone 

and needs special conservation attention. Parks Canada has invested millions of dollars 

and continues to invest in this District to support its conservation needs. 

 

Both a heritage architect and heritage masonry building engineer, one of Canada’s finest, 

have advised us that vibration may cause damage to the stability of these historic 

masonry structures and buildings and our stained glass collection. 

 

They also advised that the contractor should be responsible for providing monitoring 

equipment and the monitoring required, to ensure that any planned or approved work is 

not causing damaging vibrations to the fragile cultural resources. When we raised this 

earlier to the City, at earlier consultation meetings the Mayor indicated this was a 

Provincial Responsibility. 

 

Therefore as a matter of Provincial responsibility and interest and as an uncompleted 

piece of business, we are asking that the Minister of Municipal Affairs require: 

 

A Heritage Report be undertaken, by a structural heritage engineer with experience in 

historic masonry buildings, that can further assess the cultural resources and assets that 
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will be under risk from vibrations that would be caused by any rezoning or variance that 

is approved. 

 

Given the fragility of the adjacent historic resources that only a low or medium density 

zoning be approved for the project, as the need to protect these adjacent historic resources 

was not considered when City Planning authorized the Developer to come forward to 

have property zoned from Public Open Space to first a proposed High Density Mixed 

Commercial Zone, and now a High Density Apartment zone with a 10% variance. When 

the developer purchased this property he was doing so at his own risk that rezoning may 

or may not be approved. City Council should have considered these factors before 

blessing a planning process, at the high density level, when low or medium density is the 

traditional development zone for Heritage Area 1. 

 

The Province be prepared to put a condition of release on this project for each historicy 

property as required that will include monitoring equipment, and monitoring to the 

satisfaction of the adjacent historic property owners. Also that the developer be 

required…to pay for the conservation treatment and any repair and damage caused by 

this development to a level that meets Parks Canada’s Gidelines and Standards for the 

conservation of these historic materials. 

 

The same public hearing participant who lauded the City’s new requirement for Heritage Reports 

(see #3 above) stated: 

 

The LUAR [Land Use Assessment Report] also mainly depicts the post-project phase and 

how the proposed development would look – particularly, through the lens of the 

developer. The public needs more information for the during-project phase. How will 

vibrations from construction affect stained-glass windows of the Kirk? What kinds of 

sound pollution will be created? Will there be a socio-economic impact? All these are 

addressed and accounted for in a Heritage Impact Assessment. There has been no 

Heritage Impact Assessment. 

 

Several residents of Garrison Hill, the street adjacent to the proposed development also noted 

their concern about the noise and vibrations that would be caused should the proposed apartment 

complex development proceed.  
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Commissioner’s Analysis 

 

Given the considerable historic assets found within the St. John’s Ecclesiastical District National 

Historic Site – and indeed immediately adjacent to the proposed development – it is my opinion 

that a Heritage Report should be undertaken with input from a structural heritage engineer with 

experience in historic masonry buildings, that can further assess the cultural resources and assets 

and report on how the developer might be required to mitigate risk from vibrations that would be 

caused by any rezoning or variance that is approved.  

 

Further, mitigation of the potential impact of noise and vibrations the development would cause 

for neighbouring residents at Garrison Hill and other surrounding areas should be addressed. 

 

5. Concern was expressed about the proposed apartment complex obstructing the view 

from The Rooms.  

 

One concerned resident wrote: 

 

I feel this development does not meet the spirit of downtown’s municipal and 

heritage plans. It would be directly in the view plane of The Rooms from 

downtown, and also from the perspective of the Rooms looking toward the 

narrows. 

 

Margaret Allan, Chair of The Rooms Corporation Board of Directors, wrote for the fourth time 

on behalf of the volunteer, independent Board, on the topic of the Parish Lane Development: 

 

On the day I learned about this hearing, I was listening to a radio interview with musician 

Corey Tetford about his upcoming performance at The Rooms. Without prompting, Mr. 

Tetford remarked that performing in The Rooms atrium was special for him, with one of 

the best views in the world. The view is so good, he continued, that he finds himself 

distracted by it even while performing. 

 

Many other community members feel similarly. At a public consultation session hosted 

by The Rooms, one person noted, “The view touches the soul of Newfoundlanders and is 

a big part of our love of this place; it helps us feel connected and a part of this incredible 

place.” Another person remarked, “The view from The Rooms is priceless. Once gone, 

even a little bit, it can never be replaced.” 

 

This view is the reason for my writing today. Despite the changes made by the Developer 

and the efforts to demonstrate the impact on view planes, it is not entirely clear what the 

impact on the view will be. What is certain, however, is that there will be significant 

and negative impacts. Once the structure is built, there will be no adjustment 

possible. (As an aside, I have heard of other jurisdictions where developers are required 

101



24 
 

to construct a full scale in-situ model to demonstrate the impact of a new structure in a 

sensitive area. Is this a possibility in this circumstance?) 

 

We have a conundrum here: the Developers are keen to progress the project and see 

returns on their investment; the City of St. John’s is eager for development and tax 

revenues and wants to be seen as open for business; the Province is reluctant to meddle in 

a municipal matter where another elected group is responsible, yet legislation clearly puts 

them in charge at this particular juncture. But governments, municipal and provincial, are 

elected to do what is best for the people, and to make tough decisions. 

 

The view from The Rooms, arguably one of the best views anywhere, is a public resource 

and deserves public protection. The Rooms Board is the custodian of this view, but the 

view belongs to everyone now and for generations to come. 

 

Another individual wrote to say: 

 

View-plane ordinances are very important to our city. As being full of hills, we have an 

opportunity to preserve our wonderful and unique view-planes. Instead, however, we are 

doing our best to block our city with high-rises, where the only view is another high-rise. 

For instance, the view-plane from the rooms will be totally comprised by this 

redesignation. One of our jewels, a beautiful building with an unbelievable view, as is. 

 

On December 17, 2021, members of the Ecclesiastical District National historic Site Working 

Group wrote a letter to the Honourable Krysta Lynn Howell, Minister of Municipal and 

Provincial Affairs and Registrar General and to the Honourable Steve Crocker, Minister of 

Tourism, Arts, Culture and Recreation. The letter said, in part: 

 

We also want to advise you that a Coalition representing senior professionals, from the 

Arts, Cultural, Tourism and Heritage industries and District Churches, are requesting a 

meeting with the Premier to ensure the Province is fully aware of all the Provincial, 

Federal and International interests relating to the District. We will be asking the 

Province to consider this information when making a decision on the request to 

approve the proposed zone for the parish land site that will allow a multi-story condo to 

be constructed in the midst of one of the Province’s most important cultural and 

heritage tourism zones and that will significantly impact the visitor experience at The 

Rooms. This $50M dollar Provincial cultural facility was specifically designed and 

constructed to offer spectacular world class experiences and views of the old town 

and the 300 year old historic church district it would sit amongst. The location for the 

construction of The Rooms was also strategically chosen to grow the cultural and 

tourism industries of NL.19 

 
19 December 17, 2021 letter to the Honourable Krysta Lynn Howell, Minister of Municipal and Provincial Affairs 

and Registrar General and to the Honourable Steve Crocker, Minister of Tourism, Arts, Culture and Recreation, 

from Members of the Ecclesiastical District National historic Site Working Group, at p. 2. 
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We strongly urge both the City of St. John’s and the Provincial Government to 

reject these proposed amendments which would allow the Parish Lane development 

to proceed. 

 

The City of St. John’s Chief Municipal Planner said in an email reply to a concerned resident 

that: 

…provincial Tourism staff expressed concerns with the potential impact but stated that 

they are confident that the City’s planning processes will address the concerns.20 

 

Commissioner’s Analysis 

 

Provincial legislation mandates The Rooms to, amongst other things, collect, preserve, present, 

exhibit and make available for research the historic artifacts, natural history specimens and 

archival records that represent and illustrate the significant history, culture and natural heritage 

of the province.21 It is arguable that the The Rooms’ view of the St. John’s Ecclesiastical District 

National Historic Site is – at least symbolically - an important part of the Rooms collection and 

exhibit. Submissions from The Rooms independent and volunteer Board of Directors have 

consistently raised concern about the proposed development and its impact on the view plane 

from The Rooms. 

 

The province has invested significantly in The Rooms and relies heavily in execution of its 

Cultural Action Plan on The Rooms and the expertise which resides there. The provincial Way 

Forward Cultural Action Plan notes that 

 

Government plays a key role in assisting communities to preserve, create, present, and 

promote culture through advisory and partnership activities via the Arts and Culture Centres, 

Provincial Historic Sites, Provincial Archaeology Office, the Arts and Letters Program, The 

Rooms, ArtsNL and HeritageNL.  

Government also directly assists communities to develop, promote and celebrate culture 

through funding programs. The Cultural Economic Development Program provides essential 

support to cultural events, local museums and archives, arts organizations, and assists in 

safeguarding Indigenous and intangible cultural heritage, and built heritage maintenance.22 

 

It is my opinion that the perspective of The Rooms’ Board of Directors and the many other 

concerns expressed about the proposed development obstructing the view of the St. John’s 

Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site from The Rooms must be considered while applying 

the federal Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada to 

proposed developments that lie within National Historic Sites in St. John’s, as well as while 

applying the City’s Heritage By-Law.  

 
20 Ken O’Brien, Chief Municipal Planner, July 13, 2022 email reply to a concerned resident. 
21 The Rooms Act SNL2016 c. R-15.2, s. 4(a). 
22 Way Forward Cultural Action Plan at p. 12 https://www.gov.nl.ca/tcar/files/culturalplan.pdf  
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6. Concern was expressed that the proposed development, including its height and size, 

was not appropriate for the character of the neighbourhood. Concern was also 

expressed about what precautions the city has to ensure that the proposed design is 

the built design, and about what enforcement opportunities the city has in case the 

developer doesn't fulfill their design brief. 

 

All participants at the public hearings and many who wrote submissions stressed the importance 

of development appropriate to the heritage and historical neighbourhood in which the proposed 

development lies. Almost all participants stated that they are not opposed to development of the 

site per se. Rather, they are opposed to the size and nature of the proposed apartment building, 

believing that it is not an appropriate development for the historic site in question.  

As to why the City of St. John’s has suggested a site-specific “Apartment Harvey Road” zone for 

the proposed development, Ken O’Brien, the City’s Chief Municipal Planner, said: 

 

Building height is an important factor here, for the houses that border the site along 

Garrison Hill as well as for the view toward the harbour from the viewing area in The 

Rooms across Harvey Road. That’s one reason we are proposing a site-specific zone to 

control the height above Harvey Road. We have also considered the provision of 

variances – zone standards can be allowed to vary up to 10% on any dimension. In this 

case, we have set the building height so that, even with a 10% increase through a 

variance, the height will not cause unexpected problems for nearby properties, especially 

the ones I mentioned above. 

 

Regarding the proposed design, these can sometimes change once a new zone is in place. 

A building can be modified to whatever the new zone allows, sometimes growing taller 

or wider or bulkier, depending on the zone. Again, by using a sites-specific zone, we are 

setting specific parameters for the building that can be built, based on the applicant’s 

design.23 

 

For further clarification, I have been advised by City staff that the Land Use Report associated 

with the proposed development was already adopted by Council during approval of the 

Townhouse amendment. Should the amendments proceed, the applicant’s request for a 10% 

variance on the building height will also be brought to Council for consideration. The proposed 

maximum building heights in the zone have been set lower than the applicant’s requested 

building height so that a variance could be applied. In doing so, additional building height could 

not be requested later, as 10% is the maximum variance that can be applied to each lot. This 

approach was taken by the City to ensure a maximum building height that does not intrude 

further than modelled because of the sensitivities of the building height and the consequential 

obstruction of views from The Rooms. 

 

 
23 Ken O’Brien, City of St. John’s Chief Municipal Planner, email of July 8, 2022 replying to a concerned resident’s 

inquiry. 
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The view from The Rooms of the St. John’s Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site was 

raised time and again by concerned residents, including to note that “The View of the District 

will be interrupted and the Anglican Cathedral and Gower United…are visually obscured as is 

everything in the line below it.”24 

 

Commissioner’s Analysis 

 

The repeated concerns expressed by residents, representatives of the churches that reside within 

the St. John’s Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site and heritage experts is that the scope 

and size of the proposed apartment complex is inappropriate for the neighbourhood. The view 

plane from The Rooms is only one important aspect related to the scope and size of the proposed 

development. To fully assess the potential impact of the proposed development on the St. John’s 

Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site and the proposed development’s residential and 

other neighbours, it is vital that the Province and the City subject the proposed development to 

rigorous analysis under the appropriate heritage framework. 

 

It is therefore my opinion that the proposed development should be subjected to an appropriately 

rigorous analysis, taking into consideration the province’s obligations under the Convention 

Concerning the Protection of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage (the World Heritage 

Convention), the federal Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in 

Canada25, and the provincial Cultural Action Plan. Additionally, it is my opinion that the 

proposed development should be subjected to analysis under the City’s Heritage By-Law No. 

1647 passed by Council on September 13, 2021, including City of St. John’s Heritage Design 

Standards within the new Heritage By-Law. 

 

7. Concern was expressed about the prospective loss to development of a natural green 

space used by downtown residents. 

 

One concerned resident wrote: 

 

Our city needs to be liveable for all residents, which includes preserving urban forests. 

Nature and natural green spaces improve residents’ mental and emotional well-being, in 

addition to proving a host of ecological benefits, including carbon sequestration and 

habitat for bird life, insect pollinators and other flora and fauna. Green spaces are good in 

and of themselves. I urge council to work towards both your climate emergency pledge 

and duty to support residents’ quality of life by protecting the forested portion of 68 

Queen’s Road through maintaining the Open Space zoning. 

 
24 Presentation for Commissioner Chantelle MacDonald Newhook, representing the Basilica Heritage Foundation, 

Gower Street United Church, St. Andrew’s Presbyterian Kirk, With Assistance from Patricia Buchanan, Heritage 
Conservation Planner. 

25 The Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places are at 

https://www.historicplaces.ca/en/pages/standards-normes.aspx  
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Another concerned resident stated a minority opinion that no development should be permitted 

on the proposed site: 

 

I am writing to voice my strong opposition to the rezoning of the Open Space of 68 

Queen’s Road to allow the Parish Lane development. I am against all and any 

development of this site. I believe it should be kept as the public green space that it is and 

always has been. I realize that maintaining the open Space zoning does not in itself 

preserve the trees, plants and animals that exist there, as Open Space zoning allows for 

recreational uses as well. However I believe that denying this rezoning will result in the 

division of the property and possible sale of the Open Space to someone who will 

preserve it. 

 

Yet another said: 

 

The loss of green space downtown, especially tree canopy, is disturbing given the effects of 

climate change. Every loss of natural areas downtown increases the heat load and detracts 

from the environment of residents. Notwithstanding the City's green space plan, they are not 

being pro-active in preserving green space downtown if they approve this development. 

 

Commissioner’s Analysis 

 

Consideration should be given by the Province and the City of St. John’s under its existing 

development framework, including the various important heritage and historical site assessments, 

as to whether or not the loss of the green space currently zoned “open space” will be detrimental 

to the City or its residents. If the answer is “yes”, then appropriate mitigation measures should be 

required prior to approving the proposed development. 

 

8. Concern was expressed that additional traffic created by the apartment complex 

population would aggravate traffic flow at what is perceived by area residents and 

those who regularly drive there as a hazardous intersection at Garrison Hill and 

Queen’s Road. 

 

One concerned resident wrote: 

 

…the traffic in this area of Queen’s Road is already somewhat dangerous, with the re-

design of Veteran’s Square. Even your staff has acknowledged (with me) the wish to 

slow traffic due to the volume. 

 

Other residents wrote or made oral representations at the public hearings expressing their traffic 

concerns about the intersection of Garrison Hill and Queen’s Road and how more traffic from 

the proposed apartment building would make traffic there worse.  
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Commissioner’s Analysis 

 

Prior to any approval of the proposed development, a traffic analysis by City staff should be 

prepared and included in the materials provided to City Council and the Province, showing the 

likely impact on the area if the proposed high-density development were to proceed. I note the 

repeated concerns of area residents and individuals who travel through the Garrison Hill and 

Queen’s Road intersection and suggest that City staff consider evidence of this “lived 

experience” from City residents. 

 

9. Concern was expressed that affordable housing is a challenge in St. John’s and the 

question was asked whether the proposed development would be required to have 

any affordable housing units. 

 

Several individuals stated that there is a “housing crisis” in St. John’s and that there has been no 

indication or assurance that the proposed development will in any way ameliorate the lack of 

affordable housing available in the City. Concern was also expressed that there are no 

restrictions in place to prevent the proposed development from becoming “holiday rentals” or 

that like many other condominiums in the City, they will sit vacant for much of the year while 

their owners reside elsewhere. It was stated that vacant condos do not support a vibrant 

downtown community. 

 

Ken O’Brien, Chief Municipal Planner said that regarding affordable housing, the City does not 

have a requirement for a minimum of affordable units to be included in new residential 

developments. Rather, the City has been increasing the affordable housing supply by other 

means to date. 26 

 

Commissioner’s Analysis 

 

As the City does not have a policy or by-law related to affordable housing, it would not be 

appropriate for the proposed development to be assessed on this criterion. Should the City adopt 

an affordable housing policy or by-law, proposed developments should be assessed accordingly. 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

 

Considering all of the foregoing, I make the following recommendations: 

 

Recommendations to the Minister of Municipal and Provincial Affairs: 

 

THAT prior to approving the amendment requested by the City to the St. John’s Urban Region 

Regional Plan, the Minister of Municipal and Provincial Affairs: 

 

 
26 Ken O’Brien email of July 8, 2022. 
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1. Assess the province’s obligations related to any proposed development within the St. 

John’s Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site because Canada signed the 

Convention Concerning the Protection of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage (the 

World Heritage Convention) following consultations with the provinces and territories. 

As a result, Canadian provincial, territorial and federal governments are bound to Article 

5 of the World Heritage Convention, which requires the implementation of effective and 

active legal, scientific, technical, administrative and financial measures to protect 

heritage. In accordance with this, provincial legislation and involvement on heritage 

matters must ensure that the integrity of places of provincial, national, and international 

significance is protected. 

 

2. Consider the province’s important and cooperative intergovernmental relationship with 

Parks Canada and apply the federal Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of 

Historic Places in Canada to the proposed development within the St. John’s 

Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site. 

 

3. Ensure that the province’s assessment of its obligations related to any proposed 

development within the St. John’s Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site is 

undertaken with consideration about whether the proposed development meets the policy 

direction found in the provincial Way Forward Cultural Action Plan to ensure that the 

proposed development aligns with the province’s stated cultural objectives. 

 

Recommendations to the City of St. John’s: 

 

THAT prior to approving the amendments to the Municipal Plan and the Development 

Regulations that would permit the proposed development, the City of St. John’s:  

 

1. Reconsider its direction given at its February 9 2021 meeting that City Staff prepare a 

site-specific zone for the upper portion of the property, using an adopted site plan to 

control the development of the proposed Apartment Building. 

 

2. City Council apply the federal Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic 

Places in Canada to the proposed development which lies within the St. John’s 

Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site. 

 

3. City Council direct City Staff to assess the development application under the City of St. 

John’s Heritage Design Standards within the City’s Heritage By-Law No. 1642, which 

was passed by Council on September 13, 2021, including: 

 

a. By requiring a Heritage Report to inform the scale and design of the proposed 

development, and as identified in the new Heritage By-Law Sections 8C and 8D, 

by a nationally certified Heritage Conservation Specialist; and 
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b. That the Report meet the conditions set out in Section 5 of the By-law that 

ensures that the Development and the variance does not impact the heritage value 

of adjacent properties. 

 

4. After all the recommendations are considered, should City Council wish to consider the 

proposed development, it may require a fresh Land Use Report for the development 

application and rescind the one which was already adopted by Council during approval of 

the Townhouse amendment and/or require such updated supporting documentation from 

the developer as is required to answer any questions or concerns arising from application 

of the appropriate heritage framework. 

 

SUMMARY: 

 

I was appointed as Commissioner by the Minister of Municipal and Provincial Affairs (the 

“Minister”) to conduct the statutory public hearing regarding St. John’s urban Region Regional 

Plan (SJURRP) Amendment No. 1, 2020 in conjunction with St. John’s Municipal Plan 

Amendment No. 1, 2021 and Development Regulations Amendment No. 1, 2021. I was also 

appointed as Commissioner by the City of St. John’s to conduct the statutory public hearing 

regarding St. John’s Municipal Plan Amendment No. 1, 2021 and Development Regulations 

Amendment No. 1, 2021. 

 

The purpose of the amendments is to amend the land use designation on the SJURRP map for the 

subject site located between Queen’s Road and Harvey Road from “Public Open Space” to 

“Urban Development”. This amendment to the SJURRP map will accommodate proposed 

amendments to the St. John’s Municipal Plan and Development Regulations which re-designate 

the subject site from Open Space Land Use District to the Residential Land Use District and 

rezone the subject site from the Open Space Land Use Zone to the Apartment Harvey Road Land 

Use Zone. 

 

It was previously noted that my role as Commissioner is to consider objections and 

representations to the proposed amendments and provide a written Report to the Minister of 

Municipal and Provincial Affairs and to City Council with recommendations based on the 

objections and representations presented at the Hearings or received through written submission. 

 

I therefore submit this Report in accordance with my appointment as Commissioner. 

 

Respectfully submitted at St. John’s, NL on this 22nd day of August 2022: 

 

 

____________________________________     

Chantelle MacDonald Newhook, Q.C., Q.Arb. 

Commissioner 
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APPENDICES TO THE COMMISSIONER’S REPORT 

 

TO: THE CITY OF ST. JOHN’S 

RE: MUNICIPAL PLAN AMENDMENT NO.1, 2022  

AND 

DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS AMENDMENT NO.1, 2022 

 

AND TO: THE MINISTER OF MUNICIPAL AND PROVINCIAL AFFAIRS 

RE: ST. JOHN’S URBAN REGION REGIONAL PLAN AMENDMENT NO. 1, 2020  

in conjunction with 

MUNICIPAL PLAN AMENDMENT NO.1, 2022 AND 

DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS AMENDMENT NO.1, 2022 

 

 

*Please note that some appended documents were provided to the Commissioner by more 

than one party. * 

 

 

 

 

Submitted by: Chantelle MacDonald Newhook, Q.C., Q.Arb. 

22 August 2022 
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Appendix #1 – Legislation, Regulations, and City of St. John’s Documents provided to 

Commissioner 

 

1. Urban and Rural Planning Act, 2000 SNL2000 c. U-8 

https://www.assembly.nl.ca/legislation/sr/tableregulations/tableofregulations_u08.htm 

 

2. St. John’s Development Regulations 

https://www.stjohns.ca/publications/envision-st-johns-development-regulations-2021-0 

3. St. John’s Urban Region Regional Plan, 1976 with Forestry Policy Amendment, 1978, 

Watershed Protected Areas Policy Amendment, 1980, and Subsequent Amendments (see 

p. 590) 

 

4. St. John’s Municipal Plan 

https://www.stjohns.ca/sites/default/files/files/publication/Envision%20Municipal%20Pla

n%20September%202021_0.pdf 

 

5. June 28, 2022, 3:00 p.m.- Minutes of Regular Meeting - City Council 

Decision/Direction Note  

Title: 68 Queen’s Road (Apartment Building), Adoption, MPA1900002 

Date Prepared: June 21, 2022 

Report To: Regular Meeting of Council 

Councillor and Role: Councillor Ian Froude, Planning 

Ward: Ward 2 

(See p. 4) 

 

6. Decision/Direction Note  

Title: 68 Queen’s Road (Apartment Building), Adoption-in-Principle, MPA1900002 

Date Prepared: June 21, 2022 

Report To: Regular Meeting of Council 

Councillor and Role: Councillor Ian Froude, Planning 

Ward: Ward 2 

(See p. 18) 

 

7. Decision/Direction Note  

Title: 68 Queen’s Road (Apartment Building), Adoption-in-Principle, MPA1900002 

Date Prepared: November 17, 2021 

Report To: Regular Meeting of Council 

Councillor and Role: Councillor Ian Froude, Planning 

Ward: Ward 2 

(See p. 57-653) 
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8. Correspondence: 

a. May 28, 2020 letter from Parks Canada, Christine Loth-Bown 

Vice-President, Indigenous Affairs and Cultural Heritage Branch addressed to  

Ms. Heather MacLellan, St. Andrews Presbyterian Church Board of Management 

and Friends of the St. John's Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site 

and to Dr. John Edward Fitzgerald, Executive Director, St. John the Baptist 

Basilica Foundation (See p. 654) 

 

b. November 20, 2021 letter to Mayor Breen and Councillors from Basilica Heritage 

Foundation Board of Managers; St. Andrew’s Presbyterian Church 

Board of Management; and Gower Street United Church (See p. 659) 

 

9. Additional City of St. John’s reference materials available at  

 

https://www.stjohns.ca/public-notice/public-hearing-68-queens-road including notice of 

public hearing dated July 19, 2022 and the Land Use Assessment Report (LUAR) for 

the proposed development. (Please note, the building height along Harvey Road has 

changed since the LUAR was drafted. The more recent building height information is in 

the staff decision note.) 
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Minutes of Regular Meeting - City Council 

Council Chamber, 4th Floor, City Hall 

 

June 28, 2022, 3:00 p.m. 

 

Present: Mayor Danny Breen 

 Deputy Mayor Sheilagh O'Leary 

 Councillor Maggie Burton 

 Councillor Ron Ellsworth 

 Councillor Sandy Hickman 

 Councillor Debbie Hanlon 

 Councillor Jill Bruce 

 Councillor Jamie Korab 

 Councillor Ian Froude 

 Councillor Carl Ridgeley 

  

Regrets: Councillor Ophelia Ravencroft 

  

Staff: Kevin Breen, City Manager 

 Derek Coffey, Deputy City Manager of Finance & Administration 

 Tanya Haywood, Deputy City Manager of Community Services 

 Jason Sinyard, Deputy City Manager of Planning, Engineering & 

Regulatory Services 

 Lynnann Winsor, Deputy City Manager of Public Works 

 Susan Bonnell, Manager, Communications & Office Services 

 Ken O'Brien, Chief Municipal Planner 

 Karen Chafe, City Clerk 

 Jennifer Squires, Legislative Assistant 

  

Others: Linda Bishop, Senior Legal Counsel 

 

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 
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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 

2. PROCLAMATIONS/PRESENTATIONS 

3. APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA 

3.1 Adoption of Agenda 

SJMC-R-2022-06-28/277 

Moved By Deputy Mayor O'Leary 

Seconded By Councillor Bruce 

That the Agenda be adopted as presented. 

For (8): Mayor Breen, Deputy Mayor O'Leary, Councillor Burton, 

Councillor Ellsworth, Councillor Hickman, Councillor Bruce, Councillor 

Korab, and Councillor Ridgeley 

 

MOTION CARRIED (8 to 0) 

 

4. ADOPTION OF THE MINUTES 

4.1 Adoption of Minutes - June 20, 2022 

SJMC-R-2022-06-28/278 

Moved By Councillor Korab 

Seconded By Councillor Ridgeley 

That the minutes of June 20, 2022, be adopted as presented. 

For (9): Mayor Breen, Deputy Mayor O'Leary, Councillor Burton, 

Councillor Ellsworth, Councillor Hickman, Councillor Bruce, Councillor 

Korab, Councillor Froude, and Councillor Ridgeley 

 

MOTION CARRIED (9 to 0) 

 

5. BUSINESS ARISING FROM THE MINUTES 
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6. DEVELOPMENT APPLICATIONS 

6.1 Notices Published - 140 Ridge Road - DEV2200067 

SJMC-R-2022-06-28/279 

Moved By Councillor Korab 

Seconded By Councillor Ellsworth 

That Council approve the Discretionary Use application to construct an 

extension to an existing  telecommunications tower located at 140 Ridge 

Road from a height of 30.5m to 37m.  

For (9): Mayor Breen, Deputy Mayor O'Leary, Councillor Burton, 

Councillor Ellsworth, Councillor Hickman, Councillor Bruce, Councillor 

Korab, Councillor Froude, and Councillor Ridgeley 

 

MOTION CARRIED (9 to 0) 

 

6.2 Notices Published – 899 Northern Pond Road - DEV2100067 

Deputy Mayor O'Leary requested clarification on the application process 

for telecommunications towers as they fall under federal jurisdiction. The 

Deputy City Manager of Planning, Engineering, and Regulatory Services 

responded that the City considers telecommunication towers as 

Discretionary Uses to provide residents the opportunity for input. While the 

CIty has no authority to approve or reject the towers, Staff can use the 

submissions collected to persuade applicants and the federal government 

to relocate the towers if there are concerns from the public. 

SJMC-R-2022-06-28/280 

Moved By Councillor Korab 

Seconded By Councillor Ridgeley 

That Council approve the Discretionary Use application to construct a 

telecommunications tower at 899 Northern Pond Road.    

For (9): Mayor Breen, Deputy Mayor O'Leary, Councillor Burton, 

Councillor Ellsworth, Councillor Hickman, Councillor Bruce, Councillor 

Korab, Councillor Froude, and Councillor Ridgeley 

 

MOTION CARRIED (9 to 0) 
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7. RATIFICATION OF EPOLLS 

8. COMMITTEE REPORTS 

8.1 Committee of the Whole Report - June 15, 2022 

1. Revised Cash Handling and Petty Cash Policy  

Councillor Ellsworth highlighted the proposed changes to the Cash 

Handling and Petty Cash Policy as listed below: 

 Addition of Cardholder Data and Payment Card Industry Data 

Security Standard (PCI DSS) definitions in Section 2. 

 Addition of Section 3.6: Payment Card Industry Data Security 

Standard. 

 An update to Section 4 of the Policy to include PCI DSS. 

 Changes to Section 5 concerning the responsibilities of 

Employees and Departments. 

SJMC-R-2022-06-28/281 

Moved By Councillor Ellsworth 

Seconded By Councillor Bruce 

That Council approve the revised Cash Handling and Petty Cash 

Policy.  

For (9): Mayor Breen, Deputy Mayor O'Leary, Councillor Burton, 

Councillor Ellsworth, Councillor Hickman, Councillor Bruce, 

Councillor Korab, Councillor Froude, and Councillor Ridgeley 

 

MOTION CARRIED (9 to 0) 

 

2. Shad Memorial 2022 – Sponsorship of Breakfast 

SJMC-R-2022-06-28/282 

Moved By Councillor Ellsworth 

Seconded By Councillor Hickman 

That Council sponsor the breakfast for the Shad Memorial 2022 at 

an approximate cost of $2000.   
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For (10): Mayor Breen, Deputy Mayor O'Leary, Councillor Burton, 

Councillor Ellsworth, Councillor Hickman, Councillor Hanlon, 

Councillor Bruce, Councillor Korab, Councillor Froude, and 

Councillor Ridgeley 

 

MOTION CARRIED (10 to 0) 

 

3. 110 Cheeseman Drive – MPA2200002 

Deputy Mayor O'Leary noted the importance of maintaining 

commercial zoning in residential areas, as it provides an 

opportunity to build neighbourhoods with accessible services and 

amenities. 

SJMC-R-2022-06-28/283 

Moved By Councillor Froude 

Seconded By Deputy Mayor O'Leary 

That Council reject the application to rezone land at 110 

Cheeseman Drive from the Commercial Neighbourhood (CN) Zone 

to the Residential 1 (R1) Zone so as to retain important commercial 

lands in the Southlands neighbourhood.     

For (10): Mayor Breen, Deputy Mayor O'Leary, Councillor Burton, 

Councillor Ellsworth, Councillor Hickman, Councillor Hanlon, 

Councillor Bruce, Councillor Korab, Councillor Froude, and 

Councillor Ridgeley 

 

MOTION CARRIED (10 to 0) 

 

4. Membership – Sustainable and Active Mobility Advisory 

Committee 

SJMC-R-2022-06-28/284 

Moved By Councillor Froude 

Seconded By Councillor Burton 

That Council approve the following ten individuals to sit on the 

Sustainable and Active Mobility Advisory Committee and that one 

additional position be reserved to be filled by a user of public para 
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transit or Go Bus: 

 

-Wiseman, Debbie 

-Sunner, Petra 

-Lee, Justin 

-Roy, Noel 

-Green, Ryan 

-Lomond, Megan 

-Lambert, Anne 

-Brake, David 

-Grant, Holly 

-Binimelis Avila, Makarenna Anna Belen 

For (10): Mayor Breen, Deputy Mayor O'Leary, Councillor Burton, 

Councillor Ellsworth, Councillor Hickman, Councillor Hanlon, 

Councillor Bruce, Councillor Korab, Councillor Froude, and 

Councillor Ridgeley 

 

MOTION CARRIED (10 to 0) 

 

5. Environment & Sustainability Experts Panel Membership 

Deputy Mayor O'Leary spoke to the quality of those who applied to 

the Environment & Sustainability Experts Panel and commented on 

the lack of gender diversity amongst the applicants. She advised 

that broadening the call outside of the existing structures may be 

necessary to achieve gender diversity. 

SJMC-R-2022-06-28/285 

Moved By Councillor Burton 

Seconded By Councillor Froude 

That Council approve the renewed commitment of the existing 

experts and the appointment of Piers Evans and James Blyth to the 

Environment & Sustainability Experts Panel.   

For (10): Mayor Breen, Deputy Mayor O'Leary, Councillor Burton, 

Councillor Ellsworth, Councillor Hickman, Councillor Hanlon, 

Councillor Bruce, Councillor Korab, Councillor Froude, and 

Councillor Ridgeley 
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MOTION CARRIED (10 to 0) 

 

6. Demolition of Building – 17 Coronation Street 

SJMC-R-2022-06-28/286 

Moved By Councillor Burton 

Seconded By Councillor Ellsworth 

That Council  grant the Demolition Order of 17 Coronation Street as 

the building is in a state of total disrepair and is creating a potential 

safety concern. 

   

For (10): Mayor Breen, Deputy Mayor O'Leary, Councillor Burton, 

Councillor Ellsworth, Councillor Hickman, Councillor Hanlon, 

Councillor Bruce, Councillor Korab, Councillor Froude, and 

Councillor Ridgeley 

 

MOTION CARRIED (10 to 0) 

 

8.2 Audit & Accountability Standing Committee Report - June 22, 2022 

1. December 31, 2021 Audited Financial Statements 

Councillor Ellsworth remarked that this has been the earliest time 

that the audited financial statements had come to Council ahead of 

the June 30th legislative deadline. The Mayor asked when the cash 

statements would come to Council for consideration, and the 

Deputy City Manager of Financial & Administration responded that 

the statements would come to Council in the upcoming weeks. 

SJMC-R-2022-06-28/287 

Moved By Councillor Bruce 

Seconded By Councillor Ellsworth 

That Council approve the December 31, 2021, audited financial 

statements. 

For (10): Mayor Breen, Deputy Mayor O'Leary, Councillor Burton, 

Councillor Ellsworth, Councillor Hickman, Councillor Hanlon, 

Councillor Bruce, Councillor Korab, Councillor Froude, and 

Councillor Ridgeley 
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MOTION CARRIED (10 to 0) 

 

8.3 Built Heritage Experts Panel Report - June 1, 2022 

1. 70 Circular Road, Designated Heritage Building Retaining Wall, 

SIT2200028 

SJMC-R-2022-06-28/288 

Moved By Councillor Burton 

Seconded By Councillor Hickman 

That Council approve the retaining wall at 70 Circular Road, as 

proposed.    

For (10): Mayor Breen, Deputy Mayor O'Leary, Councillor Burton, 

Councillor Ellsworth, Councillor Hickman, Councillor Hanlon, 

Councillor Bruce, Councillor Korab, Councillor Froude, and 

Councillor Ridgeley 

 

MOTION CARRIED (10 to 0) 

 

9. DEVELOPMENT PERMITS LIST (FOR INFORMATION ONLY)  

9.1 Development Permits List June 16 to June 22, 2022         

10. BUILDING PERMITS LIST (FOR INFORMATION ONLY) 

10.1 Building Permits List - Week ending June 23, 2022 

11. REQUISITIONS, PAYROLLS AND ACCOUNTS 

11.1 Weekly Payment Vouchers for Week Ending June 22, 2022 

SJMC-R-2022-06-28/289 

Moved By Councillor Ellsworth 

Seconded By Deputy Mayor O'Leary 

That the weekly payment vouchers for the week ending June 22, 2022, in 

the amount of $9,261,211.98 be approved as presented. 
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For (10): Mayor Breen, Deputy Mayor O'Leary, Councillor Burton, 

Councillor Ellsworth, Councillor Hickman, Councillor Hanlon, Councillor 

Bruce, Councillor Korab, Councillor Froude, and Councillor Ridgeley 

 

MOTION CARRIED (10 to 0) 

 

12. TENDERS/RFPS 

12.1 2022121 – Supply and Delivery of Trackless Parts 

SJMC-R-2022-06-28/290 

Moved By Councillor Ellsworth 

Seconded By Councillor Bruce 

That Council approve for award this Open Call to the lowest bidders 

meeting specifications, Saunders Equipment for $159,810.01 (HST 

excluded) per year as per the Public Procurement Act.        

For (10): Mayor Breen, Deputy Mayor O'Leary, Councillor Burton, 

Councillor Ellsworth, Councillor Hickman, Councillor Hanlon, Councillor 

Bruce, Councillor Korab, Councillor Froude, and Councillor Ridgeley 

 

MOTION CARRIED (10 to 0) 

 

12.2 2022120 - Supply and Delivery of Fire Department Supplies and 

Equipment 

SJMC-R-2022-06-28/291 

Moved By Councillor Ellsworth 

Seconded By Councillor Froude 

That Council approve for award this Open Call to the lowest bidders 

meeting specifications, K&D Pratt for $133,176.68 (HST excluded) per 

year as per the Public Procurement Act. 

For (10): Mayor Breen, Deputy Mayor O'Leary, Councillor Burton, 

Councillor Ellsworth, Councillor Hickman, Councillor Hanlon, Councillor 

Bruce, Councillor Korab, Councillor Froude, and Councillor Ridgeley 
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MOTION CARRIED (10 to 0) 

 

12.3 2022108 - Miscellaneous Asphalt Repairs 

Deputy Mayor O'Leary inquired as to what the miscellaneous asphalt 

repairs would cover. Staff responded that the standing offer agreement 

was different from the Engineering contract for road work, and as such 

would cover things such as pot holes, minor grind and patch, service cuts 

and smaller repairs. 

SJMC-R-2022-06-28/292 

Moved By Councillor Hickman 

Seconded By Deputy Mayor O'Leary 

That Council approve for award open call 2021108 – Miscellaneous 

Asphalt Repairs to the lowest bidder meeting specification, Parsons 

Paving Ltd for $$978,218.75 HST included, as per the Public Procurement 

Act.        

For (10): Mayor Breen, Deputy Mayor O'Leary, Councillor Burton, 

Councillor Ellsworth, Councillor Hickman, Councillor Hanlon, Councillor 

Bruce, Councillor Korab, Councillor Froude, and Councillor Ridgeley 

 

MOTION CARRIED (10 to 0) 

 

12.4 2022106 - 2022 Bridge Rehabilitation Program - Contract 1 - Dredging 

Councillor Hickman advised that the dredging and culvert extension to 

address erosion issues would take place at bridges located on the 

Boulevard, Logy Bay Road, Guzzwell Drive, Portugal Cove Road, Wicklow 

Street, and Old Bay Bulls Road. There are also five additional bridges that 

may be considered for dredging on a provisional basis. Clarification was 

asked on where the dredging would take place and Staff responded that 

there were six bridges in the main tender, as listed by Councillor Hickman, 

and should prices come in favorably Staff will work on the additional five 

bridges as funding permits. 

  

SJMC-R-2022-06-28/293 

Moved By Councillor Hickman 

Seconded By Councillor Ellsworth 
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That Council approve for award open call 2022106 – 2022 Bridge 

Rehabilitation Program – Contract 1 to the lowest bidder meeting 

specification, Talon Energy Services Inc, for $608,476.50 (HST included), 

as per the Public Procurement Act.      

For (10): Mayor Breen, Deputy Mayor O'Leary, Councillor Burton, 

Councillor Ellsworth, Councillor Hickman, Councillor Hanlon, Councillor 

Bruce, Councillor Korab, Councillor Froude, and Councillor Ridgeley 

 

MOTION CARRIED (10 to 0) 

 

13. NOTICES OF MOTION, RESOLUTIONS QUESTIONS AND PETITIONS 

14. OTHER BUSINESS 

14.1 68 Queen’s Road (Apartment Building), Adoption, MPA1900002 

Councillor Froude provided an overview of the proposed amendments for 

68 Queen's Road and informed Council that should the amendment 

proceed, the applicant’s request for a 10% variance on the building height 

would also come to Council for consideration. Staff are aware of the 

sensitivities concerning building height and the proposed maximum 

building heights in the zone have been set lower than the applicant’s 

requested building height so that a variance could be applied. In doing so, 

additional building height could not be requested at a later date, which 

would ensure that the height of the apartment building does not exceed 

what has been proposed. 

Councillor Burton noted that there were some concerns surrounding the 

timing of the meeting, as residents may not be available to attend in 

person during the summer months. She then made a motion to add a 

second virtual hearing to accommodate those that may be unable to 

attend the in-person event on June 20th. Councillor Korab questioned if 

the same facilitator would be used for both meetings, and Staff responded 

that the intent would be to have the same individual facilitate both 

meetings and prepare the report. 

SJMC-R-2022-06-28/294 

Moved By Councillor Froude 

Seconded By Councillor Burton 
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That Council adopt the attached resolutions for St. John’s Municipal Plan 

Amendment Number 1, 2022 and St. John’s Development Regulations 

Amendment Number 1, 2022. The proposed date for the in-person public 

hearing is Wednesday, July 20, 2022, at 7 p.m in the Foran/Greene Room 

of City Hall. 

For (10): Mayor Breen, Deputy Mayor O'Leary, Councillor Burton, 

Councillor Ellsworth, Councillor Hickman, Councillor Hanlon, Councillor 

Bruce, Councillor Korab, Councillor Froude, and Councillor Ridgeley 

 

MOTION CARRIED (10 to 0) 

 

SJMC-R-2022-06-28/295 

Moved By Councillor Burton 

Seconded By Deputy Mayor O'Leary 

That a second virtual session be held to discuss the adoption of 68 

Queen's Road. 

For (10): Mayor Breen, Deputy Mayor O'Leary, Councillor Burton, 

Councillor Ellsworth, Councillor Hickman, Councillor Hanlon, Councillor 

Bruce, Councillor Korab, Councillor Froude, and Councillor Ridgeley 

 

MOTION CARRIED (10 to 0) 

 

14.2 Expropriation of 7 Gleneyre Street 

Councillor Bruce asked Staff to confirm that the landowner had received 

the registered letter concerning the expropriation of 7 Gleneyre Street. 

Staff replied that the letter was signed for by the property owner upon 

receipt. She also inquired if the surrounding properties at 5 and 14 

Gleneyre Street was City owned land or if it would require expropriation at 

a later date. Staff confirmed that 5 and 13 Gleneyre were owned by the 

City. 

Councillor Ellsworth questioned if the expropriation of the land at the 

fringes of the property would devalue the remaining land by removing the 

existing boundary. Senior Legal Counsel explained that as the land is 

wetland floodplain, it has limited development potential, and the value is 

reflective of that fact. Under the Urban and Rural Planning Act a sub-
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standard lot cannot be developed, and by expropriating the frontage of the 

property, it renders the remaining portion of the land inaccessible and 

therefore unsuitable for development. As such, the City intends to 

purchase the entirety of the land at the assessed value. 

SJMC-R-2022-06-28/296 

Moved By Councillor Bruce 

Seconded By Councillor Ellsworth 

That Council approve the expropriation of the entirety of 7 Gleneyre Street 

as shown on the attached diagram.   

For (10): Mayor Breen, Deputy Mayor O'Leary, Councillor Burton, 

Councillor Ellsworth, Councillor Hickman, Councillor Hanlon, Councillor 

Bruce, Councillor Korab, Councillor Froude, and Councillor Ridgeley 

 

MOTION CARRIED (10 to 0) 

 

14.3 SERC – Summer Events 2 

SJMC-R-2022-06-28/297 

Moved By Councillor Hanlon 

Seconded By Councillor Ellsworth 

That Council approve the Shea Heights Folk Festival from July 15 – 17, 

and the St. John’s Pride Parade on July 24.    

For (10): Mayor Breen, Deputy Mayor O'Leary, Councillor Burton, 

Councillor Ellsworth, Councillor Hickman, Councillor Hanlon, Councillor 

Bruce, Councillor Korab, Councillor Froude, and Councillor Ridgeley 

 

MOTION CARRIED (10 to 0) 

 

15. ACTION ITEMS RAISED BY COUNCIL 

15.1 2022 Pinnacle Award of Excellence 

The Mayor informed Council that International Association of Business 

Communicators Newfoundland and Labrador Chapter (IABC-NL) had 

awarded the City's Marketing and Communications division with the 2022  

Pinnacle Award of  excellence in the field of Communications Strategy. 
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The award was given in result of their work on the 2021 Reassessment 

Year, which communicated assessment information to the Public. 

15.2 Update on Livingstone Street Stairs 

Deputy Mayor O'Leary asked Staff for an update on the Stairs located off 

Livingstone Street near Sebastian Court, which are currently closed. The 

Deputy City Manager of Planning, Engineering, and Regulatory Services 

responded that the steps are currently unsafe and are included as the top 

priority in the City's retaining wall program. The retaining wall program will 

go to tender in the upcoming weeks and work on the steps is intended to 

take place later in the summer. 

15.3 Mundy Pond Regatta 

Councillor Korab noted that a portion of the walking trail on Mundy Pond 

would be closed from June 27th until July 13th to carry out site work for 

the Mews Centre replacement. As the Mundy Pond Regatta is scheduled 

for July 9th, he asked that Staff consider reopening the portion of the trail 

on that day. If it were not possible to do so, he requested that clear 

signage be installed on the trail at Blackler Avenue as well as the gravel 

parking lot and asked Staff to be lenient when issuing parking tickets on 

Mundy Pond Road. 

16. ADJOURNMENT 

There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at 4:02 p.m. 

 

 

_________________________ 

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:       68 Queen’s Road (Apartment Building), Adoption, MPA1900002  
 
Date Prepared:  June 21, 2022   
 
Report To:    Regular Meeting of Council     
 
Councillor and Role: Councillor Ian Froude, Planning 
 
Ward:    Ward 2    
  

Decision/Direction Required: 
Following provincial release of the proposed amendments for 68 Queen’s Road, Council may 
now adopt St. John’s Municipal Plan Amendment Number 1, 2022 and St. John’s Development 
Regulations Amendment Number 1, 2022. 
 
Discussion – Background and Current Status:  
The City has received an application from Parish Lane Development Inc. to rezone the 
property at 68 Queen’s Road. When the application was initially made in 2019, the property 
contained the former Cathedral Parish Hall, a house attached to the west end of the hall, a 
gravel parking lot and treed area at the rear of the building. Since that time Council has 
removed the heritage designation from the Cathedral Parish Hall and has granted demolition of 
the hall. The house at the west end of the lot, built in 1893, has been refurbished, is occupied, 
and remains a designated Heritage Building.  
 
Initially the applicant proposed a 40-unit residential development with two Apartment Buildings 
(on Queen’s Road and Harvey Road) sharing a parking garage between. Following a public 
meeting on November 27, 2019, plus additional consultation, the applicant revised the design 
by proposing three townhouses on Queen’s Road, keeping the 1893 house. The building 
proposed on Harvey Road was rotated 90 degrees, so it is narrower on the road and goes 
back deeper into the property. The overall proposal is still for 40 residential units.  
 
At its February 9, 2021, regular meeting, Council voted to split the application for the 
Townhouses along Queen’s Road and the application for the Apartment Building on Harvey 
Road into two amendment packages and directed staff to prepare a site-specific zone for the 
upper portion of the property, using an adopted site plan to control the development of the 
proposed Apartment Building. The amendments for the Townhouses have been approved and 
the front portion of the lot is now designated Residential and zoned Residential Downtown 
(RD). There is an active subdivision and development application for the Townhouses.  
 
At its regular meeting on November 22, 2021, Council decided to proceed with the proposed 
amendments and asked that the NL Department of Municipal and Provincial Affairs review and 
release them. A copy of the amendments with additional background information is attached 
for your review.  

DECISION/DIRECTION NOTE 
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To consider the proposed development, a St. John’s Urban Region Regional Plan amendment 
is required, to redesignate the land from “Public Open Space” to “Urban Development”. St. 
John’s Urban Region Regional Plan Amendment No.1, 2020 has been adopted by the Minister 
of Municipal and Provincial Affairs. Provincial release has also been issued for the municipal 
amendment and it is now in order for Council to proceed with the next steps: consider adopting 
the amendments and setting a Commissioner’s public hearing. 
 
Given that public health restrictions related to the COVID-19 pandemic have been lifted, the 
public hearing must adhere to the requirements outlined in the Urban and Rural Planning Act, 
including the requirement to hold an in-person public hearing. Should Council decide to adopt 
the amendments, the tentative date for the public hearing is Wednesday, July 20, 2022, in the 
Foran/Greene Room of City Hall. There will be a concurrent hearing for the Minister’s Regional 
Plan amendment, with the same commissioner as for the City amendments.  
 
The commissioner for the public hearings has not been selected yet and will be brought 
forward for Council’s approval at a later date. The commissioner selected by the City will also 
be appointed by the Minister of Municipal and Provincial Affairs.  
 
Next Steps 
Following the hearing, the amendments will be brought back to Council with the 
commissioner’s report for consideration of approval. The associated Land Use Report was 
already adopted by Council during approval of the Townhouse amendment.  
 
Should the amendments proceed, the applicant’s request for a 10% variance on the building 
height will also be brought to Council for consideration. The proposed maximum building 
heights in the zone have been set lower than the applicant’s requested building height so that 
a variance could be applied. In doing so, additional building height could not be requested at a 
later date, as 10% is the maximum variance that can be applied to each lot.  The City is aware 
of the sensitivities of the building height and the views from The Rooms, so we have chosen 
this approach to ensure a maximum building height that does not intrude further than 
modelled. 
 
Key Considerations/Implications: 
 

1. Budget/Financial Implications: Not applicable.  
 

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

3. Alignment with Strategic Directions: 
 
          A Sustainable City: Plan for land use and preserve and enhance the natural and built 

environment where we live. 
 
          An Effective City:  Ensure accountability and good governance through transparent and 

open decision making. 
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4. Alignment with Adopted Plans: St. John’s Municipal Plan and Development Regulations.  
 

5. Accessibility and Inclusion: Should the development proceeds, it will be required to 
meet all accessibility building code requirements.  
 

6. Legal or Policy Implications: A amendment to the St. John’s Municipal Plan and 
Development Regulations is required. City has proposed a site-specific zone for the 
development.  
 

7. Privacy Implications: Not applicable.  
 

8. Engagement and Communications Considerations: The public hearing will be 
advertised in accordance with the Urban and Rural Planning Act and St. John’s 
Development Regulations.  
 

9. Human Resource Implications: Not applicable.  
 

10. Procurement Implications: Not applicable.  
 

11. Information Technology Implications: Not applicable.  
 

12. Other Implications: Not applicable.  
 
Recommendation: 
That Council adopt the attached resolutions for St. John’s Municipal Plan Amendment Number 
1, 2022 and St. John’s Development Regulations Amendment Number 1, 2022. The proposed 
date for the in-person public hearing is Wednesday, July 20, 2022, at 7 p.m in the 
Foran/Greene Room of City Hall.   
 
Prepared by: Ann-Marie Cashin, MCIP, Planner III – Urban Design & Heritage 
Approved by: Ken O’Brien, MCIP, Chief Municipal Planner   
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Report Approval Details 

Document Title: 68 Queen's Road (Apartment Buidling), Adoption, 

MPA1900002.docx 

Attachments: - 68 Queen's Road - Apartment Adoption Attachments.pdf 

Final Approval Date: Jun 22, 2022 

 

This report and all of its attachments were approved and signed as outlined below: 

Ken O'Brien - Jun 22, 2022 - 9:50 AM 

Jason Sinyard - Jun 22, 2022 - 11:15 AM 
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Title:      68 Queen’s Road (Apartment Building), Adoption-in-Principle, 
MPA1900002

Date Prepared: November 17, 2021

Report To: Regular Meeting of Council

Councillor and Role: Councillor Ian Froude, Planning

Ward: Ward 2

Decision/Direction Required:
That Council adopt-in-principle the resolutions for St. John’s Municipal Plan Amendment 
Number 1, 2021, and St. John’s Development Regulations Amendment Number 1, 2021 
regarding land at the rear of 68 Queen’s Road (frontage along Harvey Road).

Discussion – Background and Current Status:
Background
In January 2019, Parish Lane Development Inc. applied to rezone the property at 68 Queen’s 
Road. At that time the property contained the former Cathedral Parish Hall, a house attached 
to the west end of the hall, a gravel parking lot and treed area at the rear of the building. Since 
that time Council has removed the heritage designation from the Cathedral Parish Hall and has 
granted demolition of the hall. The house at the west end of the lot, built in 1893, has been 
refurbished, is occupied, and remains a designated Heritage Building. 

The land at the rear of the lot rises steeply to Harvey Road in a treed area that has no formal 
use. It presents a natural area along Harvey Road and is used informally by some area 
residents; the land is private property. The retaining wall at the top supports Harvey Road 
itself.

Nearby buildings include The Rooms provincial museum, art gallery and archives to the north, 
houses along Garrison Hill to the east, Gower Street United Church and hall and the 
Sergeant’s War Memorial and Peacekeepers Monument across Queen’s Road to the south, 
and St. Andrew’s Presbyterian Church and hall off Long’s Hill to the west. There is also a 
closed Roman Catholic cemetery in front of St. Andrew’s. The Catholic Basilica and the 
Anglican Cathedral are nearby. 

Initially the applicant proposed a 40-unit residential development with two apartment buildings 
(on Queen’s Road and Harvey Road) sharing a parking garage between. Following a public 
meeting on November 27, 2019, plus additional consultation, the applicant revised the design 
by proposing three townhouses on Queen’s Road, keeping the 1893 house. The building 
proposed on Harvey Road was rotated 90 degrees, so it is narrower on the road and goes 
back deeper into the property. The overall proposal is still for 40 residential units.

DECISION/DIRECTION NOTE
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At its February 9, 2021, regular meeting, Council voted to split the application for the 
Townhouses along Queen’s Road and the application for the Apartment Building on Harvey 
Road into two amendment packages and directed staff to prepare a site-specific zone for the 
upper portion of the property, using an adopted site plan to control the development of the 
proposed Apartment Building. The amendments for the Townhouses have been approved and 
the front portion of the lot is now designated Residential and zoned Residential Downtown 
(RD). There is an active subdivision and development application for the Townhouses.  
 
The proposed amendment package is for the part of the property zoned Open Space (O) at the 
rear along Harvey Road. The Open Space Zone does not allow an Apartment Building and 
therefore rezoning is required. The property is designated Open Space by the St. John’s 
Municipal Plan, and rezoning would require a Municipal Plan amendment. A St. John’s Urban 
Region Regional Plan amendment is also required. This is discussed in detail below.  
 
The Open Space Zone along Harvey Road is a hold-over from the first zoning map for St. 
John’s in 1955. At that time, there were only a handful of zones used. Parks were zoned Open 
Space, as well as all churches, churchyards, and cemeteries. The property is in Heritage Area 
1 and is within the St. John’s Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site, proclaimed several 
years ago by the Historic Sites and Monuments Board of Canada. 
 
Prior to separating the amendments, a Land Use Assessment Report (LUAR) was prepared by 
the applicant and adopted by Council on June 14, 2021. To date, there have been three public 
meetings on this application, one before the applicant made site changes, and two virtual 
meetings on the most recent site plan.   
 
The proposed rezoning was advertised three times in The Telegram newspaper and on the 
City’s website. Property owners within 150 metres of the property were notified in writing. Two 
virtual public meetings using Microsoft Teams were held on November 17 and 18, 2020. There 
were 45 attendees at the first meeting and 39 at the second. Written submissions received by 
the City Clerk are included in the agenda for the regular meeting of Council. Minutes and 
submissions from the public meeting in 2019 can be found in Council’s June 23, 2020 agenda. 
 
Prior to submitting the revised report, the applicant organized a public session at The Rooms 
with stakeholders; and in partnership with Happy City St. John’s and Heritage NL, the applicant 
carried out an online survey, a focus group with stakeholders, and a design charrette led by 
ERA Partners, an architectural firm from Toronto. The information received helped shape the 
revised design. While the applicant conducted extensive consultation beyond the minimum 
required by the City, some neighbours felt that they were left out of these meetings.  
 
Regional Plan Amendment 
To consider any rezoning of land at the rear of 68 Queen’s Road, a Regional Plan amendment 
is required to redesignate the land from “Public Open Space” to “Urban Development”. When 
the Regional Plan map was digitized several years ago, it inadvertently introduced an 
additional level of detail that was not original to the map, designating many of the City’s Open 
Space lands as “Public Open Space” regionally. The City has approached the Province about 
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this problem, which affects many properties throughout St. John’s and neighbouring 
municipalities. Meanwhile, we must apply for a Regional Plan amendment here.  
 
At the time, the Minister of Environment, Climate Change and Municipalities (now the Minister 
of Municipal and Provincial Affairs) reviewed the request by the City to amend the Regional 
Plan map to enable the proposed municipal amendments. The Minister gave permission for 
the City to proceed with public consultation related to the Regional Plan. In addition to public 
notification, the Minister requires consultation with the other 14 municipalities in the region. 
Correspondence from other municipalities is included in Council’s agenda. There were no 
concerns raised by the municipalities.  
 
To review the Regional Plan amendment request, the Province referred it to its Inter-
departmental Land Use Committee (ILUC). Provincial departments and agencies expressed no 
concerns, though Archaeology noted that an archaeological impact assessment would be 
required before development. The Sector Diversification Division of Tourism did not object to 
the amendment but stated that tourism stakeholders will be very concerned about the impact 
of the development on viewscapes, particularly from The Rooms. They were satisfied that 
there would be a diligent and extensive consultation process so these concerns can be 
discussed and addressed. The ILUC report recommended that the Regional Plan amendment 
be approved, conditional to the concerns and comments expressed.  
 
There is a possibility that Council could adopt the proposed amendments but the Minister 
could decide not to adopt the Regional Plan amendment, meaning the municipal amendments 
affecting Harvey Road would not proceed.  
 
Outcome of Public Consultation 
At the public meetings and in the many emails received, opinions were divided. Some thought 
that the proposed development would be an improvement to the old, neglected hall, retain the 
heritage character of the area, increase residential density, encourage more people to come 
downtown, retain some green space, and be a good addition to the neighbourhood.  
 
Others did not want to see trees cut down and thought the proposed building iwa too large and 
out of scale with the historic area. Concerns were raised from neighbouring properties that 
removing trees, developing a large building, and installing light fixtures will block natural light 
and affect privacy of houses along Garrison Hill. There were concerns that blasting or drilling 
for the underground parking could affect the adjacent properties. The objections include a 
petition with over 4,000 signatures. 
 
In addition to residents, the board of directors of The Rooms and three adjacent places of 
worship (Gower Street United Church, St. Andrew’s Presbyterian Church, and the Catholic 
Basilica of St. John the Baptist) also cited significant objections to the proposed development.  
 
Concerns have been raised about potential negative impacts on the St. John’s Ecclesiastical 
District National Historic Site designation. There was a plea to not allow the development of 
the proposed Apartment Building, as it could jeopardize the work of a group of volunteers who 
seek to nominate the Ecclesiastical District as a World Heritage Site with UNESCO. This is a 
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laudable goal; information from Parks Canada does not affirm that level of jeopardy to a 
potential future UNESCO designation. Heritage NL, an arms-length provincial agency, co-
operated with the developer in some of the public consultations but did not provide 
commentary on the revised design. Heritage NL are sometimes contacted as part of the 
provincial review process and may provide comments at that time.  
 
Site-Specific Amendment 
Given the concerns raised, Council directed staff to prepare a site-specific zone for the 
proposed Apartment Building. This is intended to apply in a situation where a general zone 
might not give Council enough control. This property is a sensitive site with many public 
concerns. In the proposed amendment, a site plan is adopted as the zone standards, so that if 
the property is developed, the development will have to match the adopted site plan. The 
building form would be developed exactly as proposed. Any changes to the site plan would 
require an amendment to the zone. The proposed Apartment Harvey Road (AHR) Zone 
includes four attachments which display: floor-to-floor heights, building setbacks, building 
profiles and relative building heights.  
 
Since the public meetings in November 2020, the applicant has lowered the roofline to a 
maximum building height of 16.5 metres on Harvey Road (see renderings below and 
amendment attachments). This would be 16.5 metres (5 storeys) above Harvey Road.  

 
Staff recommended setting a maximum building height 10% lower than the proposed building 
heights. If the maximum building height in the zone was set at 15 metres for the highest part of 
the building, the proposed 16.5-metre height could be permitted with a 10% variance. Using 
this method, the maximum building height will truly be 16.5 metres above Harvey Road, rather 
than 16.5 metres plus a possible addition 10% (another 1.65 metres). As per Section 7.4 of the 
Envision St. John’s Development Regulations, Council approval is required for variances.  
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To illustrate building height at the rezoning stage (before detailed drawings are prepared), the 
building is shown with its height above Harvey Road. This fits with the definition of building 
height in the Envision Development Regulations. However, other factors can affect the height 
of the finished roofline at the building stage, including the grade of the property, ground 
conditions (rock outcrop or loose soil), the location of the foundation footings, and the type of 
roofline. This means that in certain situations the final development could end up higher than 
what is shown in the drawings. Given the sensitive nature of the site, the building height 
standard has been framed to set a maximum above Harvey Road, regardless of grade or 
foundation issues that may arise. For example, if the developer cannot dig as deep into the 

These will 

be the 

actual 

building 

heights if 

approved by 

Council.  
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ground as shown in the drawings, they would have to reduce the overall number of levels 
rather than allow the building to go above the maximum building height from Harvey Road. 
Further, for the purpose of the proposed zone, building height is defined to include mechanical 
structures, smokestacks, steeples and purely ornamental structures above a roof. These 
elements are normally excluded from the building height measurement, however in this case 
they will be included to ensure that no parts of the building are taller than 16.5 metres above 
Harvey Road.  
 
Some public correspondence raised concerns that the purpose of the site-specific amendment 
is to allow a 10-storey building in a Heritage Area. This is not the case. Using the definition of 
Building Height and Established Grade, the building frontage is taken from Harvey Road for 
the Apartment Building; the Townhouses will front Queen’s Road, with a parking area between 
the two. Therefore, the Building Height is taken from Harvey Road, not Queen’s Road. There is 
a difference in the number of building levels along Harvey Road and the rear of the building, 
given the steep slope of the site. The proposed building has 5 storeys on Harvey Road, but 
approximately 10 storeys at the rear closer to Queen’s Road. Should Council wish to allow this 
development to proceed, the site-specific amendment is more restrictive that other zones in 
that the developer has to comply with the site plan attached to the zone, and changes are not 
permitted except with an amendment to the zone (which would require public consultation).  
 
Should Council adopt the amendments in principle, they will be forwarded to the Department of 
Municipal and Provincial Affairs for review. At that time, the Minister will make a decision on 
whether to proceed with the associated Regional Plan amendment.  
 
Key Considerations/Implications: 
 

1. Budget/Financial Implications: Not applicable.   
 

2. Partners or Other Stakeholders: Neighbouring property owners and residents; heritage 
groups; business groups; potential future residents.  
 

3. Alignment with Strategic Directions/Adopted Plans: 
St. John’s Strategic Plan 2019-29 - A Sustainable City – Plan for land use and preserve 
and enhance the natural and built environment where we live.  
  

4. Legal or Policy Implications: Amendments would be required to the St. John’s Municipal 
Plan and Development Regulations and to the St. John’s Urban Region Regional Plan.  
 

5. Privacy Implications: Not applicable.  
 

6. Engagement and Communications Considerations: Should the amendments proceed, a 
commissioner’s public hearing would be required at a later date. 
 

7. Human Resource Implications: Not applicable.   
 

8. Procurement Implications: Not applicable.  
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9. Information Technology Implications: Not applicable.  

 

10. Other Implications: Not applicable.  
 
Recommendation: 
That Council adopt-in-principle the resolutions for St. John’s Municipal Plan Amendment 1, 
2021 and St. John’s Development Regulations Amendment 1, 2021, regarding land at the rear 
of 68 Queen’s Road to allow the development of an Apartment Building.    
 
Prepared by: Ann-Marie Cashin, MCIP, Planner III – Urban Design & Heritage 
Approved by: Ken O’Brien, MCIP, Chief Municipal Planner  
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URBAN AND RURAL PLANNING ACT, 2000 

RESOLUTION TO ADOPT 

ST. JOHN’S Municipal Plan, 2021 

Amendment Number 1, 2021 

Under the authority of section 16 of the Urban and Rural Planning Act, 2000, the City 

Council of St. John’s adopts the St. John’s Municipal Plan Amendment Number 1, 2021. 

Adopted by the City Council of St. John’s on the ____ day of Click or tap to enter a date.. 

Signed and sealed this ____ day of ________________________. 

  

Mayor:  __________________________ 

   

Clerk:  __________________________ 

Canadian Institute of Planners Certification 

I certify that the attached St. John’s Municipal Plan Amendment Number 1, 2021 has 

been prepared in accordance with the requirements of the Urban and Rural Planning Act, 

2000. 

MCIP/FCIP:  ___________________________ 

 

 

 

 

MCIP/FCIP Stamp 

 

 

 

Town Seal 
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URBAN AND RURAL PLANNING ACT, 2000 

RESOLUTION TO ADOPT 

ST. JOHN’S Development Regulations, 2021 

Amendment Number 1, 2021 

Under the authority of section 16 of the Urban and Rural Planning Act, 2000, the City 

Council of St. John’s adopts the St. John’s Development Regulations Amendment 

Number 1, 2021. 

Adopted by the City Council of St. John’s on the ____ day of Click or tap to enter a date.. 

Signed and sealed this ____ day of ________________________. 

  

Mayor:  __________________________ 

   

Clerk:  __________________________ 

Canadian Institute of Planners Certification 

I certify that the attached St. John’s Development Regulations Amendment Number 1, 

2021 has been prepared in accordance with the requirements of the Urban and Rural 

Planning Act, 2000. 

MCIP/FCIP:  ___________________________ 

 

 

 

 

MCIP/FCIP Stamp 

 

 

 

Town Seal 
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CITY OF ST. JOHN’S 

Municipal Plan Amendment Number 1, 2021 and  

Development Regulations Amendment Number 1, 2021 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
The City of St. John’s wishes to allow an Apartment Building at 68 Queen’s Road. A 
Municipal Plan Amendment to redesignate land from the Open Space Land Use District 
to the Residential Land Use District and a Development Regulations Amendment to 
rezone land from the Open Space (O) Zone to a site-specific Apartment Harvey Road 
(AHR) Zone is required to accommodate the development. See Council Decision Note 
dated February 2, 2021 and November 17, 2021 for Background Information on St. 
John’s Municipal Plan Amendment Number 1, 2021 and Development Regulations 
Amendment Number 1, 2021. 
 
Initially this amendment also included rezoning land at the front of the property from the 
Institutional (INST) Zone to the Residential Downtown (RD) Zone for the purpose of 
developing three (3) Townhouses. At the February 9, 2021 Council meeting, Council 
directed to split the amendments into two separate amendments. On August 20, 2021, 
the front of the property was re-designated to the Residential Land Use District and 
rezoned to the RD Zone. St. John’s Municipal Plan Amendment Number 1, 2021 and 
Development Regulations Amendment Number 1, 2021 only applies to the rear of the 
property.  
 
PUBLIC CONSULTATION 
The proposed amendment and associated public meetings were advertised on three 
occasions in The Telegram newspaper on October 31, November 7, and November 14, 
2020. A notice of the amendment was also mailed to property owners within 150 metres 
of the application site and posted on the City’s website and social media. Two virtual 
public meetings were held on November 17 and 18, 2020. Submissions received are 
included in the Council Decision Note date November 17, 2021.   
 
ST. JOHN’S URBAN REGION REGIONAL PLAN AMENDMENT 
A portion of land at the rear of 68 Queen’s Road is designated “Public Open Space” 
under the St. John’s Urban Region Regional Plan. The proposed amendment would 
require a Regional Plan amendment to redesignate the land to “Urban Development”. 
St. John’s Urban Region Regional Plan Amendment 1, 2020 was advertised 
concurrently with the municipal amendment. Notices were also mailed to municipalities 
within the urban region. Submission received are included in the Council Decision Note 
dated November 17, 2021.  
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ST. JOHN’S MUNICIPAL PLAN AMENDMENT NUMBER 1, 2021 
The St. John’s Municipal Plan is amended by: 
 

1. Redesignating land at the rear of 68 Queen’s Road [Parcel ID# 45901] 
from the Open Space (O) Land Use District to the Residential (R) Land 
Use District as shown on Future Land Use Map P-1 attached. 

 
 

ST. JOHN’S DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS AMENDMENT NUMBER 1, 2021 
The St. John’s Development Regulations is amended by: 

1. Rezoning land at the rear of 68 Queen’s Road [Parcel ID# 45901] from the 
Open Space (O) Zone to the Apartment Harvey Road (AHR) Zone as 
shown on City of St. John’s Zoning Map attached. 
 

2. Adding the following to Section 10 – Zones 
“APARTMENT HARVEY ROAD (AHR) ZONE 
 
(1) For the purpose of this Zone, Building Height shall be defined as the 

vertical distance measured in metres from the established elevation 
of Harvey Road to the highest point of the roof surface and shall 
include mechanical structures, smokestacks, steeples, parapets, 
purely ornamental structures above the roof and any other rooftop 
elements.  
  

(2) PERMITTED USES 
Accessory Building 
Apartment Building 
Community Garden 
Daycare Centre in Residential Use 
Home Office 
Park 
 

(3) DISCRETIONARY USES 
Home Occupation 
Public Utility 
 

(4)  
(a) THE FOLLOWING DOCUMENTS SHALL FORM PART OF THE ZONE 

REQUIREMENTS FOR THE APARTMENT HARVEY ROAD ZONE 
(APPENDIX AHR) 
i. Parish Lane Development Figure A: Floor to Floor Heights 
ii. Parish Lane Development Figure B: Building Setbacks 
iii. Parish Lane Development Figure C: Building Profiles 
iv. Parish Lane Development Figure D: Relative Heights 
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(5) ZONE STANDARDS FOR ALL OTHER USES SHALL BE IN THE 
DISCRETION OF COUNCIL” 
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Statement of Significance 

 

 
Aerial view of St. John's Ecclesiastical District outlined in red 

 

St. John's Ecclesiastical District 

 

Formal Recognition Type 

City of St. John's Heritage Building, Structure, Land or Area 

 

Description of Historic Place 

The St. John’s Ecclesiastical District is a large, linear shaped parcel of land located in the center 

of St. John’s, in the one of the oldest sections of town. This district includes churches, convents, 

monasteries, schools, fraternal meeting houses and cemeteries and evokes a visual panorama of 

imposing masonry buildings of varying architectural styles. Within this organically patterned 

landscape and generous open spaces are some of the province’s most important 19th century 

“mother churches”, including representatives from most major denominations prevalent in 

Newfoundland and Labrador. The buildings vary in size, scale and formality and the district 

exemplifies its strong educational thrust through the continued uses of many of the buildings for 

their intended purposes, such as the schools and churches. The district spans an area of more than 

61 acres. The natural evolution of the area is evident through its architecture and mature green 

space and newer buildings included within the district boundaries have been designed to be 

sympathetic to the styles of the original buildings. The designation is purely commemorative and 

includes all buildings, lands, landscape features, structures and remains within the boundaries.  

 

Heritage Value 

The St. John’s Ecclesiastical District has a strong historic association with religion and education 

for Newfoundland and Labrador. The collection of ecclesiastical and fraternal buildings, which 
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comprise the district, represents the pivotal role of the churches in St. John’s society in matters 

spiritual, educational, charitable, political and recreational for more than 175 years. Although 

many of these historic functions have been taken over by the provincial government, the area 

continues to contribute strongly to the community through the various schools and the churches 

whose facilities serve many cultural and social needs and expressions. It is the spiritual center of 

St. John’s and of the founding religions and it is used by many groups and faiths for ongoing 

cultural and social activities. 

 

The St. John’s Ecclesiastical District is also historically valuable because of its associations with 

the religious leaders who were the overseers of daily operations. In a town whose population was 

once divided along religious lines, individual buildings and clusters thereof are associated with 

personalities who sat in the seats of religious power and the people who found themselves under 

their guidance. The denominational clusters of buildings serve to emphasize both the differences 

and similarities of each religious group at the same time. The buildings remain as imposing, 

lasting reminders of the institutions responsible for their construction and the contribution of 

these religious institutions to the community, both positive and negative. 

 

The St. John’s Ecclesiastical District achieves aesthetic value through the formal styles, scales 

and placements of buildings, landscape features and structures, which show the roles and 

dominance of religion in the history and development of the capital city. The overall visual 

impact of the area is achieved through the uses of varying materials, architectural styles, open 

spaces and statuary whereas today areas like the Ecclesiastical District are no longer being built. 

Where religion played a crucial and fundamental role in developing the community, these 

buildings stand as physical testaments to this influence. Also aesthetically valuable is the use of 

natural, enduring materials which dominate the district landscape. The buildings, constructed in 

stone and brick, reach skyward with their spires and towers, yet remain solidly firm on their 

well-built foundations. The varied ornamentations, statuary, grave markers, monuments and 

fencing, paired with the mature trees and generous use of green space, all combine in a cohesive 

and organic manner.  

 

The St. John’s Ecclesiastical District achieves environmental value in several ways. The district 

is a visual landmark for fishermen. Situated on upwards-sloping land the brick and granite 

buildings rise above the harbour, marking the way for fishermen returning from the fishing 

grounds as they enter St. John’s harbour. This visual landmark continues to be used to this day, 

and the views of the district from the harbour, as well as the views of the harbour from the 

district are considered valuable to the community. Other environmental values include the 

footpaths, the close proximity of the buildings to each other and the back alleyways reminiscent 

of 19th century St. John’s; a trend that doesn’t exist in newer parts of the city. The area was 

intentionally picked by early church leaders to emphasize the dominant position of the churches. 

The big stone churches held the leaders of society who, in their infinite wisdom, could peer down 

on the masses of common folk and pass down their laws and rules. The physical location of the 

church buildings deliberately forced the less-enlightened to look up to the church: a literal 

reaction to a figurative idea.  

 
Source: St. John’s Ecclesiastical District Ward 2, Recognition in the St. John’s Municipal Plan, St. John’s Municipal Plan 

Amendment No. 29, 2005 CD R2005-04-26/11 
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Character Defining Elements 

All those elements that relate to the variety and the uses of formal architectural styles and 

designs often typical of each denomination, including but not limited to: 

 

- Gothic Revival, Classic, Romanesque, Second Empire and Georgian masonry buildings; 

-high quality of craftsmanship; 

- the uses of architectural features typically found on specific architectural styles such as 

arched window and door openings on the Gothic Revival Anglican Cathedral and the 

Latin cross layout of the Romanesque Catholic Basilica;  

- use of symbols and inscribed identifications such as those found on the BIS (Benevolent 

Irish Society) building in the forms of carved stonework and statuary on the exterior 

façade of the building; 

- decorative elements which reflect the grandness of the buildings, including stained glass 

windows, towers, spires, belfries, the Basilica Arch and grand entryways with generous 

open green space; 

- dominating nature of spires in an area where they stand out among primarily low 

buildings; and 

- various roof shapes, windows and door openings, massing, size and orientation.  

 

All those elements that relate to the predominant use of high quality, durable materials, and to 

the variety of these materials, including:  

 

- use of locally quarried granite and bluestone incorporated into masonry buildings; 

- use of imported stone incorporated into masonry buildings; and  

- use of slate and other durable materials. 

 

All those elements that relate to the physical location of the district, including: 

 

- prominent location on a hill/ slope making it visible and symbolic; 

- existing major views to and from the district; 

- informal organic layout and the ability to read the natural land use patterns and 

circulation routes; 

- relationship of major religious institutional buildings to their immediate setting and 

surroundings; and 

- interrelationship of buildings and denominational clusters, such as the Roman Catholic 

cluster of its convent, monastery, church and school. 

 

All unique and special elements that define the district’s long and religious/educational history, 

including: 

- formal landscape elements such as walls, fencing, statuary, grave markers, Basilica Arch 

and monuments; 

- the interrelationship between buildings, such as the nearness of the Presentation Convent, 

the Basilica, the Monastery and St. Bon’s School, and the ability to access each by 

footpaths marked out for more than 175 years, and through back doors and alleyways; 

- non-formal and traditional treed footpaths and monuments, including unmarked trails 

through cemeteries; and 

- openness of landscape; 
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All those elements that reflect the continuing uses of the district, including: 

- religious, educational and community uses for cultural purposes. 

 

Location and History 

 

Community  St. John's 

Municipality  City of St. John's  

Construction (circa)  1826 - 1923 

Style  Other 

Website Link  http://www.stjohns.ca/index.jsp  

 

 

Additional Photos 
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Public Meeting – 66-68 Queen’s Road
Wednesday, November 27, 2019
Canon Stirling Auditorium, St. Mary the Virgin Anglican Church,

80 Craigmillar Avenue

Present: Facilitator
Marie Ryan

City of St. John’s
Ken O’Brien, Chief Municipal Planner
Ann Marie Cashin, Planner III, Urban Design & Heritage
Deputy Mayor Sheilagh O’Leary
Hope Jamieson, Councillor – Ward 2
Shanna Fitzgerald, Legislative Assistant

Proponents
Rick Pardy, Parish Lane Development
Phillip Pratt, Architect
Paul Chafe, Architect
representing the proponent, Parish Lane Development Inc.

There were approximately 135 people in attendance, including Deputy Mayor O’Leary
and Councillor Jamieson.

CALL TO ORDER AND BACKGROUND PRESENTATIONS

Marie Ryan, Chairperson and Facilitator for tonight’s meeting, called the meeting to 

order at 7:06 pm and outlined the process to ensue. The comments expressed tonight 

will be provided to Council. Any written submissions received prior to referral of this 

report to Council will be appended to this report and all personal information included on 

any submissions will be redacted as per ATIPP legislation. Chairperson Ryan noted that 

people speaking will need to be brief.

The Chair invited staff from the City’s Planning, Engineering & Regulatory Services 

Department to outline the planning review process for the proposed development,

followed by comments from the developer and feedback from the residents in 

attendance.

Architectural renderings of the proposed development were displayed during the meeting.

PURPOSE OF MEETING

Ann Marie Cashin, Planner III, Urban Design & Heritage for the City, outlined the purpose 

of the meeting which is to consider an application to rezone land to the Commercial 
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Central Mixed Use (CCM) Zone for the purpose of a 40-unit residential development at 

66-68 Queen’s Road. An amendment to the St. John’s Municipal Plan would be required.

Staff Presentation re: Background and Current Status:  

City Staff advised that the property is currently zoned Institutional (INST) at the front of 
the property along Queen’s Road and Open Space (O) at the rear of the property along 
Harvey Road, which does not permit the type of residential development proposed.

At the April 29, 2019 Regular Council Meeting, Council considered the amendment and
set a Terms of Reference for a Land Use Assessment Report so that more information 
about the proposed development could be presented to the public prior to Council 
deciding on the application. The Land Use Assessment Report has now been finalized 
and is available on the City’s website for public viewing.

The applicant is proposing to develop two buildings on the site. The building in Phase 1 
would consist of twenty-five (25) units, is proposed to be located at the rear of the lot and 
would have a main access onto Harvey Road. Given the steep slope of the property, the 
Phase 1 building will be 4 storeys above Harvey Road, but 10 storeys above grade at the 
center of the lot. The Phase 2 building will front onto Queen’s Road, consist of fifteen (15) 
units and is proposed to be 4 storeys in height. The applicant also proposes underground 
and above ground parking, public spaces throughout the property and protection of the 
existing trees at the perimeter of the property.  

Ms. Cashin provided background on the current zoning of this property. Dating back to 
the 1955 City Zoning Map, this property, as well as all the institutional lands in this area 
were zoned Open Space. As the Institutional Zone was introduced, the zone was applied 
to the institutional buildings only, leaving sections of Open Space zoning. While the land 
at the rear of the property is zoned Open Space, it is a private open space area and the 
City does not have intentions to purchase this property.

Cathedral Parish Hall is designated as a Heritage Building by Council and the designation 
is confined to the footprint of the building. The main entrance is designed in the Classical 
Revival style. From the Statement of Significance, the character defining elements of this 
building include the original main entrance, the house like addition on the left gable end 
of the building, and the size, dimension and location of the building. Further, the site is 
located in Heritage Area 1 and the St. John’s Ecclesiastical District.

If this proposal proceeds, the applicant is requesting to demolish a large portion of the 
building but will maintain the residential building at the left gable end of the building and 
will incorporate the original arch and adjacent original windows into the new development. 
This property is in one of the few areas of St. John’s that is comprised of primarily brick 
and stone heritage buildings. The materials used will have to be sensitive to the context 
of the site within downtown and the Ecclesiastical District. The applicant met with the Built
Heritage Experts Panel prior to preparing the Land Use Assessment Report. Comments 
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from the Panel will be provided to Council alongside the information that goes back to 
Council following this meeting. 

Following this meeting, minutes will be prepared and presented to Council prior to Council 
deciding whether or not to proceed. As a Municipal Plan amendment is required, should 
Council decide to proceed with the amendment, a Public Hearing would be set later.

PRESENTATION BY THE DEVELOPER

Rick Pardy introduced himself, Philip Pratt and Paul Chafe to speak on behalf of the 

developer, Parish Lane Development. A presentation was displayed, and the following 

points were noted:

Historical perspective – Synod Hall (Cathedral Parish Hall) was an important 

community asset and a vibrant part of the community. It was damaged by fire in 

1966 and rebuilt. It was abandoned in 2016 and offered for sale in 2017.

Current situation – this is an untended site. Parish Hall is in semi derelict 

condition. The house can be reused.

Housing is logical reuse for this property and an adaptive reuse of site.

Increasing residential density downtown is supported by the Municipal Plan.

Project is viable for the proponent.

Feel this project is complimentary to the neighborhood.

Paul Chafe spoke about the design, referencing slides to illustrate the following points:

Green space was noted to be important and a key attribute. The intent is to retain 

60% of the mature trees.

Pedestrian walkway with seating and viewing area at the top.

There is a requirement of a viewing angle of 45 degrees looking upward from the 

back of the adjoining Garrison Hill homes and the proposed Harvey Road 

building is significantly lower than required to keep the 45-degree angle 

unobstructed.

Heritage house and remaining arched entrance were brought into the proposed 

development and are key features of the site.

New building scale will be similar to the original Synod Hall, before the fire.

Imagery of the City was considered from an architectural standpoint – 3 scales 

considered. City scale looking from Signal Hill; and the scale of the streetscape 

on Church Hill, Queen’s Road and Harvey Road, and the scale looking down 

from The Rooms.

St. John’s is a mix of older buildings with sloped roofs, dormer windows and

pitched rooflines. Newer structures have flat roofs and are boxy and square. This 

new design picks up some of the elements from both. 
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Streetscapes – Queen’s Road and Church Hill relate more to the church and the

red brick structures in the area, including Gower Street Church.

Harvey Road relates to surrounding buildings – The Rooms and the Kirk (St. 

Andrew’s Church).

Phillip Pratt spoke on the Historic Context and the following was noted:

Part of the Ecclesiastical District. 

Buildings, open spaces and walkways in and through the site.

Complements red brick churches on Queen’s Road. 

New walkway will be public laneway connecting Harvey Road to Queen’s Road. 

The developer is conscious of the view from The Rooms and the view of The 

Rooms. They developed criteria to protect the view from The Rooms. He feels 

they balanced this with some of the other objectives including what the building 

looks like looking down from The Rooms. The roof of the building will be highly 

visible, and they felt the sloped roof has more visual appeal.

Impact of height and density - project is balanced in the area. Density of this 

building is 1 residential unit per 120 square metres and is fairly similar to 

residential density surrounding it. Number of units per square metre of land is 

similar to the rest of downtown. The form of the building reduces the visual 

impact. The building was designed to minimize impact on the site.

Mix of condo and rental units with different size units.

Innovative approaches such as “sharer” units, live-work options.

Floor-area ratio (FAR) is a major issue downtown in the sense that buildings tend 

to be built right to the property line. This proposal has an FAR of 1.8. The CCM 

Zone allows an FAR of 3.0 so the buildings are comparably smaller.

Project is responsible in terms of its impact on the site and the area.

In summary, the proponents felt it was a thoughtful design which provides an 

appropriate balance in the neighbourhood. 

COMMENTS FROM THE FLOOR

Facilitator Marie Ryan invited those who wanted to speak to line up at the center 

microphone. Approximately 28 of the 30 individuals who spoke during the meeting were 

opposed to the development. 

The following is a summary of comments that represent the people who spoke and 

opposed the development at the meeting. It is noted that the majority of those opposed 

to the proposed development live near the subject property.
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Tree inventory in LUAR has significant errors. The inventory lists 3 species of 

trees: maple, aspen and poplar, none of which are on the lot. The remaining 

trees on the lot include beech, apple, mountain ash, choke cherry, pin cherry, 

hawthorn, and one spruce which are not mentioned.

A study was conducted on November 22, 2019 by a resident who is also a 

science teacher. Forest is densely packed. There is an average density of 24 

trees per square metre - far more than the 36 total trees listed in the LUAR.

Claim of developer is to protect the trees over a certain trunk size. Trees in 

Newfoundland have a short growing season. Height and diameter do not give an 

accurate reading on the age of the tree. This forest is a vibrant and changing 

ecosystem. On October 28, Deputy Mayor O’Leary stated we should not be 

cutting down forests for urban growth.

There was no community outreach or consideration given to the effect this 

proposed development will have on existing community.

This proposal is about getting an unobstructed view of the Narrows from this new 

development at a great cost to the rest of the city.

Open space is important to the community. It’s the last naturalized green space

in downtown St. John’s and should be preserved.

Once rezoned, the developer does not have to abide by the proposal. Page 15 of 

LUAR lists the limitations on the CCM zone and the ability of the development to

be altered. 

This development is next to 3 story houses and out of scale and goes against the

City objective to protect the architectural scale of downtown.

There is a petition to reject this application. The petition currently has 4000 

signatures and is still growing.

The Chair of the Board of Directors of The Rooms read an excerpt from a letter 

submitted against this development:

Testimonials from our visitors - provincial, national and international - indicate 

that the panoramic view of the cityscape and harbour is a highlight of their 

visit to The Rooms. This magnificent view figures large in our visitors' 

memories, comments and photos. The view from The Rooms is regularly the 

subject of enthusiastic social media posts, inviting visitors from afar to come 

and share this experience, similar to comments we receive about our 

permanent exhibitions. As the custodians of this view, we feel obligated to 

oppose the change in zoning.

Development is an important part of the city but there is social change in our city 

that is concerning. There is an increasing wealth gap and there needs to be a 

focus on affordable housing.
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Encouraged decision-making to think of this as two separate proposals: the

rezoning of open space and the rezoning of institutional space. It was noted there 

is support of rezoning the institutional space but not the open space.

New objectives in the Envision Municipal Plan reference the protection and 

expansion of the urban forest in existing neighborhoods. The Plan references the 

retention and use of existing privately-owned recreation facilities and open 

spaces to supplement useful parks and facilities. Thought has gone into 

protecting these lands around town so there should be thought about this land.

Demolition of the Parish Hall building will happen to allow the construction of the 

Harvey Road building, before the construction of the new Queen’s Road building. 

There will be a vacant lot on Queen’s Road for a few years or potentially 

indefinitely, as the LUAR has an asterisk next to the lower (Queen’s Road) 

building indicating that this will be constructed based on demand.

Neighbors do use the area as there is open public access to it. The neighbors tap 

the maple trees, their kids explore, and they clean up the property each year.

These suggested revisions to the plan should be considered: 

o Shift some of the massing to protect more of the green space.

o Cover over the parking lot. There is more parking there than needed.

o Shift density so the green space will be an amenity for people who live in that 

building and nearby.

o Refuse the rezoning of the open space land and allow the rezoning of the 

institutional space.

An “accidental forest” downtown is an asset to the community. There should be a 

willingness to sit down and work through more amenable versions of design.

Forest is not untended as in the spring the neighbors meet in the back and pick 

up garbage. It’s very much tended space.

Kids use this space in the winter, they tap the maple trees, they enjoy the nature 

and they live near some wildness because of the space.

This benefits the children of the city as a model of green space. They learn about 

community through the forest. Kids need regular opportunities to play in wild 

space. There is a profound value in access to play in wild natural spaces as it

gives them open-ended possibilities and allows them to appreciate nature. This 

space can enrich the lives of other kids downtown. 

A regular renter of 68 Parish Hall spoke on the loss of space. There were artistic 

shows and plays built in that space and it was unrivaled as a big room with a 

kitchen and other spin-off rooms and 2 dance studios. The arts are important to

the fabric of Downtown St. John’s and there need to be spaces where artists can 

work.

The Star of the Sea Hall on Henry Street was a proposed development

approximately 10 years ago. The original was 71 condos and is now 85 
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apartments. The design of that building changed. Once a decision is made to 

rezone and it is approved, it will move forward and can be changed after the 

zoning is changed. Star of the Sea is still being worked on because they cannot 

sell units.

Residents cautioned that this development is disproportionate to neighborhood 

and this economy right now may mean they cannot sell and that would require 

more action down the road that would disrupt the neighborhood.

A Historian spoke and identified the Cathedral Parish Hall as a National Historic 

Site in the middle of one of only two Ecclesiastical (Church) National Historic 

Districts in the country. There is an opportunity in future to nominate this district 

as a World Heritage Site under UNESCO.

Issue with the process of consultation as there was a decision note sent to 

Committee of the Whole in April 2019 referencing continued consultation with key 

stakeholders. The City process was questioned, as the public did not see that 

document until 3 weeks ago.

Currently the area is a National Historic District and the building is a National 

Historic Site and as such, the City must be careful about what goes in that area.

Inappropriate development could damage the chances of having a World 

Heritage Site as well as damage the commemorative integrity of the National 

Historic District that already exists there.

Proposal needs to be considered within the context of being an integral part of 

National Historic Site. This should be treated as a special case and decisions 

should be made about the site as a whole.

Archeological study was not done, and it was questioned why it hasn’t been, as 

this is a core piece of property that has not been developed and there is no 

indication of what could have been there 200 years ago. UN, national and 

provincial legislation requires it.

Affordable housing in downtown is needed and not more condos. 

There are large open pits located top of Lime Street at LeMarchant Road and at 

Margaret’s Place behind McPherson School – areas which were previously 

planned and approved for condominium developments which never came to 

fruition.  Regulations should require the open construction pits be remediated 

before another open pit is created.

No study was done on the impact of shadowing and the loss of light in the 

gardens of Garrison Hill properties, especially in the winter months because of 

the impact of the new building. 

A representative of Heritage NL spoke about heritage preservation of this area as 

many buildings have been designated as heritage structures comprising the 

National Historic District. It is an incredible collection of buildings that are 

nationally significant and possibly internationally significant, so decisions should 
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be made with care surrounding this property. To find balance it was noted that 

new developments should not overpower the other significant heritage values

and should be compatible in scale.

There is an increase in new parking facilities downtown and heritage is lost to 

accommodate cars. The development should not exceed the parking 

requirements for the site.

Engagement processes are lacking. The neighborhood needs to be consulted

with it being noted that if there was community buy-in, people would be satisfied 

and more supportive of development, enabling a more fluid process. Developers

were encouraged to step back and do more community engagement to find the 

right balance that meets the needs of the city.

LUAR terms of reference should have had input from residents.

Height restrictions are a concern. 

Parking layby on Harvey Road to service the rear building will impact traffic.

Proposal does not conform to the intent of the Municipal Plan.

Reference was made to Section 4.6.9 of the Envision Municipal Plan in relation 

to the requirement of public open space through the development approval 

process where proposed development includes lands identified as part of the St. 

John’s open space master plan or as an open space land for public use.  

Heritage is a fragile gift and not a renewable resource.

This development is not compatible in terms of height or scale with Garrison Hill 

or any other neighboring buildings. 

This development will shade windows during the day and light up the area during 

the night which will affect the neighboring residents.

Pedestrian walkway is metal and will be noisy for the neighbors. Patios and 

balcony will also add noise.

The 5-year-plus building schedule will mean children will spend 1/3 of their young 

lives with noise.

Tourists spend time with people in the area and take pictures of houses on 

Garrison Hill. This development will affect the tourism in the area.

LUAR does not identify the effect to properties on Garrison Hill and neighboring 

properties. Residents of Garrison Hill were not contacted about this development.

This space is a peaceful open space and is enjoyed by residents and people 

walking along Harvey Road. 

Birds in the area will be affected.

Traffic is an issue as Queen’s Road is already busy. More cars will create more 

problems.

Excavating the hill will create problems as they will lose the natural sponge that 

soaks up the water and the water will pool and cause flooding.
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Depiction of the development is inaccurate. The depiction in the Telegram is

deceptive to the public as it shows more trees than possible.

Similar residential units sit empty in the downtown area and empty buildings do 

not increase residential density.

Painful lack of engagement for the community. This could have been done in a 

way that was collaborative. 

Vacancy rate is high.

Point of this project is to monetize the view of the Narrows.

Not the City Council’s role to consider the financial interests or health of this one 

church above the interests of the whole downtown.

The use of open space was questioned, as the remaining trees will be fenced in 

and the walkway will not be open to the public. The residents of the new 

development will not want the public on their ground.

An enormous project like this should be evaluated. It was questioned if a gender-

based analysis was done. Development in the city needs to answer questions

such as how this improves the lives of women and what impact this development 

has on their lives.

Red brick does not authenticate as heritage.

Old Parish Hall can be redeveloped as community space or art space.

A biologist spoke about how the land acts as a sponge and helps reduce urban 

floods. In adaptation to climate change we should be building green spaces and 

not reducing them. In the state of climate emergency declared by City Council,

this needs to be considered.

Market is terrible and condos are not selling so it doesn’t make business sense to 

create another condo development.

The following is a summary of comments in support of proposed development:

A resident spoke in favor of the building but not the location.

The Parish Hall is an eyesore and a health hazard that will soon fall down.

The Anglican Diocese took over the Parish property with the hope to sell it. 

“Rather see condos go there than condoms”. Problems with needles and 

condoms in that area. Weekly clean-ups are done.

Not healthy green space. Area should be developed.

Historic district does run from the Anglican Cathedral up to and including Mount 

St. Francis Monastery on Merrymeeting Road. Parish Hall is not a historic 

building, but the footprint of the building is historic. The historic entrance and 

house will be preserved by this development. 
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No obstruction of view. People losing view of Narrows are people walking on

Harvey Road. It shows in the slides that the architect considered the view from 

The Rooms.

Parish cannot afford to keep property standing. Money would help ministries.

Parishioners are decreasing in numbers and the parishes that own these old

buildings cannot afford to keep them up.

Anglican Cathedral Parish made a commitment to the long-term viability of their 

congregation as a downtown congregation. Churches are about people and not 

about buildings.

Derelict building with no remaining heritage. If we count the trees on the site, we 

should also count the varieties of mushrooms and fungi growing inside the Hall.

Open space is not public space.

Great love of old St. John’s with local support of downtown is important. Unless 

residential downtown exists, the retail stores, coffee shops, restaurants will not 

exist. Downtown life in St. John’s is declining.

From a real estate perspective there is a trend where people are selling their 

homes and choosing to rent. People are moving from suburbia to enjoy 

downtown in retirement.

This is private land so investment is at the developer’s risk.

The Facilitator acknowledged the many written submissions which will be included in 

this report.

This report highlights the points made without reference to the person responsible for 

making them.  The Chair encouraged those who wished to have their comments 

registered to do so by making written submissions which would be appended to this 

report.

CONCLUDING REMARKS

Facilitator Marie Ryan indicated that once the minutes of this meeting are prepared and 
combined with written redacted submissions, the matter will be included in the published 
Council Agenda in due course.

ADJOURNMENT

The meeting adjourned at 9:04 pm.

Marie Ryan
Chairperson/Facilitator
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November 18, 2019 

Dear Minister Davis,  

 

First congratulations on your new portfolio as Minister of Tourism,Culture,Innovation and 

Industry. I know it will be an interesting and challenging job. 

I believe one of your first challenges will be to help us protect the Ecclesiastical District in 

the central and core heritage area of old St. John’s. The District is  now under threat by a 

proposal before City Council to construct a 40 unit condo edifice on the Cathedral Parish 

Hall site. 

 

I am writing to you as the former Chair of the Heritage Foundation of NL that 

championed the designation to the Historic Sites and Monuments Board of Canada to 

consider the St. John's Ecclesiastical District to be of national historical significance. I am 

writing to specifically advise you that the proposed Parish Hall condo tower development 

now before City Council will now threaten this designation.  

 

If this precedent setting modern intrusion, in the heart of the City's heritage district, 

proceeds it will impair the heritage integrity of the Ecclesiastical District and this may result 

in the loss of both the Provincial and Federal designations of the Church Precinct, 

eliminating the future possibility of this District putting forward a World Heritage 

designation proposal.  

 

It could also significantly frustrate other Churches access to the Parks Canada's Cost Share 

Program and other federal and private donors funding for the exterior restoration of the 

buildings, their landscapes and for presentation materials that support visitor experiences.  

 

The Parks Canada Cost Share Program alone has provided funding over $3 M into these 

internationally important church properties. If this funding source is put in jeopardy, where 

will the funding come from to conserve the world class majestic and magnificent cathedrals 

this District contains ? The integrity of the District must be maintained to ensure this 

investment continues, as well as other sources available because of the immense heritage 

value of the total District. 

 

The current open space zoning of this site now protects the historical and commemorative 

integrity of the ecclesiastical district. This district is unique in Canada and possesses 

qualities that may meet the criteria for world heritage designation. This vision will not be 

possible if the historic landscape of this property is destroyed.  
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The property is part of the story of the role that the Anglicans and other religions played in 

the educational, social (including youth leadership), political and charity development of 

the Colony and later the Province.  The story includes all the associated heritage features of 

the Precinct including its associated churches, cathedrals, parish halls, convents, schools, 

libraries, cemeteries, open spaces and landscape features. 

 

The City's new Envision Plan 2-10, 2019 exact wording...."The City's Heritage Area 

(including the Ecclesiastical Precinct) as set out by the Historic Sites and Monuments 

Board, will continue to be protected under the new St. John's Heritage ByLaw, and 

Residential districts in the downtown will be preserved to retain the blocks of row housing, 

streetscapes, laneways and public spaces unique to the City". Council’s approval of this 

proposal would contravene its own regulations as well as its moral duty to protect the 

Precinct. 

 

The Developer has stated in their proposal that the Parish Hall “is of no use” therefore 

demolition is necessary. This of course is utterly ridiculous.Heritage buildings across the 

world have been restored and renovated for centuries. 

As this building is located in the prime tourism and heritage neighbourhood district many 

options for adaptive reuse of the current parish hall should have been undertaken by the 

Church and requested by the City prior to entertaining a glass condo tower development. 

For example In Scandinavian countries ecclesiastical buildings are used for educational 

tourism and tourism industry training programs. 

 

Adaptive reuse of our older buildings is the wave of the future as well. We are increasingly 

concerned about our carbon footprint so now we have an opportunity to find new uses for 

the old Parish Hall on the existing site without intruding into the open space zone behind 

that also borders on Harvey Road. The first  phase of the condo construction would be 10 

storeys on Queens Rd ( in contravention of Heritage Area 1  four storey limit) and what 

appears to be about 5 stories off Harvey Rd. Surely as Minister responsible for The Rooms 

this would be of some concern to you. 

 

 

There are numerous other adaptive reuse opportunities for the structure and property 

however the Anglican diocese has proceeded to develop this land without reaching out to 

its other religious affiliates, neighbours or heritage experts to discuss the opportunities this 

site can offer besides an intrusive glass condo tower complex.The need for consultation 

with key stakeholders, and neighbouring property owners is actually a requirement of the 

City's Built Heritage Expert Panel, and this has not been completed for some reason. Why 

not? 

 

They City has also failed to understand the purpose of the original architectural design 

associated with the Parish Hall  The historical importance of ecclesiastical architecture at 

this site and in the district should  have been included by the City under their  " Key 

Considerations and Implications" analysis.  
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For example this building will sit next to a 13 th century Gothic styled Anglican cathedral 

representing the high Church of England in the new world. It's architecture is considered 

the best example of Gothic English style architecture in North America, designed by the 

worlds great architect of the day Sir George Gilbert Scott and later rebuilt by his son 

George Gilbert Scott, JR., after the Great Fire.  

 

The Protestant churches choose architectural styles reflecting their Protestant dissenters 

ambitions. The Gower Street Romanesque architecture was purposeful to demonstrate 

visually a break with the Church Of England. The Presbyterian dissenters chose a 

Romanesque Victorian style Architecture. The Catholics choice of  Italian Romanesque 

style architecture reflected their alliance to Rome. Again a building which is considered one 

of the finest Basilicas in the world . 

 

It is within this backdrop the City is entertaining a common intrusive vertical glass condo 

complex for this splendid architecturally stunning ecclesiastical district. 

 

Parish Halls are also important in this District. The architect for the old Anglican Parish 

Hall, also designed the building to respect the Anglican aspiration to be a visible and 

imposing expression of "High Church of England in Newfoundland". In respect to the 

magnificence of church architecture in this District he was also commissioned to design the 

Masonic Temple which truly symbolizes respect for the ecclesiastical goals of the 

Churches.  

 

 

The glass modern historically unsympathetic architectural style chosen for the Parish Hall 

site in fact detracts from the historical significance of the District. If a suitable 

redevelopment was to proceed for the site the buildings its architecture should be 

complimentary, subordinate and not over powering to the ecclesiastical buildings it will sit 

amongst.A new building should should therefore be appropriated in scale, form and 

massing to the original building, complimentary, yet distinguishable. The proposed condo 

building design could not be any further away from these standards required in historic 

districts. 

 

They History of the Parish Hall site is also important as it was here the Factory was located 

operated by the early Anglican Missionary  Society for the Administration of the Gospel. 

The Parish Hall site is also the location of first Anglican school in the City prior to Bishop 

Field, Spencer and the Model School school being constructed.     

 

The proposed Rezoning of the Open Space to CCM  would therefore destroy the heritage 

characters of the church district and significantly damage the commemorative heritage 

integrity of both the provincial and national historic significance of the District .       
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The setting of a building in a historic district contributes to the historical significance of  its 

cultural landscape helping to explain its origins and subsequent evolution and 

development.  The International Council on Monuments and Sites  (ICOMOS) defines 

the setting of a heritage structure site or area as "the immediate and extended environment 

that is part of and contributes to its significance and distinctive character”. 

 

The preservation of the setting of an historic place also ensures that owners and adjacent 

property owners are aware of the historic value of the property and how interventions can 

affect its historic value. " (Adjacent property owners include the Roman Catholic 

Episcopalian Church, Gower Street United Church, St Andrews Presbyterian Church, 

owners of the Masonic Hall, property owners at Garrison Hill, Church Hill and The 

Rooms). 

 

Given this is a municipal, provincial and nationally designated historic district that will be 

impacted by such an ill informed project and design , the City should have also  the 

formally consulted the neighbouring churches,the Province and key stakeholders before 

accepting this proposal from the Church. 

 

The proposed development will be in contravention of the City’s own heritage objectives 

and impair the Heritage integrity of the site in which The Rooms sits, the Federally 

commemorated Ecclesiastical District and the City’s own Historic downtown 

neighbourhood. 

As former Chair of your Provincial Heritage Foundation and former Vice Chair of 

Heritage Canada I ask you to please assert your professional and moral obligations with the 

City to ensure for a development and design better suited for the Parish Hall site then is 

now proposed. 

 

Yours truly, 
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           21 Nov 2019 

   

Dear Councillor Jamieson and other members of City Council: 

I want to tell you how much I value having affordable housing in my neighbourhood.  Garrison Place, at 

the end of my street, is full of great folks who are friendly, generous and always warm with my two 

young daughters. Along with the Howard House, Garrison Place is part of what makes Garrison Hill one 

of the best places to live in the St. John’s.     

Our neighbourhood and city need more safe, affordable and high-density housing.  

I would love to see the currently institutionally zoned portion of the 68 Queen’s Road property zoned to 

accommodate high-density, affordable housing. It would be especially excellent if such housing included 

the necessary partnering organizations that could offer wrap-around services that are unavailable for 

people needing Third Tier emergency shelters (which we have intimately seen as an extremely urgent 

priority for our neighbourhood). This would serve the city’s goals of increasing affordable, high-density 

housing while even potentially re-purposing portions of the Parish Hall facility through greyfield 

development. In tandem with an adjacent community-stewarded, inner-city green space, THIS would be 

a good neighbourhood project.  It could serve as a model of St. John’s prioritizing people and our urban 

environment. 

I also think you would have community support in rezoning the institutional portion of 68 Queen’s Rd to 

accommodate high-density housing. Unfortunately, this is not what is being proposed by Parish Lane 

Residences Inc.  

My neighbours and I started a petition to urge you to NOT rezone the Open Space to Commercial 

Central Mixed. The proposed development and zoning change are inappropriate for the following: 

· The proposed building will effectively destroy a valuable green space (I have another letter 

about that) 

· Under CCM, the developer (who uses the term CDM) has stated on p. 15 of the LUAR that no 

setbacks are required. Meaning that regardless of the presented landscape/building design, 

under CCM zoning there is no obligation to protect a single tree that currently stands. 

· No setbacks required under CCM also means the houses on Garrison Hill could have a 10-storey 

building right alongside our property line, which would drastically reduce our quality of life. 

· The proposed condos will increase gentrification – they are very unlikely to be affordable and 

include parking and driveways on 24% of the property (with the total accommodation for 72 

parking spaces- when only 40 are “required”- LUAR pgs 25 and 29, respectively), which is a 

significant portion of what is currently naturalized green space. Taken collectively, in my 

opinion, the proposed development violates the spirit of the signed Climate Emergency 

declaration because it fails to protect a valuable inner-city environmental asset, it is clearly a 

car-centric development and it fails to serve the most vulnerable members of our community.    

Thank you,  
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Elected Members of St. John’s city Council. I am writing to you regarding the up coming vote to re-zone 

the area of 66-68 Queens rd to a development/residential zone. 

I am a concerned homeowner on Cathedral st. and have very serious concerns and questions regarding 

the proposed 40 unit condo development in the green space of 66-68 Queens st.  

I believe development is critical to a vibrant city and increasing density is important but at what cost? To 

develop a new condo building in this area is disregarding the national historic importance of a truly 

unique corner of our province and the world.  If the city rezones this area and allows development, we 

are truly selling our unique heritage to the highest bidder and if rezoned the developer has full control 

to change design with little to no influence to the city or public. This is unacceptable.  

We are in a time where buildings downtown (on my daily walk) are becoming vacant. The CBC building is 

an eye sore and a significant portion of the office buildings will be moving to outside the downtown 

area. If there is such a desire to create condos every building and already existing condo in the 

downtown area should be at full capacity or at the least a growth model showing an increase in all ready 

existing and built condos! As of now this is not the case.  

The environmental impact of taking a green space and turning it into condos can not be stressed 

enough. This area needs work and the hall needs to be something more than a vacant building but new 

build condos are not the answer. The construction will greatly affect life and traffic and the additional 

condos will cause congestion.  

If the City wants to do something to create density how about focusing on rent control and affordable 

housing in an area where a murder happened just 1 month before and another 3 morths before. There 

is a growing issue with wealth inequality and building condos in this area is only going to increase the 

ever growing wealth inequality in this city.  

As a concerned citizen of downtown St. John’s please vote to NO in the rezoning of 66-68 Queens st.  

 Kind Regards,  
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St. John’s, NL. A1C 6N8, 

, 

Your Worship and Members of Council, 

 I will be out of the Province and unable to attend the public hearings 

scheduled for the public hearings concerning the rezoning of the Anglican Parish 

Hall site.   

I am writing to express my concern about the proposed spot rezoning of 

the site to accommodate a 40 unit residential development by Parish Lane 

Developments Inc.  

I would like to say at the outset that considered in isolation from the 

proposed location, what I have seen of the development from the renderings in 

the LUAR and the Telegram, it appears to be a well designed and attractive 

development.  That is not my issue.  

It is precisely the proposed location of this development that is one of my   

main concerns. This is not just any area. The site located in the heart of the 

nationally designated Ecclesiastical District, one of only two such National 

designations in Canada. This district itself, the very heart of the designated 

Heritage Conservation Areas of historic St. John’s. Therefore any consideration of 

changes to the Municipal Plan and development regulations deserves very careful 

consideration and care. 

This is not about one site, it is about the cultural landscape of the historic 

downtown core area. The “cultural landscape” is a way of describing  the  

interrelationship of the natural and built environment of the older area of a 

commuity and how they have developed over time. This is the physical evidence 

of our civic history.  Is a very important asset for St. John’s. This important civic 

asset not only contributes to our sense of identity and pride of place, but is an 

accepted factor in the attraction of our city as a place to live, work and do 

business and as a tourism destination. The protection and enhancement of this 

asset is an important civic responsibility.   
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The current open space and institutional zoning provides protection for the 

integrity of the ecclesiastical district. Changing the zoning to CCM represents a 

major up zoning and an increase in height, density and potential uses permitted 

for the site which cannot be reversed once the zoning is approved, whether or 

not this development proceeds. It will create a precedent for other developments 

in the future and has the potential to seriously undermine the integrity of this 

historic area.    

Why is this important?  Because control of the height and density of new 

developments and consistency in the application of municipal regulations are two 

of the most important tools in protecting the cultural landscape of historic places 

within an urban setting.  I believe that the height and density of this proposed 

development are inappropriate for a historic district of this significance and that 

other zoning options should be considered which will provide more adequate 

protection for the district and still allow for a reasonable redevelopment of the 

site..   

I am also deeply concerned about the negative impact of the height of this 

development on the views of historic St. John’s from the Rooms, one of the most 

accessible and sought after views of old St. John’s. These views are public views 

and they belong to the public. They are an important economic asset for the 

Rooms. If this development is approved at the present height it will trade away  

an important  public asset for the benefit of one land owner, one  developer and 

private citizens wealthy enough to live in one of these high end  units.  

If my memory serves, the green space currently zoned open space was 

zoned this way for a reason, not only the protection of one of the remaining 

green areas in the historic downtown but because of the unique topography of 

the area. It was a means to control development which would negatively impact 

the views of and from the City’s historic core area. Lowering the height and 

density requirements for any rezoning of this site could protect these views   

I realize that increasing urban density is a policy in the new municipal plan.  

I recognize the value of increasing density . However, not all sites are appropriate 

for increased density in isolation from other factors such as street and sidewalk 

width, snow storage capacity, availability public transit and on street parking, and 
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the impacts of a site specific increase in density on the livability of adjacent 

neighbourhoods or the viability of other existing structures in an area.  

The downtown has already has the highest density in the city. It also has 

ageing infrastructure, narrow streets and sidewalks and limited snow storage 

capacity.  Downtown business are leaving because of the lack of on street parking 

and efficient public transit.   

I am concerned about the impact of the increased density on this site, and 

possibly others to follow because of the serious limitations of available parking 

already existing in this area. I realize that the developer intends to provide an on- 

site parking structure to serve the needs of the project. This will not serve the 

increased visitor traffic. 

In closing, I urge council to listen to the concerns of citizens about this 

rezoning and to consider possibly alternatives to the plan as presented.  There has 

to be a better way for council to facilitate a more constructive and productive 

dialogue around future developments. Perhaps when sensitive and important 

sites are being considered for redevelopment earlier stakeholder conversations 

could be encouraged.  

 

Sincerely,  
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 Forested lands within the city provide wildlife habitat, amenity space and opportunities for

recreation and resource use. A healthy urban forest is also more resilient to the effects of climate change.

3.1.10 Encourage the retention of natural features, including hilltops that are not included as

an Environmentally Valuable Area (Z-2 EVA Map) or in the St. John’s Open Space

Master Plan, and their incorporation into the planning and design of proposed

development wherever possible.    

3.1.11 Protect and expand the urban forest in existing city neighbourhoods and integrate it into new 

neighbourhoods as they are planned and developed, consistent with the City’s Urban Forest Plan.

4.6.9 Ensure lands required for public open space are acquired through the development approval process where 

a proposed development includes lands identified as part of the St. John’s Open Space Master Plan (2014) or as 

open space land for neighbourhood use. 

4.6.11  Encourage the retention and use of existing privately-owned recreation facilities and open space to 

supplement municipal parks and facilities.     

5.2.3 Preservation of Open Space and Recreation Use

Where Institutional lands such as schools or churches have traditionally provided open space or

recreation uses and acquisition is determined not to be desirable or feasible, the City shall encourage the 

provision or open space or recreation use as part of any redevelopment of such lands.
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6.4.1 Recognize and protect established downtown residential neighbourhoods through the

retention of housing stock or consideration of moderate intensification in a form that

respects the scale and character of the neighbourhood.

2.2.5 Protect the Architectural Scale of Downtown

The City shall maintain and develop the St. John’s Heritage Area as the historic architectural focus of the City

and ensure harmonious development of the Downtown by:

1.adopting regulations to:

a) protect significant public views from streets and open spaces;

b) control blockage of sunlight in streets and public open spaces;

c) control the density, height and siting of buildings;

d) control the relationship of buildings to streets and open spaces;

Historic

districts enhance our perspective,understanding and awareness of the past, and contribute to our sense of identity and 

pride. Preservation of historic districts provides tremendous economic benefits,stimulating commercial activity through 

increased tourism activity and spending ...Ultimately, heritage resources are a fragile gift from past generations, and are 

not a renewable resource,therefore we must preserve them for their unique value and the qualities that make St.John’s 

significant for past, present and future generations.Heritage resources will now be protected under the new St. John’s 

Heritage By-law
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To: City Clerk 

 

From:   

 

Re: Proposed Condo Development for 66-68 Queen’s Rd      

 

I am writing to express a number of concerns I have related to the development on Queen’s Rd itself 

and its potential impact on other industries and opportunities that could be beneficial to the City’s 

citizens.   I am opposed to the rezoning due to the following reasons: 

1.  It does not contribute to the type of housing stock that the citizens of St John’s, particularly 

those of us who live in the older sections of the City, need; 

2. It could negatively impact tourism and related industries.  

3. It has the potential to impact negatively on the Ecclesiastical Heritage District itself, its national 

designation, and possibility to apply for other advantageous designations, e.g., UNESCO world 

heritage site status.  

The following sections provide the details of my concerns.  

 

 1. Housing/Condos in St John’s   

Reports have shown that the City has seen a significantly decreased interest in condo ownership over 

the past decade particularly in the luxury market, attributed in part to the decrease in the price of oil, 

which shows no indication of increasing anytime soon (see web-page reference following signature). 

My own recent cursory review of the more obvious real estate web-sites showed that as of November 

16th there were some 200 condos for sale in the City.  Many of these have been on the websites for 

more than 6 months.  There are 17 condos ranging from $400,000-$795,000 for sale at 181 Hamilton 

Ave alone.  The “Star of the Sea” condos on Henry St do not appear to be on the market as yet but will 

add to the glut.  The MIX development, originally planned as condos, was converted to apartment 

development (2014) due to the lack of interest in condos.  The rent for these very small units (500 – 800 

sq. ft.) seems to range from about $1500 - $2500.   And there are other recent approvals (e.g., Churchill 

Square’s 6 storey development) yet to hit the market.   There appears to be an overabundance of 

condos.  The prices for rent or purchase of them seem to be out of the range of people beginning their 

working career or workers in the middle income brackets. 

 

One has to wonder why any investor would want to enter into this over-suppled market.  Perhaps the 

Vancouver syndrome where condos are built as investments not as home and sit empty while ordinary 

citizens have no viable places to live?   Since there does not appear to be a demand or need for these 

high-end units, and recent information indicates that these would be at the very top of the local market. 

I would suggest that there be no rush to rezone the area but rather that some consideration be given to 

what could be accomplished within the current categories to actually supply the St John’s need. 

 

The City could not likely question the rationale that a developer would have for entering an 

oversupplied and flat market.  However, it should, I would argue, consider in its decision the housing 

stock that is required in the City and particularly the needs of the citizens living in that neighbourhood.   

We hear frequently that there is a considerable need for affordable and/or modest entry-level housing.  

Could Council not work with the various churches/ parishes in the district to develop some affordable 
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residences with perhaps offices for social justice groups to address needs?   Some of this could likely be 

achieved within the current zonal designation.  The City has programs to encourage this type of activity, 

as does the Federal Government.  Perhaps the Anglican Church could be an active participant in 

addressing the needs of some of its more vulnerable parishioners. 

 

The open space zone could continue to be “wild” space with perhaps some creative use of the wooded 

area to reflect the district’s heritage.  Not a structured environment such as Bannerman Park but a 

hidden treasure in the middle of the city.  There are many little spaces and commons behind houses in 

the old city known largely to the bordering homes and to those of us who walk dogs in sun and rain and 

snow.  They have their value for those who live in the neighbourhood, particularly children who now live 

in an overly structured and mechanised world. 

 

2 Tourism 

Every resident in the older part of the city takes a deep breath towards the end of every June, as we 

know that we will soon be inundated with tourists, including many international visitors who arrive on 

the cruise ships; they come huffing and puffing up Garrison Hill, taking a sitting break on the steps 

before they make the last push to the Basilica. They are engaged, lost souls, bewildered by our 

intersections and “intriguing” street orientations.  We do what we can to help. They come to see historic 

church buildings set amidst rows of colourful clapboarded houses that wind their way around the 

harbour — all a walkable distance from downtown shops, lively bars and world class restaurants.  This is 

what tourists from all over the world come here to experience.   It’s what the municipal and the 

provincial tourism departments promote. 

 

Cultural tourism is a large segment of the market here.  These travellers are drawn to the Churches of St. 

John’s. They take advantage of guided tours, gift shops, tea rooms, plays and concerts that occur in the 

churches and parish halls.  The revenue from these activities helps maintain the historic buildings and 

support parish programs.  At the same time, the spillover effects support many jobs in the City. 

 

Religious tourism is a growing area.  Research suggests the market is more resilient to recessions and is 

more open to repeat business than secular leisure travel. The global faith-based travel sector is worth 

$18 billion and includes 300 million travellers a year.  The majority of these people are well educated 

and with comfortable incomes. 

 

The Ecclesiastical District could be an even larger attraction for religious tourists.  Many European 

religious sites are overcrowded.  St. John’s is well positioned to capture some portion of this market. 

 

This one development will not ruin the town for tourists but every inappropriate modern 

development—and others are planned—takes away from the unique character of the historic 

downtown.  Tourism is one of our few non-resource based, low carbon industries.  Unlike some of the 

others, it has the ability to drive and support other service-based sectors. 

 

 

3.   National Ecclesiastical Heritage District. 

While St John’s citizens are accustomed see the structural beauty of the churches and the ecclesiastical 

district as they go about their everyday lives, this district is unique in Canada.  Therefore in 2008, 

following much work by local citizens and groups, it was designated a national historic site.  The 
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designation was awarded because this cultural landscape represents the breadth of involvement of the 

Anglican, Roman Catholic, Methodist/United and Presbyterian denominations in the establishment and 

evolution of the spiritual, philanthropic, charitable and educational institutions of St. John’s and 

Newfoundland during the 19th and 20th centuries.  Further, the designation noted that it is important 

architecturally as its ecclesiastical buildings and spaces are in unusual proximity to one another and 

located on an outstanding and unique site on a steep hill overlooking St. John’s Harbour, where many of 

them serve as visual landmarks both from the harbour and within the downtown. 

 

This designation has many benefits.  The exposure that comes with the designation can help in 

attracting tourists (see 2 above).  It helps to protect and preserve various aspects of our history.  And it 

comes with the quite tangible benefit of enabling matching funding from federal programmes to pay for 

the necessary restoration of buildings.   The Anglican Cathedral is currently conducting repairs to the 

exterior wall on the Cathedral St side under one such grant.  Other Churches could take advantage of 

this programme as well.   The designation comes with expectations including protection of the built 

heritage, as well as complementary new development.   These districts must portray a "sense of history" 

where intrusive elements are minimal, and the district’s historic character must predominate and set it 

apart from the area that immediately surrounds it. 

 

One wonders how the 10 storey tower component of this development, which would introduce 

contemporary high rise design into the heart of the St. John’s Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site, 

would  impact this nationally recognised site.  It isolates one of the designated historic buildings, 

separating it from the other structures.   Thus it effectively divides the district.  The tower is not 

compatible in style, scale, height nor architectural detail with the church buildings, commercial premises 

or heritage homes that give this area its distinctive character.  Approval of this development could set a 

precedent for other requests for other similar buildings and this type, height and form could cascade 

across the precinct, further compromising its integrity.  While not directly related to this proposal, the 

City has just recently almost completely isolated Gower St United Church making it almost inaccessible.   

Actions like these erode the heritage integrity of the district.  Ultimately they could lead to loss of the 

national designation, and will seriously reduce future opportunity for this district to be considered  for 

other designations such as UNESCO world heritage status.   I feel the City will rue the day that it allows 

this and any similar development to negatively impact the esthetic and economic benefits this district 

brings to the City. 

 

3a. Municipal Heritage Area 

 

This ecclesiastical district is arguably the core of the City’s Heritage Area 1. 

 

The current City of St. John’s Municipal Plan. 2003, pp. 37-38, states: 

 

The built heritage of fine old buildings and streetscapes in St. John’s contributes to the 

enjoyment of its residents and visitors. As the city develops, heritage buildings should retain 

their original features, although their use can and must evolve over time. Heritage areas also 

need to accommodate appropriate new buildings and redevelopment. . . . The City shall ensure 

that renovations and new development are compatible with adjoining buildings in terms of 

style, scale, height, and architectural detail (emphasis added). 

 

The 2019 draft of the Envision St. John’s Municipal Plan, pp. 2-10, states: 
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https://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/newfoundland-labrador/condo-market-rapidly-cooling-off-in-st-john-

s-area-1.2568741   2014 

 

https://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/newfoundland-labrador/sluggish-housing-market-nl-1.5249403  2019 
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November 17th 2019  

The Honourable Bernard Davis

Minister of Tourism, Culture, Innovation and Industry

Dear Minister Davis:

I am writing to ask you to protect the important tourism setting of The  Rooms that will be

impaired if the rezoning of  "Open Space" occurs and the intrusion of a modern building design is

allowed as proposed  by the Parish Hall developer now before City Hall.

Under the current municipal zoning of  "Open Space"  The Rooms sits within a protected

heritage setting strengthening its mandate to be a cultural and heritage iconic tourism facility

for the Province.  The City and the developer have addressed view planes from the North  in

their proposal however they have both missed the most important consideration for this

proposal and that is  of its impact on the heritage setting for The Rooms and its view planes from

the South. This protection of this view plane and the historic setting of  The Rooms is critical to

our tourism industry and to a future application for world heritage designation consideration

for this precinct.  These are the two critical visible features that helped Quebec City achieve their

world heritage status for their old town district.

As information often gets lost to time the historic infrastructure that this district offers and its

visibility were the deciding factors in 1999 for the siting of The Rooms at the strategic and

historically dominant Fort Townsend site.  It was specifically planned for this facility to sit high

amongst the splendid and sumptuous ecclesiastical churches and properties in the  old town as

had Fort Townsend.

As your Government knows in December 1999,  at an important Press Conference, the

Honourable Brian Tobin along with the late Dr. Mary Pratt, co chair of the Premiers Advisory

Committee for The Rooms,  announced the construction of the new Rooms facility. At that

conference and in other subsequent press releases the following statements were made:
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"The site is part of the heritage area, it's development will strengthen cultural tourism in the City 

and by extension the whole Province, 

 

The direct view through the narrows highlights the traditional gateway to and from the province 

and will be instantly visible to visitors arriving by cruise ships and from the downtown,  

 

The building will be a major addition to the skyline, without dominating it, and will fit in well,  

with the other institutional and religious buildings in the neighbourhood, 

 

Culture is expected to become a major economic generator in the 21st century  and The Rooms 

will enhance the future of our economic development and our cultural tourism industry, 

 

Culture is a means of assuring a society in the global marketplace......it helps generate tourism 

and trade activities, and  

 

This will be a landmark project with a memorable presence, celebrating our rich cultural 

heritage. It will serve not only to educate and inspire but also to attract visitors from within and 

outside the Province.  

 

The Rooms have achieved these above-noted outcomes and it is a highly successful and 

unequalled accomplishment by a Liberal Government, and one of your very finest.  

 

 

 

It is therefore concerning that  the importance of the Rooms, and its strategic purpose has not 

been noted in any of the sections of the City in its  Decision and Directions note. It is not 

specifically listed under "Partners or other Stakeholders" or in the section noted "Alignment 

with Strategic Directions and Adopted Plans".   

 

The City's adopted new Envision Plan 2-10, 2019 exact wording states....."The City's Heritage 

Area (including the Ecclesiastical Precinct) as set out by the Historic Sites and Monuments 

Board, will continue to be protected under the new St. John's Heritage ByLaw, and Residential 

districts in the downtown will be preserved to retain the blocks of row housing, streetscapes, 

laneways and public spaces unique to the City".   

 

Modern historically  unsympathetic  disproportionate design as proposed by the Developer, 

does not belong in this heritage area.  
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The need for "consultation with key stakeholders and neighbouring property owner"  is a key 

component however again The Rooms is missing in this section along with other key 

stakeholders such as your Cultural, Tourism and Heritage Divisions,  Heritage NL, City Tourism, 

operators such as Spirit of Newfoundland, the Peter Lewis Gallery as well as players in the 

tourism industry and Parks Canada.  

 

Without this directed consultation the City is silencing yours and the voices of the tourism, 

culture and heritage industries whom rely on this District for their livelihood and the economic 

benefits it creates. The city's  public consultation process does  also not have the structure to 

ensure the above-noted recommended partners are actually heard.  

 

Equally importantly under "Strategic Implications " the City should have recognized all the 

private and Government investments, over the past 30 years, including the $40 million invested 

by the Province in The Rooms, its annual multi-million operating budget, your annual marketing 

costs for the old town and Federal investments.  

 

These investments have all been made by governments, developers,residents and 

neighbourhoods on the basis that the City's objectives and vision for its heritage district would 

be upheld as outlined in its adopted Plan.  

 

St. John's City Plan, Pages 37-38 states that .......the City shall ensure that renovations and new 

development are compatible with adjoining buildings in terms of style, scale, height and 

architectural detail.  The proposed condo tower if approved will be in complete contravention of 

this City objective.  

 

I wanted to bring these matters to your attention to ensure that you or your officials have 

brought these matters to the attention of the City.  

 

The Rooms has been called by the Globe and Mail one of the best small cultural facilities in the 

world.  A recognition of its global appeal and potential to grow as a cultural tourism generator 

for NL. 

 

A glass tower condo development in front of this world class iconic cultural facility  will diminish 

its current and future world class appeal. This setting for such a world class historic and this 

cultural facility should be protected. 

 

You have a choice before you and that is to accept a glass condo tower or ensure for a world 

heritage future, in a district, that is so important to the future of your cultural and tourism 
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industries. There are so many other designs, reuses and proposals that would be a better fit for 

this site.   

 

Thank you for your consideration of this matter.  

 

 

 

 

CC. City Clerk, Mayor, Deputy Mayor and Councillors, City of St John's  
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support retail spaces that provide amenities to improve the quality of life for those who live 
downtown. In addition, we would encourage any new development to recognise the 
community not for profits that were previously housed in that location, and to accommodate 
such services going forward (see Envision, p. 8-7). 


We note that, although the rezoning application is from Institutional/Open Space to CCM, the 
plans do not appear to contemplate the incorporation of retail or service spaces. The street 
facing elements of the building are set back from both Harvey Road and Queen’s Road, which 
has the effect of shielding the entrance from public view. This design is not conducive to the 
use of the space for commercial purposes. If the project does not intend to provide  
opportunities for increased amenities in the neighbourhood, we query whether it would be 
appropriate to approve a rezoning to CCM.


2. Environmental Impacts:


We applaud Council for taking a strong stand to preserve the City’s natural environment and 
combat climate change, through the Climate Mitigation and Adaptation Declaration, and the 
2019 - 2029 Strategic Plan. We see this rezoning application as an opportunity for Council to 
translate these policy goals into positive action.


In our opinion, the proposal to rezone the Open Space directly contradicts Council’s previously 
stated strategic priorities. On November 4th, City Council unanimously voted to declare a 
climate emergency, “for the purpose of deepening our commitment to protecting our 
community, economy, natural assets, and ecosystems from changes in climate” (s. 4). This 
declaration is consistent with the 2019 - 2029 Strategic Plan’s goal of creating “A city that is 
sustainable today and for future generations; economically, environmentally and financially” (s. 
9), including preserving and enhancing “the natural and built environment where we live” (p. 
10). We also note the Envision Draft Municipal Plan’s goal of improving the urban forests “for 
their ecological, aesthetic and economic value” (p. 3-1, 3-2), and the current Municipal Plan 
goal of protecting the natural environment, in particular open spaces (p. III-39) and steep 
slopes (p. III-40).


The application to rezone the Open Space to CCM would mean losing the only natural forest in 
downtown St. John’s. This forest is currently home to numerous 100 year old trees (36 trees 
with a diameter of above 0.2m, according to the Land Use Assessment Report (LUAR) 
(November 6th, 2019), Supplementary Information, p. 5), as well as wildlife and birds. The 
LUAR contemplates that over half of these trees would be removed, while the brush forest 
would be converted to a manicured “buffer” zone. In fact, the LUAR refers to “protecting 
existing trees to the extent possible” (p. 26), which suggests a very low level of commitment to 
saving any existing trees. We note that we find the table on page 25 of the LUAR to be 
misleading - it refers to 50% of the landscaping being maintained, however this number 
includes “hard landscaping”, which appears to include the Harvey Road driveway and 
walkways. If hard landscaping is removed, then much more than half of the green space is 
converted to pavement and buildings. It should also be noted that the numbers used on page 
25 do not appear to align with those provided in Progressive Engineering and Consulting’s 
portion of the submissions (drawings C100 and C101).


Once this forest is damaged, no forestry policy will replace the benefit of this green space, for 
the community, to counter greenhouse gas effects, and for the wildlife that it supports. We 
think that it is the responsibility of council to preserve this forest for future generations. If it is 
replaced with a condominium and parking lot, our children and grandchildren will shake their 
heads at the shortsightedness of this decision. We think that council should consider the 
possibility that this forest could be preserved as a public space, where residents can enjoy a 
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slice of nature in the downtown area. If this rezoning goes ahead then this possibility will be 
gone forever. 


Maintaining the open space for public use is also consistent with Council’s goals of developing 
pedestrian paths in the downtown (Municipal Plan, p. IV-52) and improving open spaces 
(Envision, p. 10-11), as well as acquiring Institutional land in order to maintain its public use 
(Municipal Plan, p. III-32; Envision, p. 4-6; 8-15).


3. Heritage  

We support the efforts of council to preserve the heritage elements of this property, consistent 
with the area’s Heritage 1 designation. The Ecclesiastic District is “one of the oldest sections of 
town” (Master List of Heritage Buildings, p. 306) and we agree that special care should be 
taken the preserve it. However, we are concerned about the impact of this development on the 
scale and liveability of the neighbourhood.


Garrison Hill is a corridor for tourists walking from the Harbour to the Rooms, and is frequently 
photographed. If approved, the Harvey Road phase of this development will loom far above the 
existing houses, undermining the historical feel of the street. Ensuring that new development is 
compatible with existing neighbourhoods is an essential part of preserving those 
neighbourhoods (Envision, p. 10-11). If the quality of life in existing houses downtown is 
harmed through close proximity to large scale development, residents will be unlikely to 
maintain these houses at the same level. The decline of this neighbourhood will mean a 
downtown that is less desirable for everyone - including the potential condo residents. 
Approving the rezoning to CCM would directly contradict Council’s stated goal of protecting 
the architectural scale of downtown (Municipal Plan, p. IV-49; Envision p. 10-9) and respecting 
the spacial relationship of the neighbourhood (Envision, 4-8). Beyond this, the Municipal Plan 
specifically calls for the maintenance of the “unique and special elements that define” the 
Ecclesiastic district, including maintaining “openness of landscape”.


To summarise the above, we ask that Council consider the following:


- Reject the application to rezone the open space as CCM, and preserve the green space 
adjoining Harvey Road for public use, for the enjoyment of future generations and as part of 
the implementation of Council’s climate strategy;


- Ensure that development along Queen’s Road is developed thoughtfully, preserving the 
heritage elements of the Parish Hall, and ensuring that the design improves the walkability of 
downtown by including space for amenities and community outreach. If there is no intent to 
include commercial spaces in the design, then the CCM designation should not be granted.


Thank you for considering our views.


Sincerely, 
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Rezoning application for 66-68 Queen’s Road (Cathedral Parish Hall)

To the City of St John’s

As a resident adjacent to the proposed application I OBJECT to proposed rezoning and planned 

building. Currently there is an application to rezone the space and build a 40-unit “luxury” building. This project would 

destroy a mix-growth forested green space which is the only one in the neighborhood. It would also require the 

demolition of a Heritage building. In recent years the City has approved several large building projects (e.g. large 

houses) in heritage areas (Quidi Vidi and The Battery) which have reduced the historical/cultural values of the area. I 

do not want to see the historical/value of our neighborhood diminish. 

Recent investigations have shown that St. John’s has lost a large portion of their historical buildings (“In less than 60 

years, more than half St. John’s historic buildings have been lost.” The Telegram. Juanita Mercer). Community 

activities conducted on this section of Queens Road include: Regular Church services (parking/traffic concerns), 

Military demonstrations and marching band parades, the Ghost Walks. So, there is a considerable noise level 

sporadically throughout the year that these new residents may not be aware and could deter them from purchasing a 

unit. Also, of concern is that it blocks the Rooms. If St. John’s is a city that cares about heritage and heritage 

buildings, then let’s hold the big developers’ feet to the fire or otherwise let homeowners who live in heritage homes 

paint them whatever color they want and put in whatever windows they want. Let’s be honest they aren’t going to 

keep any of the heritage building. They can say they will but I’m sure they will find a structural reason why they can’t 

keep something siting safety and costs as the reason to demolish it.

In consideration of the units being built and sold in a timely manner. I have seen several condo buildings spring up 

throughout the city over recent years. The Park Place West apartments located at 181 Hamilton Ave took several 

years to complete. I know this because I lived directly across the street for a time and a colleague owned a house 

across the street. The building ruined the view and access to natural sunlight for residents across the street. It took a 

very long time for units to be sold in pre/during the building process and there are still vacant units in the building. 

Also, of concern/consideration is the resale value of the adjacent homes. The condo building located at 16 Water 

Street also has several units for sale and is in an undesirable location (next to an industrial use site). It is a fairly new 

building (<10 years old) and several of the balconies have had to be torn down and rebuilt. One must wonder how 

well these condo buildings are being built and the forethought to go into it. Building next to a huge salt mound and 

having that blow into your “luxury” condo building deteriorating the structure and furniture. I have a friend who bought 

a unit in its first years of being open and had to move out of province for work. They have since had a very difficult 

time finding a buyer and a hard time finding someone to rent it. The MIX is also a new condo building that is has 

several vacancies open. There have also been several failed/cancelled condo buildings in the recent past with 

investors losing their money.

As an early career adult looking to buy the real estate in the city and have several friends also currently buying 

houses, none of us are remotely considering condos.

Regards,

 

128219



129220



130221



131222



132223



133224



134225



Proposed Development 

for the Cathedral Parish Hall Site

Is this too modern and too tall for the historic downtown?

 

The developer is proposing two buildings at 68 Queen’s Rd. on the Anglican Cathedral Parish Hall site. 

Phase 1 would be a tower block with 25 units located at the rear of the lot and accessed off Harvey Road. 
This building will be 10 storeys above grade on Queen’s Rd. and 4 storeys above Harvey Road. The 
Phase 2 building, fronting onto Queen’s Road, will have 15 units and be 4 storeys in height. 

The 10 storey tower block component of this development would introduce contemporary high rise design 
right into the heart of the St. John’s Ecclesial District National Historic Site and would be yet another 
encroachment into the City’s own designated Heritage Area 1.

It is not compatible in style, scale, height nor architectural detail with the church buildings, commercial 
premises or heritage homes that give this area its distinctive character.

A building this modern and this tall in this part of the city is contrary to the vision that guides the St. John’s 
Municipal Plan and is in contravention of the heritage bylaws — particularly the one that restricts 
residential buildings to maximum of four storeys. 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More about the St. John’s Heritage Areas:

Review of the Project by the Built Heritage Review Panel
http://www.stjohns.ca/sites/default/files/files/agenda/
BHEP%20Agenda%20-May%2015%2C%202019.pdf

St. John’s Municipal Plan. 2003
http://stjohns.ca/sites/default/files/files/publication/St.
%20John's%20Municipal%20Plan%20July%202019.pdf

Envision St. John’s Municipal Plan February 2019 Draft

http://www.stjohns.ca/publications/envision-st-johns-
draft-municipal-plan-february-2019

Heritage Financial Incentives Program 
City Of St. John's
http://www.stjohns.ca/living-st-johns/building-renovation-
and-repairs/heritage/heritage-financial-incentives-
program

Downtown St. John’s Strategy for Economic 

Development and Heritage Preservation

http://www.stjohns.ca/sites/default/files/files/publication/
Downtown%20St.
%20John%27s%20Strategy%20for%20Economic%20D
evelopment%20and%20Heritage%20Preservation.pdf

https://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/newfoundland-
labrador/anglican-church-development-1.5222252

From the City of St. John’s Municipal Plan. 2003. 
 Revised July 2019.  Page lll-23

Buildings in a Residential Downtown District shall 

not exceed three storeys or a Floor Area Ratio of 

1.5. Subject to a Land Use Assessment Report, 

areas may be zoned to allow heights not 

exceeding four storeys or a maximum Floor Area 

Ratio or 3.0, subject to the necessary controls to 

protect the surrounding District.

From the 2019 draft of Envision St. John’s 

Municipal Plan. Page 2-10

The city’s Heritage Area (including the 

Ecclesiastical Precinct set out by the Historic 

Sites and Monuments Board) will continue to 

be protected under the new St. John’s Heritage 

Bylaw. Residential districts in the downtown will 

be preserved to retain the blocks of row 

housing, streetscapes, laneways and public 

spaces that are unique to the city. Urban 

Design Guidelines will be prepared for 

commercial areas in the downtown, addressing 

such things as site specific parameters for 

height, bulk and form of buildings, as well as 

exterior design elements.

From the current City of St. John’s Municipal Plan. 
2003. Pages 37-38

. .  . The built heritage of fine old buildings and 

streetscapes in St. John’s contributes to the 

enjoyment of its residents and visitors. As the city 

develops, heritage buildings should retain their 

original features, although their use can and must 

evolve over time. Heritage areas also need to 

accommodate appropriate new buildings and 

redevelopment. . . . The City shall ensure that 

renovations and new development are compatible 

with adjoining buildings in terms of style, scale, 

height, and architectural detail.
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Could sensitive adaptive reuse save this significant historic building?

The Cathedral Parish Hall and its surrounding property is so much more than a potential building site.

It’s a place of national historic significance designated by the Historic Sites and Monuments Board of 
Canada.

Belonging to the the oldest Anglican parish in North America dating back to1699, the hall is one of a 
related cluster of buildings around the cathedral that make up the Anglican Precinct.

The Anglican Precinct is the oldest part of the only designated ecclesiastical heritage district in 

Canada. This district includes many architecturally rich and symbolically important church buildings and 
landscapes of four religious denominations recognized for the major role they played in the spiritual, 
social, educational and political development of Newfoundland and Labrador.  A district that could well 

become a world heritage site.

Preservation of such an historic site within such an historic district should always be a priority.  Adaptive 
reuse is a way to preserve it by renovating it to serve a whole new purpose.

All over the world, the preservation and adaptive reuse of existing buildings is seen as part of a broader 
context and set of priorities impacting cities.  It can help to create a more livable urban environment that 
retains residents and attracts innovation and investment.  It is a way of making communities more 
attractive for tourists.  It addresses the need to decrease carbon emissions and waste through the 
conservation — a greener option than new construction.

The City of St. John’s certainly recognizes the value of adaptive reuse and the need to do it properly. It is 
outlined in the Municipal Plan on page 38:

In the Heritage Area, the City shall encourage preservation, appropriate renovation, and adaptive reuse of 

buildings.  . . .   The City shall adopt regulations to encourage the conservation and continued use of 

buildings that have architectural or historical significance, and to encourage the preservation of building 

facades and other exterior physical features of architectural or historical significance.  . . . The City shall 

encourage the renovation of existing buildings to their original designs.  . . . The City shall ensure that 

renovations and new development are compatible with adjoining buildings in terms of style, scale, height, 

and architectural detail.

Perhaps other developers could find innovative ways to use this property while respecting the heritage 
values of the site and the district. Here a just a few suggestions:

It could become the site of the new Cathedral Annex.

The existing parish hall building could be renovated to meet the Anglican congregation’s changing 
administrative and community outreach needs and the green space enhanced and incorporated into their 
programming.  Even if they demolished the structure and built new, it would be in keeping with the historic 
use of the site and much of the the natural area could be preserved.  The Gathering Place, the Lantern, 
Stella Burry, the John Howard Society and Cochrane Street Church have all expanded their outreach 
programs while maintaining the historic integrity of their buildings and the historic district. They have not 
run away from their heritage buildings because they needed repairs. Just the opposite, they saw this as 
an opportunity and sought federal and provincial retrofit programs to refurbish and reuse them.
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It could be better incorporated into the proposed residential development.

Perhaps the proponents could be encouraged to make the historic hall a part of their plan.  The building 
could be given a new life with a new purpose while maintaining the scale of the streetscape and the 
historical integrity of the Ecclesiastical District. Just to the east, the Benevolent Irish Society and 
Presentation School buildings were successfully turned into condos. 

It could become affordable downtown housing

An alternative development with a social mandate could be smaller scale and more neighbourhood 
friendly. And more in keeping with the Anglican parish’s philanthropic heritage. 

And all of this could be done in ways that were inspired by the building’s dignified past.

Here’s what the Anglican Cathedral Hall looked like in 1890s when it included the synod and a school. 

This building’s role in Anglican 
eduction has all but been lost."
The existing structure stands as a 
symbol of the major role the Anglican 
Church played in the denominational 
school system—one important 
chapter in the larger story of the 
essential part religion played in 
education throughout Newfoundland 
and Labrador for over 200 years.  
The Presbyterian school was located 
to its east as was the Methodist 
school, known as Holloway. Bishop 
Feild, the Model School, and Spencer 
College were constructed later as 
Anglican educational institutions. "

More about the historic site:

Heritage Foundation of Newfoundland & Labrador Cathedral Parish Hall 
– City of St. John’s Heritage Site
https://heritagefoundation.ca/heritage-property/cathedral-parish-hall-city-of-st-johns-heritage-site/

A Brief History of the Cathedral and the Parish of St. John the Baptist

http://www.stjohnsanglicancathedral.org/resources/Anglican+Cathedral+Tour.pdf

http://faculty.marianopolis.edu/c.belanger/nfldhistory/NewfoundlandEducation.htm

More about adaptive reuse:

Parks Canada’s Standards & Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places. 
https://www.historicplaces.ca/en/pages/standards-normes
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Will it destroy a valuable green space?

The proposed development would be built on a wooded lot.  Cities all over the world are protecting 
mature trees and planting new ones because they are a cost effective way to mitigate some of the worst 
effects of climate change.  Trees shade heat-absorbing pavement and concrete, absorbing water from the 
earth and releasing it as cooling vapour.  They soak up flood water after severe storms. Even more 
importantly, they take carbon from the air.  Why are we in such a hurry to cut them down?

The climate crises is just one reason to save these trees.  A petition recently circulated by downtown 
residents says it all:

The green space behind the Anglican Parish Hall (68 Queen’s Road – across Harvey Road from The 

Rooms) is the last naturalized forest space in downtown St. John’s. It is home to century-old trees, 

songbirds and other small wildlife – valuable in and of itself – and is part of the historic fabric of 

downtown.

This space offers a sense of nature to residents and to tourists as they visit famous landmarks of the City 

of St. John’s, such as The Basilica and The Rooms.

It would be a tremendous and permanent loss to our city if this ‘Open’ space were re-zoned to 

‘Commercial Mixed’ to allow the construction of a 10-storey condominium (currently under consideration).

Further, changing the zoning of this open space conflicts with stated priorities in the St. John’s Municipal 

Plan (2003) and the Envision St. John’s Municipal Plan (Feb. 2019 – Draft)

More about urban green spaces:

World Heath Organization Urban green space
https://www.who.int/sustainable-development/cities/health-risks/urban-green-space/en/

World Wildlife Fund Objectives for urban environments
https://wwf.panda.org/our work/projects/one planet cities/153

https://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/newfoundland-labrador/green-spaces-make-neighbourhoods-golden-st-
john-s-forum-told-1.2586934

https://www.theglobeandmail.com/featured-reports/article-cities-turn-to-urban-forests-to-combat-climate-
change/
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Could it impact the entire Ecclesiastical Heritage District?

By being out of place in this historic setting?

The tower block’s modern design and glass cladding is not compatible with the stone and brick church 
buildings that surround it.  At 10 storeys, it would physically overpower the Lombard Romanesque Revival 
stone Catholic Basilica, the Gothic Revival stone Anglican Cathedral, the Gothic Victorian brick Kirk and 
the  Romanesque Revival brick Gower Street United Church.  It will also visually impact all the other 
components of this religious precinct — bishop's residencies and manses, libraries, monasteries, 
convents, chapels, schools, museums, archives, religious affiliated social institutions, four cemeteries and 
landscape features including stone walls, arches and statues, iron fencing and archaeological remains.

The tall tower block would also isolate the Kirk and the old Catholic Burial Grounds from the rest of the 
ecclesiastical district. It would block the light and could impede access to their steep driveway impacting 
on future, more appropriate, development.

You would not put a glass tower in the middle of Historic Trinity or Boavista, or in the nationally 
designated Historic Port Union District or at the Battle Harbour National Historic District.  Why would 
anyone think it was appropriate in this nationally designated ecclesiastical district?  Property owners and 
developers who do not have knowledge of or value the historical importance of a building within its 
historic landscape can do great damage.
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By diminishing the district‘s heritage value?

The approval of a tall modern glass tower for the Cathedral Parish Hall property could negatively impact 
both the historical integrity and visual identity of the St. John’s Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site. 

Districts of national historic significance in Canada above all must portray a "sense of history" where 
intrusive elements are minimal, and the district’s historic character must predominate and set it apart from 
the area that immediately surrounds it. Old Quebec City is a great example. 

A historic district is a group of buildings, structures and open spaces none of which singly needs to be of 
national architectural significance, but when taken together, can be identified as a harmonious 
representation of one or more styles of construction types, building types or periods of history. 

The Ecclesiastical District in St. John's is an outstanding harmonious example of stone and masonry 
church buildings and landscapes including schools, residences, parish halls, convents, palaces, 
monasteries, stained glass and other art works, graveyards, libraries and open spaces. 

It was designated in 2008 because this cultural landscape represents the breath of involvement of the 

Anglican, Roman Catholic, Methodist/United and Presbyterian denominations in the establishment and 

evolution of the spiritual, philanthropic, charitable and educational institutions of St. John’s and 

Newfoundland during the 19th and 20th centuries, as well as the political life of the colony; it speaks to 

the evolution of the province’s unique denominational system of education, established in stages from 

1832 to 1879 and lasting until 1998 and especially to the competition among the denominations that 

brought this system about . . .

The commemorative designation documentation also cites that it is important architecturally for its 

ecclesiastical buildings and spaces in unusual proximity to one another and located on an outstanding 

and unique site on a steep hill overlooking St. John’s Harbour, where many of them serve as visual 

landmarks both from the harbour and within the downtown.

The setting — the immediate and extended environment — of each building within an historic district 
contributes to its significance and distinctive character and helps to explain its origins and subsequent 
evolution and development. Interventions within the broader setting, such as the addition of a high rise 
building in the sight lines of a heritage district, impair the ability to interpret the district as a whole for 
tourists, current residents and future generations. 

By negatively affecting future funding?

In the last two years, the Anglican Parish has received $1.3 million from Parks Canada for the exterior 
refurbishment of the Cathedral.  If the ecclesiastical district designation was impaired, the Kirk and Gower 
Street United Church might not be able to apply for funding to maintain their buildings and grounds.  "
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By jeopardizing its potential World Heritage Designation?

A tall modern glass building that compromises the integrity of the district, could significantly impact the 
ability of the churches to apply for UNESCO world heritage designation.

The world renowned historic district of Old Quebec is just one example of what this Ecclesiastical 
Heritage District could become. Like Quebec City, it has two parts —a lower historic district and an upper 
historic precinct — with cathedrals and churches constructed on a hill overlooking a harbour with 
unfettered views from both upper and lower sections.  Like Quebec City, our Ecclesiastical District bears 
eloquent testimony to an important stage in British and European interests in the New World.  Like 
Quebec City, the District has a well preserved historic urban ensemble authentic in terms of architectural 
form, design, materials, substance and landscape settings. 

While over the years restoration and redevelopment have been carried out in Old Quebec, the projects 
have been done in ways that have not compromised the historical and architectural integrity of the district. 

The value of the ecclesiastical heritage district is further enhanced by the fact that it sits in the middle of 
largely intact 19th century neighbourhoods and blends seamlessly into the historic downtown judicial and 
commercial districts.Could it negatively Impact tourism in the city?

More about the Ecclesiastical District:

The St. John’s Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site
https://www.pc.gc.ca/apps/dfhd/page nhs eng.aspx?id=11843

Architectural Design for Buildings in a Historic District
Parks Canada’s Standards & Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places.  Pages 50, 131-133

https://www.historicplaces.ca/en/pages/standards-normes

The Historic District of Old Quebec -UNESCO World Heritage Site
https://whc.unesco.org/en/list/300/

Religion and Politics, 1832-1855
https://www.heritage.nf.ca/articles/politics/religion-politics-1832-to-1855.php

Old Quebec                                                             Old St. John’s
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Could it negatively impact tourism in the city?

Awe-inspiring church buildings set amidst rows of colourful clapboarded houses winding their way around 
the harbour — all a walkable distance from downtown shops, lively bars and world class restaurants.  
That’s what sets St. John’s apart.  It’s what the municipal and the provincial tourism departments 
promote.  It’s what tourists from all over the world come here to experience.  

This one development may not ruin the town for tourists but every inappropriate modern development — 
there are many and more are planned — takes away from the unique character of the historic downtown.  
Building by building, we are losing our built heritage.  And it’s a nonrenewable resource. 

Tourism in the Ecclesiastical District

Cultural tourists, a large segment of the market here, are drawn to the Churches of St. John’s. They make 
their way up from cruise ships. They visit by the bus load.  They come by taxi, car and on foot. They take 
advantage of guided tours, gift shops, tea rooms, plays and concerts.  The revenue from these activities 
helps maintain the historic buildings and support parish programs. 

Hospitality Newfoundland and Labrador 2014
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Growing the religious tourism market

The Ecclesiastical District could be an even bigger attraction, especially for religious tourists.  Many 
European religious sites are over crowded.  We need to be ahead of the curve in North America to 
capture some of this market. The Ecclesiastical District is well positioned to attract even more people from 
other countries — Ireland, Scotland, the UK, Portugal, France and Spain for example — who share a 
common Christian heritage. 

To take advantage of such opportunities, all the churches within the Ecclesiastical District could work 
together to promote each others’ activities, to develop joint programs and interpretation, to encourage the 
municipal and provincial tourism departments to market the district as a whole to this potentially lucrative 
niche market.

Religious tourism is big. And it’s getting bigger. Researchers suggest the market is more resilient to 
recessions and is more open to repeat business than secular leisure travel.  The global faith-based travel 
sector is worth $18 billion and includes 300 million travellers a year, the majority well educated and with 
comfortable incomes. 

More about tourism:

The Canadian Vacation Travel Market

https://www.tcii.gov.nl.ca/publications/recreation/2014/summary canadian travel market.pdf

Tourism After Confederation 

https://www.heritage.nf.ca/articles/economy/tourism-post-confederation.php
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Will it block the public views?

The development will include a 10 storey tower that would block one of the last public views of the 
downtown and the harbour from Harvey Road — view that’s now softened by a stand of mature trees.

A building that tall would also intrude into the cascading views of row houses and architecturally splendid 
church buildings throughout the historic downtown that tourists admire and residents cherish. Church 
steeples rising to heaven are inspiring. A massive apartment block looming over the houses may be just 
too tall. And against the City’s own height restrictions for the heritage area.

Will it block views of and from The Rooms?

In 2005, the Government of Newfoundland and Labrador opened The Rooms — a $40 million world class 
cultural and heritage institution"in the historic downtown that references the fishing rooms of the past.  
This facility was seen as a tourism generator that could grow the cultural and heritage industries in the 
capital city and around the province. Professionals in this sector had lobbied for it for years." Over 
800,000 people visited The Rooms in its first decade. Last year alone,120,000 people came to see 
exhibits, take part in programs or to do research.

The building stands as a symbol of our great pride in who we are and where we came from.  It was built 
to be seen and to offer panoramic vistas of the oldest city in North America from its specially designed 
viewing spaces.

"The Rooms’ striking modern design is now an iconic part of the city’s skyline.  The architect’s drawings of 
the proposed Cathedral Parish Hall development show the10 storey tower block right in front of it. Will this 
massive modern apartment building eclipse The Rooms from viewpoints like Church Hill, the downtown 
and the harbour?

The most spectacular of the views from The Rooms are looking southeast — past the impressive church 
buildings, over the row houses, shops and businesses of the old town, down to the harbour, through the 
Narrows and out to sea.  How much of this panorama of cultural landscapes and natural wonders will be 
obscured by even four storeys of the tower?
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Is there a market or downtown condos?

The demand for high end luxury condos in St. John's has been going down since 2016. The need for 
affordable and low cost housing continues to be important especially for disadvantaged citizens.

More about housing needs.

More space than renters in St. John's, lower demand for high end digs

https://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/newfoundland-labrador/st-john-s-condos-executive-homes-rent-
real-estate-1.3392123

Low oil prices affecting St. John's luxury condo, commercial real estate market

https://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/newfoundland-labrador/condo-market-oil-industry-1.3403810

Economic weakness and uncertainty drives shift to lower priced housing options

http://publications.gc.ca/collections/collection 2018/schl-cmhc/nh12-269/NH12-269-2018-1-eng.pdf

Housing Needs Assessment 2019. City of St. John’s 
http://www.stjohns.ca/sites/default/files/files/publication/Housing Needs%20Assessment.pdf
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You can make your views known by: 

Attending the City’s public 

consultation session

On Wednesday, November 27, 2019 7:00 pm

At St. Mary the Virgin Anglican Church, 80 Craigmillar 
Avenue
Canon Stirling Auditorium (entrance off Craigmillar Avenue 
side of church)

Before the meeting, you can send comments to 
The Office of the City Clerk 
"cityclerk@stjohns.ca 
or P.O. Box 908, St. John’s, NL, A1C 5M2.

Make sure to include your full name and address.

By contacting the media  

The Telegram

Newsroom - News Tips and Inquiries
telegram@thetelegram.com
Phone: 709-364-2323
Fax: 709-364-3939

Letters to the Editor - Letters to the Editor
letters@thetelegram.com
Phone: 709-364-2323 x825

The CBC 
https://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/newfoundland-labrador/
contact-us-cbcnl-1.3990861 

NTV

P.O. Box 2020
St. John’s, NL
A1C 5S2
Phone: 709-722-5015
Fax: 709-726-5107

VOCM

Main Switchboard
(709) 726 – 5590
Fax:(709) 726 – 4633

Calling or writing politicians  

Mayor and City Council Members 

Mayor Danny Breen                                                
709-576-8477 
E-mail: mayor@stjohns.ca 

Deputy Mayor Sheilagh O'Leary 
709-576-8363 
E-mail: soleary@stjohns.ca 

Councillor at Large Maggie Burton 
Chair of the Built Heritage Experts Panel 
709-576-8286 
E-mail: mburton@stjohns.ca 

Councillor Ward 1 Deanne Stapleton 
709-576-2332 
E-mail: dstapleton@stjohns.ca 

Councillor Ward 2 Hope Jamieson 
709-576-7144 
E-mail: hjamieson@stjohns.ca 

Councillor Ward 3 Jamie Korab 
709-576-8643 
E-mail:  

Councillor Ward 4 Ian Froude 
709-576-8217 
E-mail: ifroude@stjohns.ca Councillor Ward 5 Wally 
Collins 
709-576-8584 
E-mail: wcollins@stjohns.ca 

Councillor At Large Dave Lane 
709-576-8243 
E-mail: dlane@stjohns.ca 

Councillor At Large Sandy Hickman 
709-576-8045 
E-mail: shickman@stjohns.ca 

Councillor at Large Debbie Hanlon 
709-576-8219 
E-mail: dhanlon@stjohns.ca 

The Honourable Bernard Davis 

Department of Tourism, Culture, Industry and 

Innovation 

P.O. Box 8700 

Confederation Building 

St. John's, NL A1B 4J6 

Tel: (709) 729-4728 

email: TCIIMinister@gov.nl.ca 
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3.1.11 Protect and expand the urban forest in existing city neighbourhoods and integrate it into new 
neighbourhoods as they are planned and developed, consistent with the City’s Urban Forest Plan. 

4.6.9 Ensure lands required for public open space are acquired through the development approval 
process where a proposed development includes lands identified as part of the St. John’s Open 
Space Master Plan (2014) or as open space land for neighbourhood use.  

4.6.11  Encourage the retention and use of existing privately-owned recreation facilities and open 
space to supplement municipal parks and facilities.  
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November 27th, 2019 

      

Mayor Danny Breen  

Deputy Mayor Sheilagh O’Leary 

Councillors Burton, Collins, Froude, Hanlon, Hickman, Jamieson, Korab, Lane, and Stapleton 

City of St. John’s 

P.O. Box 908 

St. John’s, NL A1C 5M2 

 

Re: Parish Lane Residences, 66-68 Queen’s Road  

      

Dear Mayor Breen, Deputy Mayor O’Leary, and Councillors Burton, Collins, Froude, Hanlon, Hickman, 

Jamieson, Korab, Lane, and Stapleton: 

      

We are writing to express our concern with the proposed rezoning of 66-68 Queen's Road and the design 

of the Parish Lane Residences presented in the LUAR of 6 November 2019. 

 

We would, first of all, like to clarify that the Newfoundland and Labrador Historic Trust supports infill 

development. Building density is essential to increasing the number of people living in, working in, and 

supporting our historic downtown. We would also like to commend the proponent for their intention to 

conserve the existing residence and historic masonry entrance to the Anglican Cathedral Parish Hall. So 

often proposals start from clean slates, i.e. demolition. 

 

While generally supportive of infill and retention of surviving character-defining elements, we have 

several concerns with this particular proposal from a conservation perspective. Namely: 

 

• Deconstructing the masonry entrance will likely result in significant loss of material and storing it 

until Phase 3, which may never be built, will add to both risk and cost. Logistically the plan for 

the historic entrance is unlikely to proceed as proposed.      

  

• From a design perspective the masonry entrance is not integrated into the proposed building. Its 

door will be non-functional or enter into a parking garage, it is illustrated as distinct from the 

slope-roofed residences, and close to a third of the surviving façade will be displaced to allow 

access to a surface parking lot. Relegating historic fabric to mere decoration increases the 

likelihood that retention will be cut in the name of cost-savings. The proponent has missed an 

opportunity to make this the gateway to the project, instead moving the door to the west.  

     

• The ground level of the Queen's Road façade, aside from the existing house, will be the blank 

exterior of a parking garage. Indeed if Phase 3 is not constructed Queen's Road and the National 

Historic District may get only parking at the street.      
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• The proposed surface parking lot is detrimental to the historic character of downtown. Surface 

lots represent unusable open space, limit density, and encourage car use. They are often symbols 

of historic failures, popping up where buildings have been lost. Comprehensive new 

developments such as this must incorporate parking within the structure and should strive to 

minimize vehicular traffic in general.        

    

• The height of the Phase 2 structure, which appears to top Harvey Road by more than five stories 

at its peak, obscures The Rooms from many angles and will likely have unstudied impacts on 

other views including those of and from the Basilica. A modest reduction in height would avoid 

the worst of these impacts. 

 

Development need not be all or nothing and we encourage the proponent to revise their current design 

based on this and other feedback. With respect to the issues above we have three recommendations: 

    

1) revisit the historic masonry entrance as an asset and focal point, securing it in situ and integrating 

it into the design of the Phase 3 structure,       

  

2) reconfigure both structures to eliminate surface parking and bring usable residential or 

commercial space down to the ground floor of the Queen's Road façade, and   

    

3) reduce the maximum height of the development by as little as one storey, as part of the above 

reconfiguration, to preserve views to and from some our most valued institutions. 

 

We hope you will see this decision as more than a “yes” or “no” and work with the proponent to enable 

densification of the site while better reflecting the wishes of the community.   

 

Sincerely, 

      

Board of Directors 

Newfoundland and Labrador Historic Trust 
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December 5, 2019

City Clerk,                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  

City of St John’s                                                                                                                                           

Newfoundland,  Canada                                                                                                                                                                                               

Re: Proposed Parish Lane  Development located at 68-70 Queens Road, St. 

John’s Heritage Area 1.

The proposed 40 residential unit development is described as comprising  two 

contemporary buildings ranging in height from 4 to 10 storeys ;  covered residential ,

and above ground visitors parking spaces with an estimated total of 80 parking 

spaces,  which is in excess of City requirements.  In addition, the development plan 

includes walkways;  two viewing and sitting areas, one off Harvey’s Road and the other 

off Queen’s Road; large cement planters, modern street lights,  and   floating metal 

steps   extending from Harvey’s Road to Queen’s  Road, with various forms of screens 

and greenery as buffers to separate the site at the rear of Garrison Hill private homes 

and the John Howard Society main building  and adjacent  10 unit rental apartment 

house. . 

The proposed development appears to be incongruent in both scale and of the 

Heritage 1 area historic structures and streetscapes.. This  gives rise to ramifications 

and queries regarding its appearance ,its functionality, the timeliness of construction,

and the  impact it will  have on neighboring properties in addition to tourists/visitors to 

the Province inasmuch as this particular section of the City contributes significantly to 

the Province’s  tourism.

It is apparent that the proposed Parish Hall site posed many challenges in the design 

and location..

In the Preliminary Plan, the Developer described the proposed site as  follows: “

Ecclesiastical District” ,”in the heart of the downtown,  “in the institutional core 

which stretches from the Court House to the Rooms and the Basilica”; the

“central downtown area”; and the City’s “inner- core” as it relates to housing.

Master List of Heritage Buildings reads: 

Statement of Significance:   

The Ecclesiastical District is large, linear shaped parcel of land located in the 

center of St. John’s in one of the oldest sections of the City. This district includes 

churches, convents, monasteries, schools, fraternal meeting houses and 

cemeteries and evokes a visual panorama of imposing masonry building of 

varying architectural styles….The natural evolution of the area is evident through 
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its architecture, mature green space and newer buildings included within the 

district boundaries have been designed to be sympathetic to the styles of the 

original buildings. The designation is purely commemorative, and includes all 

buildings, lands, landscape features, structures that remain within its boundaries.

The Ecclesiastical district is located within  the larger Heritage 1 area (“primary 

heritage area”) which extends beyond the parameters of Parish Lane, the Rooms, and 

the Basilica. Adjacent to the proposed site is the intersection at Harvey Road,

Bonaventure Avenue, Garrison Hill, and Military Road. It is the nucleus of the primary

heritage area . It provides direct expedient access to other parts of the historic sites.  

This section of the primary heritage area hosts hundreds of visitors annually travelling  

from abroad  on cruise ships,  visitors from North 

America, and visitors from elsewhere in the Province travelling to the City during the 

year  for vacations and holidays to attend  sporting events,  conference, etc. Children 

arrive by bus on field trips. They visit the  Rooms, theatres and beyond to the , St. 

John’s City Hall,  Mile One Stadium, Water street, the Convention Centre, George 

Street and hotels. . 

This historic neighborhood, is a unique, balanced and socially connected 

community with varied amenities.. Within its parameters, there are  private homes , 

condominiums;, non- profit organizations providing affordable housing, supportive 

services for youth and individuals  struggling with health issues; schools, churches;

easy access to transportation to community centres for  the elderly ,and new 

Canadians;  chain grocery stores and small businesses;   theatres; a large  park which 

provides summer and winter activities for children and people of all age groups; 

professional offices (lawyers, medical/mental health and addiction programs, clinics and  

pharmacies); the courthouse, and the central  City Fire Department and Police Station .

Page 2 – Proposed Parish Lane Development

The primary one heritage area does not identify with the more densely populated,

commercial/industrial “center of downtown”.  It is the section of the City that 

preserves the heritage character of the buildings, streetscapes with commemorative 

statues, and  natural green spaces, all of which Canadians, Newfoundlanders, and 

tourists value, and expect to see when they arrive .  It is representative of a society built

by people who stood fast and sacrificed much for what they believed in as exemplified 

by the different religious denominations, the early war memorial, commemorative 

statues, and the government buildings beyond the Ecclesiastical district .
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Over the years I have had the occasion to speak directly to many tourists who have 

commented on how beautiful the City is.  Most often they describe not one particular 

structure but the ambience as they make their way up Garrison Hill to the Harvey 

Road/Military Road intersection and onward to the Rooms , Basilica, Bannerman Park, 

the Colonial Building, the Lieutenant Governor’s  House, St. Thomas’ Church, around 

the corner to the Commissariat House on Kings Bridge Road and down towards the 

harbour to see the “jelly bean” row houses”.

Both the scale and scope of the proposed development come into question as to how 

they relate to the  primary heritage area . Not all tourists from elsewhere or visitors from 

within the Province appear to readily recognize the significance of the architectural 

design of the Rooms as being a part of Newfoundland’s history.  Therefore the scale 

and scope of the proposed building development would instead appear massive and 

would mask the oldest and most significant of the surrounding primary heritage area 

structures and streetscapes to include the natural greenspace on the proposed site..

Typically, neighborhood heritage conservation district plans use a conservation 

gradient according to general standards and guidelines  to assist in the protection and 

conservation of the unique heritage attributes and character of the civic centre 

neighbourhoods. For example:  Primary 1- preservation, rehabilitation, and restoration 

standards; Primary 2- general standards; and Primary 3, general guidelines. 

Discretionary policies are also applied..  

St. John’s new and existing  structures within the primary heritage area  have not only 

been regulated by the City but also encouraged through funding of renovation projects, 

to  design facades and   new building  structures in order  to maintain heritage 

architectural elements and  landscaping features.  Developers, small business and 

home owners,  have not only complied but have gone through much effort and expense, 

to comply with standards and  guidelines for existing and newly built structures in the 

primary heritage area. . The more recent examples are the  John Howard 10-unit 

housing extension on Garrison Hill; the Stella Burry residence on Rawlins Cross, and 

several buildings renovated and newly built by Nolan and  Hall Nolan  on Garrison Hill, 

Queens Road, and Bonaventure Avenue (see attached photos).

The following ramifications raise concerns inasmuch as the property is reported by the 

Developer to include condo units, transient rental units, in addition to commercially 

owned businesses, and onsite public access, all of which will exponentially increase 

pedestrian and vehicular traffic in the immediate area, and prompt questions regarding

maintenance,  privacy, security and liability.

The Preliminary Plan, indicates  “Key Objectives” to include : “views from the 

Rooms and Harvey Road; and massing and imagery in Heritage 1 area”.   The
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Developer indicated these issues were met by massing and reconfiguring the roofs of 

the buildings to protect the views from the Rooms. The view from Harvey’s Road 

however, would be far more limited to the proposed onsite viewing areas near Harvey 

Road.

The Developer proposes Public access of walkways and onsite floating steel 

steps : In addition to the Parish Lane residents, and tourists, there would be increased 

public pedestrian usage: City residents walk to and from work on Church Hill and 

beyond, and sometimes in the early morning hours. 

How will the Developer address issues regarding  privacy and security of neighboring 

property? Will there be an onsite security person(s) and/or computerized visual 

security systems ? Who will shovel snow and debris from the walkways , floating steps 

and viewing areas? Will there be an onsite maintenance person(s).

The Developer concluded in the Preliminary Plans that the “ Parish Lane 

development would be a positive contribution to the urban fabric ….Residential 

use presents a change from the existing, and is reflective of the changing nature 

of the downtown. It is in keeping with the (City’s) objective of increasing inner 

core housing.

Adjacent to the proposed development on the corner of Garrison Hill and Queens Road 

is the newly built 10- unit John Howard housing structure. A concern is that the 

proposed residential development will more densely populate that particular site to the 

point it will impact the existing community and possibly strain the City’s ability to provide 

adequate services.  In addition , noteworthy is the fact that there are

Page 3 – Proposed Parish Lane Development

currently vacant condominiums and older two and three storey residential buildings for 

sale in the primary heritage and downtown area of the City..

The scope of the Parish Lane Development to include   80 parking spaces, for residents

and visitors, (an amount which is in excess of standard requirements) will significantly 

increase the traffic flow on the surrounding intersection at Garrison Hill and in particular 

at Harvey Road where the proposed “Drop off ‘area will be situate. Traffic currently 

becomes congested at this intersection and introducing more would  pose risks for 

safe passage of emergency vehicles (Fire Department, hospital, RNC),  and public 

transportation (metrobuses, chartered tour buses). and vehicles  driving cross- town to 

work in the down area, and to events on Water Street.  

Increased vehicular traffic also introduces more noise and pollutants via vehicular 

emissions. Toxins of this sort not only affect people, but heritage structures as well and 
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risk  jeopardizing the community ecosystem.  Noteworthy is the fact that there are other 

large parking lots in close proximity to the site, on the Basilica grounds; and  on Longs 

Hill at the west side of the site, adjacent to the St. Andrews Presbyterian Church.

In the Preliminary Plan, the topic of landscaping and commitment to protecting trees 

and neighboring property are repeatedly indicated: 

Key Issues: protection of trees and neighbouring properties;                                                                                                                          

Main Concept Components: tree and property protection; landscaping, trees and 

property as far west as possible, and destruction of trees.                                                                                                                              

Landscape Key concepts: Protection of existing trees;                                                                                                                

Protection of neigbouring property and trees: Buffering includes existing and new 

trees, privacy screens, and fencing; an inventory of 4 inch tress and larger has been 

prepared. Trees directly affected by the work will be protected.

City Council,  reported at a recent  Council meeting comments regarding trees as being 

vital to the ecosystem, and more so in urban areas, where the City has planted a 

thousand trees within the last decade or so. . The rear of the proposed site on Harvey

Road is  zoned “Institutional Open Space. It had, however, been previously designated 

as “green space” in 1955. Fortunately, it is the only natural forest left in the City. The 

forest has trees of different species. Some are hundred year old veteran trees, and 

others are younger.  Veteran trees with large canopies require adequate light and a

sufficient water source for their roots, which could extend meters beyond the trunk of 

the tree. Todate, they have survived and are part of the historic landscaping in the 

primary heritage area. These trees are not only aesthetically appreciated but are also 

an environmental asset. 

Significant concerns are that the proposed building structures would not only obscure

sunlight from these trees but also neighbors’ backyards on Garrison Hill.  In addition,

there are concerns surrounding the loss of trees damaged and unintentionally 

destroyed during a lengthy construction project owing to revisions to the initially  

estimated measurements; the use of industrial equipment, building materials, and 

possible runoff of toxic materials, all of which could affect existing trees and neighboring 

property..

In addition, and most importantly, there are no timelines indicated for the construction 

phases  and completion of the proposed development. Again, these concerns raise 

questions regarding noise, privacy and security to include rodent control . Construction 

activity of this magnitude  would no doubt lead to rodent infestation in neighboring 

homes and property. Since the 1992 cod moratorium, this City and Province has 

acquired over the years an annual tourism revenue of over a billion dollars, through 

maintaining primary heritage infra- structure,  and promotion of tourism activities.  
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Developers and realtors recognize the historic assets of this City (see attached photos -

newspaper clipping).

The proposed Parish Lane development is located in the St. John’s  primary urban 

historic area which  represents Newfoundland’s history and ideology. ` It is perceived 

by community members and others,  that the  City of St. John’s  is the custodian of 

these historic sites, not just for the  current generation but to be a focus of pride and 

inspiration for  future generations Hopefully, revisions to the proposed project will be 

implemented  to reduce the scale and scope of the project and to modify the design so 

as to be more congruent with  the Heritage 1 Area historic structures and  streetscapes

and to include the existing natural greenspace at the rear of the property.. 

Very truly yours, 

 

  

  

 

.  
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Re: Cathedral Parish Hall Site Re-zoning Proposal 

February 10, 2020 

Dear Mayor Breen, Deputy Mayor O’Leary, Councillors and City Clerk, 

I am writing to raise my objections to the proposal for the re-zoning of the rear of the Cathedral Parish 

Hall site from “Open Space” to “Commercial Mixed”. 

But, first, let me express my support for the re-zoning of the front section of the site that is currently 

zoned “institutional”. Construction of 4-storey residential building and rehabilitation of the brick house 

on the site’s westward corner is proposed for this area.  This development would be in keeping with the 

City’s current 2003 and draft 2019 Municipal Plans. It retains the design texture and height allowances 

of the Queen’s Road streetscape, and is compatible with the established precedent of the BIS building in 

the adjacent block.    

With regards to the proposed 10 storey tower block on the rear of the property, the proposed height for 

the building is entirely out of keeping with its location within the Heritage Area and the City’s 2003 

Municipal Plan commitment to “ensure that... new development (is) compatible with adjoining buildings 

in terms of … scale (and) height..” 

There are many reasons – each sufficient in its own right – to deny the request for re-zoning. 

1.  The view of the City from The Rooms has become iconic.  It attracts visitors to the City and 

delights residents during each visit to The Rooms.   

 

The recent reduction in the height of the tower proposed by the “Parish Lane Residences” 

developer is simply a token gesture.  It now ensures that views of the Anglican Cathedral, the 

Narrows and Signal Hill are retained.  However, ironically, it also emphasizes the presence of 

Atlantic Place and other outsized high-rise intrusions into the City’s Heritage area.   

 

Most significantly, the proposed Parish Lane tower blocks the foreground views of the colourful 

residential housing – Garrison & Church Hills most notably - and pushes the view of Gower 

Street to a distant peek over the height of the tower. 

 

Given the significant and on-going public investment that has been made in establishing The 

Rooms as a signature location for the province and in tourism advertising featuring the jellybean 

houses of the City’s Heritage area, it is insupportable that these should be blocked from view.  

Why throw away millions of taxpayer dollars in this way?   

 

2. The experience of the proposed development from street level is equally objectionable.   

 

There is no other development on the harbour side of Harvey Rd. that exceeds a maximum of 3 

storeys in height.  For pedestrians and people travelling by car alike, the proposed “Parish Lane 

Residences” would be a looming presence – entirely out of sync with the scale and height vision 

of the Municipal Plan. 
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Furthermore, the tower would block one of the few remaining views to the harbour from the 

level of Harvey Road.     

 

One of the distinctive benefits of the City’s Heritage area is its walk-ability – again both for 

residents and for tourists visiting from away.  The proposed development would significantly 

diminish the pleasure of walking in this epicentre of tourism attractions between the core 

Ecclesiastical sites – the Cathedral, the Kirk and the Basilica – and The Rooms. 

 

3. The Cathedral Parish Hall site falls within the Ecclesiastical Precinct designated by Canada’s 

Historic Sites and Monuments Board. Continued protection for this area is proposed by the draft 

Envision Municipal Plan and is in keeping with the existing 2003 Municipal Plan. The City is truly 

blessed with such an extraordinary density of historic churches and related infrastructure.  As 

the City moves forward to enhance tourism in the downtown Heritage area, the potential of the 

nationally significant selling proposition presented by the Ecclesiastical Precinct deserves careful 

attention.  I urge Council not to take any action that could endanger the existing heritage 

designation or threaten future development of the heritage tourism potential of the area. 

 

4. The City is to be congratulated on its recent acknowledgement that we are faced with a Climate 

Change Emergency. The future of the “open space” at the rear of the site must be considered in 

light of this commitment to mitigation of negative environmental impacts as a strategic priority 

for the City.  Given this, I urge Council to deny any re-zoning request that seeks development of 

this uniquely wild area.  Furthermore, I ask Council to seek out opportunities for collaboration 

with the not-for-profit sector that might spotlight the environmental and human benefits of this 

beautifully treed area. 

I urge you to deny the request for rezoning of the “Open Space” component of the Cathedral Parish Hall 

Site.   Your decision otherwise would be an irreversible blight on the future of our precious Heritage area 

and the City’s commitment to Climate Change action. 

Sincerely 

 

 

 

 

c.c.   Minister, Tourism, Culture, Industry and Innovation, Hon. Bernard Davis,  

MHA, St. John’s East-Quidi Vidi, Alison Coffin  

The Rooms Chairperson, Margaret Allan 

The Rooms CEO, Anne Chafe 
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Elaine Henley 
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Elaine Henley 
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From: Shanna Fitzgerald

To: Shanna Fitzgerald

Subject: FW: (EXT) Re-submission of Petition and Public Comments against 66-68 Queen"s Road zoning change
application

Date: Friday, January 22, 2021 10:22:55 AM

Attachments: Petition public comments to Save the Last naturalized Green Space in St. John"s- 21Jan2021.pdf
Petition signatures to Save the Last Naturalized Green Space in Downtown St. John"s -as of 21Jan2021.pdf

 

From: Elaine Henley <ehenley@stjohns.ca> 

Sent: Thursday, January 21, 2021 5:08 PM

To: 

Cc: CouncilGroup <councilgroup@stjohns.ca>; Andrea Roberts

<aroberts@stjohns.ca>; Ann-Marie Cashin <acashin@stjohns.ca>; Ashley Murray

<amurray@stjohns.ca>; Dave Wadden <dwadden@stjohns.ca>; Jason Sinyard

<jsinyard@stjohns.ca>; Karen Chafe <kchafe@stjohns.ca>; Ken O'Brien <kobrien@stjohns.ca>;

Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett <LLyghtleBrushett@stjohns.ca>; Planning <planning@stjohns.ca>

Subject: FW: (EXT) Re-submission of Petition and Public Comments against 66-68 Queen's Road

zoning change application

 

Good Afternoon:

Thank you for the updated petition and public comments re the above and will replace

the previous submission.

As previously noted, all submissions will be presented to Council for consideration

prior to a final decision being reached on this application.

Elaine Henley

Elaine Henley

City Clerk

t. 576-8202

c. 691-0451

From:  

Sent: Thursday, January 21, 2021 4:40 PM

To: CityClerk <cityclerk@stjohns.ca>; Shawn Skinner <sskinner@stjohns.ca>

Cc:  CouncilGroup <councilgroup@stjohns.ca>

Subject: (EXT) Re-submission of Petition and Public Comments against 66-68 Queen's Road zoning

change application

 

Good afternoon Elaine,
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Please find attached copies of a petition entitled Save the Last Naturalized Green Space in

Downtown St. John's, that we are re-submitting to be presented to Council.  The previous version of

this was submitted to yourself on 21 November, 2019.

 

This petition, consisting of both physical and online components, currently has 4,637

signatures demonstrating resounding public objecting to the proposed zoning change from

Open Space of the land behind Parish Hall at 66-68 Queen Road, which would allow a 10

story building to be placed in the last naturalized green spaces in St. John's.

 

Also attached, please find for Council's attention are 209 brief public comments that we collected

while sharing the petition.  These are from a cross section of the people who signed the petition and

effectively show the outrage the public feels for this proposal.

 

If you would prefer a hard copy of either document, I would be happy to drop it by your office at

your convenience.

 

If you have any questions, please give me a call at 

 

Best regards,

 

 

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.

 

Any correspondence with employees, agents, or elected officials of the City of St. John’s may be

subject to disclosure under the provisions of the Access to Information and Protection of Privacy Act,

2015, S.N.L. 2015, c.A-1.2.
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This proposed development on the site of the Cathedral Parish Hall is an excellent one. 

The design is perfect for the area and in keeping with the architecture of the 

surrounding

buildings. The development appears to be very well thought out. It preserves those 

sections of the Cathedral Parish Hall that have true Heritage value (the original house 

and archway). 

Even the preservation of most of the trees has been accommodated. This development is a 

beautiful design and fits very well in the area. It will bring new life to this aging 

part of the city

without jeopardizing heritage or aesthetic value. Regarding green space, not much of the 

existing will be lost and the site is within walking distance to beautiful Bannerman 

Park.

This project would be a great addition to the city. It is often very difficult to find 

new use for abandon property. This development is a perfect reuse of the site. It also 

aligns with the city’s goal to keep costs down by reducing urban sprawl. This development 

will also have very minimal impact, if any, on traffic in the area. This development is 

well suited to the area, it is very well designed and well thought out. It is exactly the 

type of development the city should foster and approve. 

Resident of St. John’s 
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Gary M. Reardon, MCPM,CET
President/Director

“The greatest compliment a client can give me is the referral of friends, family and business associates. Thanks for your trust.”
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Virtual Public Meeting using Microsoft Teams
68 Queen’s Road
Tuesday, November 17, 2020 1:00 pm
Wednesday, November 18, 2020 7:00 pm

Present: Facilitator
Marie Ryan

City of St. John’s
Ken O’Brien, Chief Municipal Planner
Ann Marie Cashin, Planner III, Urban Design & Heritage
Maureen Harvey, Legislative Assistant - Session 1
Shanna Fitzgerald, Legislative Assistant - Session 2

Proponents
Rick Pardy, Parish Lane Development
Phillip Pratt, Architect
Paul Chafe, Architect
representing the proponent, Parish Lane Development Inc.

The number of people at each session was approximately as follows:

November 17, 2020   45

November 18, 2020 39

Prior to each session, Ann Marie Cashin conducted a short session for those who 
required support for the online platform being used for the meeting to explain some of 
the features of MS Teams.

CALL TO ORDER AND BACKGROUND PRESENTATIONS

Marie Ryan, Chairperson and Facilitator for the meeting, referenced the ongoing 

COVID-19 pandemic, necessitating this as the City’s first virtual public meeting. To that 

end she requested patience and understanding as the City works through this new 

technological approach.

Facilitator Ryan outlined the rules for decorum to ensure everyone who wishes to speak 

has equal opportunity to do so and that such should be done in a respectful manner.  

The process for the virtual meeting was outlined with the following points highlighted:

The video recording is for the purpose of minute-taking until such point as 
minutes have been finalized. The recording will not be posted to the City’s 
website. 

Media was in attendance. The City provided guidelines for media participation 

which included: identifying themselves as a member of the media and requesting 

464555



2 | P a g e  

 

them to refrain from quoting members of the public without their explicit 

permission. 

For those participants who wish to speak, it was requested to use the “raise your 

hand” feature of MS teams.

Ms. Ryan indicated that the agenda for the meeting will allow City staff to provide an 

overview of the proposed development following which time the proponent will present

additional information. Following the presentation questions and comments will be 

considered from participants.

Participants were advised that this report will highlight the points made by members of 

the public without identifying each speaker.  In addition, written comments will be 

accepted by the Office of the City Clerk and appended to this report.

All written submissions received in response to the application be included with the 

minutes of this meeting and referred to Council.  Submissions will be redacted to protect 

private information of the submitter as per ATIPP legislation. 

PURPOSE OF MEETING

Ann Marie Cashin, Planner III, Urban Design & Heritage for the City, outlined the purpose 

of the meeting which is to consider an application to rezone land located at 66-68 Queen’s 

Road (Cathedral Parish Hall). She provided the following background and current status 

of the application as follows:

Background and Current Status
Following a public meeting on November 27, 2019 to discuss rezoning and development 
for 66-68 Queen’s Road, the applicant changed the proposed design. The applicant now 
proposes four (4) townhouses (instead of a large residential building) along Queen’s Road 
and has re-oriented the proposed 36-unit residential building on Harvey Road. The 
revised Land Use Assessment Report (LUAR) is available on the City’s website for public 
review.

The Minister of Environment, Climate Change and Municipalities has requested public 
consultation in relation to the proposed St. John’s Urban Region Regional Plan 
Amendment No. 1, 2020 to re-designate land at 66-68 Queen’s Road from Public Open 
Space to Urban Development. A copy of the amendment is available upon request.

This proposed Regional Plan amendment would enable Council to amend the St. John’s 
Municipal Plan and Development Regulations to accommodate the proposed 
development. With the change in proposed building types, Council is considering different 
zones than previously advertised. Council is considering rezoning the land on Queen’s 
Road from the Institutional (INST) Zone to the Residential Mixed (RM) Zone for the 
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townhouses, and from the Open Space (O) Zone to a new site-specific Apartment zone 
on Harvey Road to accommodate the Apartment Building and ensure that its size and 
height remains as shown. A Municipal Plan amendment is required.

The existing building, Cathedral Parish Hall, is designated by Council as a Heritage 
Building and the applicant’s design proposes demolition of this building to allow for the 
new buildings.

The subject property is currently zoned Institutional (INST) at the front of the property 
along Queen’s Road and Open Space (O) at the rear of the property along Harvey Road, 
which do not permit this type of residential development. 

At the April 29, 2019 Council Meeting, Council decided that they would consider the 
amendment, set a Term for Reference for a Land Use Assessment Report so that more 
information about the proposed development could be presented to the public prior to 
Council making a decision on this application. The Land Use Assessment Report was 
initially presented in December 2019. Based on the feedback from that meeting, the 
applicant has revised the application and drafted a new Land Use Assessment Report. 
This report is available on the City’s website. 

The applicant is now proposing a 36-unit apartment building along Harvey Road and 3 
townhouses along Queen’s Road. The townhouses would attach to the existing resident 
house which is designated by Council as a Heritage Building. 

Given the change in the type of dwelling proposed, the City is now considering rezoning 
the land to Residential Mixed along Queen’s Road and a site-specific zone along Harvey 
Road. The Commercial Central Mixed Zone is no longer considered appropriate for 
townhousing here. The Residential Mixed Zone would allow the potential for conversion 
of the townhouse units to commercial or office space at some point in the future, similar 
to the buildings along Church Hill. This idea was raised during the last round of public 
consultation. 

Staff is considering a site-specific zone along Harvey Road. If this is approved by Council, 
the purpose of this zone would be to ensure that the size of the development proposed is 
what is built. Zones normally have minimum setbacks and maximum height, in addition 
to other standards. Re-zoning this site to one of the existing zones could allow for a larger 
building to be built than what is proposed. Therefore, a site-specific zone would set the 
minimum setbacks to near the edge of the proposed building. 

The applicant is proposing a building height of 18m along Harvey Road. Given the slope 
of the site, this is about 5 stories along Harvey Road and about 10 storeys at the rear of 
the building. The applicant also proposes underground and above ground parking, a 
green roof and protection of the existing trees at the perimeter of the property.  

In addition to the St. John’s amendments, a Regional Plan amendment is required for this 
development. In order for the municipal amendment to proceed, a Regional Plan 
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amendment is needed to re-designate the land from the Public Open Space designation 
to the Urban Development designation. This was not known at the time of the last public 
meeting. The Minister has given permission to consider this amendment. Similar to the 
City’s process, this permission is allowing the amendment to go to public consultation. 
The Regional Plan amendment will require the Minister’s approval in order to be approved 
at the municipal level. 

The Minister’s draft amendment explains why the land along Harvey Road is designated 
Public Open Space in the Regional Plan. It states a project undertaken by the Department 
in 2014 to legally update the St. John’s Urban Region Regional Plan paper map to a 
digital map changed the regional designation for many parcels of land throughout the 
region to directly reflect municipal designations. The new digital map was intended to 
ensure compliance between regional land use designations and municipal land use 
designations; however, in some areas of the region, the new map introduced a level of 
detail that reflected the municipal plans but did not correspond to the regional plan 
policies.

In the original Regional Plan, much of St. John’s was historically designated ‘Urban 
Development’. The subject property was captured in this designation; however, this was 
changed in 2014 to the ‘Public Open Space’ designation to reflect the City’s Open Space 
land use designations. As a result, the Regional Plan designates a portion of the proposed 
development area as ‘Public Open Space’. The Regional Plan policies for ‘Public Open 
Space’ is limited to specific public provincial and national parks in the Region, including 
Signal Hill, Cape Spear, CA Pippy Park, Butterpot Park, and Cochrane Pond Park. It is 
not the intent of the Regional Plan to capture privately held or municipally zoned open 
space lands within the Regional ‘Public Open Space’ designation as these are 
accommodated in the ‘Urban Development’ designation.

With respect to heritage, Cathedral Parish Hall is designated as a Heritage Building by 
Council and the designation is confined to the footprint of the building. Further, the site is 
located in Heritage Area 1 and the St. John’s Ecclesiastical District.

If this proposal proceeds, the applicant is requesting to demolish Cathedral Parish Hall, 
but will maintain the residential building at the left gable end of the building and will 
incorporate the original arch into the new development.  

A draft version of the revised Land Use Assessment Report was reviewed by the Built 
Heritage Experts Panel. The Panel made four recommendations which include:

consideration of the retention of trees along Queen’s Road where possible a
stronger commitment to preserve, retain and use the existing arch in the new 
design. The Panel is not agreeable to demolition of the arch simply for the purpose 
of reducing cost. 

The original materials of the archway should be incorporated into the new design 
as in the original arrangement. Otherwise the arch to remain at its current location.
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the proposed inclusion of a small interpretive sculptural arch to the right of the 
townhouse could be more appropriately repositioned to mitigate potential damage. 
The repurposed brick in the feeding area may be a better location for something 
interpretive. The current location could be prone to destruction by vehicles or 
plows. 

the look of the development from Harvey Road could be improved. The Harvey 
Road façade could incorporate some of the elements from the townhouse building, 
such as the window style.

These comments were incorporated into the final version of the Land Use Assessment 
Report.  

PRESENTATION BY THE DEVELOPER

Rick Pardy introduced himself, Philip Pratt and Paul Chafe to speak on behalf of the 

developer, Parish Lane Development. A presentation was displayed which included 

architectural renderings of the proposed development. A copy of the presentation is 

appended to these minutes.

The following points were noted:

There has been substantial public engagement with the community including the 

following:

o The Rooms

o Partnered with Heritage NL and Happy Cities

o Conducted an online survey

o Engagement with a focus group

o Design charette was moderated by a third-party architectural firm, ERA 

Architects

Prosed redesign includes:

o Queen’s Road grade-related housing

Four residences

Brick façade

Incorporation of design elements from existing building

o Multi-family building has been rotated 90 degrees

Increases minimum distance from Garrison Hill boundaries

Same distance from Kirk boundary

4 stories above Harvey Road (18m)

Provides more natural landscape

o Minimizes visible parking

o Density remains low (<1.8 FAR)
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Advanced Development

o Redeveloped former residence

o Engaged professional arborist

o Installed core municipal infrastructure

o Hazardous material abatement

Summary

o Increases residential in downtown

o Utilizes existing city infrastructure

o Very responsible in terms of density and size

o Embraces green space

o Respects heritage buildings

o Protects views and streetscapes

o Thoughtful design balancing objectives and key issues

COMMENTS FROM PARTICIPANTS – SESSION 1

Facilitator Marie Ryan invited comments from the general public.  

The following is a summary of comments that represent the people who spoke at the 

meeting.

COMMENTS – SESSION 1 – NOVEMBER 17, 2020

Speaker 
#

Commentary

1. Appreciates the effort of the developer in maintaining the green space.  
Is in favor of rezoning but prefers the green space to be preserved.  
There is a mental health benefit to preserving wild green spaces.  In 
this area it is important to recognize that not everyone has a back yard, 
therefore maintaining the green space is more important.  Has always 
expected some sort of development on this site but chose to live in this 
area because of the green space available. Recognizes improvement 
from previous design and is pleased to see that the Queen’s Road 
space will be developed first.  Somewhat concerned that Council may 
not be able to enforce details of the building as proposed. Endorses 
the Queen’s Road portion of zoning but feels that the open space 
component conflicts with Section 3.1 of the Municipal Plan.  In 
summary, feels there is an opportunity for compromise with respect to 
this development.

2. Representing NL Historic Trust – comments to be submitted in writing. 
Believes many of the earlier concerns expressed have been 
addressed.  Incorporation of original masonry elements is welcomed 
but is concerned that some historic elements may not be incorporated.  
Recommends a reduced pavement area.
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3. Supports the proposal.  Feels the plan is well thought out and good for 
the City.  Would increase property tax base and promote employment. 
Commended the developer for making changes.

4. Overall design goes beyond design elements.  St. John’s is continuing 
to “pluck the feathers” off the goose that laid the golden egg. There are 
unique features to the National Designated Ecclesiastical Historic 
district which have not been referenced in this proposal.  The proposal 
does not respect heritage building and the history of this site.  View 
planes from the Kirk and Harvey Road are not shown.  This 
development will have a profound impact on the potential of having the 
site being given national historic status.  Designation of Queen’s Road 
is pandora’s box which opens the site up for commercial development. 
Questions Council’s commitment for the retention of historic 
preservation. Requested view planes that show exactly the number of 
meters above Harvey Road and how they impact the Kirk.

5. Voiced support of the development as it gives the site a “much-
needed” facelift. It increases density and still maintains a large portion 
of green space.  Unlike the existing site it will encourage people to 
come to the downtown.  It will be a marketable product for the City.

6. Reflected on the number of developments that have occurred in recent 
years within 1 km of the site. Did some consulting work for the 
developer.  Level of engagement for this project has been high and the 
proposal has set the new standard for public engagement.  Two 
developments referenced were the former Tobacco Factory on Bond 
Street and Carriage House on Bond Street. Others include 19 Church 
Hill, 56-64 Queen’s Road (BIS property), 40 Henry Street (Star of the 
Sea Property), and former Standard Manufacturing Property. All these 
developments are indicative of a learning trend in the downtown.  
Suggests that residential development is much more conducive to this 
area than would be commercial or industrial. Fully supports this trend 
in development and repurposing older and vacant properties. 

7. Been working with proponent as mechanical engineer and wishes to 
remind participants that the development, from a green perspective will 
be one of the most energy efficient structures in the downtown which 
exceeds all international standards.  It has an emission free design 
with no outdoor stacks. Proud to support it and feels it is a great 
project.

8. Owner of Fortune Bay Trust which owns 62 Queen’s Road and is the 
centre tower of the BIS Building. As a developer of this site there was 
substantial effort to retain the building with heritage character. 
Describes the current property as abandoned and neglected.  It is not 
the gem as suggested by others. The City would be hard pressed to 
find another development that will add to the City the way this one 
does.  There is no additional municipal infrastructure 
(roads/water/sewer) required.  It is in stark contrast to the big box 
phenomena and facilitates the reduction of urban sprawl.  Tenants of 
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these residential premises would stimulate the retail economy in the 
downtown, many of which are struggling today. The developer has 
listened to the residents.  While The Rooms development was 
questioned by many, this structure is now one of the most 
recognizable features in the landscape in the downtown.  Participant 
fully supports this proposal.

9. The Terms of Reference and LUAR is absent of any reference to the 
church perspective. While the TOR says that “this proponent shall 
identify significant impacts and, where appropriate, identify measures 
to mitigate these issues for lands adjoining the subject property” this 
has not been done. Proponent has done that for The Rooms and 
Garrison Hill, but has not done so for the three churches.  This is 
significant as these structures conduct daily activities including cultural 
and tourism events which are partnered with various community 
organizations. Feels that the terms of reference are designed to fully 
facilitate the development. A mixed commercial, high-density zone in 
the middle of this district is not appropriate. It was also asserted that 
there are thousands of human remains on this site.  A written 
submission is also attached. 

10. On behalf of the Basilica Heritage Foundation the participant wished to 
report that this development is proposed in the midst of an 
Ecclesiastical District – National Historic Site.  It is an incredible 
resource which was created at the request of the City and Heritage 
Foundation. This process has revealed that this area has even more 
potential than originally thought in making it a World Heritage District.  
Four churches in the area have been working as never before in 
promoting this initiative. This initiative will not be possible if this
development proceeds. Reference was made to the Federal, 
Provincial, Territorial guidelines for heritage conservation with the 
participant noting that the City has not adopted those guidelines as it 
should.  Requests that Council follow its own conservation guidelines 
and consider adopting those referenced above. Lunenburg has done 
this.  The Foundation has also been working with Destination St. 
John’s in marketing this area.  Any new construction has to be done in 
accordance with the guidelines.  Acknowledged that the changes to 
the design have been significant but feels that more work is necessary 
to protect the heritage character.  Asserted that tower 4 on the 
proposed condo building will be challenging. The development needs 
to sync architecturally in the interest of protecting heritage resources.

11. Participant is a neighbor of the site in question and the church sites.  
Represents the Gower Street United Church Heritage and Archives 
Committee and a concerned citizen. Referenced that pre-covid 
approximately 35K tourists have visited the area and contributed to the 
downtown economy.  This committee is not averse to the development 
but feels that the proposed development is out of scale with design 

471562



9 | P a g e  

 

specs for the Ecclesiastical District.  Has the potential of changing the 
character of the area.  Parking is felt to be an issue with the proposed 
entrance and exit to Queen’s Road. Official submissions are 
forthcoming.  Looks forward to meetings with Council officials as 
requested.  Wants to ensure the design and style are appropriate.  
Upon question, it was confirmed that the proposed height to the top of 
the tower from Queen’s Road is 38m.  Written submission attached.

12. Participant is a resident in the Ecclesiastical District and shares the 
view of the Basilica Foundation i.e. the impact on surrounding 
churches and the Ecclesiastical District. Commended the city on this 
type of engagement model being used for this meeting.

13. Representing St. Andrews Church (the Kirk) this participant reported 
there have been several meetings with the developer on this revised 
proposal. Acknowledged there will be some development there with 
the intention of 40 residential units.  If there is to be site-specific 
zoning, requested that it be residential medium density.  This church is 
active in the Ecclesiastical District and looks forward to world heritage 
designation at some point. Also expressed some concern with the 
impact of potential blasting in the area to create underground parking. 
Looks forward to a continued good working relationship with the 
developer.

14. Participant is representing community heritage development and the 
real estate industry in the downtown. Expressed concern that 
inadequate attention is being given to heritage guidelines as governed 
by the City of St. John’s Act, City Regulations and Envision Municipal 
Plan.  Recognizing significant legislation in place, finds it disappointing 
it does not adhere to these pieces of legislation.  Not appropriate 
development at this site – in the midst and in the core of Heritage Area 
1.  If such development is permitted in the middle of a national historic 
district, why not on the grounds of Government House or on Signal 
Hill.  It makes no sense to permit it in such an important part of the City 
that will water down all the work undertaken to create this district. 
References to other acceptable developments in the downtown were 
adaptive uses to existing structures as opposed to new buildings.
Written submission attached.

15. Participant objected to the platform for this meeting.  Asserted that it 
leaves out people who need to be heard – those with no computer 
and/or struggle with computer literacy.  Would like to see more 
engagement opportunities. Suggested the engagement efforts of the 
developer are misleading – forum was conducted by Happy City where 
engagement was invited and the survey results were biased.
Suggested that some of the design changes were revealed at the 
Happy City forum inferring that it had already been approved. 
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Refutes earlier comments that it is an unused space and asserts that 
people do not have to be on site to appreciate its value and beauty.  In 
addition, there is a petition of 4-5K people who do not support this 
proposal. Residents of adjoining properties do not want this 
development.  Trees will be removed, and the light fixtures proposed 
for the building will have negative lighting impact at night.  In addition,
the building height will result in less natural light for rooms in her home. 
The design changes do not address the concerns previously 
presented, it does not preserve open space and it violates the Envision 
Municipal Plan.

Repeat 
Speakers

1 Upon question of whether the road and sewer work had been 
completed to accommodate this development it was explained that it 
had been.  It was noted, however that the developer undertook such 
infrastructure extensions at its own risk with a full understanding that 
the completion of this work is not indicative of Council’s approval of the 
project

2 Upon question of the plan as it relates to Church Hill, Ann Marie 
Cashin explained that while the developer has submitted an 
application for residential units, as with other applications, the 
developer is not bound by residential units, if the zoning permits other 
uses.  Ms. Cashin read all the permitted uses in the zone and noted 
that Council can consider and approve discretionary uses depending 
on the zone.

3 While previous reference was made to some unsavory activity that 
takes place on the site, a neighboring resident stated that during his 
residence adjoining the site, he has not experienced such activity.

4 Agreed with problems with the engagement model used to consider 
this proposal suggesting it is not reflective of the position of some who 
are marginalized.  It was suggested that a high-end residential 
development in this area may be an adversary for the more vulnerable 
living close by

5 Suggested that architectural design of the building by the church 
community is vital.  It needs to fit into the landscape, neighboring 
properties and churches.  

6 Again, asserted by another participant that this type of meeting does 
nothing to legitimize public consultation as it leaves out a broad 
spectrum of the population.  
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Herein ended the discussion portion of Session 1. The Facilitator acknowledged the 

many written submissions received thus far which will be included in this report.

Participants were invited to participate in a survey on the use of this virtual method 

which will be sent out to all participants following the meetings. 

A second public meeting to address the proposed development at 68 Queen’s Road 

was held at 7:00 pm on Wednesday, November 18, 2020. 39 people were in 

attendance. It should be noted that multiple participants who attended the first meeting 

also attended and spoke at the second.

COMMENTS FROM PARTICIPANTS – SESSION 2

Session 2 proceeded in similar fashion to the first meeting. During the Developer’s 

presentation, concerns about relative heights of buildings on Harvey Road and Queens 

Road which were raised during the first session were addressed. Attendees were 

advised that the LUAR gives an accurate representation of the heights for these two 

locations.

The following is a summary of comments that represent the people who verbally 

commented on the development at the meeting.

COMMENTS – SESSION 2 – NOVEMBER 18, 2020

Speaker 
#

Commentary

1. The speaker referenced an election pledge by Councillor Shawn 
Skinner stating that he would side with the members of the community 
who are against the development. There was expressed concern 
about the meetings that were held by the developer which were not
public as has been stated. 

2. Speaker also spoke at the meeting on November 17. Commenter 
wishes to challenge the ownership of the land to be developed. The 
maps up to 1967 refer to the Anglican Church owning part of the
property and not the whole area zoned Open Space. The resident has
been trying to get more recent maps, but the deeds office has been 
closed and is not accessible. The Anglican Church would have had to 
acquire the remaining land between 1967 and 2013 and there should 
be evidence to show that they acquired it. A question was raised as to 
the legality of the sale of land to the developer. In response, the City’s 
Chief Municipal Planner advised that recent surveys are understood to 
be genuine, however, staff will review old maps and will follow up with 
applicants and the Cathedral.

3. Speaker attended the in person meeting last year and was encouraged 
by the opposition of the neighborhood to this development. Public 
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consultation held by the developer was not public. This development is 
inappropriate for the neighborhood and the Heritage neighborhood 
should be preserved. The City has declared a climate emergency so 
the green space should be kept. It was suggested that the old 
Holloway school site would be better for this development. The City 
needs affordable housing and high-end condos are not appropriate for 
this area. This development is out of character within this designated 
ecclesiastical precinct and would harm the chances of being a
UNESCO Heritage Site in future.

4. Commenter attended the in person meeting last year. This property
has multiple zones and is private land. Listing this as public open 
space is confusing because this is just the backyard of a piece of land 
that has been left fallow. Expressed approval of a low-density 
application like this.

5. The speaker is a downtown resident who had concerns about the
original design but is impressed with the revised report and feels the 
concerns have been addressed regarding the green space and 
screening with trees and the heights of the buildings as well as the 
accessibility from an egress and entry perspective. There should be 
more residents downtown so a development that brings people 
downtown will aid in revitalizing downtown.

6. Participant is a resident of Garrison Hill and expressed support of the
Queens Road portion of the development but is against rezoning of the 
open space facing Harvey Road. Rezoning will be damaging to the city 
and neighborhood. The developer is not a good neighbor and the new 
development would not be a welcoming place for the community. The 
building itself does not keep with the design and scale of the
surrounding community. The Parish Lane development and the Rooms 
are not comparable as the Rooms is a public building for use and 
enjoyment of the people and this development is a private income 
generating venture. The revised proposal does not address the 
impacts of scale and the trees and green space, heritage, and the 
views. This is the last and largest naturalized green space in the City 
and more green space is needed downtown and what is existing
should be preserved. A petition opposing the rezoning of the open 
space land on the back of the property has been signed online and on 
paper which includes 4600 signatures and echoes a clear and 
overwhelming rejection. This petition will be presented to City Council. 
This online petition is valid, and people are concerned about 
preserving the community. Councillor Shawn Skinner was questioned 
during the election and advised that he does not support the proposal 
because it is too intensive for the area.

7. Commenter has no position on this proposal but feels the argument 
makes no sense. This land is just land and not a park. There are an 
adequate number of parks already. The city needs more density so it 
can be kept alive and there should be focus on development that 
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would make it easy to live in the city with or without a car. This open 
space is a wild piece of land next door to the Kirk. There needs to be 
real arguments made for how the city can be made into a livable winter 
city with spaces that can be shared. This area could be developed into
retail and shops. A livable downtown with sufficient residential
development and grocery/walkable shops are needed.

8. On behalf of the Basilica Museum and Historical Committee and the 
Basilica Heritage Foundation the participant wished to report that the 
organization is not opposed to this development but are opposed to 
the size and scope and appearance of this development and find it out 
of character for the historic district and the view plane of the City. The 
City must preserve and promote the heritage area and should 
capitalize on that area. It is recommended that they go back to the 
drawing board and find something more in character and the size of 
this development is not appropriate. This development breaks up the 
Ecclesiastical District and breaks up site lines in all directions. Its early 
days but UNESCO World Heritage Designation is worth pursuing.

9. Participant presented images of existing buildings within the 
Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site of Canada. Participant 
expressed concern of how this development fits with scale massing 
and rooflines of the existing buildings. This development does not 
resemble anything else in the district and the new design does not fit 
in.  

10. Resident of Garrison Hill. Always hoped there would be a development 
on Queen’s Road. Feels a larger residential building would be better 
suited to the Queen’s Road location and the green space behind be 
preserved. The other side of the Kirk has a vacant parking lot which 
would be better suited to this type of development. The vacancy rate in 
existing new condos and buildings downtown proves that this type of 
development has not brought people downtown. The demographics of 
people who buy these kinds of condominiums are wealthy individuals. 
Public engagement did not include the neighbors. It was an invite only 
event and the public were not included. Last minute public 
engagement in the afternoon by the developer did not allow for people 
to attend. The accuracy of the drawings is questionable because there 
is a house missing from the design on Garrison Hill. Not much has 
changed about how the public feels about this development and 
people will be unhappy if this development goes forward.

11. Speaker also spoke at the meeting on November 17. On behalf of the 
Basilica Heritage Foundation the participant wished to report that the 
four churches downtown are in the process of putting together a group 
of people who wish to see the Ecclesiastical District further developed. 
They have been meeting and have put together a proposal for 
infrastructure and restoration of the buildings and the historical 
landscapes and environments. This group would like to pursue World 
Heritage status for this site. They have worked with Destination St. 
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John’s to bring tourists and visitors to the downtown area. Restoration 
of the buildings would have economic benefit and draw visitors to the 
City. People around the world view the Basilica Heritage Foundation 
website. They have studied World Heritage designations and have 
talked to Parks Canada and UNESCO officials for advice. The 
participant raised the question if the City has studied or investigated
the economic impacts of a World Heritage site for the Ecclesiastical 
District and what that would do for the City’s economy, tourism, 
business, the hotel sector and the food and beverage sectors.  
This is an opportunity to develop a tourism and cultural sector inside 
an existing footprint. 
In the summer of 2019, the Mayor had promised to bring together
churches to discuss issues and concerns. The churches wish to meet 
with the Mayor and that meeting is currently in the works.

12. Speaker also spoke at the meeting on November 17. Resident of 
Garrison Hill who wished to expand on neighbor’s comments. There is 
a potential opportunity for compromise in this project around the 
willingness to work with higher density on the Queen’s Road side of 
the site. More intensive development could be a better fit with retail or 
commercial uses under a Commercial Central Mixed (CCM) zone. It 
would be excellent to move more people downtown but a mixed use 
and more affordable development would be preferred. There could be 
alternative site layouts that keep the green space and keep the 
density.

13. The proposed development contributes to healthy urban density in the 
downtown core which encourages a vibrant and economically diverse 
city. It is felt the current development does not impact negatively on 
the UNESCO development. This is an appropriate and quality 
development that is a good fit for the site.

14. Speaker also spoke at the meeting on November 17. Reference was 
made to page 18-19 of LUAR which is unclear in relation to height. 
There is merit to the economic value of World Heritage Designation.
The City should consider the cost of the potential economic loss of 
changing the character of the heritage district. Any change here would 
be irreversible and there is concern that there is an impact on tangible 
and intangible heritage. Residents have received this area from its 
forebearers as a legacy in trust and any decisions that are made will
impact generations to follow. It will be a lovely view for people buying 
the condos but not the others surrounding. The tourism value should 
be considered well into the future.

15. Speaker also spoke at the meeting on November 17. Participant 
provided information regarding the question raised about land 
ownership earlier in the meeting. The open space land is on an older 
map from provincial archaeology in the Confederation Building which 
shows that land was owned by the British Newfoundland School 
Society. There used to be a school on that site and the foundation is 
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under the Parish Hall. The British Newfoundland School Society was 
the largest missionary school in the world and that makes the site very 
valuable to a World Heritage designation. The Anglican Church took 
over operating the school in the 1840s. There was presumably a 
quieting of titles and question was raised as to if the title was actually 
quieted. Other churches used that property. The Kirk used that 
property for church services before building its existing church around 
1846. Provincial archaeology will have the maps. 

16. Speaker also spoke at the meeting on November 17. Participant is 
representing community heritage development and the real estate 
industry in the downtown and expressed concern about the importance 
of heritage regulations. Guiding principles for appropriate development
should be used as they have been in the other areas of the City as well 
as other parts of the Province. Together residents and developers
have enhanced heritage areas and this process should continue. The 
developer should reconsider this development and think about success 
stories from the past. It was questioned if the developer had been 
given copies of the City regulations before he started which include 
heritage standards and guidelines, the City Plan, Envision Municipal 
Plan and the Federal Standards and Guidelines for National Historic 
Sites. The developer will respond in writing.

Repeat 
Speakers

1 Participant wished to raise the question as to who the stakeholders 
are. In the early stages the term ‘stakeholders’ was used to describe 
property owners. All who hold an interest in this property are 
stakeholders in this district. Stakeholders by heritage, interest, and 
stewards of this property. This development, as it is, inserted 
incongruously into the center of Heritage Area 1 and the Ecclesiastical 
Heritage Site is not appropriate.

2 Participant questioned what developers should have to contribute, as a 
‘price' for variances, etc. How does it enhance the Ecclesiastical 
District? There was comparison made to the accomplishments of 
Vancouver, particularly Yaletown and other preserved heritage areas.  
Preserving the heritage district should be the clear vision. Neighbors 
should have been consulted.

3 Participant has a long association with the area and this property and 
feels this open space downtown is not a particularly pleasant area and 
there is unsavory activity occurring. Having a development that is 
appropriate for the area would improve the neighborhood. This 
proposal is not entirely inappropriate but could be made more 
sympathetic to the area. The concept of this development is based on 
a good news story. The Anglican Church has moved out of a property 
that was not serving them well and has invested into the expansion of 
the Anglican Cathedral which is important for the downtown area.
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4 Question was raised on the timelines for this development. The 
process was outlined by Ann Marie Cashin. It was noted that it is early 
in the rezoning process. Currently the City is doing the initial 
consultation for this amendment which will be brought back to Council 
for consideration with the minutes of these public meetings and the 
submissions appended. There is also consideration for a Regional 
Plan amendment at this same time. Notices have been sent out to the 
fourteen municipalities within the St. John’s urban region. The deadline 
for responses from surrounding municipalities is December 1. This 
application will be brought back to Council for adoption in principal. If 
adopted in principal, it will be sent to the Province for Provincial review.
If there are no issues from the Province it will be sent back to the 
municipality to consider adoption and to hire a commissioner for a
Public Hearing. If there are submissions received and the Public 
Hearing goes ahead a report will go back to Council with a
recommendation. Council are the decision makers and are not bound 
by that recommendation. If Council approves it will go to the Province 
for registration and gazetting and the amendment will go into effect on 
the day it is placed in the gazette. It was advised that there will be 6
months at least for a timeline.

5 Commenter is troubled to see the City is not following and not requiring 
the developer to follow strategic policies in the public City Plans. 
Commitments made to the public should be honored. We are a capital 
city and the oldest city in North America and heritage matters.

6 A question was raised to the developer that if the site is rezoned and 
approval is given to proceed with this proposal, there is concern that 
anything could be done with the site. It was questioned if the intention 
of the developer is to build what has been outlined in the proposal. The 
developer responded that the proposal and intention is as it has been 
presented. They have identified the parameters they can work with on 
the site including four townhouses, including the existing one on 
Queen’s Road, and a building up to thirty-six units at the rear of the 
property. The zoning suggested by the City is acceptable to the 
development. 

7 In response to an earlier comment about the type of activity that occurs 
in that area it was noted that there is no nefarious activity taking place.
The green space has been cleaned up by the neighbors seasonally for 
the last ten years.

Herein ended the discussion portion of Session 2. A survey about the platform used for 

the meeting and the registration process will be sent out to participants. 

CONCLUDING REMARKS

It was noted that following this meeting, minutes will be prepared, combined with all 
written redacted submissions, and presented to Council prior to Council deciding whether 
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or not to proceed.  As a Municipal Plan amendment is required, should Council decide to 
proceed with the amendment, a Public Hearing would be set later.

ADJOURNMENT

The first session of this meeting adjourned at 2:56 pm.
The second session of this meeting adjourned at 8:42 pm. 

Marie Ryan
Chairperson/Facilitator
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From: CityClerk 

Sent: Friday, November 27, 2020 2:28 PM 

To: , CityClerk 

Cc: Andrea Roberts, Ann-Marie Cashin, Ashley Murray, Dave Wadden, Jason Sinyard, Karen Chafe, 

Ken O'Brien, Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett, Planning 

Subject: RE: (EXT) Parrish Lane Development 66-68 Queens Road 

  

Good Afternoon:

We thank you for your feedback and advise that all submissions will be presented to Council for 
consideration prior to a final decision being reached on this application.

Elaine Henley 

Elaine Henley
City Clerk
t. 576-8202
c. 691-0451

From:   

Sent: Friday, November 27, 2020 1:12 PM 

To: CityClerk <cityclerk@stjohns.ca> 

Subject: (EXT) Parrish Lane Development 66-68 Queens Road 

 

Good Afternoon Ms. Henley 

I’m writing today to voice my support for this project. 

I believe the benefits to the City far out way the nay sayers. 

Mr. Pardy has considered and taken into account the area surrounding this 

development and has proposed a project that will enhance this part of the 

downtown area. 

Also, to the Cities benefit,  is the tax revenue that will be generated and you will 

not have any capital equipment outlay because you are already plowing the roads 

and sidewalks . 

I wish Mr. Pardy the best of luck and hope that council will support this 

development. 

Regards  

 

 

 
Sent from Mail for Windows 10 
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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.

Any correspondence with employees, agents, or elected officials of the City of St. John’s may be subject to 

disclosure under the provisions of the Access to Information and Protection of Privacy Act, 2015, S.N.L. 2015,

c.A-1.2.
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Elaine Henley 

City Clerk, Mayor and Councillors:

Machiavelli was right that change is dangerous because "he who innovates will have as his enemies all those who are well 
off under the existing order of things". 

For the proposed development at 66-68 Queen’s Road, those that who are “well off under the existing order of things” are 
the residents of Garrison Hill. They have enjoyed the use of the Church's land for decades.  To support the status quo they 
have seized the false narrative that the proposed development will destroy the ”Last Naturalized Green Space in 
Downtown St. John's”.   Really? The City’s “St. John’s Urban Forest Management Master Plan" 2006 identified over 
50,000 trees on City  property, predominantly  in the downtown area.  The developer is proposing to remove six trees. Not 
60 or 600 or 6,000. Six!

Assembling a petition with over 4,000 signatures on the false premise the proposed  development site was the “Last 
Naturalized Green Space in Downtown St. John's” was a great tactic.  Just not accurate.

This is a well thought-out development bringing more residents to downtown St. John's and deserves the support of our 
City.

Sincerely,
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Elaine Henley 
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Standards and Guidelines

Standards and 
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Elaine Henley 
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Elaine Henley 
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From: CityClerk

To: CityClerk

Cc: Shanna Fitzgerald; Maureen Harvey; Andrea Roberts; Ann-Marie Cashin; Ashley Murray; Dave Wadden; Jason
Sinyard; Karen Chafe; Ken O"Brien; Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett; Planning

Subject: RE: (EXT) Parish Lane Development

Date: Tuesday, November 3, 2020 10:49:41 AM

Good Morning:

We thank you for your feedback and advise that all submissions will be presented to Council for consideration prior

to a final decision being reached on this application.

Elaine Henley

Elaine Henley

City Clerk

t. 576-8202

c. 691-0451

-----Original Message-----

From:

Sent: Tuesday, November 3, 2020 9:14 AM

To: CityClerk <cityclerk@stjohns.ca>

Subject: (EXT) Parish Lane Development

There is far enough traffic in the area without causing more. There will be no parking for these houses. This will

significantly change the area for our historic landmark of The Basilica and St. Andrews Church. This area is already

congested during the day commute with those going to work, large trucks taking this route for businesses in the area,

city buses, taxis, and as well as parents dropping and picking up their children at St. Bon’s school. This hill is

dangerous and backed up during the day. To bring more traffic and congestion will only cause more confusion.

Sent from my iPhone

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.

Any correspondence with employees, agents, or elected officials of the City of St. John’s may be subject to

disclosure under the provisions of the Access to Information and Protection of Privacy Act, 2015, S.N.L. 2015, c.A-

1.2.
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From: CityClerk

To: CityClerk

Cc: Maureen Harvey; Shanna Fitzgerald; Andrea Roberts; Ann-Marie Cashin; Ashley Murray; Dave Wadden; Jason
Sinyard; Karen Chafe; Ken O"Brien; Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett; Planning

Subject: RE: (EXT) 66-68 Queen"s Road Development

Date: Tuesday, November 3, 2020 10:50:02 AM

Good Morning:

We thank you for your feedback and advise that all submissions will be presented to

Council for consideration prior to a final decision being reached on this application.

Elaine Henley

Elaine Henley

City Clerk

t. 576-8202

c. 691-0451

From:  

Sent: Tuesday, November 3, 2020 9:51 AM

To: CityClerk <cityclerk@stjohns.ca>

Subject: (EXT) 66-68 Queen's Road Development

 

Good morning,

 

My name is  and I am a home owner in the neighbourhood of this proposed

development. I live at  I would like to express my support for this project. I believe

it is the perfect addition to the neighbourhood, it will bring more families to the area and fix a dead

zone along Queen's Road. The project takes many things into consideration and the revisions have

made the project even better. 

 

This development has my full support and I look forward to welcoming many new neighbours.

 

Thank you,

 

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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Any correspondence with employees, agents, or elected officials of the City of St. John’s may
be subject to disclosure under the provisions of the Access to Information and Protection of
Privacy Act, 2015, S.N.L. 2015, c.A-1.2.
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From: CityClerk

To: CityClerk

Cc: Maureen Harvey; Shanna Fitzgerald; Andrea Roberts; Ann-Marie Cashin; Ashley Murray; Dave Wadden; Jason
Sinyard; Karen Chafe; Ken O"Brien; Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett; Planning

Subject: RE: (EXT) Anglican Parish Hall Concerns

Date: Tuesday, September 8, 2020 10:46:54 AM

Good Morning 

We thank you for your feedback and advise that all submission will be presented to Council for consideration.

Elaine Henley

Elaine Henley

City Clerk

t. 576-8202

c. 691-0451

-----Original Message-----

From:

Sent: Thursday, September 3, 2020 10:55 PM

To: CityClerk <cityclerk@stjohns.ca>

Subject: (EXT) Anglican Parish Hall Concerns

Re: Anglican Parish Hall Development

To whom it May Concern,

My concerns with this project plans remains much as they did last year.

The city is regularly allowing projects that disrupts and destroys our tiny heritage area and nature. In this case,  the

designated heritage and designated Heritage Ecclesiastic district.

The proposed high end condos-apartments are still too high; it requires further lowering than the current

amendment. The view of this designated area should not be altered nor should the view of the city be just who can

pay the highest Tehran or purchase fee nowadays. This main building section must be lowered further as now it still

remains an imposing looming building in a special protected area that many of us appreciate very much and enjoy

daily.

Also, more character features representing the designated area it is located in should be included in overall design.

The Arch Entrance plus its lateral framed box section of the front of the Parish Hall must be protected, preserved,

included in the structure and remain clearly visible.

The three the town houses must look heritage style and fit culturally.

The valuable, the beautiful and the city enhancing trees which are viewed and enjoyed from 360 degrees near and

far must have even more protection and greater numbers maintained than the amendment.

Whether you are on south side hills, signal hill  or strolling harvey street, looking up from church hill peering across

from my  mid section Gower street home or watching an episode of Hudson and Rex, these Trees make the world of

difference. Our nature/trees make our city healthy, peaceful, calming and utterly beautiful.

All trees matter and if you look around while walking, driving or hiking from any direction the entire tree-scape we

have creates a beautiful city. So to lose these trees, this important green space in this area is a terrible mistake and

even more must be done to protect them.

503594



I hope we can enforce the above and much more.

The heritage, the unique and beautiful aspects of this special city including its treasured nature are disappearing bit

by bit every year. We must do better. Many Citizens are fatigued with repeating and pleading from one project to the

next about the same concerning issues.

Thank you,

Sent from my iPhone

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.

Any correspondence with employees, agents, or elected officials of the City of St. John’s may be subject to

disclosure under the provisions of the Access to Information and Protection of Privacy Act, 2015, S.N.L. 2015, c.A-

1.2.
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From: CityClerk 

Sent: Monday, November 23, 2020 1:47 PM 

To: , CityClerk 

Cc: Andrea Roberts, Ann-Marie Cashin, Ashley Murray, Dave Wadden, Jason Sinyard, Karen Chafe, 

Ken O'Brien, Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett, Planning 

Subject: RE: (EXT) Redevelopment of 66-68 Queen’s Road 

  

Good Morning 

We thank you for your feedback and advise that all submissions will be presented to Council for 
consideration prior to a final decision being reached on this application.

Elaine Henley 

Elaine Henley
City Clerk
t. 576-8202
c. 691-0451

From:   

Sent: Monday, November 23, 2020 12:33 PM 

To: CityClerk <cityclerk@stjohns.ca> 

Subject: (EXT) Redevelopment of 66-68 Queen’s Road 

 

 

RE: Redevelopment of 66-68 Queen’s Road 

  

Dear City Clerk, Councillors and Mayor: 

 

I own a residence at , some  meters from the proposed development 

and within the historic ecclesiastical district of St. John’s. 

  

I have been listening to some of the concerns expressed about the proposed development 

between Harvey Road and Queen’s Road. 

  

505596



I really struggled with the position that removal of the former Parish Hall on Queen’s Road will 

somehow distract from the ecclesiastical district. The existing building is plain ugly and a blight 

on the streetscape. Replacing the former parish hall with brick-clad residences will significantly 

improve the streetscape and enhance the whole area for both locals and tourists. 

  

The concept that having additional residences in an ecclesiastical district will “spoil” the 

ecclesiastical district is preposterous. Place Bonaventure is evidence of the low impact of 

residential development in an ecclesiastical district. 

  

Our ecclesiastical district is beautiful and the four principle churches are each architecturally 

special. Improving the streetscape on Queen’s Road will make them even more special. 

  

Regards, 

 

 

 

 

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.

Any correspondence with employees, agents, or elected officials of the City of St. John’s may be subject to 

disclosure under the provisions of the Access to Information and Protection of Privacy Act, 2015, S.N.L. 2015, 

c.A-1.2.
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Elaine Henley 
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Elaine Henley 
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Elaine Henley 
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From: CityClerk 

Sent: Wednesday, November 25, 2020 3:59 PM 

To:  CityClerk 

Cc: Andrea Roberts, Ann-Marie Cashin, Ashley Murray, Dave Wadden, Jason Sinyard, Karen Chafe, 

Ken O'Brien, Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett, Planning 

Subject: RE: (EXT) 66-68 Queens Road 

  

Good Afternoon:

We thank you for your feedback and advise that all submissions will be presented to Council for consideration 

prior to a final decision being reached on this application.

Elaine Henley

Elaine Henley

City Clerk

t. 576-8202

c. 691-0451

-----Original Message-----

From: 

Sent: Wednesday, November 25, 2020 2:25 PM

To: CityClerk <cityclerk@stjohns.ca>

Subject: (EXT) 66-68 Queens Road

To the Mayor and councillors

As owners of the residence at  we believe the proposed development at 66-68 Queens Road will 

greatly enhance the neighbourhood. We therefore strongly support this proposal especially in light of the 

changes made to the original proposal.

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.

Any correspondence with employees, agents, or elected officials of the City of St. John’s may be subject to 

disclosure under the provisions of the Access to Information and Protection of Privacy Act, 2015, S.N.L. 2015, 

c.A-1.2.
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TO: City Clerk 

FROM:   

Re: November 17, 2020 Virtual Public Meeting on 66-68 Parish Lane Proposal     

I am writing as I did for the November 2019 public meeting  to express my concerns regarding the Parish 

Lane Development.  In truth although the developer has attempted to address some the matters raised 

at the first public meeting and in the subsequent design charrette,  the issues I raised in my first letter 

remain.   Indeed to address some the concerns they have made matters worse in other ways.  In 

addition, given the major issues currently facing Canada and the world or have come into clearer focus 

in the past year, many things related to this proposal have acquired new urgency.  

I have attached my first letter as Appendix A rather than reiterating detail of points I made at that time.  

However, I have references them in the topic lines below, so should the reader want more detail it will 

be easy to fine.   I have added new information in this topic,  and I have also added more current topics  

in this letter.     

I do not support this development because 

It does not contribute to the type of housing stock that the citizens of St John’s, particularly 

those of us who live in the older sections of the City, need; 

it could negatively impact tourism and related industries; 

It has the potential to impact negatively on the National Ecclesiastical Heritage District; 

it could have negative impacts on the neighbourhood dynamic ; and 

there are uncertainties about the impact of the necessary change to the SJURRP 

Details on these points are covered in the remainder of this letter. 

 

1. Housing/Condos in St John’s  (See Appendix A  Topic #1 /pp.2&3 for detail) 

There was an overabundance of condos some of which changed to apartments (e.g. MIX) due to lack of 

sales in 2019.  The status remains the same except  a) many of the Star of the Sea Condo have alsobeen 

converted to apartments with all the disruption of continual turn over has on the  residents of Dicks 

Square neighbourhood( see letter in In the background package on the Nov 2019 Meeting), the Churchill 

Square Development is underway;  c). Chapel Hill Condos now seem to be advertised regularly on Air B 

& B.  What is not needed, particularly in the mid-downtown,  is more highly priced condos (which may 

or may not be rented in the long run).    What we do need is more “affordable housing”, places for 

student s to live at a reasonable cost, and modest housing for people who need entry level homes.      

Why is the City considering rezoning a sensitive area to permit development in an area that is already 

oversubscribed with the proposed type of housing stock? 

2. Tourism  ( See App A Topic #2 pp. 3  for more detail) 
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Newfoundland has   three major industries in serious difficulty  due to the pandemic:   1) Oil will likely 

never go back to what it was;   2)The fishery  perhaps not as critical to St John’s  as the other  two; and , 

3) Tourism with all the related businesses that  support and benefit from it.     

Tourism will be a significant economic driver in the post- pandemic world.  Cultural tourism is a large 

segment of the market here.  Travellers are drawn to the churches of St. John’s. They take advantage of 

guided tours, gift shops, tea rooms, plays and concerts that occur in the churches and parish halls.  The 

revenue from these activities helps maintain the historic buildings and support parish programs.  At the 

same time, the spillover effects support many jobs in the City. 

Religious tourism is a growing area.  Research suggests the market is more resilient to recessions and is 

more open to repeat business than secular leisure travel. The global faith-based travel sector is worth 

$18 billion and includes 300 million travellers a year.  The majority of these people are well educated 

and with comfortable incomes. The Ecclesiastical District (See below.) could be an even larger attraction 

for religious tourists.  Many European religious sites are overcrowded.  St. John’s is well positioned to 

capture a portion of this market. 

 

This one development will not ruin the town for tourists but every inappropriate modern development 

(and others are planned, a large vacant piece of land awaits development on the other side of the Kirk) 

takes away from the unique character of the historic downtown.   Tourists come for an “authentic” 

experience.   Would a development of this sort be allowed in Old Quebec City or in Louisbourg?  Tourism 

is one of our few non-resource based, low carbon industries.  It has the ability to drive and support 

other  service-based sectors. 

 

 

3.   National Ecclesiastical Heritage District.  (See App. A  Topic #3 pp. 3&4 – for more detail) 

 This designation was awarded because this cultural landscape represents the breadth of involvement of 

the Anglican, Roman Catholic, Methodist/United and Presbyterian denominations in the establishment 

and evolution of the spiritual, philanthropic, charitable and educational institutions of St. John’s and 

Newfoundland during the 19th and 20th centuries.  Further, the designation noted that it is important 

architecturally as its ecclesiastical buildings and spaces are in unusual proximity to one another and 

located on an outstanding and unique site on a steep hill overlooking St. John’s Harbour, where many of 

them serve as visual landmarks both from the harbour and within the downtown. 

 

While the proposed design of Phase 3 of Parish Lane is, in and of itself fine, I do not know how an annex 

to a set of fishing rooms ( as it was described early in this process by the developer, has anything to do 

with this historic precinct).     

 

If development was going to be approved for that site it would be better if it reflected the historical 

purpose of the site which was a educational building where younger people including young adults could 

learn a skill/trade and improve the employment opportunities. While I appreciate that the developer 

would not be thinking to change his plans to create a building that was more modest, it would be better 

by far to use this space to work with the groups like Habitat for Humanity, Choices for Youth to create 

housing stock that is much needed in the City. 

 

3a. Municipal Heritage Area    (See App A Topic 3A  pp.4&5   for details) 
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This ecclesiastical district is arguably the core of the City’s Heritage Area 1. 

 

The 2019 draft of the Envision St. John’s Municipal Plan, pp. 2-10, states: 

The city’s Heritage Area (including the Ecclesiastical Precinct set out by the Historic Sites and 

Monuments Board) will continue to be protected under the new St. John’s Heritage Bylaw. 

Residential districts in the downtown will be preserved to retain the blocks of row housing, 

streetscapes, laneways and public spaces that are unique to the city.  Urban Design Guidelines 

will be prepared for commercial areas in the downtown, addressing such things as site specific 

parameters for height, bulk and form of buildings, as well as exterior design elements (emphasis 

added). 

 

The Condo tower as described in LUAR 1 was out of scale with even the largest buildings in Heritage 

Area 1.  Since the two bigger buildings of the first LUAR have been combined into one to accommodate 

36 condos, although the total FAR, Mass, lot coverage, etc., of the development has not increased, that 

single building is now even more disproportional to the area than was the earlier design. The view from 

Queen’s Rd to the top will be a minimum of a 12 storey development.   It is truly out of scale.  

 

The built heritage of the Heritage Area contributes to the enjoyment of residents, and many citizens—

one house, one commercial building; one street at a time—rescued the City from the sorry state it was 

in in the early 1970s.  The City owes the citizens its continued protection, including protection of the 

core of the Heritage Areas. 

 

4.  Condos vs Apartments and possible changes to Zones 

Let me commend Ken O’Brien and the other City Staff (and in fairness the developer for agreeing to 

same) for describing the parameters of the site specific apartment zone being suggested to constrain 

the Phase 3 building.   That said that there are now 4 house condos on Queen’s, so we have an even 

larger Phase 3 building than that originally described, looming over the Kirk and the neighbourhood.   

Unfortunately this is not an improvement to the overall site despite people’s best effort.  It does not fit 

within the vision outline by the current Municipal Plan nor the Envision Plan.   It has nothing to do the 

other housing stock in the neighbourhood, even with the largest structures in it.  It will be more massive 

and taller than the churches-- the biggest buildings in the area for some several centuries. 

The July 2, 2020 LUAR tells us on p. 9, that while 4 houses and 36 luxury condos are being proposed; the 

site could accommodate 96 - 500sq foot apartments.  The proponent was requesting CCM as a zone and 

the City might consider an Apartment (A 3?) zone.  I appreciate that the developer has indicated that 

Phase 3 is dependent upon demand, which I read as confirmation to purchase by condo owners.   So if 

he does not secure this, then what?  96 apartments with all the infrastructure /traffic/ servicing issues 

related to that?  Sale of the land to another person with a far less elegant design for putting 96 

apartments on that site?    

Further as we all know from use of text amendments , most recently from the Park Hotel decisions, 

zones get “tweaked” to fit construction and financial needs of the developer once an initial zone for    

plan of development is secured.  Can, or more importantly will, the City really required that the 

Developer adhere to the original zonal requirements?  History does not provide assurances here. 
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4a.  SJURRP -  St. John’s Urban Region Regional Plan. 

I have been trying to locate this Plan on both the Provincial Government and City Web sites to no 

avail. Nor have I been able to find the definition of “Urban Development”.    The Background 

materials tell us that the land behind the Cathedral Parish Hall is “Public Open Space”.  So with 

absolutely no supporting data I must say I do not like the sound “Urban Development “and the 

doors that might open.   I appreciate that the request form the City to the Provincial Government 

refers only to the Queen’s Rd site but the Provincial Government must consult with 14 communities 

on this matter.   This is not heartening vis a vis potential longer term impact. 

5.  Neighbourhood Dynamics:  Wage Gap and Over-Gentrification. 

If this development does go ahead as proposed, how will it impact the evolving dynamics of the 

neighbourhood?     The neighbourhood citizens along with the City, and not-for-profit agencies have 

been working on enhancing the neighbourhood by working with all of its citizens.   Some 30 years ago I  

moved into  I have been broken into 

on 5 occasions the most recent about 2 years ago; approximately 5 years ago a “middle class “ drug 

crowd moved into the house next door and it took months for  the police to come and help get them 

evicted, a fire in the front porch, lit to produce crystal meth I am told, was the enabler for the eviction 

notice; and in summer 2019 I was awoken one Saturday morning by a constable of the Major Crimes 

Unit because my next door neighbour had found a sawed off shot gun in her flower bed.   Inspection 

showed that my fence was broken on both sides as perpetrators passed through, and a jacket with 

bullets in the pocket was found the neighbour’s garden next door.  In none of these incidences have we 

been advised of people being found much less charged or convicted.  I cannot tell you what we have 

picked up off the street, common spaces and lanes during our semi-annual neighbourhood clean-ups.  I 

can assure that a few “needles” is the least of it.  It is a long and complex journey to find a comfortable 

mix between gentrification and honoring the existing citizens and practices to make a downtown “mixed 

neighbourhood”.   However I do wonder if the purchasers of “ luxury condos” are going to get out there 

and pick up the needles in the neighbourhood during clean-up weeks?   We already have the Battery 

(which has its own planning guidelines) complaining about over-gentrification.   Will this this condo 

which is an “in-your-face”  announcement of the very wide Canadian wage gap be a source of discord in 

a neighbourhood trying to move forward together. How long will it be before the site becomes, in 

essence our first “gated” community?  

In my estimation what is needed in our neighbourhoods is affordable / modest housing:  not a tower of 

luxury condos; not 96 apartments pushed into a tower like setting. 

Conclusion 

If the only tool the City has in is arsenal is to change the Zone then I highly recommends that it does not 

do so at this time.   There are too many social, cultural and economic issues at play here, particularly at 

the unsettled time to proceed.  If the City is determined to proceed then make this development a 

discretionary or non- conforming use in the current zone (a technique used) which will provide an 

opportunity to revisit this decision should this development not go ahead for any reason.   

Thank you for your consideration.   
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To: City Clerk 

 

From:   

 

Re: Proposed Condo Development for 66-68 Queen’s Rd      

 

I am writing to express a number of concerns I have related to the development on Queen’s Rd itself 

and its potential impact on other industries and opportunities that could be beneficial to the City’s 

citizens.   I am opposed to the rezoning due to the following reasons: 

1.  It does not contribute to the type of housing stock that the citizens of St John’s, particularly those 

of us who live in the older sections of the City, need; 

2. It could negatively impact tourism and related industries.  

3. It has the potential to impact negatively on the Ecclesiastical Heritage District itself, its national 

designation, and possibility to apply for other advantageous designations, e.g., UNESCO world 

heritage site status.  

The following sections provide the details of my concerns.  

 

 1. Housing/Condos in St John’s   

Reports have shown that the City has seen a significantly decreased interest in condo ownership over 

the past decade particularly in the luxury market, attributed in part to the decrease in the price of oil, 

which shows no indication of increasing anytime soon (see web-page reference following signature). 

My own recent cursory review of the more obvious real estate web-sites showed that as of November 

16th there were some 200 condos for sale in the City.  Many of these have been on the websites for 

more than 6 months.  There are 17 condos ranging from $400,000-$795,000 for sale at 181 Hamilton 

Ave alone.  The “Star of the Sea” condos on Henry St do not appear to be on the market as yet but will 

add to the glut.  The MIX development, originally planned as condos, was converted to apartment 

development (2014) due to the lack of interest in condos.  The rent for these very small units (500 – 800 

sq. ft.) seems to range from about $1500 - $2500.   And there are other recent approvals (e.g., Churchill 

Square’s 6 storey development) yet to hit the market.   There appears to be an overabundance of 

condos.  The prices for rent or purchase of them seem to be out of the range of people beginning their 

working career or workers in the middle income brackets. 

 

One has to wonder why any investor would want to enter into this over-suppled market.  Perhaps the 

Vancouver syndrome where condos are built as investments not as home and sit empty while ordinary 

citizens have no viable places to live?   Since there does not appear to be a demand or need for these 

high-end units, and recent information indicates that these would be at the very top of the local market. 

I would suggest that there be no rush to rezone the area but rather that some consideration be given to 

what could be accomplished within the current categories to actually supply the St John’s need. 

 

The City could not likely question the rationale that a developer would have for entering an 

oversupplied and flat market.  However, it should, I would argue, consider in its decision the housing 

stock that is required in the City and particularly the needs of the citizens living in that neighbourhood.   

We hear frequently that there is a considerable need for affordable and/or modest entry-level housing.  

Could Council not work with the various churches/ parishes in the district to develop some affordable 
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residences with perhaps offices for social justice groups to address needs?   Some of this could likely be 

achieved within the current zonal designation.  The City has programs to encourage this type of activity, 

as does the Federal Government.  Perhaps the Anglican Church could be an active participant in 

addressing the needs of some of its more vulnerable parishioners. 

 

The open space zone could continue to be “wild” space with perhaps some creative use of the wooded 

area to reflect the district’s heritage.  Not a structured environment such as Bannerman Park but a 

hidden treasure in the middle of the city.  There are many little spaces and commons behind houses in 

the old city known largely to the bordering homes and to those of us who walk dogs in sun and rain and 

snow.  They have their value for those who live in the neighbourhood, particularly children who now live 

in an overly structured and mechanised world. 

 

2 Tourism 

Every resident in the older part of the city takes a deep breath towards the end of every June, as we 

know that we will soon be inundated with tourists, including many international visitors who arrive on 

the cruise ships; they come huffing and puffing up Garrison Hill, taking a sitting break on the steps 

before they make the last push to the Basilica. They are engaged, lost souls, bewildered by our 

intersections and “intriguing” street orientations.  We do what we can to help. They come to see historic 

church buildings set amidst rows of colourful clapboarded houses that wind their way around the 

harbour — all a walkable distance from downtown shops, lively bars and world class restaurants.  This is 

what tourists from all over the world come here to experience.   It’s what the municipal and the 

provincial tourism departments promote. 

 

Cultural tourism is a large segment of the market here.  These travellers are drawn to the Churches of St. 

John’s. They take advantage of guided tours, gift shops, tea rooms, plays and concerts that occur in the 

churches and parish halls.  The revenue from these activities helps maintain the historic buildings and 

support parish programs.  At the same time, the spillover effects support many jobs in the City. 

 

Religious tourism is a growing area.  Research suggests the market is more resilient to recessions and is 

more open to repeat business than secular leisure travel. The global faith-based travel sector is worth 

$18 billion and includes 300 million travellers a year.  The majority of these people are well educated 

and with comfortable incomes. 

 

The Ecclesiastical District could be an even larger attraction for religious tourists.  Many European 

religious sites are overcrowded.  St. John’s is well positioned to capture some portion of this market. 

 

This one development will not ruin the town for tourists but every inappropriate modern 

development—and others are planned—takes away from the unique character of the historic 

downtown.  Tourism is one of our few non-resource based, low carbon industries.  Unlike some of the 

others, it has the ability to drive and support other service-based sectors. 

 

 

3.   National Ecclesiastical Heritage District. 

While St John’s citizens are accustomed see the structural beauty of the churches and the ecclesiastical 

district as they go about their everyday lives, this district is unique in Canada.  Therefore in 2008, 

following much work by local citizens and groups, it was designated a national historic site.  The 
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designation was awarded because this cultural landscape represents the breadth of involvement of the 

Anglican, Roman Catholic, Methodist/United and Presbyterian denominations in the establishment and 

evolution of the spiritual, philanthropic, charitable and educational institutions of St. John’s and 

Newfoundland during the 19th and 20th centuries.  Further, the designation noted that it is important 

architecturally as its ecclesiastical buildings and spaces are in unusual proximity to one another and 

located on an outstanding and unique site on a steep hill overlooking St. John’s Harbour, where many of 

them serve as visual landmarks both from the harbour and within the downtown. 

 

This designation has many benefits.  The exposure that comes with the designation can help in 

attracting tourists (see 2 above).  It helps to protect and preserve various aspects of our history.  And it 

comes with the quite tangible benefit of enabling matching funding from federal programmes to pay for 

the necessary restoration of buildings.   The Anglican Cathedral is currently conducting repairs to the 

exterior wall on the Cathedral St side under one such grant.  Other Churches could take advantage of 

this programme as well.   The designation comes with expectations including protection of the built 

heritage, as well as complementary new development.   These districts must portray a "sense of history" 

where intrusive elements are minimal, and the district’s historic character must predominate and set it 

apart from the area that immediately surrounds it. 

 

One wonders how the 10 storey tower component of this development, which would introduce 

contemporary high rise design into the heart of the St. John’s Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site, 

would  impact this nationally recognised site.  It isolates one of the designated historic buildings, 

separating it from the other structures.   Thus it effectively divides the district.  The tower is not 

compatible in style, scale, height nor architectural detail with the church buildings, commercial premises 

or heritage homes that give this area its distinctive character.  Approval of this development could set a 

precedent for other requests for other similar buildings and this type, height and form could cascade 

across the precinct, further compromising its integrity.  While not directly related to this proposal, the 

City has just recently almost completely isolated Gower St United Church making it almost inaccessible.   

Actions like these erode the heritage integrity of the district.  Ultimately they could lead to loss of the 

national designation, and will seriously reduce future opportunity for this district to be considered  for 

other designations such as UNESCO world heritage status.   I feel the City will rue the day that it allows 

this and any similar development to negatively impact the esthetic and economic benefits this district 

brings to the City. 

 

3a. Municipal Heritage Area 

 

This ecclesiastical district is arguably the core of the City’s Heritage Area 1. 

 

The current City of St. John’s Municipal Plan. 2003, pp. 37-38, states: 

 

The built heritage of fine old buildings and streetscapes in St. John’s contributes to the 

enjoyment of its residents and visitors. As the city develops, heritage buildings should retain 

their original features, although their use can and must evolve over time. Heritage areas also 

need to accommodate appropriate new buildings and redevelopment. . . . The City shall ensure 

that renovations and new development are compatible with adjoining buildings in terms of 

style, scale, height, and architectural detail (emphasis added). 

 

The 2019 draft of the Envision St. John’s Municipal Plan, pp. 2-10, states: 
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The city’s Heritage Area (including the Ecclesiastical Precinct set out by the Historic Sites and 

Monuments Board) will continue to be protected under the new St. John’s Heritage Bylaw. 

Residential districts in the downtown will be preserved to retain the blocks of row housing, 

streetscapes, laneways and public spaces that are unique to the city.  Urban Design Guidelines 

will be prepared for commercial areas in the downtown, addressing such things as site specific 

parameters for height, bulk and form of buildings, as well as exterior design elements (emphasis 

added). 

 

While the 2019 wording does not appear to provide as much protection as the existing plan, one 

hopes that as the specific guidelines are prepared, they will reflect the intent of the 2003 wording.  

The built heritage does contribute to the enjoyment of residents, and many citizens—one house, 

one commercial building; one street at a time—rescued the City from the sorry state it was in in the 

early 1970s.  The City owes the citizens its continued protection, including protection of the core of 

the Heritage Area. 

 

Conclusion: 

 

It is my understanding that once an area/site is rezoned, the City can have little impact on the design of 

buildings as long as they comply with the regulations for that zone.  If, for instance, the current 

developer finds that this design is too expensive, a completely different design could go ahead without 

further consultation.  Similarly, if this developer decides not to proceed, a new developer could propose 

a square block filling most of the site and reaching 3 or 4 stories above Harvey Rd, and Council would 

have few tools to stop it.    

 

I would encourage Council not to approve the rezoning that would facilitate this development and any 

other that might in the future be proposed for this site for the reasons discussed above.  Rather, Council 

should work creatively with other players in the district and surrounding neighbourhoods to develop a 

forward-looking vision for the area. 

 

If rezoning is the only card that Council has to play, I implore you to play it wisely on behalf of all the 

citizens of the City, not just its elites. 

 

Thank- you for your kind consideration of my concerns. 

 

 

 

 

References: 

 

https://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/newfoundland-labrador/condo-market-oil-industry-1.3403810 2016 

 

https://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/newfoundland-labrador/st-john-s-condos-executive-homes-rent-real-

estate-1.3392123      2016 

 

https://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/newfoundland-labrador/duckworth-street-condo-development-

shifting-to-rentals-1.3188152     Aug 2015 MIX 
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https://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/newfoundland-labrador/condo-market-rapidly-cooling-off-in-st-john-

s-area-1.2568741   2014 

 

https://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/newfoundland-labrador/sluggish-housing-market-nl-1.5249403  2019 
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 email: office@lbmcoc.ca  

website: www.lbmcoc.ca 

 

 

 

 

Page 1 of 1 744 Logy Bay Rd., Logy Bay, NL A1K 3B5 FORM76 

tel: 709.726.7930  fx: 709.726.2178 

November 25, 2020 

Anne-Marie Cashin, MCIP 
Planner III-Urban design and Heritage 
Department of Planning , Engineering & Regulatory Services 
City of St. John’s 
P.O. Box 908, 
St. John’s NL 
A1C 5M2 

Via email: acashin@stjohns.ca ;

Dear Ms. Cashin:: 

St. John’s Urban Region Regional Plan Amendment No 1, 2020 

The Town Council of Logy Bay-Middle Cove-Outer Cove reviewed the above noted 
amendment at its meeting of November 23, 2020. The Council has no objections to 
Regional Plan Amendment No. 1., 2020  

Yours very truly, 

Stephen B. Jewczyk, FCIP 
Town Planner  

Copy: Kim Blanchard, Department of Environment, Climate Change and Municipalities  
 Janine Walsh, P. Tech., Town Clerk/Manager 
 Karen Stacey, Administrative Assistant  
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From: CityClerk 

Sent: Wednesday, November 4, 2020 4:02 PM 

To:  CityClerk 

Cc: Maureen Harvey, Shanna Fitzgerald, Andrea Roberts, Ann-Marie Cashin, Ashley Murray, Dave 

Wadden, Jason Sinyard, Karen Chafe, Ken O'Brien, Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett, Planning 

Subject: RE: (EXT) Parish Lane Development and Bike Master Plan 

  

Good Afternoon:

We thank you for your feedback and advise that all submissions will be presented to Council for 
consideration prior to a final decision being reached on this application.

Elaine Henley 

Elaine Henley
City Clerk
t. 576-8202
c. 691-0451

From:   

Sent: Wednesday, November 4, 2020 2:00 PM 

To: CityClerk <cityclerk@stjohns.ca> 

Subject: (EXT) Parish Lane Development and Bike Master Plan 

 

 

 

PARISH Lane 68 Queens RD 

As a resident of St. John’s, my comments regarding the proposed development of Queens Rd; 

I agree with the proposal of the low rise townhouses on Queens Rd., 

However, I strongly oppose the multi unit high rise. This area of downtown is not conducive for a this type 

high concentration of traffic. 

 

 

 

Also of concern is the 

Bike Master Plan;

1. Issues are environmental.

2. potential law suits related to dangerous ice conditions (asphalt is much more prone to develop slippery 

surface than gravel.

3. future maintenance costs.

4. increase risk of pedestrian/bike accidents.
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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.

Any correspondence with employees, agents, or elected officials of the City of St. John’s may be subject to 

disclosure under the provisions of the Access to Information and Protection of Privacy Act, 2015, S.N.L. 2015, 

c.A-1.2.
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Department of Community Development 
3 Centennial Street | Mount Pearl, NL | A1N 1G4 | T 709-748-1029 | F 709-748-1111 | www.mountpearl.ca 

 

 

 

November 19, 2020

Via e-mail to: acashin@stjohns.ca  

Ms. Ann-Marie Cashin, MCIP
Planner III – Urban Design and Heritage
Department of Planning, Engineering, & Regulatory Services 
City of St. John’s
P. O. Box 908
St. John’s, NL  A1C 5M2

Dear Ms. Cashin: 

REFERRAL – CITY OF ST. JOHN’S
PROPOSED ST. JOHN’S URBAN REGION REGIONAL PLAN AMENDMENT NO. 1, 2020 IN 
REGARD TO AN APPLICATION TO RE-ZONE LAND TO THE RESIDENTIAL MIXED (RM) 

ZONE AND A SITE SPECIFIC APARTMENT ZONE FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF 3 
TOWNHOUSES AND A 36-UNIT APARTMENT BUILDING AT 66-68 QUEEN’S ROAD

In response to your letter of November 6, 2020, regarding the above-noted proposed 
amendment, pursuant to direction received from the Minister of Environment, Climate Change, 
and Municipalities on October 16, 2020, the City of Mount Pearl thanks you for the opportunity 
to provide commentary on the above-noted proposed redesignation of land from “Public Open 
Space” under the St. John’s Urban Region Regional Plan to “Urban Development” to enable the 
rezoning of land on Queen’s Road from Institutional (INST) to Residential Mixed (RM) and from 
Open Space (O) to a new site-specific Apartment Zone on Harvey Road to accommodate the 
development of 3 townhouses and a 36-unit apartment building at 66-68 Queen’s Road in the 
City of St. John’s Municipal Plan, Development Regulations, and corresponding maps.

The information available has been reviewed and the City of Mount Pearl has no objections to 
the Regional Plan redesignation of land from “Public Open Space” to “Urban Development” as 
the proposed amendment does not impact any lands other than the specific land within the City 
of St. John’s and there are no changes required to the text of the St. John’s Urban Region 
Regional Plan to accommodate the proposal. 
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To: Ms. Ann-Marie Cashin, MCIP, Planner III, City of St. John’s
Re: Commentary Regarding Proposed SJURRP Amendment No. 1, 2020  
From: Alanna Felt, Planner
Date: November 19, 2020
Page: 2 of 2 

 

Once again, the City of Mount Pearl thanks the City of St. John’s for the opportunity to 
participate in the public consultation referral process.  Please contact me at 709-748-1151 or by 
e-mail at afelt@mountpearl.ca if you require anything further.

Kindest regards, 

Alanna Felt
Panner, Department of Community 
Development

AF

cc Jason Collins, Director of Community Development
Sharon Ralph, Executive Assistant
Catherine Howell, Manager of Development and Planning
Mona Lewis, Deputy City Clerk
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From: CityClerk 

Sent: Monday, November 23, 2020 1:48 PM 

To: CityClerk 

Cc: Andrea Roberts, Ann-Marie Cashin, Ashley Murray, Dave Wadden, Jason Sinyard, Karen Chafe, 

Ken O'Brien, Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett, Planning 

Subject: RE: (EXT) Parish Lane Development – 66-68 Queen’s Road 

  

Good Afternoon:

We thank you for your feedback and advise that all submissions will be presented to Council for 
consideration prior to a final decision being reached on this application.

Elaine Henley 

Elaine Henley
City Clerk
t. 576-8202
c. 691-0451

From:   

Sent: Monday, November 23, 2020 12:39 PM 

To: CityClerk <cityclerk@stjohns.ca> 

Subject: (EXT) Parish Lane Development – 66-68 Queen’s Road 

 

RE: Parish Lane Development – 66-68 Queen’s Road 

  

Dear City Clerk, Councillors and Mayor: 

  

I have heard arguments that the proposed development at 66-68 Queen's Road will destroy an 

“urban forest”.  Having walked the proposed development site I do not understand this 

representation and felt compelled to register my views. Certainly there are some beautiful 

trees on the site, particularly along the properties’ boundaries, but calling this site an “urban 

forest” is really a stretch. 

  

We are heartened that the developer has undertaken to engage professional arborists to 

manage and improve the long term viability of the trees on this site. 

  

543634



On balance, this is a well thought out development proposal and should be fully supported by 

our City. 

  

Regards, 

 

 

 

  

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.

Any correspondence with employees, agents, or elected officials of the City of St. John’s may be subject to 

disclosure under the provisions of the Access to Information and Protection of Privacy Act, 2015, S.N.L. 2015, 

c.A-1.2.
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Elaine Henley 
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1288 Torbay Road P.O. Box 1160 Torbay, NL A1K 1K4 

t. 709-437-6532 f. 709-437-1309 e. info@torbay.ca 

December 11, 2020 

File No. Correspondence/Referrals

Ann-Marie Cashin, MCIP

Planner III – Urban Design & Heritage 

Department of Planning, Engineering & Regulatory Services 

PO Box 908 

City of St. John’s, NL

A1C 5M2

Via email: acashin@stjohns.ca  

REFERRAL BY CITY OF ST. JOHN’S 

ST. JOHN’S URBAN REGION REGIONAL PLAN AMENDMENT 1, 2020

Dear Ms. Cashin, 

Please be advised that further to your correspondence dated November 6, 2020 pertaining to above 

referenced matter, the Council of the Town of Torbay discussed the referral at its regular public 

meeting of November 30, 2020, and wishes to advise the following: 

The Town of Torbay has reviewed proposed background and amendment documents. 

The Town has no objection to proposed St. John’s Urban Region Regional Plan Amendment 1, 2020.

Should you have any questions, or require clarification, please do not hesitate to contact the 

undersigned. Thank you very much for providing opportunity to review. 

Sincerely,

Julia Schwarz, MCIP, CSLA

Director of Planning & Development

C.c. (By Email) Craig Scott, Mayor

Ann Picco, Acting Chief Administrative Officer/Deputy Clerk 
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Any correspondence with employees, agents, or elected officials of the City of St. John’s may
be subject to disclosure under the provisions of the Access to Information and Protection of
Privacy Act, 2015, S.N.L. 2015, c.A-1.2.
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Elaine Henley 
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two

3.1.11 Protect and expand the urban forest in existing city neighbourhoods and integrate it into new 
neighbourhoods as they are planned and developed, consistent with the City’s Urban Forest Plan.
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4.6.11  Encourage the retention and use of existing privately-owned recreation facilities and open 
space to supplement municipal parks and facilities. 
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From: CityClerk 

Sent: Wednesday, November 25, 2020 3:57 PM 

To: , CityClerk 

Cc: Andrea Roberts, Ann-Marie Cashin, Ashley Murray, Dave Wadden, Jason Sinyard, Karen Chafe, 

Ken O'Brien, Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett, Planning 

Subject: RE: (EXT) Queens Road Proposed Development 

  

Good Afternoon:

We thank you for your feedback and advise that all submissions will be presented to Council for 
consideration prior to reaching a final decision on this application.

Elaine Henley 

Elaine Henley
City Clerk
t. 576-8202
c. 691-0451

From:   

Sent: Wednesday, November 25, 2020 11:06 AM 

To: CityClerk <cityclerk@stjohns.ca> 

Subject: (EXT) Queens Road Proposed Development 

 

City Clerk:

I heard about the push back on the development proposal on Queens Road so I read in detail the LUAR submitted 
by the developer and the comments about the project.

The biggest issue seems to be development in Heritage Area 1 and the demolition of a heritage designated building. 
I would like to address both:

1. We all know there must be development in an heritage area. The issue is the architecture and integrity of the 
development. In the Queen’s Road case, it is my opinion the architects have done a wonderful job of 
capturing the look and feel of the architectural context with the grade-level brick homes on Queens Road 
while the building on Harvey Road is a good balance of the iconic Rooms and the Kirk Church; and

2. Demolition of a heritage designated building. The building that occupied the site from 1892 to the mid-1960’s 
was an architectural gem. Unfortunately that building does not exist anymore having been destroyed by fire 
and a subsequent rebuild. While the building is designated as heritage, except for a few interesting features 
in one section, there is nothing worth saving.

3. In addition, after listening to the Deputy Mayor on radio this morning stressing the requirement to cut back in 

every department so that the budget can be balanced , it seems prudent for Council to welcome developments 

that are not only good for the downtown but also contributing in a significant way by way of its attractive tax 

base . 

 

Innovators are never satisfied with the status quo. They're the ones who constantly ask, 'What if?' and 'Why not?' 
They're not afraid to challenge conventional wisdom, and they don't disrupt things for the sake of being disruptive; 
they do it to make things better.

The Parish Lane proposal will make our City better.

Please approve this project.
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Regards,

 

 

 

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.

Any correspondence with employees, agents, or elected officials of the City of St. John’s may be subject to 

disclosure under the provisions of the Access to Information and Protection of Privacy Act, 2015, S.N.L. 2015, 

c.A-1.2.
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Jan. 30, 2021 

 

 

His Worship Mayor Danny Breen 

Members of Council   

City Hall, 

St. John’s, NL 

 

Your Worship and Members of Council, 

 I am writing to express my very deep concerns about the proposed Parish Lane 

development application which will see a 150 ft condo tower constructed on the site of the 

existing Parish Hall building on Queen’s Rd. Given that the location of the development in a 

nationally designated Ecclesiastical district within Heritage Area One  the greatest care should 

be taken that any new development should be appropriate and in keeping with the special 

character of this area. 

 Ideally, I would have liked to see an adaptive reuse of the parish Hall such as the 

Benevolent Irish Society Buildings and the Masonic Hall which both lie withing this district and 

add greatly to the heritage integrity of this special area. However, I am not opposed  to the 

redevelopment of the Parish Hall site as I realize that the property is in poor condition. I am 

asking that City Council, as trustees of the built heritage of St. John’s abide by the commitments 

made in successive municipal plans over many years to protect these special designated areas 

from inappropriate development. 

The massing and height of the proposed condo tower creates a very inappropriate 

intrusion in this most significant area of the cultural landscape of our historic downtown. It will 

create an unfortunate precedent for other development applications in designated heritage 

areas. If we do not protect the integrity of this most significant heritage area, what will we 

protect?  

In my time as a member of Council, I served as Chair of the Planning Committee for 

many years. If my memory serves, I understand that the piece of land at the rear of the 

property under consideration, was zoned as Open Space by Council some years ago to protect 

the property from inappropriate development which would negatively impact the protection of 

this historic area and the view  of historic St. John’s from LeMerchant Rd. This view has become 

even more significant and accessible to citizens and visitors since the construction of the Rooms 

and is a tremendous asset that institution. The proposed development will seriously diminish 

that view scape. 
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It is generally realized that in a post Covid era, Tourism will be an increasingly important 

part of the Provincial Economy. The cultural landscape of historic St. John’s is a very important 

asset for the City and  historic St. John’s is an significant part of  part of our attraction as a 

tourist destination. Our built heritage and how it relates to the natural landscape is the visual 

evidence of how our city developed. It provides a unique and authentic sense of time and place 

which is unique and authentic.   It is our story.  

 The important role of our religious denominations in the social and economic 

development of St. John’s is an important chapter in that story. The significant legacy of their 

individual  architectural buildings is in itself important. The way in which they are clustered in in 

a single district is unique in Canada and provides those of us who live here and our visitors with 

a sense of time and space that is rare in our modern world. This is a valuable asset for our city 

and our province for St. John’s. It deserves our protection. 

What   would be an  appropriate development for that site ? One suggestion  could be 

zone the Parish Lane site for a well designed  townhouse development fronting on Queen’s 

Road. A good example would be the townhouses on Queen’s Road.   This would meet many of 

the concerns that have been raised by the public and the surrounding institutions in addition to 

respecting the historic significance of the area.  It would also be fairer to the many other 

developers who have invested in our historic downtown within the guidelines on the existing 

heritage requlations.  

There are many areas in the City suitable for large scale developments. We have only 

one Ecclesiastical district . It has the potential to become an even more important asset for the 

City and the Province with a designation as UNESCO World Heritage Site. Please take these 

concerns into consideration in  making a decision on this development.  

 

Yours Sincerely, 
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Parish Lane Development Inc., 135 Trans Canada Highway, Clarenville, NL A5A 1Y3 
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By email and mail 

 

February 2, 2021 
 

City of St. John’s 

10 New Gower Street 

St. John's, NL 

 
Attention: Mayor and Councillors 

 

 

Dear City Council: 

 
Re:  Rezoning Application - 68 Queen's Road - MPA1900002 – Parish Lane Development 

 

Parish Lane Development Inc. (the “Proponent”) offers the following perspective on the above-noted 

application. 

 
The November 17th and 18th, 2020 public meetings represent the sixth and seventh series of public and 

focused meetings relative to this project. Each has contributed to the proponent’s understanding of 

neighbourhood, public, and City concerns.  

 

With the input of a three-part public consultation process, the project undertook a major redesign during 
the second quarter of 2020. As a result, we now have a significantly improved development application. 

 

Our proposal for rezoning includes: (1) density and floor area ratios well below the norm for similar and 

recent developments in the downtown area; (2) more green space that can typically be achieved in a 

downtown urban environment; (3) greater setbacks from immediate residential homes;  (4) minimal 
surface parking and ample underground parking; (5) lower height for buildings on both Queen’s Road and 

Harvey Road; and (6) a nuanced design respecting view planes and heritage standards.  

 

We would like to respond to several of the salient topics that have been raised through the consultation 

process.  
 

A.! Ecclesiastical District 

1.! We agree the area is a remarkable and special part of St. John’s; 

2.! There is no reason why residential housing is not compatible with this area; and 

3.! We believe the proposed design significantly improves the current abandoned building 
located on the site. 

 
B.! Heritage Area 1 and other guidelines 

1.! Both the Heritage Area and Parks Canada Guidelines allow new construction; 

2.! These guidelines do not require that new structures imitate the old structures; 
3.! These guidelines use concepts such as: “in balance”, “in keeping” and “reflective of”; and 
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Parish Lane Development Inc., 135 Trans Canada Highway, Clarenville, NL A5A 1Y3 
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4.! These concepts were the drivers for the Parish Lane design resulting in a balance between 

competing and complementary forms, styles, ages, and scales in the area. 
 

C.! Size and Scale 

1.! There are two distinct scales in the area: 

a)! The larger institutional buildings; and  

b)! The smaller residential structures; 
2.! Parish Lane, with its two residential groupings and broken form, bridges the gap; and 

3.! The upper building relates to the larger forms while the townhouses on Queen’s Road 

relate to the residential downtown scale. 
 

D.! View from The Rooms 

1.! The Rooms opposes the project fearing their customers’ experiences will be compromised 

by the proposed development; 

2.! The view from The Rooms will change; 

3.! As can been seen from the attachment, 5.6% of the view field from the lowest customer 

platform of The Rooms will be impacted by the proposed development; and 
4.! The visitors to The Rooms will continue to have unimpeded views of Signal Hill, The 

Narrows, the northern waterline of the harbour, Garrison Hill and all the building forms 

east of Garrison Hill, Atlantic Place, and all the building forms to the west. 

 
E.! Why this Site? 

1.! This property was actively and visibly for sale by the Church for two years prior to the 

Proponent acquiring the site; 

2.! There was ample opportunity for advocates of alternative use, such as proponents of the 

Ecclesiastical District, neighbours, or even the City, to at least be proactive with 

discussions about its future use; and 

3.! The Proponent purchased the property in good faith as a residential venture.! 

 
F.! Impact on Churches 

1.! The question was raised, “Why was this not in the TOR and why was it not discussed with 

them?”. 
2.! The first public outreach by the Proponent was to all the four churches in the immediate 

neighbourhood during the fall of 2018; 

3.! There have been three follow-up meetings with the Kirk, the project’s closest neighbour; 

and 

4.! Discussions for shared driveway were unsuccessful. 
 

G.! Pandora’s Box 

1.! This legitimate issue keeps being raised “What is to stop developer from changing the 
design”; and 

2.! In this case, in conjunction with the City, detailed site-specific provisions are proposed to 
establish hard metrics of the size, setbacks and height of the proposed buildings. 

 
H.! Density and Open Space. 

1.! Relatively low density for downtown; 

2.! In fact, the proposal has similar density to the Garrison Hill residences and surrounding 
residential streets; 

3.! However, more effective open space per residence is possible with multi-unit than can be 

achieved with individual houses; and 
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4.! There is only a small reduction in open space from the existing site. 

 
In summary, this proposal has gone through unprecedented consultation and evaluation. Its current state is 

a testament to the power of people to come together and collaborate.! 

 

As such, this proposal is a winner for our City and our community and we seek your approval for the 

application before you. 
 

Yours very truly, 
Parish Lane Development Inc. 

 

 
 

Richard W. Pardy 

Chief Executive Officer 

!  
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May 28, 2020 

 

Ms. Heather MacLellan 

St. Andrews Presbyterian Church Board of Management and 

Friends of the St. John's Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site  

hmaclellan@nl.rogers.com  

 

Dr. John Edward Fitzgerald 

Executive Director, St. John the Baptist Basilica Foundation 

fitzgeraldjohnedward@gmail.com  

 

 

Dear Ms. MacLellan and Dr. Fitzgerald,  

 

Thank you for your correspondence to myself and other Parks Canada officials regarding 

your concerns over the proposed Parish Lane condo development, which, if approved, will 

result in the demolition of the mid-section of the Anglican Cathedral Parish Hall within 

the St. John’s Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site.  As your concerns are largely 

shared, it seemed that a joint response to both of you would be appropriate.   

 

Pursuant to the Historic Sites and Monuments Act (HSMA), the St. John’s Ecclesiastical 

District was declared a national historic site in 2008.  It comprises an unique cultural 

landscape made up of many remarkable structures and spaces that are valued for their 

historical associations with religion and education in Newfoundland and Labrador.  

Included within the district are two buildings that have also separately been designated as 

national historic sites - the Roman Catholic Basilica of St. John the Baptist National 

Historic Site and St. John the Baptist Anglican Cathedral National Historic Site. A 

commemorative plaque for Bishop Michael Anthony Fleming, who was declared a person 

of national historic significance in 2003, is also situated in front of the Basilica.   

 

As you know, a national historic site’s Statement of Commemorative Intent is intended to 

document the reasons for the site’s designation, as recommended by the Historic Sites 

and Monument Board of Canada and approved by the Minister of Environment and 

Climate Change. Parks Canada further develops character-defining elements for each 

national historic site, which elaborate the materials, forms, location, spatial 

configurations, uses and cultural associations or meanings that contribute to the heritage 

value of a historic place. Interventions or additions within a national historic site should 

respect these character-defining elements in a manner compatible with its heritage value. 

 

The Statement of Commemorative Intent and the character defining elements for the St. 

John’s Ecclesiastical District NHS can be found on the Directory of Federal Heritage 

Designations as follows: https://www.pc.gc.ca/apps/dfhd/page_nhs_eng.aspx?id=11843 
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You have raised a number of questions regarding Parks Canada’s role and responsibilities 

with respect to the St. John’s Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site.   

 

Conserving National Historic Sites 

 

Parks Canada takes a strong interest in the commemorative integrity of all national 

historic sites.  However, the Government of Canada does not own or administer any 

properties within the St. John’s Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site nor does the 

Government of Canada have jurisdictional authority over any elements of the district. 

Federal legislation does not provide the Government of Canada legislative authority with 

respect to decisions taken by other owners of designated national historic sites.   

 

Parks Canada encourages all owners of historic places as well as jurisdictional authorities 

to apply the Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places to ensure 

sound decision-making when considering the potential impacts of changes on historic 

places.  We also encourage owners and administrators of historic places to consult 

professional heritage conservation expertise whenever possible in assessing the potential 

impacts of changes on historic places.   

 

Note that alterations and additions to national historic sites can be undertaken. In such 

instances, it is recommended that these interventions be guided by the principles laid out 

in the Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada. It is 

recommended that additions be compatible with and respectful of the heritage value and 

character-defining elements of the national historic site.   

 

To support informed decision-making related to proposed developments within the St. 

John’s Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site, Parks Canada’s Chief Architect (Built 

Heritage), David Scarlett, delivered a workshop on the Standards and Guidelines in St. 

John’s this past February. The principle objective of the workshop was to provide the 

municipal authorities, stakeholders, and other interested parties with the tools and 

guidance to effectively apply the Standards and Guidelines in order to help them arrive at 

the best possible decision regarding this proposed development and the overall 

management of historic resources within the District.   

 

Loss of Commemorative Integrity 

 

The HSMBC advises the Government of Canada on the designation of persons, places and 

events of national historic significance.  On occasion, the HSMBC assesses changes that 

have taken place at a national historic site to determine whether the site has had its 

commemorative integrity significantly compromised or impaired to such a degree that the 

reasons for designation and/or heritage character-defining elements are no longer 

evident.  In such a case, the HSMBC may recommend that the Minister of Environment 

and Climate Change place the site on a list of national historic sites whose 
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commemorative integrity has been destroyed. Normally, such a determination is taken as 

a last resort and as the result of severe damage or complete destruction.   

 

National Cost-Sharing Program for Heritage Places 

 

When applying to the National Cost-Sharing Program for Heritage Places, eligible 

national historic sites, or contributing properties to national historic sites, are assessed on 

the merit of their proposal relative to other proposals received in that funding cycle.  As 

per the 2020-21 guidelines, funding may be available for contributing properties to 

heritage districts, such as the Anglican Parish Cathedral Hall or the Episcopal Library, 

based on a Confirmation of Contributing Property and the Statement of Values for the 

district. Each individual property is assessed independently and changes to other 

properties within the district would not influence this assessment. Please note, however, 

that funding decisions have been temporarily suspended given the current situation with 

COVID-19.   

 

Since 2017, the Program has provided $1.2M in support for three conservation projects at 

St. John the Baptist Anglican Cathedral National Historic Site, designated in its own 

right, as well as being a contributing property within the district, helping to preserve 

stone walls, windows and slate roofs.   

 

Potential Stimulus Investments 

 

The Government of Canada is taking immediate, significant and decisive action to 

support Canadians and businesses facing hardship as a result of the global COVID-19 

outbreak and is continuing to develop measures to help with the economic recovery. 

Federal departments and agencies are working in close consultation with all impacted 

sectors across the economy to take action where it is required, and are prepared to take 

further targeted action as needed to ensure that Canada is well-positioned for a strong 

recovery from the impacts of COVID-19 across all sectors of the economy.  We will be sure 

to keep you informed if any programs administered by Parks Canada are launched that 

might potentially benefit the St. John’s Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site.   

 

Designation Process for Potential World Heritage Sites 

 

To be considered for nomination as a World Heritage site, all candidate sites must first be 

included on Canada’s Tentative List for World Heritage Sites.  Canada’s current Tentative 

List was updated in 2017 through a public process and independent expert review that 

resulted in the addition of eight new sites.  As countries are encouraged to update their 

Tentative Lists every ten years, a new process to identify candidate sites for Canada’s 

Tentative List is not anticipated in the near future.  In each of the past updates to its 

Tentative List (2004 and 2017), Canada has endeavoured to limit additions to 

approximately ten new candidate sites.  This reflects the amount of time necessary to 

develop World Heritage nominations from the Tentative List, and the current limit of one 
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nomination submission per country, per year to the World Heritage Committee for 

consideration.   

 

When Canada’s Tentative List is next updated, proponents will have an opportunity to 

propose their site for potential addition to the list, although the specific criteria and 

application process will be determined closer to the date.  It can be expected that future 

sites added to the Canadian Tentative List will be those considered to have the best 

possible chance of success as potential nominations to the World Heritage List.  Potential 

considerations as part of the expert review would include the proposed boundaries of the 

nominated site, the strength of existing protection measures, and the heritage values that 

form the basis of the nomination. In light of this, it would be impossible for Parks Canada 

officials to predict what the impact of future developments might be on the potential for 

the St. John’s Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site to be added to Canada’s 

Tentative List for World Heritage Sites.   

 

Inscription on the World Heritage List does not confer new protective measures or 

guidelines on a place.  Instead, the nomination dossier for the property must demonstrate 

high standards of protection and management under the managing jurisdiction, and must 

clearly protect the heritage values for which the property is proposed as a World Heritage 

site. As such, continued application of the Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation 

of Historic Places is strongly recommended if there is a desire to consider nominating the 

St. John’s Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site for potential addition to Canada’s 

Tentative List for World Heritage Sites in the future.   

 

I very much appreciate your interest and engagement in support of the commemorative 

integrity of the St. John’s Ecclesiastical District NHS. I am pleased to know that, over the 

past several months, there has been significant discussion about the proposed Parish 

Lane condo development involving multiple community and heritage sector stakeholders. 

Parks Canada will continue to support the City of St. John’s and others by providing 

information and guidance focused on the effective application of the Standards and 

Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada. Should you require further 

information, please contact Dr. Patricia Kell, Executive Director, Cultural Heritage, Parks 

Canada Agency at patricia.kell@canada.ca.   

 

 

Sincerely,  

 

 
Christine Loth-Bown 

Vice-President, Indigenous Affairs and Cultural Heritage Branch  
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CC:  

Ken O’Brien, MCIP, Chief Municipal Planner, City of St. John’s; 

Anne-Marie Cashin, Planner III, City of St. John’s; 

Gerry Osmond, Director, Culture and Heritage, Government of NL;  

Jerry Dick, Executive Director, Heritage Newfoundland; 

Bill Brake, Field Unit Superintendent Eastern Newfoundland, Parks Canada;  

Dr. Patricia Kell, Executive Director, Cultural Heritage, Parks Canada;  

Ashley Campbell, Director, Heritage Designations and Programs, Parks Canada;  

Genevieve Charrois, Director, Cultural Heritage Policies, Parks Canada;  
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November 20, 2021 
  
Dear Mayor Breen and Members of St. John’s City Council:  
  
On Monday, you are scheduled to vote to rezone the land on the north/rear of 68 Queen’s Road from 
its current zooning as “Open Space” to a site-specific zone that would allow for the construction and 
operation of an apartment tower. 
  
The Working Group, composed of members officially representing St. Andrew’s Presbyterian Church 
(the Kirk), Gower Street United Church, and the Basilica Heritage Foundation are opposed to this re-
zoning, as it will allow for the construction of an intrusive, out-of-character and out-of-scale building in 
the heart of the city’s Heritage Area 1 and within the St. John’s Ecclesiastical District National Historic 
Site. Similar views have been expressed by area residents, cultural and heritage groups and others 
during the consultation process, including those views expressed in the 333 pages of opposing 
submissions appended to your Decision/Direction Note dated 17 November 2021, which also 
contains a petition against a zone change, signed by 4,637 individuals. 
  
Further, the currently proposed condominium tower, as shown on page 4 of the Decision/Direction 
Note, shows it essentially unchanged from the developer’s 2 July 2020 LUAR document. The only 
change now noted is a reduction in height of less than 5 feet from a structure whose 10 storeys will 
still dominate an area reaching 135 feet above Queen’s Road. In addition, its unaltered design still 
entirely disregards the City’s own design regulations, which is part of the City’s own newly adopted 
Heritage By-Law. Those for a new building in Heritage Area 1 state that “Buildings must be designed 
with a traditional form and maintain elements of façade design as described in the Heritage Area 
Design Standards above,” and that “Façade design shall respond to the development pattern of the 
historic street and the design of adjacent buildings. New buildings shall have roof lines, eave lines, 
window lines and cornice lines in common with adjacent buildings in order to establish a visual 
continuity along the streetscape. Facades shall incorporate the rhythm of the street with respect to 
fenestration.” 

  
None of these requirements can be found in the Parish Lane condo design. 
  
We therefore request that the vote be postponed until Council meets with the members of our 
Working Group together to discuss the grave implications and detrimental effect that this intrusive 
piece of architecture will have. This proposed rezoning is a major development that will have 
significant impacts on the future of the integrity and sustainability of St. Andrew’s Presbyterian 
Church, Gower Street United Church and the Basilica Heritage Foundation as separate entities and 
as partners in the St. John’s Ecclesiastical District, a partnership that has been beneficial to us and to 
the City of St. John’s. It will also impact all residents of St. John’s - and the Province - as it harms the 
future tourism potential of the City by devaluing this National Historic Site and its potential as a World 
Heritage Site.  
  
We are also gravely concerned about the impacts of vibration from the proposed development, and 
have raised this issue recently with one of Canada’s leading heritage engineers.  His advice to us is 
that we should be very concerned about possible impacts to our fragile historic buildings and historic 
resources.  He outlined that it should be the responsibility of the City to ensure that our cultural 
resources will not be affected. We wish to pursue this, too, with the city. 
  
This district represents 300 years of our City’s history, including 27 historic buildings, and countless 
people, institutions and organizations that have shaped the culture and society of Newfoundland and 
Labrador. It is also a living, vital, active hub, where people live and work daily, worship, and receive 
social services, food and clothing, education and counselling. It is unique in all of North America, 
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indeed in all the world. We wish for it to thrive and grow, not be imperiled by ill-advised and out-of-
character, intrusive construction which can never be reversed. 
  
We are cultural institutions surrounded by six or more historic graveyards. These burial grounds need 
to be maintained, and left in a cultural landscape that is respectful of them. 
  
The condominium tower development as proposed is neither. It would be built to benefit a few private 
residents who can afford the price, at a cost to all others who live in or visit this great City and 
appreciate its unique character and worth. 
  
We have stated before that we are not opposed to development within our district and within Heritage 
Area 1; but such development must be complimentary, in character and to an appropriate 
scale with the existing character-defining features of the district, as the Heritage Standards state and 
our City deserves. 
  
We look forward to discussing this with you. 
  
Respectfully, 
Basilica Heritage Foundation 
Board of Managers, St. Andrew’s Presbyterian Church 
Board of Management, Gower Street United Church 
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APPENDICES TO THE COMMISSIONER’S REPORT 

 

TO: THE CITY OF ST. JOHN’S 

RE: MUNICIPAL PLAN AMENDMENT NO.1, 2022  

AND 

DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS AMENDMENT NO.1, 2022 

 

AND TO: THE MINISTER OF MUNICIPAL AND PROVINCIAL AFFAIRS 

RE: ST. JOHN’S URBAN REGION REGIONAL PLAN AMENDMENT NO. 1, 2020  

in conjunction with 

MUNICIPAL PLAN AMENDMENT NO.1, 2022 AND 

DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS AMENDMENT NO.1, 2022 

 

 

*Please note that some appended documents were provided to the Commissioner by more 

than one party. * 

 

 

 

 

Submitted by: Chantelle MacDonald Newhook, Q.C., Q.Arb. 

22 August 2022 
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Appendix #2 – Government of Newfoundland and Labrador documents provided to 

Commissioner 

 

2022 

 

1. Commissioner’s letter of appointment 

 

2. January 3, 2022 email to Honourable Krista Lynn Howell, Minister of Municipal and 

Provincial Affairs from Adrian House, Churches Neighbourhood Association 

 

3. January 5, 2022 Letter from Honourable Krista Lynn Howell, Minister of Municipal and 

Provincial Affairs to Heather MacLellan, Representing St. Andrews Presbyterian Church; 

Dr. Jim Hiller, Representing Gower Street United Church; 

Mr. Robert Pitt, Representing Gower Street United Church; and Dr. John Fitzgerald, 

Representing Basilica Heritage Foundation 

 

4. January 25, 2022 letter from Parks Canada, Christine Loth-Bown, Vice-President, 

Indigenous Affairs and Cultural Heritage Branch to Deputy Minister, Tourism, Culture, 

Arts and Recreation and to Deputy Minister, Municipal and Provincial Affairs  

5. January 27, 2022 letter to The Honourable Dr. Andrew Furey, Premier of Newfoundland 

and Labrador from Anne Walsh, DM, Ecclesiastic District National Historic Site 

Coalition Lead 

6. February 22, 2022 letter from Honourable Krista Lynn Howell, Minister of Municipal 

and Provincial Affairs to Adrian House, Churches Neighbourhood Association 

 

7. February 24, 2022 letter from Honourable Krista Lynn Howell, Minister of Municipal 

and Provincial Affairs to Anne M. Walsh, St. John’s Ecclesiastical District Historic Site 

Coalition Lead 

 

8. March 2, 2022 letter to the Honourable Premier Andrew Furey from Christophe Rivet 

Ph.D., President, Canadian National Committee of the International Council on 

Monuments and Sites (ICOMOS Canada) 

 

9. June 17, 2022 letter from the Honourable Krista Lynn Howell to Mayor Danny Breen and 

councillors  

2021 

10. November 20, 2021 letter to Mayor Breen and City Councillors from  

Basilica Heritage Foundation; Board of Managers, St. Andrew’s Presbyterian Church; 

Board of Management; and Gower Street United Church 
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11. November 21, 2021 Media Release from the Boards of St. Andrew’s Presbyterian 

Church, Gower Street United Church and the Basilica Heritage Foundation of the St. 

John’s Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site 

 

12. November 21, 2021 letter to the Honourable Minister John Abbott; the Honourable 

Minister Krista Lynn Howell; and the Honourable Minister Steve Crocker from Heather 

MacLellan, representing St. Andrews Presbyterian Church Dr. Jim Hiller and Mr. Robert 

Pitt, representing Gower Street United Church; Dr. John Fitzgerald, representing Basilica 

Heritage Foundation 

 

13. December 17th, 2021 letter from Heather MacLellan, For Members of our Ecclesiastical 

District National Historic Site Working Group addressed to 

The Honourable Krysta Lynn Howell 

Minister for St. Barbe - L’anse aux Medows 

Minister of Municipal and Provincial Affairs and Registrar General 

The Honourable Steve Crocker 

Member for Carbonear - Trinity - Bay de Verde 

Minister of Tourism, Arts, Culture and Recreation 
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P.O. Box 8700, St. John’s, NL, Canada   A1B 4J6     709 729 3046     709 729 0943    www.gov.nl.ca 
 

Government of Newfoundland and Labrador 
                                   Municipal and Provincial Affairs 

Office of the Minister 
  

COR/2021/04395-01 
January 5, 2022 
 
 
Heather MacLellan 
Representing St. Andrews Presbyterian Church 
hmaclellan@nl.rogers.com 
 
Dr. Jim Hiller 
jhiller@mun.ca 
Representing Gower Street United Church 
 
Mr. Robert Pitt 
rpitt@canpitt.ca 
Representing Gower Street United Church 
 
Dr. John Fitzgerald 
Representing Basilica Heritage Foundation 
john.fitzgerald@thebasilica.net 
 
 
Dear Ms. MacLellan, Dr. Hiller, Mr. Pitt, and Dr. Fitzgerald: 
 
Re: Rezoning Parish Lane Property City of St. John’s 
 
Thank you for your correspondence dated November 21, 2021 in which you expressed your 
concern regarding the rezoning of parish lane property in the City of St. John’s.  
 
The City has the authority, provided under the City of St John's Act, to make policy 
decisions and regulations for the purpose of heritage development. Likewise, the City has 
the authority under the Urban and Rural Planning Act, 2000, to make development 
decisions. The Department of Municipal and Provincial Affairs (MAPA) does not intervene in 
policy or regulation development within that authority.  
 
The Department does review municipal plans with respect to the requirements under the 
Urban and Rural Planning Act, 2000. Approval is based on compliance with the legislation, 
including plan requirements and public hearings. Please note, MAPA has received and will 
review this request from the City.  
 
From a heritage perspective, the Department of Tourism, Culture, Arts and Recreation and 
its Crown agencies will continue to monitor the project as it progresses, and will advise the 
City of any potential archaeological work required, or any other concerns. 
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P.O. Box 8700, St. John’s, NL, Canada   A1B 4J6     709 729 3046     709 729 0943    www.gov.nl.ca 

2 
 

If you have any further questions, please do not hesitate to contact Lori Evoy, Director of 
Local Governance and Land Use Planning at 729-6528. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
HON. KRISTA LYNN HOWELL, MHA 
District of St. Barbe - L’Anse aux Meadows 
Minister 
 
cc: Hon. John Abbott, MHA 
 Hon. Steve Crocker, Minister of Tourism, Culture, Arts & Recreation 

785



  
 

 

 
 

January 25, 2022 

 
Ms. Karen Stone 

Deputy Minister 

Tourism, Culture, Arts and Recreation 

KarenS@gov.nl.ca 
 

Mr. Ted Lomand 

Deputy Minister Municipal and Provincial Affairs 

tedlomond@gov.nl.ca 

 

 
Dear Deputy Minister Stone and Deputy Minister Lomond, 

 
At the request of the St. John’s Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site of Canada 

Working Group, I am writing with reference to the proposed re-zoning of the former 

Cathedral Parish Hall property within the District from an “Open Space Zone” to a site- 

specific “High-Density Condo Apartment Zone.” Parks Canada has an interest in this 

project as the federal entity responsible for national historic sites and the World Heritage 

program. 

 
Pursuant to the Historic Sites and Monuments Act (HSMA), the St. John’s Ecclesiastical 

District was declared a national historic site in 2008. It comprises a unique cultural 

landscape made up of many remarkable structures and spaces that are valued for their 

historical associations with religion and education in Newfoundland and Labrador. 

Included within the district are two buildings that have also separately been designated as 

national historic sites - the Roman Catholic Basilica of St. John the Baptist National 

Historic Site and St. John the Baptist Anglican Cathedral National Historic Site. A 

commemorative plaque for Bishop Michael Anthony Fleming, who was declared a person 

of national historic significance in 2003, is also situated in front of the Basilica. 

 
A national historic site’s Statement of Commemorative Intent documents the reasons for 

the site’s designation, as recommended by the Historic Sites and Monuments Board of 

Canada and approved by the Minister of Environment and Climate Change. These 

reasons for designation are the first element found in the heritage value statement of 

federally designated heritage sites. Parks Canada further notes character-defining 

elements for each national historic site, which elaborate the materials, forms, location, 

spatial configurations, uses and cultural associations or meanings that contribute to the 

heritage value of a historic place. Any proposed interventions or additions within a 

national historic site should respect these character-defining elements in a manner 

compatible with heritage value. 
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The Statement of Commemorative Intent and the character-defining elements for the St. 

John’s Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site can be found on the Directory of 

Federal Heritage Designations: www.pc.gc.ca/apps/dfhd/page_nhs_eng.aspx?id=11843. 
 

Parks Canada takes a strong interest in the heritage value and conservation status of all 

national historic sites, recognizing the wide range of cultural, social, economic, and 

environmental benefits they provide to their communities. The Agency does not, 

however, have legislative or regulatory authority over designated properties that are 

administered by other owners. Parks Canada encourages all owners of historic places as 

well as jurisdictional authorities to apply the Standards and Guidelines for the 

Conservation of Historic Places to ensure sound decision-making when considering the 

potential impacts of proposed interventions, alterations or additions to historic places. 

We also encourage owners and administrators of historic places to secure professional 

heritage conservation advice when assessing the potential impacts of changes on historic 

places. 

 
In order to ensure that interventions respect and reinforce the heritage value of a historic 

place, it is recommended that these interventions be guided by the Standards and 

Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada. Proposed changes should 

be compatible with and respectful of the heritage value and character-defining elements 

of national historic sites. 

 
Parks Canada has actively supported the District’s heritage conservation, with $1.3 M in 

funding since 2017 to support four conservation projects at St. John the Baptist Anglican 

Cathedral National Historic Site, helping to preserve stone walls, windows and slate 

roofs. In addition, Parks Canada delivered a workshop with municipal authorities, 

stakeholders, and other interested parties on the Standards and Guidelines in St. John’s 

in February 2020. 

 
Parks Canada strongly recommends that the heritage value of the District be taken into 

account in considering the re-zoning request to ensure that the scale and scope of any 

proposed developments associated with the re-zoning would not negatively affect this 

historic neighbourhood. I also would like to clarify that Parks Canada never indicated to 

the municipality that the proposed re-zoning would have no impact on a potential future 

bid to have the district added to Canada’s Tentative List for World Heritage. 

 
Based on the stringent requirements associated with the World Heritage nomination 

process, it can be expected that future properties added to the Canadian Tentative List 

will be those with the best possible chance of successful inscription on the World Heritage 

List. Considerations as part of the expert review would include: 

- the proposed boundaries of the nominated site; 

- the authenticity and integrity of the property; 

- the strength of existing protection measures; and 

- the heritage value that forms the basis of the nomination. 
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Should you require further information, please contact Dr. Patricia Kell, Executive 

Director, Cultural Heritage, Parks Canada Agency at patricia.kell@canada.ca. 
 

Sincerely, 
 
 

 
Christine Loth-Bown 

Vice-President, Indigenous Affairs and Cultural Heritage Branch 

 
CC: Ken O’Brien, MCIP, Chief Municipal Planner, City of St. John’s 

Anne-Marie Cashin, Planner III, City of St. John’s 

Gerry Osmond, ADM, Arts and Heritage, Government of Newfoundland Labrador 

Jerry Dick, Executive Director, Heritage Newfoundland 

Heather MacLellan, St. Andrew’s Presbyterian Church 

Robert Pitt, Co-Chair Heritage and Archives Committee, Gower Street United Church 

John Fitzgerald, Executive Director, Roman Catholic Basilica Heritage Foundation 

Siân French, Field Unit Superintendent Eastern Newfoundland, Parks Canada 

Dr. Patricia Kell, Executive Director, Cultural Heritage, Parks Canada 
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         January 27, 2022  

 
The Honourable Dr. Andrew Furey, MD, MHA 
Premier of Newfoundland and Labrador  
Office of the Premier  
Confederation Building, East Block  
P.O. Box 8700 
St. John, Newfoundland and Labrador  
A1B 4J6 
premier@gov.nl.ca 
 
Dear Premier Furey:  
 
I write to you today on behalf of a coalition of senior professionals representing the cultural, 
arts, tourism and heritage industries of Newfoundland and Labrador, including representatives 
from the Ecclesiastical District Working Group.  We seek to meet with you to brief you directly 
about the impacts the planned modern condo development for the Parish Lane site will have 
on our interests and more broadly on the cultural and tourism fabric of downtown St. John’s 
and the Province.  
 
We request that such a meeting occur as soon as possible, before the Department of 
Municipal Affairs makes a decision on the proposed rezoning of this property planned to be 
located in front of The Rooms, in the midst of a provincially and federally important cultural and 
tourism district. The district includes the St. John’s Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site 
of Canada, which is an aspiring World Heritage Site.  
 
The City’s proposed rezoning of land from an Open Space Zone to a High-Density Apartment 
Zone will have both cultural and economic consequences. It will harm forever the unique 
historic character and landscape of a District that is routinely and extensively used by tourists 
and the arts community including our musicians, dancers, theatre community, visual artists, 
writers, choirs, our film and the TV industry.  
 
As a hub for tourism, the District is used by Stay Vacation families and other tourists seeking 
heritage attractions and to learn about Newfoundland and Labrador history and culture. Pre-
Covid, the District was the main attraction for international cruise ship and other visitors to St. 
John’s. Because of the vastness of the church infrastructure in the area and the close 
proximity of its buildings, walking tours are a key part of the tourism experience. Consequently, 
District Tours were able to take place safely last summer, much to the appreciation of the 
City’s hotels and B&B operators.  
 
The District has also been home for over 300 years to our historic church congregations and 
includes six early burial grounds which hold the remains of our early migratory residents. 
These buildings are the finest architecture ever built in the Province by some of the world's 
great architects of the day.  The historic precinct also houses our first War Memorial and was 
the spiritual home to almost half of our 1st World War Royal Newfoundland Regiment 
members, and continues to be a place of state functions.  
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The proposed condominium development will impact all of this and our cultural and tourism 
products and plans, including preventing us from achieving World Heritage Designation. The 
proposed development will also most certainly impact the world class cultural tourism and 
experience of the province that The Rooms was built to provide to visitors from around the 
world.  What is proposed is regressive as we move forward with a tourism reset and a Come 
Home Year for Newfoundland and Labrador.  
 
You should note that the information made public by the City, as part of their referral to the 
Province, about Parks Canada’s position relating to the proposed development is incorrect. 
Parks Canada (Ottawa) has recently written the Deputy Ministers of Municipal Affairs and 
Tourism to ensure that the Province is aware of the correct Federal expectations (see attached 
letter from Parks Canada VP Christine Loth-Bown). 
 
Our coalition are not against new development in this District but we need zoning and a 
development that is of an appropriate scale and design, so it will protect the interests of all, 
including ours and all levels of government and our citizens. This would be consistent with 
modern national and international standards for such an area, as Parks Canada states. 
 
There is no room here to make a mistake that will forever alter the landscape and vistas that 
we and so many visitors to the province hold dear.  We cannot continue to sell our culture 
and heritage to the highest bidder, for the benefit and private use of a few. Instead, we need to 
work together to ensure that new development in this sensitive area  protects the landscape 
and neighbourhoods that set us apart from the rest of the country and entice countless tourists 
to our shores. Through that process we can preserve our culture, history and economic 
opportunities for generations to come.  
Having a modern intrusive condo in the midst of this District, will significantly impact its layered 
tourism, cultural and heritage values, and by implication, those of the province 
 
We would also welcome our MHA, the Honourable John Abbott and the Ministers of Municipal 
and Provincial Affairs and Tourism, Arts, Cultural and Recreation to participate in a meeting 
with you. 
 

Sincerely,   

 

Anne Walsh, DMin 
Ecclesiastic District National Historic Site Coalition Lead  
amfwalsh@gmail.com 
Ph. 725-3939  

 

cc 
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The Honourable Steve Crocker  
Minister of Tourism, Culture Arts and Recreation  
Confederation Building 
P.O. Box 8700 
St. John, Newfoundland and Labrador  
A1B 4J6 
TCARMinister@gov.nl.ca 
 
The Honourable Krysta Lynn Howell  
Minister of Municipal and Provincial Affairs  
Confederation Building, West Block  
P.O. Box 8700 
St. John, Newfoundland and Labrador  
A1B 4J6 
mapa-minister@gov.nl.ca 
 
The Honourable John Abbott  
Member for St. John’s East—Quidi Vidi 
Minister of Children, Seniors and Social Development 
Minister of the Community Sector  
Minister Responsible for NL Housing and Persons with Disabilities  
Confederation Building, West Block  
P.O. Box 8700 
St. John’s, Newfoundland and Labrador  
A1B 4J6 
CSSDMinister@gov.nl.ca 
 
 
 
 
  

 

791



792



793



m: P.O. Box 737, Station B Ottawa, ON, Canada K1P 5P8
e: secretariat@canada.icomos.org
w: http://canada.icomos.org/

Executive
Committee

Christophe Rivet,
President,
Ontario

Mathieu Dormaels,
Vice President,
Quebec

Rebecca Jansen,
Vice President,
Yukon

Stephen Fai,
Secretary,
Ontario

Mario Santana
Quintero,
Treasurer,
Ontario

Board of
Directors

Isabelle Giasson,
Quebec

Hilary Grant,
Ontario

Nour Riyadh
Guessoum,
Quebec

Shabnam Inanloo
Dailoo,
Alberta

Jean Laberge,
Quebec

Daniele Malomo,
Quebec

Seamus McGreal,
Nova Scotia

Ulduz Maschaykh,
British Columbia

Wednesday, March 2nd 2022

Dear Honourable Premier Andrew Furey,

I am writing to you as the President of the Canadian National Committee of the
International Council on Monuments and Sites (ICOMOS Canada) in regard to a building
proposed for construction in the St. John’s Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site
which has raised concerns about the future of the district’s heritage integrity.

Founded in 1965, ICOMOS is a non-governmental international organisation dedicated to
the conservation of the world's monuments and sites, and is one of three consulting
bodies to the UNESCO World Heritage Convention. As a National Committees of this
organisation, ICOMOS Canada is one of the country’s leading cultural heritage
organisations, shaping heritage policy, theory and practice both nationally and
internationally.

Newfoundland and Labrador’s leadership in heritage matters is recognized
internationally. The creativity and commitment displayed in initiatives related to public
access to archaeological sites, research in intangible heritage, promotion of traditional
skills, and the protection of hundreds of sites of national and international significance
have inspired jurisdictions worldwide. These sites are iconic destinations for tourism
and significant economic drivers for the province. The dominant presence of the Rooms
overlooking St.John’s is a testament to the importance of culture and heritage to the
identity of Newfoundland and Labrador. We invite you to demonstrate the same
commitment to protecting the nearby Ecclesiastical District by ensuring that the highest
standards are applied to assessing the impact of new development and to equip
provincial and local authorities with the tools to manage this historic place for a
sustainable future.

As you are aware, the protection of cultural heritage in Canada falls primarily under
provincial responsibility. Municipalities rely on provincial authorities to formally
recognise places of significance, to provide legislative protection of these places, and to
lead enforcement measures to preserve the integrity of heritage places for future
generations. The province’s commitments in its 2019 Cultural Action Plan to its “special
responsibility to protect and preserve our cultural resources and support development
and promotion…[to]...ensure our culture remains strong, vibrant, and adaptive to
maximise its potential,” and to play “a critical role in supporting, fostering, promoting,
preserving and protecting culture” reflects its commitment to maintaining a high
standard of protection for its cultural and material heritage.

We would also like to draw your attention to the fact that Canada signed the Convention
Concerning the Protection of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage (the World
Heritage Convention) following consultations with the provinces and territories. As a
result, Canadian provincial, territorial and federal governments are bound to Article 5 of
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the World Heritage Convention, which requires the implementation of  effective and
active legal, scientific, technical, administrative and financial measures to protect
heritage. In accordance with this, provincial legislation and involvement on heritage
matters must ensure that the integrity of places of provincial, national, and international
significance is protected.

Additionally, provincial assessments of impacts to heritage are required to adhere to
national and international standards which, in Canada, is set by the Standards and
Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada. This document is the
result of a federal, provincial and territorial collaboration and consensus. It  draws on
international charters and other guidance developed by ICOMOS and UNESCO and
provides the principles, standards, and processes that lead to the conservation of
historic places. Given this context, ICOMOS Canada wishes to stress the importance of
protecting the value of historic districts using the right tools and standards and the
measurable benefits of doing so for Newfoundlanders and Labradorians, and asks that
your government carefully examine and address public concerns surrounding the
proposed development in the St. John’s Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site
against the Standards and Guidelines.

In your evaluation of the proposed development, we also ask you to keep in mind that
the province’s responsibilities to follow national and international standards do not
prevent heritage districts from evolving, nor do they forbid the introduction of new
structures. Rather, they reflect professional expertise on how changes are expected to
respect the values and enrich districts without detracting from their heritage character.
In the case of proposed new construction, the most stringent of measures are expected
to be in place to ensure the protection of the values that justify the district’s national and
municipal significance. In situations such as these, Canadian professionals with
knowledge and experience on the interpretation of the Standards and Guidelines should
be invited to comment on the appropriateness and merits of the project.

On behalf of ICOMOS Canada, I appreciate your consideration or our observations and
remain available to discuss this matter further.

Christophe Rivet Ph.D.,
President
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Media Release 
Urgent 

21 November 2021 

 
The Boards of St. Andrew’s Presbyterian Church, Gower Street United Church and The 
Basilica Heritage Foundation of the St. John’s Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site 
learned late Friday afternoon that the agenda of St. John’s City Council for this coming 
Monday afternoon, November 22, will include consideration of the proposed re-zoning of land 
currently zoned as “open space” at 68 Queen’s Road to a site-specific high-density apartment 
zone. This rezoning, if approved, will signal that Council supports the construction of the out-
of-scale, out-of-character Parish Lane condo tower to be built in Heritage Area 1, and in the 
middle of our prime cultural tourism district and a National Historic Site. 
 
This past summer, City Council claimed that its new Heritage By-law would protect the city's 
heritage areas. Therefore, the first piece of Heritage Business this new Council is considering 
demonstrates that the city has misled the citizens of our city about its intentions of protecting 
and preserving Heritage Area 1 as it said it would do under its new Heritage By-Law. 
 
This also demonstrates that Council has not adequately listened to the input of stakeholders, 
citizens and neighbours who will be directly affected by this high-rise development. This 
rezoning will enable the construction of an inappropriate development in the heart of this 
important cultural and heritage district. It also poses a direct threat to the possibility of ever 
exploring World Heritage Status. 
 
Please see the attached letter, which we have sent to St. John’s City Council. 
 
Media Contact: 

Dr. John FitzGerald 
Executive Director, 
Basilica Heritage Foundation 
(709) 631-8878 

 
 

- 30- 
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November 20, 2021 
  
Dear Mayor Breen and Members of St. John’s City Council:  
  
On Monday, you are scheduled to vote to rezone the land on the north/rear of 68 Queen’s Road from 
its current zooning as “Open Space” to a site-specific zone that would allow for the construction and 
operation of an apartment tower. 
  
The Working Group, composed of members officially representing St. Andrew’s Presbyterian Church 
(the Kirk), Gower Street United Church, and the Basilica Heritage Foundation are opposed to this re-
zoning, as it will allow for the construction of an intrusive, out-of-character and out-of-scale building in 
the heart of the city’s Heritage Area 1 and within the St. John’s Ecclesiastical District National Historic 
Site. Similar views have been expressed by area residents, cultural and heritage groups and others 
during the consultation process, including those views expressed in the 333 pages of opposing 
submissions appended to your Decision/Direction Note dated 17 November 2021, which also 
contains a petition against a zone change, signed by 4,637 individuals. 
  
Further, the currently proposed condominium tower, as shown on page 4 of the Decision/Direction 
Note, shows it essentially unchanged from the developer’s 2 July 2020 LUAR document. The only 
change now noted is a reduction in height of less than 5 feet from a structure whose 10 storeys will 
still dominate an area reaching 135 feet above Queen’s Road. In addition, its unaltered design still 
entirely disregards the City’s own design regulations, which is part of the City’s own newly adopted 
Heritage By-Law. Those for a new building in Heritage Area 1 state that “Buildings must be designed 
with a traditional form and maintain elements of façade design as described in the Heritage Area 
Design Standards above,” and that “Façade design shall respond to the development pattern of the 
historic street and the design of adjacent buildings. New buildings shall have roof lines, eave lines, 
window lines and cornice lines in common with adjacent buildings in order to establish a visual 
continuity along the streetscape. Facades shall incorporate the rhythm of the street with respect to 
fenestration.” 

  
None of these requirements can be found in the Parish Lane condo design. 
  
We therefore request that the vote be postponed until Council meets with the members of our 
Working Group together to discuss the grave implications and detrimental effect that this intrusive 
piece of architecture will have. This proposed rezoning is a major development that will have 
significant impacts on the future of the integrity and sustainability of St. Andrew’s Presbyterian 
Church, Gower Street United Church and the Basilica Heritage Foundation as separate entities and 
as partners in the St. John’s Ecclesiastical District, a partnership that has been beneficial to us and to 
the City of St. John’s. It will also impact all residents of St. John’s - and the Province - as it harms the 
future tourism potential of the City by devaluing this National Historic Site and its potential as a World 
Heritage Site.  
  
We are also gravely concerned about the impacts of vibration from the proposed development, and 
have raised this issue recently with one of Canada’s leading heritage engineers.  His advice to us is 
that we should be very concerned about possible impacts to our fragile historic buildings and historic 
resources.  He outlined that it should be the responsibility of the City to ensure that our cultural 
resources will not be affected. We wish to pursue this, too, with the city. 
  
This district represents 300 years of our City’s history, including 27 historic buildings, and countless 
people, institutions and organizations that have shaped the culture and society of Newfoundland and 
Labrador. It is also a living, vital, active hub, where people live and work daily, worship, and receive 
social services, food and clothing, education and counselling. It is unique in all of North America, 

799



indeed in all the world. We wish for it to thrive and grow, not be imperiled by ill-advised and out-of-
character, intrusive construction which can never be reversed. 
  
We are cultural institutions surrounded by six or more historic graveyards. These burial grounds need 
to be maintained, and left in a cultural landscape that is respectful of them. 
  
The condominium tower development as proposed is neither. It would be built to benefit a few private 
residents who can afford the price, at a cost to all others who live in or visit this great City and 
appreciate its unique character and worth. 
  
We have stated before that we are not opposed to development within our district and within Heritage 
Area 1; but such development must be complimentary, in character and to an appropriate 
scale with the existing character-defining features of the district, as the Heritage Standards state and 
our City deserves. 
  
We look forward to discussing this with you. 
  
Respectfully, 
Basilica Heritage Foundation 
Board of Managers, St. Andrew’s Presbyterian Church 
Board of Management, Gower Street United Church 
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November 21, 2021 

The Honourable Minster John Abbott 
The Honourable Minister Kyrsta Lynn Howell  
The Honourable Minister Steve Crocker  
 
Ministers: 
 
Friday, 19 November, St. John’s City Council announced that on Monday (tomorrow) they will 
be moving to approve rezoning that will enable the construction of the out-of-scale 
condominium tower on the Parish Lane property within our National Historic District.  
 
This confirms our fears, discussed with you in September, that the new Heritage By-Law is 
flawed to the point that it is not able to prevent an inappropriate, out-of-scale development in 
the heart of one of the Province’s prime tourism districts.  
 
As you know, we – and many other groups, including Parks Canada, The Rooms, area 
residents, and thousands of other individuals who signed the petition submitted to City Council 
–  oppose such an incongruent, intrusive and prominent use of an area that is so important to 
the Province’s heritage and future tourism potential. It would also run counter to the City’s own 
Heritage Design Standards within the new Heritage By-Law.  
 
We believe it is important to note some of the key points that are missing from the 17 
November 2021 Decision/Direction Note provided to council before their vote tomorrow 
(Monday). 
 
1. The Province requested that the City prepare a management plan for the Ecclesiastical 
District. The City agreed to do this but has delayed it until 2022. In all logic, this plan should be 
in place before such a significant and character-altering zoning change is proposed or 
approved. 
 
2. The City agreed to review the National Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of 
our Historic Places in Canada in our heritage area during their Heritage By-Law Policy Review 
this Fall. This should be done before such a zoning change goes to the Province.  
 
3. The City says in their Direction Note that Heritage NL may provide comments to the 
Province when the zoning change request goes forward. HNL – which is a Provincial 
Government agency - has already stated that this development should follow the National 
Standards and Guidelines, which is also the stated policy of the Department of Tourism, 
Culture, Arts and Recreation. As the Department participated in the development of this 
Document at an FPT table in about 2002-2004 and the Province’s Logo is on the Document.  
 
4. The Direction Note states that Parks Canada does not believe such a development 
jeopardizes the achievement of World Heritage status for the District; in fact, the Vice-
President of Parks Canada for National Historic Sites has stated that failing to follow National 
Standards and Guidelines very much threatens this opportunity for our District.    
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5. The Direction Note does state that their zoning decision has to be approved by the 
Provincial Government. We were not aware of this when we meet with you in September, but 
we are encouraged to hear this. 
 
We urge you not to grant approval of this zone and that a new lower density zone be the final 
solution for this issue facing us so that a new development will meet the scale and design 
standards that are appropriate for the location, and in particular until the requested 
management plan is in place and Standards and Guidelines are followed. 
 
With regard to the District’s potential for World Heritage status, we note that the Secretary 
General for UNESCO’s International Council on Monuments and Sites has recently expressed 
an interest in doing work in our District. He is also a UNESCO advisor on World Heritage. (The 
Premier and Minister Steven Crocker may be aware already of this opportunity). This may be a 
game changer for the District and the Province as World Heritage status becomes an even 
more achievable prospect. But this will require support from the Province as well as the 
appropriate protection of the District from inappropriate and irreversible intrusions. 
 
We know there is a lot of work ahead but protected areas, natural or cultural, are vitally 
important to our economy and our cultural identity and industries.  
 
These special areas are rare, and we all have a responsibility to preserve them for future 
generations by applying good planning standards and through meaningful partnerships that 
involve each of the key interests in the District. 
 
As the designated representatives of three of the most significant heritage properties in the 
District we are prepared to participate with you, The Rooms, Parks Canada, Destination St. 
John’s and others in a cooperating partnership agreement which we believe should also be in 
place before any further action is taken. 
 
We look forward to a strong response from the Province on this matter as it may be the last 
chance to protect the District’s collective heritage, cultural and tourism assets, including the 
other 25 historic structures in our national historic district that define the area’s historic scale 
and styles, and as recommended by our important partner, Parks Canada. 
 
Please feel free for any Provincial staff to reach out to us to verify any of our statements in this 
letter, or provide further information. 
 
We also attach a letter sent to Council today and a press release we have just released on this 
urgent situation. 
 
Thank you  
 
Heather MacLellan 
Representing St. Andrews Presbyterian Church 
mobile: (709) 690-4714  
E-mail:  hmaclellan@nl.rogers.com 
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Dr. Jim Hiller and Mr. Robert Pitt  
Representing Gower Street United Church  
 
Dr. John Fitzgerald  
Representing Basilica Heritage Foundation 
Executive Director 
Basilica Heritage Foundation Inc. 
URL: www.thebasilica.net 
E-mail:  john.fitzgerald@thebasilica.net 
mobile: (709) 631-8878 
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	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 December 17th, 2021 


The Honourable Krysta Lynn Howell 

Minister for St. Barbe - L’anse aux Medows 

Minister of Municipal and Provincial Affairs and Registrar General 


The Honourable Steve Crocker 

Member for Carbonear - Trinity - Bay de Verde 

Minister of Tourism, Arts, Culture and Recreation 


Dear Ministers:


As a Working Group for the Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site, we were 
pleased to update Minister Abbott on Monday. During this meeting we shared  
information that the City’s media statement, made by Councillor Ian Froude that, “Parks 
Canada has suggested a condo development would not jeopardize a future World 
Heritage designation”, is not correct.  This incorrect statement is also on the City 
Record, associated with the proposed zoning for the Parish Lane Site, now before you 
for your consideration.   

Attached therefore please find the full letter from Parks Canada, that was sent to Dr. 
John FitzGerald and myself, and cc’d to City Hall, from the Federal Vice-President of 
Parks Canada, Ottawa, Ms. Christine Loth Bown, in May 2020.  


We have highlighted in the letter key statements that indicate the true Federal interests 
and requests associated with the District, as both a National Historic Site in its own 
right, or if it is to become a World Heritage candidate in the future. The Loth Bown 
letter is also in the package Municipal Affairs recently received from the City.  


We therefore ask that before you make a decision on this proposed rezoning, that 
would allow an out of scale condominium to be built in the midst of the National 
Historic Site, you have a full understanding of the Federal requests associated with the 
District.  To facilitate this we have committed to provide by January 5th to you and 
Minister Abbott, the following additional information:


1. Results from a meeting on December 22nd, 2021 with the Parks Canada’s World 
Heritage Unit, Ottawa.


2. Results from a January 4th, 2022 meeting with members of  the international 
UNESCO's, ICOMOS World Heritage Advisory Committee. 


We would also be pleased, if you are interested, to provide a presentation to Municipal 
Affairs and Tourism in the New Year to explain how the proposed zone would not meet 
the Federal Standards and Guidelines for new developments in National Historic Sites, 
as recommended to be followed by Parks Canada. 
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I am also including in this package other correspondence to City Hall that verifys that 
City Hall have been fully aware for some time of the Federal requests and the 
implications for the District of the proposed high density site specific zone.


We also want to advise you that a Coalition representing senior professionals, from the 
Arts, Cultural, Tourism and Heritage industries and District Churches, are requesting a 
meeting with the Premier to ensure the Province is fully aware of all the Provincial, 
Federal and International interests relating to the District.  We will be asking the 
Province to consider this information when making a decision on the request to 
approve the proposed zone for the parish land site that will allow a multi-story condo to 
be constructed in the midst of one of the Province’s most important cultural and 
heritage tourism zones and that will significantly impact the visitor experience at The 
Rooms. This $50M dollar Provincial cultural facility was specifically designed and 
constructed to offer spectacular world class experiences and views of the old town 
and the 300 year old historic church district it would sit amongst. The location for the 
construction of The Rooms was also strategically chosen to grow the cultural and 
tourism industries of NL.  


This splendid District is a place of importance to all Canadians with world class history, 
culture, venues, architecture, archaeology, landscapes and topography.  As a “visually 
spectacular historical and mystical place” the District is deserving of zoning and design 
that protects these values. 


The Precinct happens to be located within the boundaries of the City of St. John’s, but 
its social, cultural, historical  and tourism importance and influence have never been 
confined to the City, nor has its value and draw as a provincial and national tourism 
product. 


Thank you for your consideration of these matters. 


Heather MacLellan 

For Members of our Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site Working Group 


cc. Dr. Anne Walsh 

      Dr. James Hiller 

      Mr. Rob Pitt 

      Mr. David Baird 

      Ms.Patrick Buchanan 

      Mr. Bruce Templeton


cc. 	 The Honourable John Abbott 

	 Member for St. John’s East - Quidi Vidi 

	 Minister of Children, Seniors and Social Development 

	 Minister of the Community Sector

	 Minister Responsible for NL Housing and Persons with Disabilities 
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APPENDICES TO THE COMMISSIONER’S REPORT 

 

TO: THE CITY OF ST. JOHN’S 

RE: MUNICIPAL PLAN AMENDMENT NO.1, 2022  

AND 

DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS AMENDMENT NO.1, 2022 

 

AND TO: THE MINISTER OF MUNICIPAL AND PROVINCIAL AFFAIRS 

RE: ST. JOHN’S URBAN REGION REGIONAL PLAN AMENDMENT NO. 1, 2020  

in conjunction with 

MUNICIPAL PLAN AMENDMENT NO.1, 2022 AND 

DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS AMENDMENT NO.1, 2022 

 

 

*Please note that some appended documents were provided to the Commissioner by more 

than one party. * 

 

 

 

 

Submitted by: Chantelle MacDonald Newhook, Q.C., Q.Arb. 

22 August 2022 
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Appendix #3 – Redacted Written Submissions received by Commissioner 

 

1. Various – see attached 
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1

Karen Chafe

From:
Sent: Thursday, July 21, 2022 10:22 PM
To: CityClerk
Cc:
Subject: (EXT) Request to the Mayor in 2020 to Work with the Ecclesiastical District Working 

Group to explore the Feasability of World Heritage in partnership with the 
Ecclesiastical,District Working Committee 

Attachments: Meeting with Mayor 1 Dec 2020  Re  Parish Lane  Development  Proposal (BW).pdf

 
City Clerk: 
 
Further to tonight’s Virtual Consultation re the proosed rezoning and variance for the proposed 68 Queens Road 
rezoning we wanted to share this attached presentation with the Commissioner. 
 
This meeting was held in 2020  with the Mayor and Senior Mangers at the City, including  the City Manager, Deputy City 
Managers, a representative firm the City’s Legal Department and the Head of Planning, Ken O’ Brien. 
 
See page 23 where we invite the City to work with us to explore the feasibility of World Heritage for the District, an 
immense opportunity for not only citizens of St. John’s but the Province and the Country.  
 
Thank you  
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The Proposed Parish Lane Development in the Ecclesiastical District 

Issues and Concerns

1 December 2020
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A presentation on behalf of

The Basilica Cathedral of St. John the Baptist – Shannie Duff, Anne Walsh

Gower Street United Church – Patrick Griffen, James Hiller

St. Andrew’s Kirk – David Baird, Heather MacLellan

The Churches of the Ecclesiastical District
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We ask that this presentation form part of the official record of 
stakeholder consultations on the Parish Lane development and 
that it be made available to members of Council prior to the 
decision on the rezoning of the land for this development.
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Topics

1. Introduction of the Issues

2. Historical Cultural Values and Benefits 

3. Density and Scale Matter 

4. Zoning Matters

5. Appropriate Development
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1. Introduction 
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2. The Historic Cultural Landscape
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• In 2008, the area was designated as the Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site of 
Canada by the Federal Minister Responsible for Parks Canada following the 
recommendations of the HSMB of Canada.   

• With this important designation, Parks Canada recommends that the national standards 
for heritage conservation be applied by all levels of government.

• Consistent with these values, the City made commitments in its 2019 Envision Plan, 
stating:

"The City's Heritage Area (including the Ecclesiastical Precinct) as set out by the 
Historic Sites and Monuments Board, will continue to be protected under the new St. 
John's Heritage ByLaw". 

• The proposed Parish Lane site was zoned "Open Space" to help protect the legacy of the 
District. 

We are encouraged by these commitments to one of the earliest and continuing religious historic cultural landscapes in North 
America. We believe it is worthy of, and can achieve, UNESCO World Heritage designation. This would be a significant 
achievement for the City.
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• The District presents a distinctive cultural landscape. Its character-defining 
features - such as its cluster of churches and other institutional buildings, its 
open spaces and its graveyards - uniquely represent the significant role St. 
John’s played in establishing European religious institutions in North America.

• The area also played a key role in the educational, charitable, philanthropic, 
social and political development of the City of St. John’s, the Colony and the 
Province for more than 300 years.

Why is this City Heritage Area 1?  Why is this a National Historic Site? Why should it be a World Heritage 
Site?

1852
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With its beginnings in the area in 1699, it has come to represent in its totality a complete, authentic package 
of religious character features.  It is where

• Early European missionaries to North America, such as the Society for the Propagation of the Gospel, brought care and education 
for both adults and children 

• The largest missionary educational institution in the world - the British Newfoundland School Society - centred its operations with 
more than 300 schools around the globe

• The oldest Anglican congregation in North America resides 

• The largest Roman Catholic Basilica of its day in North America was built 

• An early influential Presbyterian Church of Scotland and its congregation lives 

• The oldest Methodist (later United) congregation in the City was established

• Denominational Educational Schooling started in NL

• The Sisters of Mercy and Presentation Sisters built their institutions 

• One of the finest stained glass collections in the world is housed 

• Thousands of the City’s human remains are interred in its four graveyards, some of the oldest in the Province 

• Religious leaders have been recognized in their own right as persons of national historic significance 

• Magnificent ecclesiastical art pieces such as Italian marble sculptures, landscape sculptures, rare books and gold vestments are
housed

• Some of the finest examples of Romanesque and Gothic Revival architecture in North America are located, designed by some of 
the best architects of their day

• Architecture, in its own right, is designated of national historical significance.
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Values and Benefits

• The District’s significance is valued by citizens for its unique presence in Heritage 

Area 1 as one of the oldest living districts left in the city, older than Government 

House, Bannerman Park,  the Colonial Building and the Court House. It is one of 

the oldest authentic living cultural landscapes in North America.

• It is a valuable asset of importance to international tourists as both a municipal and 

federally designated heritage District, a top designation for tour and cruise ship 

operators, for faith tourism and for our tourism business operators. 

• It is a place which we believe can become a World Heritage site for the City, one of 

the few such designations in North America in an urban setting. This is a very 

positive opportunity for the churches and the City to work together to achieve an 

important mutual benefit. 

• The District is a valuable asset for the City. The District has grown and will continue 

to grow in value over time. It must not be diminished, damaged or given away to the 

few by allowing out-of-scale development that harms its character.  The District 

must continue to be protected so it can continue to attract economic, social and 

cultural benefits for our citizens. 

"One should not emphasize one character
defining element over the other and the
treatment of that resource should always be
minimal and then further developed based on
Standards and Guidelines."

- Parks Canada Standards and Guidelines
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Out of Scale

• The development as proposed is directly contrary to the Municipal Plan 
Part IV.  It does not protect the architectural scale of the downtown Heritage 
Area 1 and will not be in harmony with it.

• The size of the proposed development – even as revised – is out of scale 

with the churches and other built heritage of the area. 

• At nearly 150 feet in height, the proposal is larger than Tiffany Towers on 

Torbay Road and is 2/3 the size of the Confederation Building, larger than 

TD and Sir Humphrey Gilbert Buildings on Duckworth Street, and the BIS. 

The historic Queens Road streetscape and will be diminished and it will 

significantly impact important views form the south and from The Rooms.

• Dwarfing  those structures, blocking views in and of the surroundings, 

altering the viewplane means it simply would not fit. 
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Out of Style

• It is not in character with, or complimentary to, the existing architecture or landscape of the Ecclesiastical District. 

• While we applaud the adaptive reuse of the remaining house facing Queen’s Road and the proposed townhouses adjacent 

to it, the main presentation will be an apartment tower, its servicing, resident traffic, parking issues and potential retail uses.

• The District’s ecclesiastical buildings were designed by some of the world’s best architects of the day. What is being 

proposed architecturally for the condo tower is not world class architectural design done in sympathy or in scale or design to 

the ecclesiastical buildings. 

• The tower being proposed does not blend with the District and is precedent setting for this Heritage Area 1 neighbourhood. 

Given the value of this District to the Churches, the neighbourhood, 

the City, the Province, to Canada and international tourism we should 

expect that any developer would follow either the municipal, federal 

or international heritage standards to design a structure that would fit.
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Zoning Type

The "high density mixed commercial zone" proposed by the developer with a commercial potential does not fit in the 

middle of a working and valuable historic church and tourism district. 

• The  land was Heritage Area 1 Open Space  when the Developer purchased it so he should have realistic 

expectations when proposing such an out-of-scale condo development with such inherent risk associated with it. 

• The proposed "high density Apartment Zone" by the Planning Department, for the Open Space Zone will also 

allow the development to go to ten storeys. 

Both proposed "high density" zones will detract from the current architectural dominance of the cluster of historical 

ecclesiastical buildings in this landscape by allowing a ten-storey development that is out of scale with the rest of the 

ecclesiastical buildings in the District and the neighbouring areas.

X
828



829



• The proposed eight-visitor parking spaces are inadequate considering the 
scale of the development; we will see spill-over and use of spaces and lands 
traditionally used by the congregations of the churches. 

• The construction that will be needed, for a building of that height, may cause 
vibrations that could damage the stability of our churches, their fragile and 
rare stained glass and exterior old masonry envelopes.  

• The planned underground structures appear to be closer than 6 meters to the 
Kirk boundary. 

• Congestion during construction will disrupt all activities in the area for 2 – 3 
years.

The wrong zoning will harm the District’s cultural balance 

as a unique enclave where history, current function and 

open space matter.
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Short-Term Recommendations

1. That any development on the site to be complementary and sympathetically designed in scale and detail to the historic 
Ecclesiastical District, in harmony with national and international heritage standards.

• That the City apply a "residential medium density” zoning allowing a maximum of four storeys, as measured from its 
civic address on Queen’s Road,

• That the lower profiled buildings be stepped up the hill to help protect the District's heritage value and viewscape,

• That any new development on this site ensure the preservation of 
some level of historic open space.

2. That the City ensure in any approvals it gives that development will not:

• Impair our parking, hinder our entrance areas, harm our historic trees,

• Allow activities that might damage our structural stability or our  
priceless stained glass art works, etc.

3. That the City continue to protect the Ecclesiastical District National Historic 
Site and work with all four churches towards the development of a World 
Heritage designation application.
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Longer-Term Recommendations

1. We represent a significant component of the cultural heritage of the District, the city, the province and the 
nation, which holds social and economic value for all citizens. In recognition of this significance, we urge the 
establishment of a more formal strategic relationship, led by the Mayor, to advance these values. 

2. We recommend the creation of an "Ecclesiastical District Planning Zone" similar to planning provisions in 
place for Quidi Vidi and the Battery. 

3. We recommend, as part of the planning process for the Ecclesiastical District, that appropriate heritage 
standards be adopted to guide any new development in this District and protective measures be put in place for 
the District.

4. We ask that the City adopt the national "Standards and Guidelines“ - which have already been adopted by 
federal, provincial and territorial governments - to inform development in the District. 
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Thank You 

This area is not yours or ours: it is a legacy entrusted to us by past
generations of this city. We will pass it on to future generations.
We must not be the ones to break the trust.
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1

Karen Chafe

From:
Sent: Thursday, July 21, 2022 10:30 PM
To: CityClerk
Cc:
Subject: (EXT) Fwd: Icomos letter
Attachments: St. Johns Ecclesiastical Distr ict National Historic Site .pdf

City Clerk:  
 
 Could you please pass the following letter on to the Commissioner, for the 68 Queens Road Hearing, from ICOMOS 
Canada to the Province.  A reference to this letter was raised tonight during the Virtual Consultation.  
 
This is important information for her to have regarding Federal and Provincial Government’s responsibilities to ensure 
for the integrity of historic places of provincial, national and international importance.  The letter also clarifies what is 
expected with respect to the professional expertise required  to evaluate the appropriateness of developments 
associated with these historic places.  
 
In the case of the St. John’s Ecclesiastical District it has been designated of municipal and national historic importance as 
a district and its historic buildings have been designated of historical importance by the Province and there are other 
national historic designations associated with buildings and people of national historic importance associated with the 
District.  
 
Thank you  

  
 
>  
>  
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*SYRHIH MR ����� -'3137 MW E RSR�KSZIVRQIRXEP MRXIVREXMSREP SVKERMWEXMSR HIHMGEXIH XS
XLI GSRWIVZEXMSR SJ XLI [SVPH�W QSRYQIRXW ERH WMXIW� ERH MW SRI SJ XLVII GSRWYPXMRK
FSHMIW XS XLI 92)7'3 ;SVPH ,IVMXEKI 'SRZIRXMSR� %W E 2EXMSREP 'SQQMXXIIW SJ XLMW
SVKERMWEXMSR� -'3137 'EREHE MW SRI SJ XLI GSYRXV]ƅW PIEHMRK GYPXYVEP LIVMXEKI
SVKERMWEXMSRW� WLETMRK LIVMXEKI TSPMG]� XLISV] ERH TVEGXMGI FSXL REXMSREPP] ERH
MRXIVREXMSREPP]�

2I[JSYRHPERH ERH 0EFVEHSVƅW PIEHIVWLMT MR LIVMXEKI QEXXIVW MW VIGSKRM^IH
MRXIVREXMSREPP]� 8LI GVIEXMZMX] ERH GSQQMXQIRX HMWTPE]IH MR MRMXMEXMZIW VIPEXIH XS TYFPMG
EGGIWW XS EVGLEISPSKMGEP WMXIW� VIWIEVGL MR MRXERKMFPI LIVMXEKI� TVSQSXMSR SJ XVEHMXMSREP
WOMPPW� ERH XLI TVSXIGXMSR SJ LYRHVIHW SJ WMXIW SJ REXMSREP ERH MRXIVREXMSREP WMKRMƻGERGI
LEZI MRWTMVIH NYVMWHMGXMSRW [SVPH[MHI� 8LIWI WMXIW EVI MGSRMG HIWXMREXMSRW JSV XSYVMWQ
ERH WMKRMƻGERX IGSRSQMG HVMZIVW JSV XLI TVSZMRGI� 8LI HSQMRERX TVIWIRGI SJ XLI 6SSQW
SZIVPSSOMRK 7X�.SLRƅW MW E XIWXEQIRX XS XLI MQTSVXERGI SJ GYPXYVI ERH LIVMXEKI XS XLI
MHIRXMX] SJ 2I[JSYRHPERH ERH 0EFVEHSV� ;I MRZMXI ]SY XS HIQSRWXVEXI XLI WEQI
GSQQMXQIRX XS TVSXIGXMRK XLI RIEVF] )GGPIWMEWXMGEP (MWXVMGX F] IRWYVMRK XLEX XLI LMKLIWX
WXERHEVHW EVI ETTPMIH XS EWWIWWMRK XLI MQTEGX SJ RI[ HIZIPSTQIRX ERH XS IUYMT
TVSZMRGMEP ERH PSGEP EYXLSVMXMIW [MXL XLI XSSPW XS QEREKI XLMW LMWXSVMG TPEGI JSV E
WYWXEMREFPI JYXYVI�

%W ]SY EVI E[EVI� XLI TVSXIGXMSR SJ GYPXYVEP LIVMXEKI MR 'EREHE JEPPW TVMQEVMP] YRHIV
TVSZMRGMEP VIWTSRWMFMPMX]� 1YRMGMTEPMXMIW VIP] SR TVSZMRGMEP EYXLSVMXMIW XS JSVQEPP]
VIGSKRMWI TPEGIW SJ WMKRMƻGERGI� XS TVSZMHI PIKMWPEXMZI TVSXIGXMSR SJ XLIWI TPEGIW� ERH XS
PIEH IRJSVGIQIRX QIEWYVIW XS TVIWIVZI XLI MRXIKVMX] SJ LIVMXEKI TPEGIW JSV JYXYVI
KIRIVEXMSRW� 8LI TVSZMRGIƅW GSQQMXQIRXW MR MXW ���� 'YPXYVEP %GXMSR 4PER XS MXW ƈWTIGMEP
VIWTSRWMFMPMX] XS TVSXIGX ERH TVIWIVZI SYV GYPXYVEP VIWSYVGIW ERH WYTTSVX HIZIPSTQIRX
ERH TVSQSXMSRƏ?XSA���IRWYVI SYV GYPXYVI VIQEMRW WXVSRK� ZMFVERX� ERH EHETXMZI XS
QE\MQMWI MXW TSXIRXMEP�Ɖ ERH XS TPE] ƈE GVMXMGEP VSPI MR WYTTSVXMRK� JSWXIVMRK� TVSQSXMRK�
TVIWIVZMRK ERH TVSXIGXMRK GYPXYVIƉ VIƼIGXW MXW GSQQMXQIRX XS QEMRXEMRMRK E LMKL
WXERHEVH SJ TVSXIGXMSR JSV MXW GYPXYVEP ERH QEXIVMEP LIVMXEKI�

;I [SYPH EPWS PMOI XS HVE[ ]SYV EXXIRXMSR XS XLI JEGX XLEX 'EREHE WMKRIH XLI 'SRZIRXMSR
'SRGIVRMRK XLI 4VSXIGXMSR SJ XLI ;SVPH 'YPXYVEP ERH 2EXYVEP ,IVMXEKI �XLI ;SVPH
,IVMXEKI 'SRZIRXMSR JSPPS[MRK GSRWYPXEXMSRW [MXL XLI TVSZMRGIW ERH XIVVMXSVMIW� %W E
VIWYPX� 'EREHMER TVSZMRGMEP� XIVVMXSVMEP ERH JIHIVEP KSZIVRQIRXW EVI FSYRH XS %VXMGPI � SJ
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XLI ;SVPH ,IVMXEKI 'SRZIRXMSR� [LMGL VIUYMVIW XLI MQTPIQIRXEXMSR SJ IJJIGXMZI ERH
EGXMZI PIKEP� WGMIRXMƻG� XIGLRMGEP� EHQMRMWXVEXMZI ERH ƻRERGMEP QIEWYVIW XS TVSXIGX
LIVMXEKI� -R EGGSVHERGI [MXL XLMW� TVSZMRGMEP PIKMWPEXMSR ERH MRZSPZIQIRX SR LIVMXEKI
QEXXIVW QYWX IRWYVI XLEX XLI MRXIKVMX] SJ TPEGIW SJ TVSZMRGMEP� REXMSREP� ERH MRXIVREXMSREP
WMKRMƻGERGI MW TVSXIGXIH�

%HHMXMSREPP]� TVSZMRGMEP EWWIWWQIRXW SJ MQTEGXW XS LIVMXEKI EVI VIUYMVIH XS EHLIVI XS
REXMSREP ERH MRXIVREXMSREP WXERHEVHW [LMGL� MR 'EREHE� MW WIX F] XLI 7XERHEVHW ERH
+YMHIPMRIW JSV XLI 'SRWIVZEXMSR SJ ,MWXSVMG 4PEGIW MR 'EREHE� 8LMW HSGYQIRX MW XLI
VIWYPX SJ E JIHIVEP� TVSZMRGMEP ERH XIVVMXSVMEP GSPPEFSVEXMSR ERH GSRWIRWYW� -X HVE[W SR
MRXIVREXMSREP GLEVXIVW ERH SXLIV KYMHERGI HIZIPSTIH F] -'3137 ERH 92)7'3 ERH
TVSZMHIW XLI TVMRGMTPIW� WXERHEVHW� ERH TVSGIWWIW XLEX PIEH XS XLI GSRWIVZEXMSR SJ
LMWXSVMG TPEGIW� +MZIR XLMW GSRXI\X� -'3137 'EREHE [MWLIW XS WXVIWW XLI MQTSVXERGI SJ
TVSXIGXMRK XLI ZEPYI SJ LMWXSVMG HMWXVMGXW YWMRK XLI VMKLX XSSPW ERH WXERHEVHW ERH XLI
QIEWYVEFPI FIRIƻXW SJ HSMRK WS JSV 2I[JSYRHPERHIVW ERH 0EFVEHSVMERW� ERH EWOW XLEX
]SYV KSZIVRQIRX GEVIJYPP] I\EQMRI ERH EHHVIWW TYFPMG GSRGIVRW WYVVSYRHMRK XLI
TVSTSWIH HIZIPSTQIRX MR XLI 7X� .SLRƅW )GGPIWMEWXMGEP (MWXVMGX 2EXMSREP ,MWXSVMG 7MXI
EKEMRWX XLI 7XERHEVHW ERH +YMHIPMRIW�

-R ]SYV IZEPYEXMSR SJ XLI TVSTSWIH HIZIPSTQIRX� [I EPWS EWO ]SY XS OIIT MR QMRH XLEX
XLI TVSZMRGIƅW VIWTSRWMFMPMXMIW XS JSPPS[ REXMSREP ERH MRXIVREXMSREP WXERHEVHW HS RSX
TVIZIRX LIVMXEKI HMWXVMGXW JVSQ IZSPZMRK� RSV HS XLI] JSVFMH XLI MRXVSHYGXMSR SJ RI[
WXVYGXYVIW� 6EXLIV� XLI] VIƼIGX TVSJIWWMSREP I\TIVXMWI SR LS[ GLERKIW EVI I\TIGXIH XS
VIWTIGX XLI ZEPYIW ERH IRVMGL HMWXVMGXW [MXLSYX HIXVEGXMRK JVSQ XLIMV LIVMXEKI GLEVEGXIV�
-R XLI GEWI SJ TVSTSWIH RI[ GSRWXVYGXMSR� XLI QSWX WXVMRKIRX SJ QIEWYVIW EVI I\TIGXIH
XS FI MR TPEGI XS IRWYVI XLI TVSXIGXMSR SJ XLI ZEPYIW XLEX NYWXMJ] XLI HMWXVMGXƅW REXMSREP ERH
QYRMGMTEP WMKRMƻGERGI� -R WMXYEXMSRW WYGL EW XLIWI� 'EREHMER TVSJIWWMSREPW [MXL
ORS[PIHKI ERH I\TIVMIRGI SR XLI MRXIVTVIXEXMSR SJ XLI 7XERHEVHW ERH +YMHIPMRIW WLSYPH
FI MRZMXIH XS GSQQIRX SR XLI ETTVSTVMEXIRIWW ERH QIVMXW SJ XLI TVSNIGX�

3R FILEPJ SJ -'3137 'EREHE� - ETTVIGMEXI ]SYV GSRWMHIVEXMSR SV SYV SFWIVZEXMSRW ERH
VIQEMR EZEMPEFPI XS HMWGYWW XLMW QEXXIV JYVXLIV�

'LVMWXSTLI 6MZIX 4L�(��
4VIWMHIRX
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Karen Chafe

From: Ken O'Brien
Sent: Thursday, July 21, 2022 8:00 PM
To: CityClerk
Cc: Jason Sinyard; Ann-Marie Cashin
Subject: 68 Queen's Road public hearing - City comments

Madame Commissioner, several things were discussed at last night’s public hearing 
which I would like to address at tonight’s virtual session.  Many of the people who 
made comments last night said that they would be attending tonight’s session. 
 

 Mayor Breen and members of Council met with members of the ecclesiastical 
district working group (a group of volunteers from 3 area churches) at City Hall.  I 
was at the meeting.  So it is not correct to say that the Mayor refused to meet the 
group.  Perhaps he did not attend a follow-up meeting that they asked for, but he 
did meet with the group. 

 
 Council did vote to prepare a management plan for the St. John’s Ecclesiastical 

District, working with partners and interested parties.  There was no commitment 
to preparing this before decisions are made about 68 Queen’s Road. 
 

 In the application process, the developer, Parish Lane Developments Inc. (Rick 
Pardy), organized a public opinion survey, a neighbourhood meeting and a 
design charrette that looked at the proposed design.  The original design was for 
two large buildings, one on Harvey Road and one on Queen’s Road.  After the 
consultations, the design changed to townhouses on Queen’s Road, and the 
building on Harvey Road was spun 90 degrees to take it further from the houses 
on Garrison Hill and make it narrower as viewed from The Rooms.  Last night it 
was said that the ecclesiastical district working group was consulted on the 
townhouses alone, but there was consultation on the entire site design.  I also 
note that Heritage NL was involved. 
 

 The working group aim to achieve World Heritage Status for the St. John’s 
Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site of Canada.  It was said that the City 
has not supported this goal.  To my knowledge, we have not been asked.  In 
Canada, any application to nominate a place for World Heritage Site status must 
be supported by the relevant municipality and province. 
 

 The Historic Sites and Monuments Board of Canada proclaimed the 
Ecclesiastical District and Parks Canada helps administer it.  Properties in the 
District are owned by private groups – the federal government does not own the 
various churches, convents, monastery and other buildings.  When the District 
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was proclaimed, Parks Canada recommended that the City adopt its Standards 
and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada.  The City has 
not adopted this document but is aware of it; planner Ann-Marie Cashin and I 
have attended training sessions on it. 
 

 Parks Canada has written various parties about the Ecclesiastical District, with 
an eye to 68 Queen’s Road.  The City understands their concerns.  As well, we 
are aware that World Heritage Site status depends on many factors, including the 
historic value of existing buildings, the regulatory nature of controls in place in the 
District, and the nature of new development.  These concerns have been brought 
to Council by the working group as well as by City staff. 

 
 There was discussion last night about the threat of vibrations damaging the 

stained glass windows and masonry at St. Andrew’s Church nearby.  When 
someone develops property that requires blasting or drilling, they are responsible 
for any damage to nearby properties. 
 

 There were comments that City planning staff are not competent and have 
presented inaccurate information to Council.  Ann-Marie Cashin and I are full 
members of the Canadian Institute of Planners, with academic training and 
practical experience in land-use planning and heritage planning.  Presenting 
inaccurate information would be a failure of duty in our positions, and possibly an 
ethical breach.  I strongly disagree with the comments made last night. 
 

 
 
Ken O’Briern 
 
Ken O’Brien, MCIP 
Chief Municipal Planner 
City of St. John’s – Planning, Engineering and Regulatory Services 
John J. Murphy Building (City Hall Annex), 4th floor 
Mail:  PO Box 908, St. John’s NL Canada   A1C 5M2 
Phone 709-576-6121     Email kobrien@stjohns.ca     www.stjohns.ca 

 

  
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. 
  
Any correspondence with employees, agents, or elected officials of the City of St. John’s may be 
subject to disclosure under the provisions of the Access to Information and Protection of Privacy Act, 
2015, S.N.L. 2015, c.A-1.2.  
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Karen Chafe

From:
Sent: Thursday, July 21, 2022 6:51 PM
To: CityClerk
Subject: (EXT) Comments to be offered during Commissioner’s Hearing Thursday, July 22, 2022

Good evening! Please accept the following input as my contribution to the virtual hearing tonight. 
 

Comments for Commissioner’s Hearing 
Thursday, July 21 
 
My name is  

  
 

 
 
It is important that we follow-up on certain remarks we heard toward the end of the hearing last night.A speaker 
implied that everyone should have been aware when the property owners offered the land for sale that a large high-
density development would have to go there in that area zoned as open space, and that it was therefore inevitable that 
it would be rezoned. And further, it was suggested, that it was the property owner’s fault for selling the land, and that 
other neighbours should have bought the property if they wanted to keep it from being re-zoned. 
 
Quite apart from the unreasonableness of these last ideas, the reasonable reality is that the purchaser – if he did his 
homework – already understood what the zoning was and what that meant, understood that it was in a green space in 
the very midst of a National Historic Site, surrounded by heritage buildings and private houses in the City’s Heritage Area 
1, in one of the most significant culturally and historically important landscapes in Canada, on a prominent hillside, in 
front of The Rooms. We must assume that the developer was not – and could not, in any conception of due process  – 
have been given any advance hope or assurances that the property would be re-zoned, or that such a development 
would be allowed in such a context. 
 
The purchaser clearly owned the risk, a risk that was taken in hopes of a profit. But it was and is the purchaser’s risk. It is 
a case of Caveat Emptor – the buyer must beware – not the sellers or their neighbours. 
 
All the history and circumstances considered, it was not reasonable back then to expect that a high-density tower would 
be permitted, and it is certainly not reasonable to allow it to happen now. 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Karen Chafe

From:
Sent: Friday, July 22, 2022 9:57 AM
To: CityClerk
Cc:
Subject: (EXT) Information for Commissioner for the proposed Rezoning of Queens Road 
Attachments: Blank 164.docx

City Clerk:  
 
Could you please pass this information along to the Commissioner that outlines that in 2021 during the development of 
new Heritage Regulations to Heritage By Laws and Development Regulations by the City we requested that the City 
establish a “stand alone Ecclesiastical District Zone”  to recognize the heritage integrity and authenticity needs of the 
District as a national historic site of Canada, in its own right, and also to support our interests in pursuing a world 
heritage designation. 
 
This request was denied as both new and approved new documents actually included just the opposite provisions of 
what was requested.  
 
For example in Heritage Area 1, where our District is located,  they will now be allowing obtrusive and modern elements 
such as balconies and garages and allowing modern design development above 18 meters. 
 
 The Development Regulations were also strengthened to give the Deputy City Manager the right to establish 
“Frontage”. Again this facilitates allowing a high density zone  for the Parish Lane property which is incompatible with 
both the national historic site needs for authenticity and integrity and of course our ability to proceed with a World 
Heritage Application.  
 
Thank you  

  

 
 
Sent from my iPad 
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From: CityClerk <cityclerk@stjohns.ca> 
Date: May 20, 2021 at 10:01:51 AM NDT 
To:  Ken O'Brien <kobrien@stjohns.ca>, 
Ann-Marie Cashin <acashin@stjohns.ca>, Shawn Skinner <sskinner@stjohns.ca>, 
Maggie Burton <mburton@stjohns.ca> 
Cc: CityClerk <cityclerk@stjohns.ca>,  

 
 

 
 

 
 Andrea Roberts <aroberts@stjohns.ca>, Ashley 

Murray <amurray@stjohns.ca>, Dave Wadden <dwadden@stjohns.ca>, Jason Sinyard 
<jsinyard@stjohns.ca>, Karen Chafe <kchafe@stjohns.ca>, Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett 
<LLyghtleBrushett@stjohns.ca>, Planning <planning@stjohns.ca> 
Subject: RE: (EXT) Further Comments on the Proposed Heritage By Laws - 
Development Zones. 
 
Good Morning: 
  
Your feedback will be provided to Council for consideration prior to a final decision 
being reached on this application. 
  
Elaine Henley 
City Clerk 
709-576-8202 
  
From:   
Sent: Wednesday, May 19, 2021 7:01 PM 
To: Ken O'Brien <kobrien@stjohns.ca>; Ann-Marie Cashin <acashin@stjohns.ca>; 
Shawn Skinner <sskinner@stjohns.ca>; Maggie Burton <mburton@stjohns.ca> 
Cc: CityClerk <cityclerk@stjohns.ca>;  

 
 

 
 

 
 

Subject: (EXT) Further Comments on the Proposed Heritage By Laws - Development 
Zones. 
  
Ken and Anne Marie:  
  
Please find my comments relating to the need for the Ecclesiastical District to 
have its own Development Zone in the City of St. John’s and recognized in the 
proposed new Heritage By Laws.  
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DEVELOPMENT ZONE  
  
The new draft by laws do not reference the fact that the Ecclesiastical District should be 
a stand alone zone in the Downtown.  
We ask the City to therefore create a stand alone Development Zone in their draft 
By Laws for the Ecclesiastical District and that the proposed laws also outline 
and reference the following information:  
• The type of distinct Ecclesiastical architecture found in the district and its national 

and international importance and that it needs to be protected along with its 
historic prominence in the landscape.  

• That all view planes of the District need to be protected.   
• That the scale and density of development that is allowed is identified. 
• That new development must be visually complimentary and subordinate to the 

existing heritage structures.  
• The complimentary architectural styles that are required in the District for new 

development.  
• The recognition that historic cultural landscapes and archaeological resources (ie 

burial grounds, graveyards),stone walls historic vegetation, world class art 
features such as the district’s stained glass collections, monuments, fencing, 
pathways, lane ways, parking areas and roadways also exist within the District 
and need to be protected.  

• That the Zone recognize the requirements for the churches to operate and 
provide their 7 day a week programming including adequate parking and sidewalk 
snow clearing and their necessary tourism support infrastructure and their role in 
cultural and arts programming, film industry and their role in state occasions.  

• Given the above the full Standards and Guidelines for decision making about the 
District should be required under the new suggested by laws. This is critical as 
the By Laws also state that “members must uphold Federal Provincial and 
Municipal laws and policies “ and “staff must ensure the BHE Panel is well 
informed.  

• That the BHEP be required to apply these Standards for the District.  
• That you recognize that these standards must be applied for the District if we are 

to be successful with a World Heritage application. 
• That the City also needs to consult with other heritage experts and historians, in 

particular Parks Canada, on all matters to do with buildings, its historic landscape 
and its presentation as a district designated of national historical significance and 
as an aspiring World Heritage Site.  

• That management plan will be prepared by the City for the District based on a 
terms of reference that includes input from Parks Canada and approved by the 
Churches that will be an integral part of a world heritage application done in 
partnership between the Churches and the City of St. John’s.  

Thank you  
  

  
Sent from my iPad 
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Karen Chafe

From:
Sent: Monday, July 18, 2022 11:22 AM
To: CouncilGroup; CityClerk
Subject: (EXT) Rezoning proposal 68 Queen's Road

Dear St. John’s City Councillors 

 

I am writing with regards to the upcoming council vote on the rezoning proposal for 68 Queens Road.   

 

I completely disagree with this proposal. The land zoned as open space should remain as it is for the many reasons that 
have already been submitted.  Please see below for a summary of reasons for rejecting this development. 

 

Should council vote in favour of this rezoning, then the request for a 10% height increase for the proposed building 
should be denied.  There is no reason that the views from the rooms should be more reduced and nor should the 
neighbours be any more inconvenienced than what is strictly presented in the zoning bylaws.  The developer has given 
no compelling reason to accept such a variance. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

  

Reasons to reject the rezoning proposal and resulting development application for the land behind 68 Queen’s Road. 

 The public does not want this development.  Our petition has over 4637 signatories objecting to this proposed 
zoning change and associated development.   

 Loss of the last naturalized green space in the downtown area and all associated benefits.  The proposed 
development would effectively raze the existing green space (despite claims to the contrary of the 
developer).  While this is a privately owned green space, as an un developed Open Space, it provides benefits to 
the community and city. 

o Climate benefits 

o Wildlife benefits 

o Social benefits 

o Health benefits 

o Visual benefits inc. tourism 
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 Negative impact on downtown streetscape.  The St. John’s community expects that the heritage and historic 
value of downtown St. John’s will be upheld.  New development is expected and beneficial.  However, this 
specific building proposals is entirely out of scale to the existing community structures.  

o The building is being offered as a 4 story building on Harvey Road, but the reality remains that it is a 10 
story building as seen from Queen’s Road.  The lack of reflexivity of the City regulations allows the 
developer to adhere to the words of the regulations, while completely defying the intent- which is to 
keep development within the scale of the surrounding community. 

 Historic and heritage space- this land has never been anything other than a green/open/wild area.  The 
responsibility of maintaining a heritage district is not only for maintaining heritage structures, but also of 
heritage spaces 

 Corruption of Historic Ecclesiastic district- this land is in the center of a designated National Historic Site and 
should not be adulterated.   

 Effect on tourism- Many comments received (both verbal and written) indicate tourists really appreciate the 
unadulterated historic buildings mixed with green space. 

 Loss and desecration of view from the rooms and Harvey Road. 

 Loss of public space –recognizing that this land is privately owned, it has historically been untended by the 
property owner. 

o The local residents use and care for it with a yearly cleanup  

o People walk their dogs there 

o Children explore in summer and slide in winter 

o This space is not vacant land, but is used and enjoyed by the community, both up close and from a 
distance 

 The City council has declared a Climate Emergency- acceptance of this zoning change will show that this is no 
more than words. 

 By voting in favour of this, the City Council would be Ignoring the many references in their own City policies to 
protect, preserve and promote green spaces and public spaces (private or public) 

o St. John’s Urban Forest master Plan 

o Open spaces master plan 

o St. John’s Municipal Plan 

o SJMP Appendices 

o Envision St. John’s Municipal Plan -Draft Plan Feb 2019 

 Local neighbourhood will be negatively affected in a large way if zoning changed and development proceeds 

o Higher traffic 

o Years of construction and disruption 

o Loss of green space 

o Disruption of skyline with another oppressive modern looking building that does not blend in with the 
local heritage structures. 
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o A ten story building has no place among 2-3 story houses 

o Garrison Hill properties in particular– 

 Shadowed by sun in day- starting at noon 

 Light pollution at night from parking lot 

 Loss of privacy 

 This development proposal does nothing to address the urgent need of social/affordable housing or social 
services in the high population density of downtown. 
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Karen Chafe

From:
Sent: Sunday, July 17, 2022 10:33 PM
To: CityClerk
Cc:
Subject: (EXT) Public Hearing 68 Queen's Road

 
Attn: City Clerk,  
 
The following comment is provided on the above-noted development.  We will provide the same on letterhead on 
Monday morning.  Please provide this submission to the Commissioner for the public hearing. Should you have any 
questions, I can be reached at .   I would appreciate if you could acknowledge receipt of this email.  
 
Regards,  
 
Margaret Allan 
Chair, Board of Directors,  
The Rooms Corporation 
 
 
 
  
Madam Commissioner,  
  
My name is Margaret Allan, and I am the Chair of The Rooms Corporation Board of Directors.  
  
This is the fourth time I have taken pen to paper on behalf of the volunteer, independent Board, to write 
regulators on the topic of the Parish Lane Development. I am optimistic that this intervention will be more 
successful than previous attempts.  
  
On the day I learned about this hearing, I was listening to a radio interview with musician Corey Tetford about 
his upcoming performance at The Rooms.  Without prompting, Mr. Tetford remarked that performing in The 
Rooms atrium was special for him, with one of the best views in the world.  The view is so good, he continued, 
that he finds himself distracted by it even while performing.  
  
Many other community members feel similarly.  At a public consultation session hosted by The Rooms, one 
person noted, “The view touches the soul of Newfoundlanders and is a big part of our love of this place; it 
helps us feel connected and a part of this incredible place.”  Another person remarked, “The view from The 
Rooms is priceless. Once gone, even a little bit, it can never be replaced.”  
  
This view is the reason for my writing today.  Despite the changes made by the Developer and the efforts to 
demonstrate the impact on view planes, it is not entirely clear what the impact on the view will be. What is 
certain, however, is that there will be significant and negative impacts.  Once the structure is built, there will 
be no adjustment possible.  
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(As an aside, I have heard of other jurisdictions where developers are required to construct a full scale in-situ 
model to demonstrate the impact of a new structure in a sensitive area.  Is this a possibility in this 
circumstance?) 
  
We have a conundrum here:  the Developers are keen to progress the project and see returns on their 
investment; the City of St. John’s is eager for development and tax revenues and wants to be seen as open for 
business; the Province is reluctant to meddle in a municipal matter where another elected group is 
responsible, yet legislation clearly puts them in charge at this particular juncture. But governments, municipal 
and provincial, are elected to do what is best for the people, and to make tough decisions.   
  
The view from The Rooms, arguably one of the best views anywhere, is a public resource and deserves public 
protection. The Rooms Board is the custodian of this view, but the view belongs to everyone now and for 
generations to come.  
  
We strongly urge both the City of St. John’s and the Provincial Government to reject these proposed 
amendments which would allow the Parish Lane development to proceed.  
  
Yours truly,  
 
Margaret Allan  
Chair, Board of Directors 
The Rooms Corporation  
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The view from The Rooms, arguably one of the best views anywhere, is a public 
resource and deserves public protection. The Rooms Board is the custodian of 
this view, but the view belongs to everyone now and for generations to come.  
  
We strongly urge both the City of St. John’s and the Provincial Government to 
reject these proposed amendments which would allow the Parish Lane 
development to proceed.  
  
Yours truly,  
 

 
 
Margaret Allan  
Chair, Board of Directors 
The Rooms Corporation  
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Karen Chafe

From: Planning
Sent: Monday, July 18, 2022 8:39 AM
To: CityClerk
Subject: FW: (EXT) Re-designation of land to (AHR)

 
 
Stacey Corbett 
Administrative Clerk– Planning and Development Planning, Engineering & Regulatory Services City of St. John’s 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From:  
Sent: Sunday, July 17, 2022 4:53 PM 
To: Planning <planning@stjohns.ca> 
Subject: (EXT) Re-designation of land to (AHR) 
 
 
 
Dear Sirs, view-plane ordinances are very important to our city.  As being full of hills, we have an opportunity to preserve 
our wonderful and unique view-planes.  Instead, however, we are doing our best to block our city with high-rises, where 
the only view is another high-rise.  For instance, the view-plane from the rooms will be totally comprised by this re-
designation.  One of our jewels, a beautiful building with an unbelievable view, as is. 
 
Green space is very scarce as it is, but we insist on building whatever, on the green space which is left. Instead, we 
should be enhancing these spaces for the pleasure of citizens and tourists.  Please give more thought to making our city 
different.  It has so many possibility’s. 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
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. 
 
Any correspondence with employees, agents, or elected officials of the City of St. John’s may be subject to disclosure 
under the provisions of the Access to Information and Protection of Privacy Act, 2015, S.N.L. 2015, c.A-1.2. 
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Karen Chafe

From:
Sent: Sunday, July 17, 2022 8:04 PM
To: CityClerk
Subject: (EXT) Comments re. 68 Queen's Road

I am opposed to the proposed ten-storey high rise development at 68 Queen’s Road. I 
believe it is out of scale and incongruous with the surrounding institutional and 
residential areas. 

I am also opposed to the application for a 10% height variance that would further 
increase the height of this structure. I have heard a Councillor say this would not be 
obtrusive because there would only be a five-storey building on Harvey Road. But the 
ten-storey high rise on Queen’s Road, even set back from the street, would have big 
impacts on my neighbourhood and on the valuable heritage assets in this area. 

This proposed high-rise development is in the middle of a national historic site, the 
Ecclesiastical District. A massive high rise would detract from the quality of this 
heritage site, which draws people from all over the world. It will threaten the current 
application for UNESCO world heritage status. It will set a precedent for other 
applications for modern high rises in heritage districts. 

The loss of green space downtown, especially tree canopy, is disturbing given the 
effects of climate change. Every loss of natural areas downtown increases the heat 
load and detracts from the environment of residents. Notwithstanding the City's green 
space plan, they are not being pro-active in preserving green space downtown if they 
approve this development. 
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Karen Chafe

From:
Sent: Sunday, July 17, 2022 9:05 AM
To: CityClerk
Subject: (EXT) 68 Queens Road

Please note that I strongly object to the proposed development at 68 Oueen’s Road.  This will highly impact the view 
from The Rooms —our biggest tourist attraction in the city.  Also, traffic will be very bad —it’s difficult now Please do 
not let this spoil our city  
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Karen Chafe

From:
Sent: Wednesday, July 6, 2022 1:26 PM
To: CityClerk
Subject: (EXT) 68 Queen's Road

Why even go through this pretense of "public consultation" when it is manifestly obvious 
the conclusion to go ahead with this dreadful, historically and architecturally insensitive 
development has already been reached? 
 
Therefore, I will not be participating. 
 

 
 
 
 

855



1

Karen Chafe

From:
Sent: Wednesday, July 6, 2022 10:05 AM
To: CityClerk
Subject: (EXT) open space rezoning

Dear city Clerk, 
I object entirely to the proposed rezoning of the Open Space on Harvey road. So do hundreds of other people. 
This public hearing needs to go ahead. 
Also, it should be advertised on your website, put on your city calendar and notices should be mailed out to all 
area residents, who you have on the voter's list. 
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Karen Chafe

From:
Sent: Thursday, July 7, 2022 11:34 AM
To: CityClerk
Subject: (EXT) 68 Queen's Rd.

To Whom It May Concern: 
 

I am emailing you today about the proposed Queen’s Rd. / Harvey Rd. Development as I understand 
this will be discussed at a Public Hearing on July 20, 2022. I oppose the rezoning of land at 68 
Queen's Rd. to allow an apartment building. 
 

While I do not oppose the development of 4 townhouses along Queen’s Rd., I believe the 
construction of a 36 unit residential building on Harvey Rd. will diminish the character of our 
neighbourhood. I live on  and frequently walk along Harvey Rd. and pass the space where 
the proposed building will stand. I do not want to see the zoning for this area changed from open 
space. This open, natural space is beautiful and it is an asset to the city to be able to walk the streets 
and look out through The Narrows. I know no one “owns” a view but this unique feature of this part of 
the city is available to everyone to enjoy - residents and tourists alike, not just people who would buy 
or rent a unit in this building.  It is wonderful for everyone to be able to enjoy our beautiful harbour in 
this way without having to head to Signal Hill for example. 
 

The design of the building itself does not match the character of the neighbourhood. This is a national 
historic district. We should be trying to preserve this unique part of the city. It is special. The 
construction of a modern building on the Harvey Rd. site would mar the character of this area of the 
city. As well, with residential buildings such as MIX Apartments and Star of the Sea Residences not at 
capacity, I do not believe we need another apartment/condo building built in such close proximity to 
these others. 
 

We should learn from other poorly planned developments in our past. Once the building is up, it is up 
and there is no going back. Therefore, I oppose rezoning the land at 68 Queen's Rd. from public open 
space to residential district. 
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Karen Chafe

From:
Sent: Monday, July 11, 2022 9:06 PM
To: CityClerk
Subject: (EXT) Rezoning to Accommodate Pardy Condo 66-68 Queens Road 

City Clerk:  
 
This is to advise you I oppose the proposed site specific high density rezoning of the former site of the Newfoundland 
School Society,  later known as land claimed by the Anglican Parish and zoned public open space, to accommodate the 
proposed out of scale condo development in a historical and architectural sensitive area.  
 
I plan to attend the Hearing on the 2Oth and the on line Hearing on the 21st.  
 
I was also wondering if you would  be able to send me a copy of the Terms of Reference provided to the appointed 
Commissioner for these  joint Provincial and Municipal hearings.  
 
Also the Province had not made public, nor has the  City to my knowledge, the Province’s  comments or requirements on 
this rezoning request.  
 
I would therefore request a copy of this information as well prior to the Hearing.  
 
Thank you so much  

  
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Karen Chafe

From:
Sent: Thursday, July 7, 2022 10:37 AM
To: CityClerk
Subject: (EXT) 68 Queen's Road

I am concerned about affordable housing and the severe lack thereof.  Are there any requirements for a percentage of 
affordable housing to be included in this development? 
 
as the height is out of scale for the surroundings are there stopgaps in place to ensure it doesn't accidentally get higher 
during the build phase? 
 
what precautions does the city have to ensure that the proposed design is the built design? and what enforcement 
opportunities does the city have in case the developer doesn't fulfill their design brief? 
 
furthermore - as this is in a historic or adjacent to a historic district, what considerations has the design taken to ensure 
it is sensitive to the existing architecture.  I know for a fact the one stipulation they had been required to fulfill for 
preservation has been sidestepped.  
 
please advise. 
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Karen Chafe

From: Ken O'Brien
Sent: Friday, July 8, 2022 4:05 PM
To:
Cc: Andrea Roberts; Ann-Marie Cashin; Ashley Murray; Tracy-Lynn Goosney; Jason Sinyard; 

Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett; Planning; Christine R. Carter; Jennifer Squires; CityClerk; Rob 
Schamper

Subject: RE: (EXT) 68 Queen's Road amendments

Hi, , thanks for your questions. 
 
Regarding affordable housing, the City doesn’t have a requirement for a minimum of 
affordable units to be included in new residential developments.  We have been 
increasing the affordable housing supply by other means to date. 
 
Building height is an important factor here, for the houses that border the site along 
Garrison Hill as well as for the view toward the harbour from the viewing area in The 
Rooms across Harvey Road.  That’s one reason we are proposing a site-specific zone 
to control the height above Harvey Road.  We have also considered the provision of 
variances – zone standards can be allowed to vary up to 10% on any dimension.  In 
this case, we have set the building height so that, even with a 10% increase through a 
variance, the height will not cause unexpected problems for nearby properties, 
especially the ones I mentioned above. 
 
Regarding the proposed design, these can sometimes change once a new zone is in 
place.  A building can be modified to whatever the new zone allows, sometimes 
growing taller or wider or bulkier, depending on the zone.  Again, by using a site-
specific zone, we are setting specific parameters for the building that can be built, 
based on the applicant’s design. 
 
Since this site is in the City’s heritage area, it is subject to the City’s heritage design 
standards, which have been applied.  The City’s heritage planner and our Built 
Heritage Experts Panel reviewed the design and recommended a series of changes, 
which were incorporated into the applicant’s land-use report. 
 
Finally, I have a question for you.  When you say that the developer sidestepped a 
requirement for preservation, what do you mean? 
 
Thanks. 
 
Ken 
 
Ken O’Brien, MCIP 
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Karen Chafe

From: Ken O'Brien
Sent: Wednesday, July 13, 2022 9:19 AM
To: CityClerk; 
Cc: Andrea Roberts; Ann-Marie Cashin; Ashley Murray; Tracy-Lynn Goosney; Jason Sinyard; 

Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett; Planning; Christine R. Carter; Jennifer Squires
Subject: RE: (EXT) 68 Queens Road

Hi, , thanks for writing.  I hope to answer your questions best I can. 
 
The application from the developer hasn’t changed.  It’s proposed to be a large 
residential apartment building, 5 storeys on Harvey Road and taller from Queen’s Road 
owing to the slope of the land.  In an earlier process, the portion of the land closer to 
Queen’s Road was rezoned for townhouses. 
 
Now, to your questions. 
 

1. Is the committee that protects the ecclesiastic district and presented or spoke up 
both times in favour of this new proposal of permitting? 

 
, this is the group formed from some nearby churches, including St. Andrew’s, 

the Basilica, and Gower Street churches, led by Heather MacLellan and John 
FitzGerald.  No, they are not in favour of this proposal.  However, Heritage NL has 
participated in the process and is generally satisfied with it. 

 
 

2. Is The Rooms content with this proposal/permitting? 
 

No.  The Rooms board of directors is on record as being opposed to the 
proposal.  They are concerned with the potential impact of the building on the views 
toward the harbour and downtown from The Rooms public viewing areas.  In 
contrast, provincial Tourism staff expressed concerns with the potential impact but 
stated that they are confident that the City’s planning processes will address the 
concerns. 

 
 

3. Who owns the Urban Woodland nearby? I thought it was public land or church-
owned but Maggie Burton said recently in a discussion that it is private land - so 
yeah I would like to know who owns it. 

 
The wooded area at the top of 68 Queen’s Road, bordering Harvey Road, is owned 
by Parish Lane Development Inc.  Before that, for many decades it was owned by 
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the Anglican Church as part of the Cathedral Parish Hall (originally called the Synod 
Hall).  It was never owned by the City, so far as I know.  The retaining wall at the top 
of the property helps to hold up Harvey Road and the sidewalk there. 

 
 
I hope this helps. 
 
Ken 
 
Ken O’Brien, MCIP 
Chief Municipal Planner 
City of St. John’s – Planning, Engineering and Regulatory Services 
John J. Murphy Building (City Hall Annex), 4th floor 
Mail:  PO Box 908, St. John’s NL Canada   A1C 5M2 
Phone 709-576-6121     Email kobrien@stjohns.ca     www.stjohns.ca 
 
 
From: Karen Chafe <kchafe@stjohns.ca> On Behalf Of CityClerk 
Sent: Tuesday, July 12, 2022 10:22 AM 
To:  CityClerk <cityclerk@stjohns.ca> 
Cc: Andrea Roberts <aroberts@stjohns.ca>; Ann-Marie Cashin <acashin@stjohns.ca>; Ashley Murray 
<amurray@stjohns.ca>; Tracy-Lynn Goosney <tgoosney@stjohns.ca>; Jason Sinyard <jsinyard@stjohns.ca>; Ken O'Brien 
<kobrien@stjohns.ca>; Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett <LLyghtleBrushett@stjohns.ca>; Planning <planning@stjohns.ca>; 
Christine R. Carter <crcarter@stjohns.ca>; Jennifer Squires <jsquires@stjohns.ca> 
Subject: RE: (EXT) 68 Queens Road 
 
Good Morning: 
 
Thank you for your email.  Via this response, I am referring it to planning and development staff for their 
information.  All submissions received will be redacted prior to referral to the Commissioner  Chantelle MacDonald 
Newhook, who will be holding a hearing on Wed., July 20, plus a virtual session on Thurs., July 21. 
 
These submissions will then be forwarded to Council when the commissioner submits her report.  All submissions are 
attached to the report by the commissioner. 
 
Regards, 
 
Karen Chafe 
City Clerk 
 
 

From    
Sent: Sunday, July 10, 2022 12:14 PM 
To: CityClerk <cityclerk@stjohns.ca> 
Subject: (EXT) 68 Queens Road 
 
Hi there 
This third meeting  appears to be presenting a new revised proposal? Sorry if I don't have all the 
nomenclature and basic understanding, but honestly this is not my line of work, and the kind of reading is a bit 
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disjointed to say the least compared to what I read for my line of work. You might find what I read weirdly composed 
too - but it's a matter of familiarity with the structure of the writing - I will not be in a position to become familiar with 
the structure of these City articles,  so its really hard for me to gain an overview. 
Three Questions: 
1. Is the committee that protects the eccleasiatic district and presented or spoke up  both times in favour of this new 
proposal of permitting? 
2. Is The Rooms content with this proposal/permitting? 
3. Who owns the Urban Woodland nearby? I thought it was public land or church-owned but Maggie Burton said 
recently in a discussion that it is private land - so yeah I would like to know who owns it. 
Thanks, 

 

 
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. 
  
Any correspondence with employees, agents, or elected officials of the City of St. John’s may be 
subject to disclosure under the provisions of the Access to Information and Protection of Privacy Act, 
2015, S.N.L. 2015, c.A-1.2.  
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Karen Chafe

From: Ken O'Brien
Sent: Thursday, July 14, 2022 3:44 PM
To: CityClerk; 
Cc: Andrea Roberts; Ann-Marie Cashin; Ashley Murray; Tracy-Lynn Goosney; Jason Sinyard; 

Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett; Planning; Christine R. Carter; Jennifer Squires
Subject: RE: (EXT) Rezoning to Accommodate Pardy Condo 66-68 Queens Road 

HI,  thanks for writing in. 
 
There are no specific terms of reference for the commissioner, who is appointed by Council and by the Minister of 
Municipal and Provincial Affairs to conduct the public hearing.  Instead, the commissioner is guided by sections 19 to 22 
of the Urban and Rural Planning Act (see 
https://can01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.assembly.nl.ca%2FLegislation%2Fsr%2Fstat
utes%2Fu08.htm%2319_&amp;data=05%7C01%7C%7C30fb3ece37214a1a8c8c08da65c49a2e%7C77d442ceddc64c9ba7
edf2fb67444bdb%7C0%7C0%7C637934192313926098%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIj
oiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&amp;sdata=C2jmD2nUKAWMVJ2fpPeadbG1Vm31
FSr3PZUwMrEXOiY%3D&amp;reserved=0).  I've included the relevant sections below plus a few more that give context 
to what happens with the commissioner's report. 
 
In terms of the Province's requirements for this proposed Municipal Plan amendment, which also would need a 
proposed Regional Plan amendment, let me sketch the steps that are required, and where the Province has its role: 
 
-  At an early stage, Council considered the amendments and voted to adopt-in-principle.  This is not a final decision but 
starts the process.  We then sent the amendments to the Province for their initial review. 
 
-  The Province reviewed the amendments to see how they agree or diverge from provincial policies and interests.  The 
Province circulates municipal amendments to its Inter-department Land Use Committee (ILUC).  The ILUC report 
summarizes all relevant comments and concerns of provincial departments and agencies.  Sometimes, we get a copy of 
the ILUC report; more commonly, we get a letter that states any concerns.  Once the internal review is done, Municipal 
Affairs writes back to grant provincial release, as required by the Urban and Rural Planning Act.  This is not an approval 
but a step in the process.  Without provincial release, no amendment can proceed. 
 
-  Council voted to adopt the amendments and appoint a commissioner to hold a public hearing.  We had already 
confirmed that the Province requires an amendment to the St. John's Urban Region's Regional Plan, and that the 
Minister would entertain a request for an amendment.  The Minister then appointed the same commissioner to hold a 
joint hearing on the Regional Plan amendment. 
 
-  Next will come the hearing. 
 
Regarding the ILUC report, I will consult with provincial planning staff as to whether those reports are made public. 
 
Ken 
 
Ken O’Brien, MCIP 
Chief Municipal Planner 
City of St. John’s – Planning, Engineering and Regulatory Services John J. Murphy Building (City Hall Annex), 4th floor 
Mail:  PO Box 908, St. John’s NL Canada   A1C 5M2 
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Phone 709-576-6121     Email kobrien@stjohns.ca     
https://can01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.stjohns.ca%2F&amp;data=05%7C01%7C%7
C30fb3ece37214a1a8c8c08da65c49a2e%7C77d442ceddc64c9ba7edf2fb67444bdb%7C0%7C0%7C637934192313926098
%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C300
0%7C%7C%7C&amp;sdata=GScLoswP0wRhmogqOhzzYBUvrw098trd3N2iuwRtb48%3D&amp;reserved=0 
 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Karen Chafe <kchafe@stjohns.ca> On Behalf Of CityClerk 
Sent: Tuesday, July 12, 2022 10:26 AM 
To: ; CityClerk <cityclerk@stjohns.ca> 
Cc: Andrea Roberts <aroberts@stjohns.ca>; Ann-Marie Cashin <acashin@stjohns.ca>; Ashley Murray 
<amurray@stjohns.ca>; Tracy-Lynn Goosney <tgoosney@stjohns.ca>; Jason Sinyard <jsinyard@stjohns.ca>; Ken O'Brien 
<kobrien@stjohns.ca>; Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett <LLyghtleBrushett@stjohns.ca>; Planning <planning@stjohns.ca>; 
Christine R. Carter <crcarter@stjohns.ca>; Jennifer Squires <jsquires@stjohns.ca> 
Subject: RE: (EXT) Rezoning to Accommodate Pardy Condo 66-68 Queens Road  
 
Good Morning: 
 
Thank you for your email.  Via this response, I am referring it to planning and development staff for their information 
and response.  All submissions received will be redacted prior to referral to the Commissioner  Chantelle MacDonald 
Newhook, who will be holding a hearing on Wed., July 20, plus a virtual session on Thurs., July 21. 
 
These submissions will then be forwarded to Council when the commissioner submits her report.  All submissions are 
attached to the report by the commissioner. 
 
Regards, 
 
Karen Chafe 
City Clerk 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: (  
Sent: Monday, July 11, 2022 9:06 PM 
To: CityClerk <cityclerk@stjohns.ca> 
Subject: (EXT) Rezoning to Accommodate Pardy Condo 66-68 Queens Road 
 
City Clerk: 
 
This is to advise you I oppose the proposed site specific high density rezoning of the former site of the Newfoundland 
School Society,  later known as land claimed by the Anglican Parish and zoned public open space, to accommodate the 
proposed out of scale condo development in a historical and architectural sensitive area. 
 
I plan to attend the Hearing on the 2Oth and the on line Hearing on the 21st. 
 
I was also wondering if you would  be able to send me a copy of the Terms of Reference provided to the appointed 
Commissioner for these  joint Provincial and Municipal hearings. 
 
Also the Province had not made public, nor has the  City to my knowledge, the Province’s  comments or requirements on 
this rezoning request. 
 
I would therefore request a copy of this information as well prior to the Hearing. 
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Jennifer Squires

From: Karen Chafe
Sent: Thursday, April 28, 2022 10:41 AM
To: Jennifer Squires
Subject: FW: (EXT) in case you finally want to reply before this goes to the city clerk

Hi Jennifer – can you include this in the other submissions on 68 Queen’s Road as per   request below, as well 
as Councillor Ravencroft’s response to her.   
 

From: Ophelia Ravencroft <oravencroft@stjohns.ca>  
Sent: Thursday, April 28, 2022 10:12 AM 
To:   Karen Chafe <kchafe@stjohns.ca>; CouncilGroup 
<councilgroup@stjohns.ca> 
Subject: Re: (EXT) in case you finally want to reply before this goes to the city clerk 
 

 
 
I am sorry to hear you feel dissatisfied with the representation I have provided. As Ward councillor, I have a 
responsibility to all 20‐some thousand of my constituents, and have done my best to be responsive to all of them during 
my time as their representative. I acknowledge that I experienced some struggles in my first months on Council. Like any 
new position, this job has a learning curve, which made my initial time here challenging; I have worked hard to master 
those challenges since, and I think I've had some success in doing so. I remain available to my constituents as always, 
and I do my best to answer their enquiries within a reasonably short time frame. However, I set firm boundaries with 
those correspondents who, in my best judgment, are either arguing in bad faith or treating me disrespectfully. In the 
email contact I have received from you, you have repeatedly called me a liar, a disappointment, and a miserable failure, 
among other things, in addition to directing language at me that has been frequently vitriolic and occasionally profane. I 
am not obligated to respond to individuals who I feel are using my public contact information to bully me, and so I have 
not responded to you. 
 
Additionally, you have repeatedly mischaracterised my position on the issues at hand. As I made explicitly clear during 
the meeting in question, my vote for the adoption‐in‐principle did not indicate my support for the Parish Lane 
development as a whole, and does not mean I will vote any particular way on any further related business that should 
come before Council, including the project's final approval. I voted the way I did because I wanted to see further public 
engagement sessions go ahead, and because, should this project ultimately proceed, I wanted to cement the set of 
limitations outlined in the adoption‐in‐principle. This line of reasoning is, understandably, more nuanced than ones I 
might have used years ago. Like any politician, my position on any issue is subject to change as I receive and digest new 
information. This is presumably why you perceived this vote as discordant with a statement I made some 14 months 
before I joined Council, when I was an upstart political candidate who lacked experience in the field. I would hope that 
my constituents would appreciate my efforts at working from the best information possible, which I did not have at that 
time; I regret expressing such certainty. But I specifically regret it in part because my own inexperienced words are now 
being used as justification for disrespectful conduct towards me, and that should not be happening. 
 
I apologise for not saying this sooner, but I have not been willing to engage with you because you have treated me with 
serious disrespect, and I am sorry that you have felt the need to do so. I will not be responding to further contact from 
you, and I will also not be responding to contact from any other individual who chooses to speak to me in a comparable 
manner. If you require assistance in future, please contact one of your At‐Large councillors. I hope you will consider 
affording them the respectful treatment you have not shown me. 
 
Regards, 
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Ophelia Ravencroft 
 
Ophelia Ravencroft (she/her) 
Councillor, Ward 2 
City of St. John’s 
709‐576‐8243 (office) 

From:   
Sent: Wednesday, April 27, 2022 1:27:53 PM 
To: Ophelia Ravencroft <oravencroft@stjohns.ca> 
Subject: (EXT) in case you finally want to reply before this goes to the city clerk  
  

Dear Ms. Chafe, 
I would like this submission included in any and all council considerations regrading 68 Queen's Road and 
Parish Lane Development. 
As a resident of ward two I have been unable to reach my councillor, Ophelia Ravencroft. She has not replied to 
any of my ten emails and three telephone messages regarding the Parish Lane Development. Similarly, she has 
not replied to the emails of four other concerned residents. Her refusal to listen to and represent the constituents 
of ward two is unacceptable and shows extreme disregard for the principles of democracy.  
 
Thank you, 

 
 

  
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. 
  
Any correspondence with employees, agents, or elected officials of the City of St. John’s may be 
subject to disclosure under the provisions of the Access to Information and Protection of Privacy Act, 
2015, S.N.L. 2015, c.A-1.2.  
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Karen Chafe

From: Mayor
Sent: Wednesday, July 20, 2022 12:25 PM
To: CouncilGroup
Subject: FW: (EXT) 

FYI 
 
 
 

From:   
Sent: Wednesday, July 20, 2022 11:32 AM 
To:  
Subject: (EXT)  
 
Dear  Mayor and Councillors 
I am writing about the changes the City is making to pave the way for townhouses at 68 
Queen's Road. The application from the developer for the 68 Queen’s Road area hasn’t 
changed since the last meeting. Count me as one of the St. John’s tax-payers who said no, and 
then said no a second time and now wishes to say to say no to this stepping-stone proposal.  
There were many, many diverse in-depth presentations made at the initial in-person meeting 
at, I think it was, St. Mary’s, by our citizens. In fact I was impressed by the number of people in 
the neighbourhood who, as qualified planners, educators or scientists, had taken the time to 
do in-depth research and make arguments within their field of expertise to present on why 
this development should not go ahead. Unlike the developer, they had nothing financial to 
gain.   The second meeting was not near as well attended. And my guess is that once one has 
made a thorough presentation, one becomes fatigued with the re-shaping of what is for most 
of us the same issue. In fact, I don't plan to attend this third. 
The group formed to protect the integrity of our world-class Ecclesiastical District says no. 
The Rooms, a true gem, in our downtown says no. (The Rooms says this development will 
affect public viewing areas. ) Now, we have a third meeting. Until the group for the 
preservation of the Ecclesiastical District and The Rooms are satisfied, I present my “no” for 
your consideration. 
Thanks for your attention.   

 
  

  
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. 
  
Any correspondence with employees, agents, or elected officials of the City of St. John’s may be 
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Basilica Heritage Foundation 
Submission for Commissioner’s Hearing 

July 20, 2022 

The Basilica Heritage Foundation, in collaboration with St Bonaventure’s College, recently purchased, 
through the court-appointed Monitor in the process of ensuring just recompense for the victims of 
abuse at Mount Cashel Orphanage, the entire “Basilica block”, comprised of the Basilica, the Pastoral 
Centre (often referred to as the “Archbishop’s Palace”), the Mullock Episcopal Library, the Skinner 
Building (the former St Bonaventure’s monastery), Mullock Hall, Holland Hall and the St Bon’s Forum. 
All of the buildings included in the purchase are contained within the St John’s Ecclesiastical District 
National Historic Site, and all but the latter two are character-defining features of this remarkable 
district. It is the intent of the partners in the bid to maintain the buildings for the purposes for which 
they were intended, as stated in the 1837 land grant from the Crown, namely, worship, education the 
arts and culture. To this list, we would today add only the preservation and interpretation of a 
remarkable history in this district of collaboration and peaceful, mutually-enriching relationships, the 
St John’s Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site. 
 
The Basilica of St John the Baptist is a National Historic Site in its own right. It is home to the oldest 
English-speaking Roman Catholic parish in North America; the only older parish is in Quebec City. It 
plays an important role in attracting and supporting national and international tourism in the city of St. 
John’s. In 2019, the last year for which accurate statistics are available, over 30,000 people visited 
the Basilica; this is, of course, in addition to the regular churchgoing population. The spotlight shone 
on our city, and the revenue generated from tourism has now become critical. Therefore, what 
happens at this critical juncture can impede not just our historical value but our tourism value as well. 
This, it is now more important than ever that the zoning the city and province approve for this, and 
any development in Heritage Area 1 and the St John’s Ecclesiastical District is appropriate. We are in 
favour of a medium density, not high density, zoning. 
 
It is our contention that this St John’s Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site is a gem in our 
province and our country, and worthy of our protection and enhancement. It is, furthermore, the 
contention and certitude of the Basilica Heritage Foundation that this St John’s Ecclesiastical District 
National Historic Site would be worthy of designation as a UNESCO World Heritage Site.  
 
We are not opposed to development in the district, but advocate for sensitive development that is 
sympathetic in scale, size and character. Therefore, we do not want to see any additional height 
variance added to this proposed site-specific zone; in fact we would like a reduction variance applied 
that would create medium or low density zone for this property.  
The proposed condo development possesses none of these characteristics. We would like to see a 
design proposal that is sympathetic in size, scale and character in order that the beauty and character 
of the district is not damaged, but enhanced, and the path to World Heritage status made possible.  
 
Respectfully submitted: 
Anne Walsh 
Chair, Basilica Heritage Foundation 
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Submission to the Commissioner considering a request to amend the St. John’s Urban 

Region Regional Plan for property at 68 Queen’s Road, St. John’s, NL – Public Hearings 

20, 21 July 2022 

 

My Name is Robert Pitt.  With Dr James Hiller, I Co-Chair the Gower Street United Church 

Heritage and Archives committee.  

I have been the editor or author of several publications about Newfoundland and Labrador 

history and heritage, including as an editor with the Newfoundland Quarterly. I was also Chair of 

the St. John’s Area Regional Economic Development Board, and my company was the lead for 

the report commissioned by the City in 2001, the original Downtown Strategy for Economic 

Development and Heritage Preservation. Dr. Hiller, a Professor Emeritus of History at Memorial 

University, is a preeminent Newfoundland and Labrador historian. 

Gower United is a very near neighbour of the proposed tower development on Queen’s Road. 

Gower’s Official Board has taken the position by formal motion, that we oppose the 

development as proposed because it is not appropriate in terms of size,  scale and design.  This 

is in addition to the serious impact it will have on traffic congestion and parking in an already 

unusual and very difficult stretch of Queen’s Road. 

If the tower development proceeds, it will forever change the character of this historic district, 

where Gower’s congregation has had its home and served the people of this City for more than 

200 years. Like other area institutions,  Gower’s presence in, and commitment to our District 

comes from the work and investments of thousands of this City’s citizens over these centuries 

and continues today. All has been given selflessly in good faith, for the benefit of the many, 

including many more beyond its doors.   

You have heard similar objections from many others yesterday and will again tonight, so I will 

focus on what appears to us to be one other particularly unsupportable maneuver -  a kind of 

shell game, played with the tower’s address. It is a maneuver that seems intended to circumvent 

some good intentions built into the Heritage By-Law’s Design Standards. 

 As all the documents provided by the City state, and the legal documents for the quieting of title 

to the land attest, and the Land Use Assessment Report prepared by the developer confirms - 

the proposed development is situated on land at Queen’s Road. Not on Harvey Road, a further 

25 or 30 metres up the hill, but on Queen’s Road. That is also where the tower’s garbage, 

recycling, maintenance, loading, storage, resident and visitor vehicle access, parking, postal 

and package delivery, and other operations will occur, and where it will most impact the lives of 

its neighbours. It is the tower’s presence, rising high above Queen’s Road, that will most intrude 

on visitor experiences. It is this impact on the landscape which will be most seen and felt – the 

impact on the iconic view of our city rising from the harbourfront. (See additional note below 

about economic impact assessment.) 

So, assessing the height from Harvey Road challenges logic in each of these contexts. 

Documents we were given for these public hearings state that - apart from the Zoning change - 

“The applicant is also requesting a 10% variance on overall building height” allowing it a height 

of 16.5 metres (54 ft) above Harvey Road. In fact, 16.5 m above Harvey road is more than 40 

m (132 ft) above Queen’s Road: that would need a variance approaching 200%. 
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Like others tonight, we are not against any development in the space on Queen’s Road - as 

much as a public open space would be welcomed in the neighbourhood. Then what should be 

built? It should be a structure that respects its neighbours on Queen’s Road and surrounding 

properties, respects the importance and integrity of the National Historic Site, and respects our 

City’s centuries-old cultural landscape, in terms of its height, scale and design. It should be a 

structure that doesn’t ask for exemptions, and variances to excuse itself from good standards, a 

structure that fits with “the development pattern of the historic street and the design of 

adjacent buildings“, as the City’s Heritage By-Law Design Standards say it should.  

Finally, we want to state again that preserving the integrity of this area is not just the City’s 

responsibility. Its history, its continuing tourism attraction and its sustainable economic value 

belong to and benefit the whole Province, which is why the Province, too, owes a duty of care to 

this District.  Other cities have discovered too late that they were short-sighted by failing to 

protect their resources when they could have and should have.   

Thank you. 

- - - - - - - - 

 

Additional note on the impact assessment lacking 

We are not aware that any actual cost/benefit analysis has been performed, which we believe is 

a missing but essential component needed to assess the full monetary impact of such a 

development in such an area. It is fairly easy to calculate short-term1 returns from taxes, but the 

equation, logically, must also assess the full opportunity costs – what one loses by making that 

choice – and not just the money in reach. These are some of the questions that should frame 

such an analysis and assessment: 

How will it affect the visitor experience and its desirability as a destination for individual tourists 

and cruise ships, conventions, new residents, film and television locales? What are the potential 

economic losses to the city and the province if it does? What are the foregone incomes, in terms 

of tourist dollars and new outside investment if the high-rise harms the achievement of World 

Heritage status as experts warn it can? What are the impacts on the property values of the 

neighbouring properties, for instance on Garrison Hill? Will their tax rates be cut to offset their 

diminished re-sale value, because their immediate neighbour is now a high-density high-rise, 

instead of a designated open space?  

These key questions have not been answered or attempted (if they were they were not shared). 

Essential components of the equation - the balances in the balance sheet - are missing. 

The other opportunity costs are less tangible, but no less real – social, cultural, environmental, 

personal: the loss of enjoyment of the area by current and future city residents, the injury to our 

historic visual identity, the decrease in green space when we know we should be increasing it, 

the effects on the quality of life of a child playing in the back yard of a home, now quite literally 

over-shadowed by the tower.   

This development, and the kind of exceptions, rezoning accommodations, and variances 

allowed – as well as the whole notion that such a structure can be built in Heritage Area 1 – is a 
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dangerous precedent to set, a precedent that may multiply and keep on costing citizens in areas 

well beyond 68 Queen’s Road. 

The development will not bring any increase in net consumer goods sales, unless the residents 

are newcomers to the province. It is unlikely to bring real, new money, just a slight shuffling of 

the deck of residency, with a re-directing of disposable income to the development, whose 

profits are not guaranteed to stay in the province. This is a structure that will be built for the 

profit of the builder, the enjoyment of the few who can afford to live there, but at a cost to the 

many. 

 

1Short term, relative to the history of the district and because its presence and succeeding site 

developments will continue to affect the area in perpetuity. 

 

 

Submitted for the Gower Street United Church Heritage and Archives Committee 

(Co-Chairs: Dr. James Hiller and Robert Pitt) 
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November 17th 2019  
The Honourable Bernard Davis 
Minister of Tourism, Culture, Innovation and Industry 
 
Dear Minister Davis: 
 
I am writing to ask you to protect the important tourism setting of The  Rooms that will be 
impaired if the rezoning of  "Open Space" occurs and the intrusion of a modern building design is 
allowed as proposed  by the Parish Hall developer now before City Hall.  
 
Under the current municipal zoning of  "Open Space"  The Rooms sits within a protected 
heritage setting strengthening its mandate to be a cultural and heritage iconic tourism facility 
for the Province.  The City and the developer have addressed view planes from the North  in 
their proposal however they have both missed the most important consideration for this 
proposal and that is  of its impact on the heritage setting for The Rooms and its view planes from 
the South. This protection of this view plane and the historic setting of  The Rooms is critical to 
our tourism industry and to a future application for world heritage designation consideration 
for this precinct.  These are the two critical visible features that helped Quebec City achieve their 
world heritage status for their old town district.  
 
As information often gets lost to time the historic infrastructure that this district offers and its 
visibility were the deciding factors in 1999 for the siting of The Rooms at the strategic and 
historically dominant Fort Townsend site.  It was specifically planned for this facility to sit high 
amongst the splendid and sumptuous ecclesiastical churches and properties in the  old town as 
had Fort Townsend.  
 
As your Government knows in December 1999,  at an important Press Conference, the 
Honourable Brian Tobin along with the late Dr. Mary Pratt, co chair of the Premiers Advisory 
Committee for The Rooms,  announced the construction of the new Rooms facility. At that 
conference and in other subsequent press releases the following statements were made: 
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"The site is part of the heritage area, it's development will strengthen cultural tourism in the City 
and by extension the whole Province, 
 
The direct view through the narrows highlights the traditional gateway to and from the province 
and will be instantly visible to visitors arriving by cruise ships and from the downtown,  
 
The building will be a major addition to the skyline, without dominating it, and will fit in well,  
with the other institutional and religious buildings in the neighbourhood, 
 
Culture is expected to become a major economic generator in the 21st century  and The Rooms 
will enhance the future of our economic development and our cultural tourism industry, 
 
Culture is a means of assuring a society in the global marketplace......it helps generate tourism 
and trade activities, and  
 
This will be a landmark project with a memorable presence, celebrating our rich cultural 
heritage. It will serve not only to educate and inspire but also to attract visitors from within and 
outside the Province.  
 
The Rooms have achieved these above-noted outcomes and it is a highly successful and 
unequalled accomplishment by a Liberal Government, and one of your very finest.  
 
 
 
It is therefore concerning that  the importance of the Rooms, and its strategic purpose has not 
been noted in any of the sections of the City in its  Decision and Directions note. It is not 
specifically listed under "Partners or other Stakeholders" or in the section noted "Alignment 
with Strategic Directions and Adopted Plans".   
 
The City's adopted new Envision Plan 2-10, 2019 exact wording states....."The City's Heritage 
Area (including the Ecclesiastical Precinct) as set out by the Historic Sites and Monuments 
Board, will continue to be protected under the new St. John's Heritage ByLaw, and Residential 
districts in the downtown will be preserved to retain the blocks of row housing, streetscapes, 
laneways and public spaces unique to the City".   
 
Modern historically  unsympathetic  disproportionate design as proposed by the Developer, 
does not belong in this heritage area.  
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The need for "consultation with key stakeholders and neighbouring property owner"  is a key 
component however again The Rooms is missing in this section along with other key 
stakeholders such as your Cultural, Tourism and Heritage Divisions,  Heritage NL, City Tourism, 
operators such as Spirit of Newfoundland, the Peter Lewis Gallery as well as players in the 
tourism industry and Parks Canada.  
 
Without this directed consultation the City is silencing yours and the voices of the tourism, 
culture and heritage industries whom rely on this District for their livelihood and the economic 
benefits it creates. The city's  public consultation process does  also not have the structure to 
ensure the above-noted recommended partners are actually heard.  
 
Equally importantly under "Strategic Implications " the City should have recognized all the 
private and Government investments, over the past 30 years, including the $40 million invested 
by the Province in The Rooms, its annual multi-million operating budget, your annual marketing 
costs for the old town and Federal investments.  
 
These investments have all been made by governments, developers,residents and 
neighbourhoods on the basis that the City's objectives and vision for its heritage district would 
be upheld as outlined in its adopted Plan.  
 
St. John's City Plan, Pages 37-38 states that .......the City shall ensure that renovations and new 
development are compatible with adjoining buildings in terms of style, scale, height and 
architectural detail.  The proposed condo tower if approved will be in complete contravention of 
this City objective.  
 
I wanted to bring these matters to your attention to ensure that you or your officials have 
brought these matters to the attention of the City.  
 
The Rooms has been called by the Globe and Mail one of the best small cultural facilities in the 
world.  A recognition of its global appeal and potential to grow as a cultural tourism generator 
for NL. 
 
A glass tower condo development in front of this world class iconic cultural facility  will diminish 
its current and future world class appeal. This setting for such a world class historic and this 
cultural facility should be protected. 
 
You have a choice before you and that is to accept a glass condo tower or ensure for a world 
heritage future, in a district, that is so important to the future of your cultural and tourism 
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industries. There are so many other designs, reuses and proposals that would be a better fit for 
this site.   
 
Thank you for your consideration of this matter.  
 
 
Heather MacLellan 
Former ADM Cultural and Natural Heritage 
(Executive Lead for The Rooms development) 
Former Superintendent Parks Canada  
Eastern Newfoundland   
 
 
CC. City Clerk, Mayor, Deputy Mayor and Councillors, City of St John's  
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Attachment 1 - City of St. John's Municipal Envision Plan - 
Key Architectural and Heritage District Statements.  

 

The City recognizes the importance of preserving the historic character of 
the Downtown as the contribution it makes to the local economy through 
tourism and culture, page 15. 

Downtown is the heart of the City skyline and views of St. John's harbour 
define the image of St. John's to tourists, page 40.  

Limit impacts to established neighbourhoods and heritage districts, page 
26.  

Celebrate St. John's unique character by protecting cultural and heritage 
resources such as significant landmarks and buildings, page 26. 

Our historic fabric, particularly in the downtown, has high social, cultural 
and economic value, page 30.  

Redevelopment..sensitive to the architectural scale of the old City, page 79.  

Our history and heritage is significant to the history of the Province and 
early settlement of North America and remains as evident in patterns of 
streets and buildings and their orientation to the harbour, page 30.  

Historic institutional buildings such as churches and the Court House are 
unique to the Cities downtown, page 30. 

Maintain the essential character of the neighbourhood will allow appropriate 
growth and development, page 14.  

A destination for people seeking authentic experiences, page 15.  

Through urban design the City will determine the appropriate size, scale 
and location of new development that can be accommodated with the 
historic district, page 15. 

The Cities heritage areas including the Ecclesiastical Precinct,set out by 
the Historic Sites and Monuments Board of Canada, to be protected under 
the new St. John's heritage by law, page 16. 
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Urban design guidelines will be prepared for commercial areas in the 
downtown addressing such things as site specific parameters for height, 
and form of buildings as well as exterior design elements, page 16.  

Ensure infill development compliments the existing character of the area, 
page 28. 

Contravention to Provincial and Federal Policy and Legislation Interests  

Developments in contravention to Federal and Provincial Standards and 
Guidelines for historic places and buildings and the Federal Tourism 
Community Growth Strategy and Infrastructure Fund promoting authentic 
experiences.  
 
A development incongruent with promoting NL to the the cultural tourism 
and cruise ship markets,  interested in historic settings, authentic 
experiences, churches and museums. 
 
Provincial Branding the historic product of St. John's and it's  historic iconic 
landmarks. 
 
Protecting  downtown landmarks designated of provincial and national 
historical importance.  Landmarks fully seen from the harbour for 300 
years.  
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July 23rd, 2022
Commissioner 

Please find attached an example of correspondence that went to the Mayor’s office in 
2021 after his office called the Churches and wanted to know, we believe, the status of 
their intention to sell off their properties.
 
At the same time of this request we had been working very hard since 2019 
participating in processes associated with the development of the City’s new Heritage 
By Laws and Development Regulations and the proposed rezoning of the parish lane 
property. We were engaged in these processes as we wanted to make sure these 
directional documents would ensure for the future of the District including it’s historic 
integrity, conservation and sustainability. 

So since 2019 - 2022 we have dealt with 5 different review processes with the City 
including final pieces associated with the City’s Envision Plan that was signed off by the 
Minister of Municipal Affairs. The Plan made a “ Policy  Commitment” to Protect the St. 
John’s Ecclesiastical District and to ensure for appropriate development in our Heritage 
Areas. 

We also participated in processes associated with unfortunate decision by the City to 
demolish the historic Anglican Parish Hall, the subsequently needed new Heritage  By 
Laws and Development Plan as well as all processes associated with the Parish Lane 
proposed rezoning including a design session that resulted in for 4 appropriately scaled 
and designed townhouses for a portion of the property that is just feet away from the 
proposed high density condo.

Please see therefore the response from the Chair of the Official Board of Gower Street 
United to the meeting invitation from the Mayor. This  response was representative of 
the response also sent for example from St. Andrew’s Church.   Unfortunately the Mayor 
would not accept a joint meeting with Gower Street United Church, the Basilica Heritage 
Foundation and St. Andrew’s.

We have tried very hard over the last 4 years to participate and provide input into all the 
City Meetings and processes that would have an effect on the long term heritage 
integrity, conservation and capability of our 300 year old District.

In addition to participating in all consultative processes and hearings with 
representatives of the planning departments and appointed commissioners
we also helped bring Parks Canada together with City Hall in February 14th, 2020 for a 
one day training session at City Hall to provide a preliminary introduction into how to 
apply the Federal/Provincial Standards for the Conservation of Historic Places of 
Canada.  This was attended by Maggie Burton and Anne Marie Cashin and Architects 
and Landscape Planners, etc from NL.
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We also requested to meet with the City’s Built Heritage Experts Panel in June 2020 but 
there was no response other than it would be looked into, see Attachment. Of course it 
never happened. That was upsetting as the Developer and architect was given full 
access to this committee and as their Terms of Reference for this Committee allows 
them to have outside representation.  We have also asked to present to Council and 
this has been denied while the Developer and architect appear to have had unfettered 
access to City Hall. 

All our efforts have not unfortunately resulted in any substantive changes in the City 
documents or directions at City Hall that would assist in achieving provincial, federal, 
international interests in perusing the integrity and conservation of the District as a 
national historic site and exploring the feasibility of a world heritage designation. 

We have also seen very little response to the need to protect the view planes that were 
specifically designed for The Rooms  to make it a world class cultural facility. A facility 
designed to provide amazing visitor experiences for our capital city, including those 
associated with the National Historic District, and grow the provincial tourism industry.

With this as the reality we therefore changed our focus to the Province and made 
representation  to Ministers about how provincial and federal interests would be 
impacted given where we were with the City. We also made specific recommendations 
to them on how they may consider rectifying this situation. We will send an example to 
you of this representation in a separate email.

We undertook this representation as it appeared  to us there has been and continues to 
be a blindness about the commitments made to the Ecclesiastical District by the City in 
their Envision Plan and their plans that will impact Provincial, National and International 
Heritage, Tourism and Cultural objectives associated with this District. 

We also did this as we believe the historic needs of the District interferes with the City’s 
new interests in increasing density and developing as part of their interests in 
developing all open spaces in the City and directions outlined in the City’s new 
Economic Plan. It does not appear there was any strategic analysis  of the impact of this 
Plan or direction on this District or the commitments made to it in their City Envision 
Plan 

This means for the Ecclesiastical District their objectives to facilitate vertical design 
development and with as many amendments as required is inconsistent with 
commitments the City made to the Minister in their Envision Plan and their interests in 
partnering with the Province, and recommending to the Federal Government the 
establishment of the District as a National Historic Site in 2008. 

FYI Heritage Areas,1,2 and 3 are already the most densely populated regions of the 
City. 
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We believe this new focus is to garner more property tax revenue and to achieve 
density through increased vertical not horizontal development at the expense of 
impacting other values and economic, heritage and tourism benefits including reducing 
tax revenues to the Province, and private and corporate donations and entrance 
revenues for The  Rooms. It will also diminish the Churches ability to garner similar 
revenues from a variety of sources including tours and funding programs associated 
with world heritage. This is a real issue now as the Basilica Heritage Foundation has 
just raised millions of dollars from a significant number private citizens to see the 
Basilica preserved and the first piece of business of the City undertakes after this 
a,axing achievement of City residents is to work diminish the Federal historic 
commemorative intent of this property, its national and international historic importance  
and the District it sits amongst. 

It dies not appear to use that there has been any analysis done about this matter to 
inform decision making and possibly not even by the Province  including the immense 
role this District and The Rooms, play as a Generator Tourism Destination,  in 
supporting the urgent and future provincial, national and international tourism economy. 
 

Destination St. John’s, funded by the Province, to promote St. John’s, certainly supports 
the need for this Generator Destination to be respected by ensuring appropriate new 
development. 

We believe that the City of St. John’s may just not be aware that national historic sites, 
significant cultural institutions and world heritage sites provide for immense sustained 
economic benefits for the regions in which they are located including places that allow 
for new development that is respectful of the setting in which they will sit. 

That is why in 2002 many municipalities in NL were lobbying the Provincial Government 
to have The Rooms located in their town and why the Mayor and Council of the day  of 
the City of St. John’s agreed to its location in the centre of their historic district to sit 
amongst the historic church district. No one anticipated the City would not continue 
to protect the historic landscape of this place, as is happening now. 

The Municipality of Quebec City and Lunnenburg  both allow new development while 
respecting the heritage values of their World Heritage Districts. We are actually the 
English version of the French Old Quebec City.  We have also have sent City Hall all the 
Lunnenburg World Heritage Municipal Plans for their important historic town, whose 
fisheries heritage pails to that of the old town and old port of St. John’s. 

This correspondence attached  illustrates our intent to work collaboratively and focused 
on the integrity of the District and it’s sustainable future development.  Again it appeared 
to us and possibly demonstrating that the City may be short sighted in thinking that the 
District has no future and is disposable and could be beneficial to advance the City’s 
high rise density development objectives. Again we are not against development we  
just want appropriate development administered at City Hall, no matter who the owners 
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are of these properties, for one of Canada’s most important and historic places. We 
continue to work to achieve positive, professional and productive working relationships 
with the fine and professional people and elected officials at City Hall.  

Thank you 
Heather MacLellan 
Representing the Chair of the Board of St. Andrew’s Presbyterian Church, Mr. David 
Baird.  

From: 
Date: Mon, May 17, 2021 at 9:07 PM
Subject: Re: Meeting with Mayor Breen
To: Janet Adams <jadams@stjohns.ca>

Hi Janet:
Thank you for the invitation to meet with the Mayor Breen and Kevin Breen.  It is a 
welcome and very positive sign that they, together, wish to meet with me as Chair of the 
Board at Gower to discuss the church property.

I must confess, however, that I'm not entirely sure what they wish to talk about.  Given 
this, I am not sure what to prepare or who, at Gower and within the neighbourhood, is 
best placed to attend and have a productive discussion.

More importantly, however, there are some current and quite pressing issues in the 
neighbourhood relating to the Parish Hall development and our lost parking over the last 
18 months (staff have begun parking on sidewalks).  On those real and current topics, 
we have written and communicated repeatedly on our own, and with members of the 
Ecclesiastical District, to help shape a positive outcome for all but have yet to hear back 
with any options, ideas, or suggested ways forward.  

Could I be so bold as to accept the invitation, but focus the discussions to these current 
and unresolved issues. And I believe that is best held with the four churches of the 
district. 

Sincerely,
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June 2020 
From:   
Sent: Thursday, June 4, 2020 10:32 AM 
To: Ken O'Brien <kobrien@stjohns.ca> 
Subject: (EXT) St. John's Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site
 
Mr. O'Brien:  

Thank you for your kind words about our interests in protecting the integrity and 
exploring the feasibility of world heritage status for the St. John's Ecclesiastical District 
National Historic Site. 
 
Also given the clarity of Ms. Loth-Brown's letter I was wondering if  
and myself could make a short presentation to your Built Heritage Experts Committee 
(BHEP) about the content of the letter.  Our presentation would include information 
about our interests in exploring the feasibility of World Heritage status for the District.  

We would like to make this presentation before a final recommendation is made on the 
Parish Hall proposal by the Committee for Council.  

Thank you for your consideration of this matter and I look forward to hearing from you.
 
Your sincerely
 

 

Ken 

I would hope you would consider us as heritage experts and key stakeholders in the 
District  involved with advancing it’s integrity and not rebels as the word activists 
implies. 

Also the Terns of Reference for the Built Heritage Committee allows for their 
consultation with others. As the developer and architect has presented we felt it was 
only fair that those who have an interest in the future of this historic integrity of the 
district to be heard by the city’s important committee. 

Also the City signed a letter of support for the designation so we would want to make 
sure the BHEP are aware of this and what the Parks Canada letter means. 

Thank you for your consideration of this matter. 
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Sent from my iPhone

On Jun 4, 2020, at 5:01 PM, Ken O'Brien <kobrien@stjohns.ca> wrote:

Hi, .  As I stated to Ms. Loth-Bown with Parks Canada, I do appreciate the work 
that heritage activists like yourself have done regarding protection of our built heritage.  

The City’s Built Heritage Experts Panel advises Council on heritage matters, including 
the proposal for the Cathedral Parish Hall on Queen’s Road.  I will discuss this with my 
colleagues and be in touch with you further.
 
Regards,
 
Ken
 
Ken O’Brien, MCIP
Chief Municipal Planner
City of St. John’s – Planning, Engineering and Regulatory Services
John J. Murphy Building (City Hall Annex), 4th floor (but now working from home)
Mail:  PO Box 908, St. John’s NL Canada   A1C 5M2
Phone 709-576-6121 (rings to my home)     Email kobrien@stjohns.ca     
www.stjohns.ca
 
 
From: Ken O'Brien <kobrien@stjohns.ca> 
Date: May 29, 2020 at 7:36:55 PM NDT 
To: "IACH / AAPC (PC)" <pc.iach-aapc.pc@canada.ca>, "  

 
Cc: "CLMHC-HSMBC (PC)" <pc.clmhc-hsmbc.pc@canada.ca>, "Loth-Bown, Christine 
(PC)" <christine.loth-bown@canada.ca>, Ann-Marie Cashin <acashin@stjohns.ca>, 
"gerryosmond@gov.nl.ca" <gerryosmond@gov.nl.ca>, "jerry@heritagenl.ca" 
<jerry@heritagenl.ca>, "Brake, Bill (PC)" <bill.brake@canada.ca>, "Kell, Patricia (PC)" 
<patricia.kell@canada.ca>, "Campbell, Ashley (PC)" <ashley.campbell@canada.ca>, 
"Charrois, Genevieve (PC)" <genevieve.charrois@canada.ca> 
Subject: Re: (EXT) Copy of correspondence - St  John's Ecclesiastical District 
NHS

Ms. Loth-Bown, thank you for your letter and your reflections and information on the 
Anglican Cathedral Parish Hall as part of the St. John’s Ecclesiastical District NHS. This 
property, and its proposed demolition and site redevelopment, has sparked an important 
debate about heritage values and urban planning.
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I commend the local group who are pursuing a nomination of the Ecclesiastical District 
to the World Heritage Site list.
 
Regards and continued health during the pandemic.
 
Ken O’Brien
 
Ken O’Brien, MCIP
Chief Municipal Planner
City of St. John’s, NL, Canada
Phone 709-576-6121

 
 
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.
 
Any correspondence with employees, agents, or elected officials of the City of St. 
John’s may be subject to disclosure under the provisions of the Access to Information 
and Protection of Privacy Act, 2015, S.N.L. 2015, c.A-1.2.
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cc. St. John’s City Councillors 
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2

I would ask the City Clerk to also please ensure that this note be sent to the Commissioner so she 
also has this clarification. 
 
Thank you so much 

 
 
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. 
 
Any correspondence with employees, agents, or elected officials of the City of St. John’s may be 
subject to disclosure under the provisions of the Access to Information and Protection of Privacy Act, 
2015, S.N.L. 2015, c.A-1.2. 
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Submission 
 Proposed Rezoning and Variance 68 Queens Road  

High Density Condo Proposal  
within the 

 St. John’s Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site of Canada (EDNHSC) 
and  

In the middle of Heritage Area 1  

 By Heather MacLellan, Retired  
Superintendent Parks Canada, National Historic Sites 

 and National Parks Eastern NL,  
            National Historic Sites Specialist Ontario Region, Parks 
            Canada, 

Capital Project Manager National Historic Sites  in NL and 
            Ontario including oversight of World Heritage Requirements  

Assistant Deputy Minister, Tourism. Culture and Recreation, and  
A Government Executive Lead for the Development of 

            The Rooms, and  
Deputy Minister, Executive Council, Status of Women/Women’s 

            Policy, 
National Capital Commission, Ottawa, Board Member  
Currently 
Working Committee Member, St. John’s Ecclesiastical District 

            National Historic Site of Canada, and  
Board of Managers, St. Andrew’s Church  
 

Recommendations:  

Because the process, that has gotten us here today, has appears to have included the 
circulation of incorrect or outdated information at City Hall, to the public, and even to the 
Developer, and now that the Federal Government has clarified this information we 
believe this matter is one of Provincial Interest. 

To correct this matter I am therefore recommending that:  

1. The requested zoning and variance should not be granted and instead 
2. A low to  medium density zone be considered after,  
3. A Heritage Report to inform the scale and design, of the proposed condo is 

completed and as identified in the new Heritage By Law, Sections 8C and 8D by a 
nationally certified Heritage Conservation Specialist.  

4. That the Report meet the conditions set out in Section 5 of the Bylaw that ensures 
that the Development and the variance does not impact the heritage value of adjacent 
properties,  and that the  

5. City of St. John’s ask Parks Canada to work in partnership with Parks Canada to  pa 
terms of reference and over see  this work and that it include all matters required to 
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support a World Heritage Application for The District including Applying the 
Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada, and  

6. Before any more approvals are given and  after the Heritage Report is  completed the 
City make good on their commitment of March 31, 2021 Decision Note prepared by 
Anne Marie Cashin and Ken O’Brien, and approved by Jason Synard, that the City 
with neighbourhood owners, stakeholders and with Parks Canada to complete a 
Management Plan to ensure that future development of the Ecclesiastical District 
National Historic Site of Canada is sympathetic to it’s heritage values.This work has 
not been completed and therefore no approvals should be given until this work is 
finished.  This work is urgent and should not wait until the City’s Heritage Plan is 
completed.  

Background   

The misinterpreted or outdated information that has been circulated by City Hall that is of 
concern, if not corrected and updated will eliminate our ability to explore the feasibility of a 
World Heritage Designation for the District in partnership with the City, the Province, Parks 
Canada and other Stakeholders.  The recent City Note that has been sent out publicly states 
the following on Page 18: 


"Concerns have been raised about potential negative impacts on the St. John’s 
Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site designation. There was an appeal to not 
allow the development of the proposed apartment building, as it could jeopardize the 
work of a group of volunteers who seek to nominate the Ecclesiastical District as a World 
Heritage Site with UNESCO. Information from Parks Canada does not affirm that level of 
jeopardy to a potential future UNESCO designation".


This same statement was also been made publicly to the Press earlier this year  by Councillor 
Froude.  Councillor, Ian Froude made the following statement on November 23rd, 2021, when 
he said to the media “that information from Parks Canada suggests the development would not 
jeopardize a future World heritage designation”, (Attachment 1, Provided to Commissioner at 
Hearing).  

After this public statement was made I made a Freedom of Information Request to the City to 
inquire what was the basis for this statement. It was as I thought, see Attachment 5 , a letter 
sent by Parks Canada, May 2020 addressed to Dr. JohnFitzGerald and myself and CCd to Ken 
O’Brien that clearly does not endorse the statement made publicly by Councillor Froude on 
November 22nd, 2021. 


After Parks Canada learned of this erroneous press statement they wrote both the Province 
and the City on January 25th 2022 to correct and clarify the misinformation or 
misunderstanding, (Attachment 2 provided to Commissioner at Hearing). 


This January 25th letter and its corrected information does not appear to have been included in 
the recent brief that went to Council (and the Public) to assist them in making their decision 
that approved this Hearing to consider the rezoning to urban development and the requested 
variance. 


As the information in the recent Decision Note was two years old and as it was incorrect at that 
time, I sent a note to the Mayor and some Council Members asking them  to correct this 
information at their Public Council meeting.  I also sent a letter to the Ward Councillor for the 

906



District, (Attachments 3 and 4). I never got a response from anyone to this request and the  
Councillor for the Ward unfortunately ended up not attending the Council meeting. 


I therefore provided the Commissioner , with the actual letter that was sent by the Head of 
National Historic Sites,  Parks Canada in Ottawa to the City on January 25th, 2022, at the 
hearing,  as this is noted as Attachment 1 to this note. 


Ms.Loth Bown the Head of National Historic Sites in Canada stated to the DM of  Municipal 
Affairs and Tourism,Culture, Arts and Recreation and the Head of City Planning on Page 2 of 
her Letter dated January 25, 2022,   “I would also like to clarify that Parks Canada never 
indicated to the municipality that the proposed condo would have no impact on a 
potential future bid to have the District added to Canada’s Tentative  List for World 
Heritage”. 

She goes on to say that…


“Parks Canada takes a strong interest in the heritage value and conservation status of all 
national historic sites recognizing the wide range of cultural, social, economic and 
environmental benefits they provide to their communities. We therefore have an interest 
in this proposed rezoning as the Federal entity responsible for Parks Canada and the 
World Heritage Program”, and  

“Any proposed intervention( this would include proposed high density zones and variances)  
within the National Historic Site should be compatible with and respectful of the heritage 
values and character defining elements of the national historic site and that this can be 
accomplished by using the Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic 
Places in Canada, https://www.historicplaces.ca/media/18072/81468-parks-s+g-eng-
web2.pdf” .  

"that the heritage value of the District be taken into account in considering re zoning to 
ensure the scale and scope of any proposed developments associated with the re-zoning 
would not negatively affect this historic neighbourhood."  

This policy document actually outlines that new development in such heritage places should 
not overwhelm the heritage place it will sit amongst. 


It is pretty simple ie the condo development should not overwhelm the magnificent English Neo 
Gothic, the Italian Neo Classical , the Scottish Gothic Revival and the Romantic and Victorian 
architecture the finest ever built or ever will be built in Newfoundland and Labrador. This also 
includes their valuable historic settings or cultural landscapes in which these buildings sit that 
also includes spiritually important spaces including cemeteries and burial grounds and 
including Newfoundland’s oldest and Newfoundland first Caribou War Memorial,a symbol 
taken from the Scottish St. Andrew’s Highlanders Brigade,  that sits in front of the Anglican 
Parish property on Queens Road. 


Simply they are saying new development should respect the setting it will sit in and not 
overpower it. The proposed zoning and variance will contribute to overpowering the adjacent 
and import features of national historic significance. 


Therefore for many historical, cultural, landscape  and spiritual reasons Parks Canada goes on 
to say “we encourage all authorities to apply” the (Federally and Provincially approved) 

907



Policy document The Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in 
Canada, https://www.historicplaces.ca/en/pages/standards-normes.aspx, and   

 that “the strength of the protective measures applied by authorities and the authenticity 
and integrity of the historic place are critical factors in such a place being successful 
with a World Heritage bid”.  

What does that mean, Well  it means I can assure you the condo, as proposed, and with a 
variance proposed, would not meet the authenticity or integrity test required for world heritage 
a matter of Provincial and National interest. The Province identifies new World Heritage Sites as 
important to grow the tourism industry of NL,  in their Tourism Product Development Strategy. 


The Parish Hall property is also right in the middle of the Ecclesiastical District that has both a 
Catholic Northern Node and a Southern Protestant Node. Modern Condos are not acceptable 
in World Heritage Sites and often they are not even acceptable within any adjacent  buffer 
zones of these special places. For example if the Basilica, as a national historic site in it’s own 
right, sought a world heritage designation the proposed condo would be in its buffer zone and 
would impact the visibility of its heritage setting and therefore the feasability of such a 
designation. 


What is proposed would sit visually right in the center of the District and even if this land was 
not part of the boundary of the world designated site it’s visual impact in the District and in 
both the Protestant and Catholic zones  would impair the historic integrity of the setting. 


Ms.Loth Bown is also the Federal  Government’s or  Canada’s lead to the United Nation’s 
World Heritage Program.  She has now made their federal position known on this matter to the 
Province and the City.   She also points out in the letter the importance of national historic sites 
for tourism purposes for Canada.  


For your information visitors  to historic Religious Districts seek places that are sacred, ancient  
and authentic. The condo will certainly significantly impact this  experience that tourists now 
come or those who may come to the District to experience Newfoundland’s oldest European 
living sacred and spiritual historic landscape dating back at least 300 years.  I believe the  
condo will stick out like a modern sore thumb in an architecturally rich historic urban spiritual 
complex. 


The development as designed will have Provincial and Federal Tourism impacts, especially 
losing a potential world heritage site in the middle of our Capital City with air and 
transportation, hotel and services capability.  


We will  provide the analysis completed  by a certified Parks Canada Cultural Resource 
Specialist to further verify concerns about this matter. We are sharing this with you as the 
Planning Unit at The City said applying the Standards and Guidelines may be complicated and 
therefore they would consider adopting these standards at a later date. That is code, in my 
view, for saying possibly “after decisions are made by Council” about this high density condo 
development. 


The Federal and Provincial Governments adopted these Standards and Policies back in 2003 
and the Provincial logo is on the actual standards document. The Province actually played a 
significant role in developing this world class heritage planning and management guidelines for 
decision makers and owners of historic places. If the Architect who designed the condo had 
followed these Guidelines  we would not have had to spend our precious time attending all of 
the city process amendment meetings in the last 4 years to ask for adjustments to what the 
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Architect and developer are actually proposing. The Province has asked the City to apply these  
Guidelines as identified by the Board and Chair of the Provincial Heritage Foundation of  NL.   


The Federal Government  interest in this matter is also real. Parks Canada has put millions of 
dollars into the conservation of this District and continues to provide funding for the District so 
it can be conserved for all Canadians and future generations. 


Not as many millions as local citizens have recently invested to ensure for the preservation of 
the Basilica, a national historic site in its own right  and to preserve its important setting and 
role it contributes within the Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site of Canada. 


Also not as many millions however as the $40M the Province has invested into The Rooms to 
provide a world class cultural institutions to conserve our heritage and culture and grow the 
tourism capability of NL.It’s site was chosen so it would sit amongst the historic church district 
in Heritage Area1 the prime cultural tourism district in NL. 


Also when the site selection study was done for The Rooms other municipalities lobbied the 
Government to have it built in their town. However the City agreed to it and it’s strategic 
location and views to the old town and not just the harbour. The Developer has been focusing 
his argument that he will provide a small view to the harbour but this was only a small part of 
the view the Government wanted the building to achieve. 


There was also a document prepared to discuss the construction of The Rooms with the City 
and this should be on file. I know I represented the Province at this meeting with the Mayor and 
Councillors who gave their agreement to the project and it’s setting  and it’s objectives to 
provide magnificent views of the historic neighbourhood it would sit amongst in addition to 
being able to be an icon for  tourists in the City and from the harbour as The Rooms and 
Churches are now.  The project has been very successful in achieving its objectives as The 
Rooms precovid had a visitation of 300,000 annually. 


Also when the St. John’s Ecclesiastical District was designated a National Historic Site  of  
Canada by the Federal Government, it was done so with full written endorsement by both the 
City and the Province. The the City also commits to the preservation of the District in their new 
City Envision Plan signed by the Minister of Municipal Affairs. 


If the City has had further conversations with Parks Canada on this matter, since the January 
25th, 2022 letter that was sent to Ken O’Brien and if  Parks Canada’s position has changed in 
any way we are not aware of this.   If City Staff were subsequently talking to Parks Canada 
where they talking to the right people and who were these statements made by and when? 
Also I am wondering why the January 25th note was not attached to the recent  Councillors 
and Public Decision Note or any other further possible updates from Parks Canada?


We also don’t believe there has been further changes in Parks Canadas position but as the 
Mayor said we are always open to new information. 


Also If the correct information from Parks Canada was in the Councillor’s and Public Package 
that was not evident to me or others in our  team who read the note.  If it was i will be happy to 
retract my statements made at the meeting and in this Note.


Thank you 

Heather MacLellan 


Attachment 1 (Hand delivered to Commissioner at Meeting}  
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Ian Froude VOCM Report  

Attachment 2 ( Hand delivered to Commissioner at Meeting)  
Loth Bown Parks Canada’s January 25th letter  

Attachment 3  
From: 
Date: June 27, 2022 at 3:25:06 PM NDT
To: Maggie Burton <mburton@stjohns.ca>, mayor@stjohns.ca, ifroude@stjohns.ca
Subject: Federal Request re Parish Lane Site

Maggie 

Pls note this letter from Vice President of Parks Canada Ottawa re zoning and appropriate 
development for the upper portion of the Parish Lane Site within the Ecclesiastical District 
National Historic Site of Canada. 

This was sent to your planning Division some time ago.

I see no reference to it in your decision note you have before you this afternoon to make a 
decision on this matter. 

This is shocking as there is more sensitivities than just the height impacting The Rooms. 

 

Attachment 4 

From: 
Date: June 27, 2022 at 10:45:34 PM NDT
To: oravencroft@stjohns.ca
Subject: Federal Request re Parish Lane Proposed Rezoning for Apartment Tower

Good Evening Councillor Ravencroft: 


The package of information provided to Councillors and the Public today re the proposed 
Parish Lane Apartment re zoning contains incorrect and misleading information regarding the 
Federal Parks Canada Position on the proposed development within the designated St. John's 
National Historic Site of Canada.  


We hope you therefore may wish to correct this information for the Public tomorrow.; 


The City Note that has been sent out publicly states the following on Page 18: 


"Concerns have been raised about potential negative impacts on the St. John’s 
Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site designation. There was an appeal to not 
allow the development of the proposed apartment building, as it could jeopardize the 
work of a group of volunteers who seek to nominate the Ecclesiastical District as a World 
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Date: December 14, 2021 at 2:52:28 PM NST
To: 
Subject: RE: (EXT) Freedom of Information Request

Good afternoon 
 
Please find the attached letter in response to your request for information. Kindly let me 
know if you have any questions.
 
Thank you,
 
Kenessa Cutler, CIAPP-P
Access to Information and Protection of Privacy (ATIPP) Coordinator
Office of the City Clerk | City of St. John's
709-576-8429 | kcutler@stjohns.ca
 
From:   
Sent: Monday, December 6, 2021 8:56 AM 
To: ATIPP <atipp@stjohns.ca> 
Subject: (EXT) Freedom of Information Request
 

Making a Freedom of Information Request
 
I am making a FOI request to to seek background information to the recent public 
statement by Councillor Fronde that:
 
“According to Parks Canada, a “World Heritage Designation” would not be in 
jeopardy if the project proceeds”. 
 
I also seek any conditions that  Parks Canada would have attached to that statement 
and who at Parks Canada made such a statement and to whom at City Hall, including 
both staff and elected officials such a statement was made. 
 
I also seek correspondence on this matter in any format i.e.in writing, by email, verbally 
on the phone or in person.  
 
I apologize for the hand written form requesting this information however I could not 
download the form to complete. 
 
Thank you very much 

 
 
Summary of Council Meeting Records 
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68 Queen’s Road (Apartment Building), Adoption-in-Principle, MPA1900002
 
Councillor Froude presented the motion and gave some background on the process, 
and the next steps required.
 
Councillor Froude addressed some of the issues raised opposing this project. One such 
issue was the impact the project would have on the UNESCO designation for the area. 
Councillor Froude advised that according to Parks Canada, that designation would not 
be in jeopardy if the project proceeds.
 
Members of Council discussed the matter, and it was reiterated that it is an adoption in 
principle. Several members of Council agreed that it should not have a negative impact 
on the heritage of the downtown, and that there is a need for residential density and 
less sprawl. There has been a great deal of public engagement on this proposal, and 
there have been some significant changes to the design from that engagement.
 
It was the general consensus that this is a good project for the downtown area, will see 
more people living in the downtown area, would see less deforestation, helping with 
climate change, and also sustainability and financial benefits.
 
Moved By Councillor Froude Seconded By Councillor Ellsworth
 
That Council adopt-in-principle the resolutions for St. John’s Municipal Plan Amendment 
1, 2021 and St. John’s Development Regulations Amendment 1, 2021, regarding land at 
the rear of 68 Queen’s Road to allow the development of an Apartment Building.
 
For (10): Mayor Breen, Deputy Mayor O'Leary, Councillor Burton, Councillor Ellsworth, 
Councillor Hickman, Councillor Bruce, Councillor Ravencroft, Councillor Korab, 
Councillor Froude, and Councillor Ridgeley.
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You have raised a number of questions regarding Parks Canada’s role and 
responsibilities with respect to the St. John’s Ecclesiastical District National Historic 
Site.


Conserving National Historic Sites

Parks Canada takes a strong interest in the commemorative integrity of all national 
historic sites. However, the Government of Canada does not own or administer any 
properties within the St. John’s Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site nor does 
the Government of Canada have jurisdictional authority over any elements of the 
district. Federal legislation does not provide the Government of Canada legislative 
authority with respect to decisions taken by other owners of designated national 
historic sites.


Parks Canada encourages all owners of historic places as well as jurisdictional 
authorities to apply the Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic 
Places to ensure sound decision-making when considering the potential impacts of 
changes on historic places. We also encourage owners and administrators of historic 
places to consult professional heritage conservation expertise whenever possible in 
assessing the potential impacts of changes on historic places.


Note that alterations and additions to national historic sites can be undertaken. In such 
instances, it is recommended that these interventions be guided by the principles laid 
out in the Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada. 
It is recommended that additions be compatible with and respectful of the heritage 
value and character-defining elements of the national historic site.


To support informed decision-making related to proposed developments within the St. 
John’s Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site, Parks Canada’s Chief Architect 
(Built Heritage), David Scarlett, delivered a workshop on the Standards and Guidelines 
in St. John’s this past February. The principle objective of the workshop was to provide 
the municipal authorities, stakeholders, and other interested parties with the tools and 
guidance to effectively apply the Standards and Guidelines in order to help them arrive 
at the best possible decision regarding this proposed development and the overall 
management of historic resources within the District.


Loss of Commemorative Integrity

The HSMBC advises the Government of Canada on the designation of persons, places 
and events of national historic significance. On occasion, the HSMBC assesses 
changes that have taken place at a national historic site to determine whether the site 
has had its commemorative integrity significantly compromised or impaired to such a 
degree that the reasons for designation and/or heritage character-defining elements 
are no longer evident. In such a case, the HSMBC may recommend that the Minister of 
Environment and Climate Change place the site on a list of national historic sites 
whose
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commemorative integrity has been destroyed. Normally, such a determination is taken 
as a last resort and as the result of severe damage or complete destruction.


National Cost-Sharing Program for Heritage Places

When applying to the National Cost-Sharing Program for Heritage Places, eligible 
national historic sites, or contributing properties to national historic sites, are assessed 
on the merit of their proposal relative to other proposals received in that funding cycle. 
As per the 2020-21 guidelines, funding may be available for contributing properties to 
heritage districts, such as the Anglican Parish Cathedral Hall or the Episcopal Library, 
based on a Confirmation of Contributing Property and the Statement of Values for the 
district. Each individual property is assessed independently and changes to other 
properties within the district would not influence this assessment. Please note, 
however, that funding decisions have been temporarily suspended given the current 
situation with COVID-19.


Since 2017, the Program has provided $1.2M in support for three conservation projects 
at St. John the Baptist Anglican Cathedral National Historic Site, designated in its own 
right, as well as being a contributing property within the district, helping to preserve 
stone walls, windows and slate roofs.


Potential Stimulus Investments

The Government of Canada is taking immediate, significant and decisive action to 
support Canadians and businesses facing hardship as a result of the global COVID-19 
outbreak and is continuing to develop measures to help with the economic recovery. 
Federal departments and agencies are working in close consultation with all impacted 
sectors across the economy to take action where it is required, and are prepared to 
take further targeted action as needed to ensure that Canada is well-positioned for a 
strong recovery from the impacts of COVID-19 across all sectors of the economy. We 
will be sure to keep you informed if any programs administered by Parks Canada are 
launched that might potentially benefit the St. John’s Ecclesiastical District National 
Historic Site.


Designation Process for Potential World Heritage Sites

To be considered for nomination as a World Heritage site, all candidate sites must first 
be included on Canada’s Tentative List for World Heritage Sites. Canada’s current 
Tentative List was updated in 2017 through a public process and independent expert 
review that resulted in the addition of eight new sites. As countries are encouraged to 
update their Tentative Lists every ten years, a new process to identify candidate sites 
for Canada’s Tentative List is not anticipated in the near future. In each of the past 
updates to its Tentative List (2004 and 2017), Canada has endeavoured to limit 
additions to approximately ten new candidate sites. This reflects the amount of time 
necessary to develop World Heritage nominations from the Tentative List, and the 
current limit of one nomination submission per country, per year to the World Heritage 
Committee for consideration.

When Canada’s Tentative List is next updated, proponents will have an opportunity to 
propose their site for potential addition to the list, although the specific criteria and 
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application process will be determined closer to the date. It can be expected that 
future sites added to the Canadian Tentative List will be those considered to have the 
best possible chance of success as potential nominations to the World Heritage List. 
Potential considerations as part of the expert review would include the proposed 
boundaries of the nominated site, the strength of existing protection measures, and the 
heritage values that form the basis of the nomination. In light of this, it would be 
impossible for Parks Canada officials to predict what the impact of future 
developments might be on the potential for the St. John’s Ecclesiastical District 
National Historic Site to be added to Canada’s Tentative List for World Heritage Sites.

Inscription on the World Heritage List does not confer new protective measures or 
guidelines on a place. Instead, the nomination dossier for the property must 
demonstrate high standards of protection and management under the managing 
jurisdiction, and must clearly protect the heritage values for which the property is 
proposed as a World Heritage site. As such, continued application of the Standards 
and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places is strongly recommended if 
there is a desire to consider nominating the St. John’s Ecclesiastical District National 
Historic Site for potential addition to Canada’s Tentative List for World Heritage Sites in 
the future.


I very much appreciate your interest and engagement in support of the commemorative 
integrity of the St. John’s Ecclesiastical District NHS. I am pleased to know that, over 
the past several months, there has been significant discussion about the proposed 
Parish Lane condo development involving multiple community and heritage sector 
stakeholders. Parks Canada will continue to support the City of St. John’s and others 
by providing information and guidance focused on the effective application of the 
Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada. Should 
you require further information, please contact Dr. Patricia Kell, Executive Director, 
Cultural Heritage, Parks Canada Agency at patricia.kell@canada.ca.


Sincerely,

Christine Loth-Bown

Vice-President, Indigenous Affairs and Cultural Heritage Branch

Parks Canada 
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A Note on Process   
July 24th, 2022  

   

A Submission to the Commissioner considering the proposed Amendment to the St. John’s 
Urban Region Regional Plan for the rezoning of land at 68 Queen’s Road, St. John’s 

A Note on 
 Process   

The process over the last four years appeared to us to have been often partial, favouring 
the Developer, for the reasons described below. 

The City’s actions since 2020 appear to be championing rezoning of the land associated 
with 68 Queen’s Road to accommodate and facilitate the construction of a high-density 
residential tower within a National Historic Site. But to date the City does not appear to 
have taken actions necessary to ensure that the development meets Provincial and 
Canadian Heritage Policy Standards.  

During the last public review process for site-specific high-density rezoning, the Province 
(Heritage NL / HNL) specifically asked the City to apply Standards and Guidelines for the 
Conservation of Historic Places in Canada as a test of the development proposal, as did 
the Federal Government and representatives of the working committee associated with 
the St. John’s Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site of Canada (the Basilica 
Heritage Foundation, Gower Street United Church and St. Andrew’s Kirk). The Canadian 
Committee of the International (United Nations) Council on Historic Monuments and 
Sites also wrote Premier Andrew Furey urging that these professional Heritage Policies, 

Standards and Guidelines be applied to decisions about the condo development.  

These policies give specific directions for new construction in such a historic setting.  

The City and the developer seemed to be prepared to follow some heritage policy 
standards for the portion of the land, specifically for that part of the development that 
has become the four-storey townhouses on Queen’s Road.  As a result of this planning  
the City approved for this portion of the property a “low density downtown residential 
zone”, a development capped at 3 or 4 storeys maximum.  This was the right process and 
correct decision and  residents and stakeholders applauded the City and the Developer 
for taking this action.  

Within meters of this low-density zone, however, the developer and the City are now 
requesting a zone that seems completely antithetical to the good judgement previously 
shown:  i.e., a high-density site-specific apartment zone to allow a building of 9 or more 
storeys and a further variance to exceed established height restrictions.  

The City and the developer agreed to the redesign of his original plans and the zoning 
from high density to low density to proceed with townhouses on the Queen’s Road 
portion of the development. Shortly after this the Developer, with what appeared to be the 
City’s support adamantly refused to do any more work of consultation with the public or 

stakeholders, on a new zone for the condo high-rise portion of the property.  It is clear to 
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us, then, that consultation was inadequate, and failed to consider what the existing 
historic site needed or what stakeholders wanted. 

This also happened despite the fact the Developer’s own heritage architects from 
Toronto, ERA, recommended a lower profile development to be located behind the 
townhouses, (That report is available from City Planning.) 

Despite the recommendations, and contrary to the ERA report, and lacking needed 
consultations, City Hall moved ahead with a  process to allow a high-density condo in a 
new high-density site-specific apartment zone, replacing an area zoned open space.  

This planning process that resulted in the townhouses was initiated because of public 
objections; however, there was a greater public outcry objecting to the condo portion of 
the development, but no meaningful response or re-design, only accommodation from 
the City to let the tower go forward. 

As neighbours and stakeholders, we are therefore confused. Has the developer been 
given a pass by City Hall or the Province on having to do further stakeholder discussions 
for the largest and most sensitive heritage zone in our province, a zone that will be 
forced to endure a precedent-setting condo development in the heart of Heritage Area 1, 
the EDNHS and a possible World Heritage Site? 

Other questions and concerns arise from a Freedom of Information request dated Feb 
10th, 2021 at 9:24 am (Attachment 1) from developer Rick Pardy, to Jerry Dick, (then) 
Executive Director of HNL.  

The email read [emphasis added]: 

“The Open Space Zone for the back of the site, where the condominium building 
will be located, will be changed to “urban development”, subject to a 
Commissioner’s Hearing that will be managed by the Province.   

Since we already had the support of the Minister of Municipal Affairs, this is a 
positive step… .” (original attached) 

This statement concerns us greatly as it appears to indicate that the Provincial Minister 
at the time was already supporting such a development and therefore the kind of re-
zoning that it would require to proceed.  

We also note that before any zoning was approved, the Council allowed the developer to 
put in place all the water and sewer services he needed, at  his own risk, on the basis 
that the City was doing resurfacing work in front of this property following a significant 
road rearrangement that appears to be there to slow traffic in front of this property site. 
Why did this City work commence before approvals were given and why could it not 
wait?   

Further, work by the City on the retaining wall off Harvey Road behind this property also 
appears to have been undertaken before approvals were given, while the adjacent wall 
behind St. Andrew’s (which is in worse shape), has had no work done by the City, and no 
discussions have been held with St. Andrew’s on this matter.  
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There also have been problems with the way the City treated the Churches’ attempt to 
visually demonstrate our issues. This attempt was outlined in a letter sent by our 
organizations to City Councillors. This letter also references that the  withholding of 
information about the height of the condo from us from Queen’s Road  and denying us 
the right to present to Council and its Built Heritage Experts Panel, while others had wide 
access, seems most unreasonable given that we will be the stakeholders most affected.  

Given the circumstances described above, we recommend the following:  

1. That the requested zoning and variance should not be granted; 

2. That a Heritage Report to inform the scale and design, of the proposed condo should 
be required as identified in the City’s new Heritage By-Law, Sections 8C and 8D, and 
should be only prepared by a nationally certified professional Heritage Conservation 
Specialist; 

3. That the Report meet the conditions set out in Section 5 of the By-Law to ensure that 
the Development and the variance does not impact the heritage value of adjacent 
properties; 

4. That the City of St. John’s ask Parks Canada to prepare a terms of reference and 
oversee this work in partnership with them and that it include all matters required to 
support a World Heritage Designation for the District including Applying the 
Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada; and  

5. That, before any more approvals are given and after a professional Heritage Report is 
completed, the City make good on its commitment in the 31 March 2021 Decision 
Note prepared by Anne Marie Cashin and Ken O’Brien, and approved by City Manager 
Jason Sinyard, that the City work with neighbourhood owners, stakeholders and with 
Parks Canada to complete a Management Plan to ensure that future development 
within the Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site of Canada is sympathetic to the 
heritage values of the District as identified by Parks Canada. This work has not been 
completed and therefore no approvals should be given until it is.  This work is urgent 
and should not wait until the City’s Heritage Plan is completed.  

Respectfully submitted, 

Heather MacLellan 
Representing the Board of Managers St. Andrew’s Church 

   

24th July 2022 

Heather MacLellan 
    
24th July 2022h 

Attachment 1 and 2 see below  
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Attachment 1  
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Attachment 2 

March 10th, 2021 

His Worship Mayor Danny Breen
City of St. John's 
10 New Gower Street 
P.O. Box 908
St. John's, NL
AiC 5M2 

Your Worship: 

We are writing to you once again as three of the principal churches of the St John's 
Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site in the City's Heritage Area One.  

We understand that you as Mayor and the council elected to manage the City must rely 
upon the City's professional staff to prepare and present briefings to council. We 
therefore expect City Staff to present such briefings in an unbiased professional manner 
for consideration by the Mayor and Council. 

We are deeply committed to the maintenance and preservation of the church buildings 
and surrounding area of the City's Ecclesiastical District.  We therefore watched the 
February 9th 2021 City Council meeting, which discussed the proposed Parish Lane 
Development, with great interest. We were greatly distressed to note City Staff's 
characterization of one of the slides in our presentation to the City as a "Total 
Misrepresentation" and to further note that the slide itself was taken totally out of context 
from our presentation. 

In our view, City Staff behaved most unprofessionally in this regard and clearly departed 
from the unbiased professional standard expected of staff in their briefings to Council. 
As this was a public meeting of Council conducted by public video we have no idea how 
many members of the public viewed the city staff's presentation including the 
mischaracterization.  For the record, there was absolutely no misrepresentation in our 
brief to the City or in public information we released about the proposed tower. 

City staff and Council would do well to remember that our group of churches joined 
together in a presentation to Council on the Parish Lane development because the 
proposed very large condominium tower was of great concern to us. Neither the 
developer nor the City have responded to our requests for disclosure of the proposed 
total tower height above Queen's Road and Harvey Road  The developer's proposal to 
treat the condominium as a development off Harvey Road is nonsensical. It was and is 
a proposal to develop a greatly out of scale, modern building off Queen's Road in the 
City's historic cultural core which is totally unsympathetic to the surrounding heritage 
area and historic buildings. 
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In the circumstances, we feel we are owed an apology by City Staff. Details of our 
concerns flow in the attached Appendix. 

We respectfully request and await the City's response. 

Your's sincerely 

David Baird, QC, Chair St. Andrew's Presbyterian Church Board of Managers 
Patrick Griffen, Chair, Gower Street United Church Board of Management 
Dr. John FitzGerald, Executive Director, Basilica Foundation 

cc. 
       City Councillors 
       Elaine Henley, City Clerk 
       Mr. Kevin Breen, City Manger
  

Attachment 

This Slide,now being referenced as a "Total Misrepresentation",  was actually included in a 
"thoughtful, factual and researched presentation" presented to the Mayor and senior City staff 
on December 1st, 2020 titled "The Proposed Parish Lane Development in the Ecclesiastical 
District, Concerns and Requests".  This Slide was actually in a  section of the presentation 
titled "Out of Style".  This Section includes statements such as "the proposed tower does not 
blend with the District and sets a negative precedent for this Heritage Area 1 neighbourhood, 
and the size of the proposed development is out of scale with the churches, and the other built 
heritage in the area". 

924



925



Now please see Page 23 of the LUAR that clearly shows The Rooms still quite prominent from 
Church Hill West with the proposed Condo in Situ. 

LUAR Page 23

It also should be noted that on Page 19 in the LUAR, two clearly different building heights are 
depicted. The first picture shows the top of complex to be below the Kirk tower roof. The second 
picture above shows the top of the complex is part way up the height of Kirk tower. Other LUAR 
depictions are variable as well of the condo tower from Queens Road from City.  
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With its beginnings in the area in 1699, it has come to represent in its totality a complete, authentic 

package of religious character features.  It is where

• Early European missionaries to North America, such as the Society for the Propagation of the Gospel, brought care and 

education for both adults and children 

• The largest missionary educational institution in the world - the British Newfoundland School Society - centred its 

operations with more than 300 schools around the globe

• The oldest Anglican congregation in North America resides 

• The largest Roman Catholic Basilica of its day in North America was built 

• An early influential Presbyterian Church of Scotland and its congregation are located 

• The oldest Methodist (later United) congregation in the City was established

• Denominational Educational Schooling started in NL

• The Sisters of Mercy and Presentation Sisters built their institutions 

• One of the finest stained glass collections in the world is housed 

• Thousands of the City’s human remains are interred in its six graveyards, some of the oldest in the Province 

• Religious leaders have been recognized in their own right as persons of national historic significance 

• Magnificent ecclesiastical art pieces such as Italian marble sculptures, landscape sculptures, rare books and gold 

vestments are housed

• Some of the finest examples of Romanesque and Gothic Revival architecture in North America are located, designed by 

some of the best architects of their day
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Karen Chafe

From:
Sent: Thursday, July 21, 2022 11:49 AM
To: CityClerk; CouncilGroup
Subject: (EXT) NO Parish Lane

Dear Council, Clerk and Commissioner, 
 

I am writing to voice my strong opposition to the rezoning of the Open Space of 68 Queen’s 
Road to allow the Parish Lane development. I am against all and any development of this site. I 
believe it should be kept as the public green space that it is and always has been. I realize that 
maintaining the Open Space zoning does not in itself preserve the trees, plants and animals that exist 
there, as Open Space zoning allows for recreational uses as well. However I believe that denying this 
rezoning will result in the division of the property and possible sale of the Open Space to someone 
who will preserve it. 
 

We know with the recent and future sales of so many Church properties that we are facing a 
massive loss of community space and much of that is green space. None of these Catholic properties 
are zoned Open Space. This makes it all the more important to preserve this zoning here.  
 

The height of the proposed condo building from Queen’s Road is 36.15 metres. (That’s over 
118ft).  This is taller than the Hilton Gardens Hotel at the end of New Gower street which is 35.05 
metres. To measure this proposed building from Harvey road and not Queens is ridiculous. No one 
would say that the old BIS is two stories. It is far too tall for this area. 
 

Slopes are protected in section 3.1 of the Envision Municipal Plan. They are also a key aspect of 
the Eccestiastical zone. The proposal involves digging out or blasting out 17.3 metres, almost 57 feet 
into the bedrock that makes up the slope of the hill. Damage to the Kirk, their hall (which houses 
Happy Times daycare), and the 130 year old foundations of the houses on Garrison Hill seems 
inevitable. We can feel vibrations  when large trucks go by on Harvey Road. Will the road 
even be ok? Or the Rooms? Can we honestly justify closing or relocating an excellent, affordable 
neighbourhood  day care while this tower for rich people is constructed? 
 

Some on city council have justified supporting this proposal because they want to increase 
housing density  because that is necessary for building a thriving downtown. I want a thriving 
downtown. . I live, work and spend my money downtown.  I want others to share this 
lifestyle, and some of my neighbours do, but many of my current wealthy neighbours do not.  

 There are many condos in the area that sit empty 6, 8, 10 months 
of the year while across the street, every night, The Gathering Place turns away people from their 
overfilled shelter. This is not a phenomenon unique to St. John’s. Properties in downtowns around 
the world are being bought up by people who do not live in them year round. This HAS to be taken 
into account when making a case for increased density. 
 

Early on in this process, while gathering  the 5000 plus signatures for our petition to save the 
Open space,   on the doors of the people of Henry Street and Dick’s Square. They had been 
living with the construction of the Star of the Sea condos for years. They were so sad and frustrated. 
They were unable to live peacefully, or even tolerably in their homes.  They were also unable to sell or 
even rent out their  homes.   Many have turned into airbnbs.  

But now we are tired. We are frustrated. We are sad. We are sick of being ignored by a city 
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council that goes against its own regulations and bylaws if a rich man asks them too. My neighbours 
are my friends and I know if this development goes through I will lose them and my community. It 
will be impossible for me to stay in my home and impossible for me to find another affordable rental 
in the downtown. This is gentrification. 
 

Our world is burning. It is not fine. It is time to stop destroying nature and communities. 
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St. Andrew’s Church 
St. John’s Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site of Canada   

Variance and Vibrations  
Impacting the Historic Masonry and Historically important and Fragile 

Cultural Resources and Stained Glass Collections in the District  

Ww have been advised that the construction of the proposed high density 
condo, within feet of our property, will create vibrations and damage our historic 
masonry structure and our important 60 piece Scottish Ballantine Window 
Collection, considered one of the best Ballantine Art collections in the world.   


The Basilica also have marble statues, a world class historic Irish, English and 
French stained glass collection and a masonry arch on Harvey Road with a 
marble statue on top.  Gower Street Church is also a masonry structure and has 
a unique stained glass collection.  Collectively we have one of the finest and 
most fragile stained glass collections in Canada if not in NA.  Some po of our 
masonry is original brick and limestone and needs special conservation 
attention. Parks Canada has invested millions of dollars and continues to invest 
in this District to support its conservation needs. 


Both a heritage architect and heritage masonry building engineer, one of 
Canada’s finest, have advised us that vibration may cause damage to the 
stability of these historic masonry structures and buildings and our stained glass 
collection. 


They also advised that the contractor should be responsible for providing 
monitoring equipment and the monitoring required, to ensure that any planned 
or approved work is not causing damaging vibrations to the fragile cultural 
resources.  When we raised this earlier to the City, at earlier consultation 
meetings the Mayor indicated that this was a Provincial Responsibility.  

Therefore as a matter of Provincial responsibility and interest and as an 
uncompleted piece of business, we are asking that the Minister of Municipal 
Affairs require:


A Heritage Report be undertaken,  by a structural heritage engineer with 
experience in historic masonry buildings, that can further assess the cultural 
resources and assets that will be under risk from vibrations that would be 
caused by any rezoning or variance that is approved.
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Given the fragility of the adjacent historic resources that only a low or

medium density zoning be approved for the project,  as the need to protect 
these adjacent historic resources was not considered when City Planning 
authorized the Developer to come forward to have property zoned from Public 
Open Space to first a proposed High Density Mixed Commercial Zone, and now 
a High Density Apartment zone with a 10% variance. When the developer 
purchased this property he was doing so at his own risk that rezoning may or 
may not be approved.  City Council should have considered these factors before  

blessing a planning process, at the high density level, when low or medium 
density is the  traditional development zone for Heritage Area1 


The Province be prepared to put a condition of release on this project for each 
historic property as required that will include monitoring equipment, and 
monitoring to the satisfaction of the adjacent historic property owners.  Also that 
the developer be required and be required to pay for the conservation treatment 
and any repair and damage caused by this development to a level that it meets 
Parks Canada’s Guidelines and Standards for the conservation of these historic 
materials. 


Heather MacLellan,  for St. Andrew’s 
Board of Management 
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City of St. John’s  PO Box 908  St. John’s, NL  Canada  A1C 5M2  www.stjohns.ca 

 
 
Title:       Municipalities NL Urban Municipalities Conference (December 8 – 

10, 2022)  
 
Date Prepared:  September 28, 2022   
 
Report To:    Regular Meeting of Council     
 
Councillor and Role: Mayor Danny Breen, Governance & Strategic Priorities 
 
Ward:    N/A    
  

Decision/Direction Required: 
Council’s approval is required to host this year’s Urban Municipalities Conference (UMC) to be 
held December 8 – 10, 2022. 
 
Discussion – Background and Current Status:  
The Town of Portugal Cove St. Phillips was scheduled to host this year’s UMC Conference; 
however, due to a booking conflict at their venue, the City of St. John’s is now requested to 
accommodate.  It was last hosted by the City in 2018.   
 
The host municipality typically agrees to cover costs (food and venue) associated with two 
social events (Thursday and Friday evenings) as well as the cost of breaks and lunch on 
Friday and Saturday. 
 

 Delegates expected to attend range from 25-30 people.  MNL will oversee registration 
and will confirm numbers at a later date. 

 Thursday, December 8: short meeting and opening reception. 

 Friday, December 9: meeting, refreshment break and lunch 

 Saturday, December 10: meeting until noon with a refreshment break 
 
To offset venue costs, the Foran/Greene Room has been tentatively booked to host the 
conference. 
 
Key Considerations/Implications: 
 

1. Budget/Financial Implications: Cost is dependent on registration numbers, catering and 
refreshment costs but estimated in the range of $3-5000. 
 

2. Partners or Other Stakeholders: Urban Municipalities, Municipalities NL 
 

3. Alignment with Strategic Directions: N/A 
 

4. Alignment with Adopted Plans: N/A 

DECISION/DIRECTION NOTE 
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Decision/Direction Note  Page 2 
 

 

 
5. Accessibility and Inclusion: N/A 

 
6. Legal or Policy Implications: N/A 

 
7. Privacy Implications: N/A 

 
8. Engagement and Communications Considerations: N/A 

 

9. Human Resource Implications:  N/A 
 

10. Procurement Implications: N/A 
 

11. Information Technology Implications: N/A 
 

12. Other Implications: N/A 
 
Recommendation: 
That Council approve the costs associated with hosting the Urban Municipalities Conference 
coordinated by Municipalities NL to be held from December 8 – 10, 2022.     
 
Prepared by: 
Approved by:  
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