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Proclamation 

World Refugee Day 2023 

 

WHEREAS: World Refugee Day is an international day designated by the United 

Nations to honour refugees around the globe. It falls each year on June 20 

and recognizes the strength and courage of people who have been forced 

to flee their home country to escape conflict or persecution. For 2023 

World Refugee Day focuses on solutions for refugees and the power of 

inclusion; and 

WHEREAS: the City of St. John’s is committed to developing a welcoming community 

and fostering an inclusive environment where diverse cultures are 

celebrated, and all citizens enjoy full participation in our society; and 

WHEREAS: the City of St. John’s has partnered with the Association for New 

Canadians on a Photo Exhibit at City Hall featuring recent refugees titled 

A Day in the Life of a Newcomer to Canada; and 

WHEREAS: the City encourages all residents to recognize that diversity is our strength 

and to view this Exhibit as an opportunity to welcome newcomers to their 

new home and become part of their settlement experience.  

THEREFORE: I, Mayor Danny Breen, do hereby proclaim June 20, 2023, to be World 

Refugee Day in the City of St. John’s.  

Signed at City Hall, St. John’s, NL on this 19th day of June 2023. 

 

 

 

_________________________ 
Danny Breen, Mayor 
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Minutes of Regular Meeting - City Council 
Council Chamber, 4th Floor, City Hall 
 

June 12, 2023, 3:00 p.m. 

 

Present: Mayor Danny Breen 

 Councillor Ron Ellsworth 

 Councillor Sandy Hickman 

 Councillor Jill Bruce 

 Councillor Ophelia Ravencroft 

 Councillor Jamie Korab 

 Councillor Ian Froude 

 Councillor Carl Ridgeley 

  

  

Regrets: Deputy Mayor Sheilagh O'Leary 

 Councillor Maggie Burton 

 Councillor Debbie Hanlon 

  

Staff: Kevin Breen, City Manager 

 Derek Coffey, Deputy City Manager of Finance & Administration 

 Tanya Haywood, Deputy City Manager of Community Services 

 Cheryl Mullett, City Solicitor 

 Ken O'Brien, Chief Municipal Planner 

 David Crowe, Manager - Roads Division 

 Susan Bonnell, Manager, Communications & Office Services 

 Stacey Baird, Acting City Clerk 

 Christine Carter, 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 

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

Province.” 
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Regular Council Meeting - June 12, 2023 2 

 

1. CALL TO ORDER 

Mayor Danny Breen called the meeting to order at 3:00 pm. 

2. PROCLAMATIONS/PRESENTATIONS 

3. APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA 

3.1 Adoption of Agenda 

SJMC-R-2023-06-12/253 

Moved By Councillor Ravencroft 

Seconded By Councillor Bruce 

That the Agenda be adopted as presented. 

For (8): Mayor Breen, Councillor Ellsworth, Councillor Hickman, Councillor 

Bruce, Councillor Ravencroft, Councillor Korab, Councillor Froude, and 

Councillor Ridgeley 

MOTION CARRIED (8 to 0) 

 

4. ADOPTION OF THE MINUTES 

4.1 Minutes of June 5, 2023 

SJMC-R-2023-06-12/254 

Moved By Councillor Froude 

Seconded By Councillor Ellsworth 

That the minutes of June 5, 2023, be accepted as presented. 

For (8): Mayor Breen, Councillor Ellsworth, Councillor Hickman, Councillor 

Bruce, Councillor Ravencroft, Councillor Korab, Councillor Froude, and 

Councillor Ridgeley 

MOTION CARRIED (8 to 0) 

 

5. BUSINESS ARISING FROM THE MINUTES 

6. DEVELOPMENT APPLICATIONS 

7. RATIFICATION OF EPOLLS 
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Regular Council Meeting - June 12, 2023 3 

 

8. COMMITTEE REPORTS 

8.1 Committee of the Whole Report - May 31, 2023 

1. Funding for Fleet Renewal 

Councillor Ellsworth provided an overview of the discussion from 

the Committee of the Whole Meeting regarding the Fleet Renewal 

and planned financing. 

SJMC-R-2023-06-12/255 

Moved By Councillor Ellsworth 

Seconded By Councillor Hickman 

That Council approve the Fleet Phase 1 asset management 

strategy, budget implications and financing through surplus.    

For (8): Mayor Breen, Councillor Ellsworth, Councillor Hickman, 

Councillor Bruce, Councillor Ravencroft, Councillor Korab, 

Councillor Froude, and Councillor Ridgeley 

MOTION CARRIED (8 to 0) 

 

2. Proposed Bi-Weekly Schedule for Regular and Special Council 

Meetings 

Mayor Breen reviewed the proposed changes to Council’s meeting 

schedule, to begin this Fall, and the summer meeting schedule 

which will begin in July. 

Council will continue to meet weekly, alternating the Regular 

meeting in one week and the Committee of the Whole meeting the 

next. Regular Council meetings and the Committee of the Whole 

meetings will be held on Tuesdays as a part of this change in 

schedule. 

It was agreed that this will see great efficiencies for Council and 

Staff and brings the City in line with the meeting schedules of other 

municipalities.  

SJMC-R-2023-06-12/256 

Moved By Councillor Ravencroft 

Seconded By Councillor Hickman 

That Council approve the summer schedule for July and August as 

outlined above as well as the additional proposed changes also as 
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Regular Council Meeting - June 12, 2023 4 

 

outlined above, set to become effective following the summer 

schedule.   

For (8): Mayor Breen, Councillor Ellsworth, Councillor Hickman, 

Councillor Bruce, Councillor Ravencroft, Councillor Korab, 

Councillor Froude, and Councillor Ridgeley 

MOTION CARRIED (8 to 0) 

 

3. Use of Indoor City Facilities Policy 

Councillor Ellsworth declared himself in a conflict of interest due to 

his connection with the Shea Heights Board of Directors and 

abstained from voting. 

SJMC-R-2023-06-12/257 

Moved By Councillor Hickman 

Seconded By Councillor Ridgeley 

That Council approve the new Use of Indoor City Facilities Policy 

For (7): Mayor Breen, Councillor Hickman, Councillor Bruce, 

Councillor Ravencroft, Councillor Korab, Councillor Froude, and 

Councillor Ridgeley 

Abstain (1): Councillor Ellsworth 

MOTION CARRIED (7 to 0) 

 

4. Review of parking maximums in the downtown core 

SJMC-R-2023-06-12/258 

Moved By Councillor Ravencroft 

Seconded By Councillor Korab 

That Council approves an increase in the time parking restriction on 

Water Street, Duckworth Street, George Street, Queen Street, and 

the Coves from two to three hours, and New Gower, Bates Hill, 

Cathedral Street, Churchill Hill, and Cavendish Square from two to 

four hours.     

For (8): Mayor Breen, Councillor Ellsworth, Councillor Hickman, 

Councillor Bruce, Councillor Ravencroft, Councillor Korab, 

Councillor Froude, and Councillor Ridgeley 

MOTION CARRIED (8 to 0) 
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Regular Council Meeting - June 12, 2023 5 

 

 

9. DEVELOPMENT PERMITS LIST (FOR INFORMATION ONLY)  

10. BUILDING PERMITS LIST (FOR INFORMATION ONLY) 

10.1 Building Permits List 

11. REQUISITIONS, PAYROLLS AND ACCOUNTS 

11.1 Weekly Payment Vouchers Ending Week of June 7, 2023 

SJMC-R-2023-06-12/259 

Moved By Councillor Ellsworth 

Seconded By Councillor Froude 

That the weekly payment vouchers for the week ending June 7, 2023, in 

the amount of $ 5,784,560.37, be approved as presented. 

For (8): Mayor Breen, Councillor Ellsworth, Councillor Hickman, Councillor 

Bruce, Councillor Ravencroft, Councillor Korab, Councillor Froude, and 

Councillor Ridgeley 

MOTION CARRIED (8 to 0) 

 

12. TENDERS/RFPS 

12.1 RFP 2023041 - Engineering Service for Mechanical Bar Screen 

Addition at the Riverhead Wastewater Treatment Facility 

SJMC-R-2023-06-12/260 

Moved By Councillor Hickman 

Seconded By Councillor Ellsworth 

THAT Council award this RFP to Stantec Consulting Ltd. in the amount of 

$154,741.46 (HST included) based on the evaluation of the proposals by 

the City’s evaluation team as per the Public Procurement Act.    

For (8): Mayor Breen, Councillor Ellsworth, Councillor Hickman, Councillor 

Bruce, Councillor Ravencroft, Councillor Korab, Councillor Froude, and 

Councillor Ridgeley 

MOTION CARRIED (8 to 0) 

 

12.2 2023075 – Ornamental Lighting 

SJMC-R-2023-06-12/261 

Moved By Councillor Froude 

Seconded By Councillor Korab 
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Regular Council Meeting - June 12, 2023 6 

 

That Council approve for award open call 2023075 – Ornamental Lighting 

to the lowest, and only bidder meeting specification, Graybar Canada, for 

$170,251.64 (HST included), as per the Public Procurement Act.       

For (8): Mayor Breen, Councillor Ellsworth, Councillor Hickman, Councillor 

Bruce, Councillor Ravencroft, Councillor Korab, Councillor Froude, and 

Councillor Ridgeley 

MOTION CARRIED (8 to 0) 

 

12.3 2023097 - 2023 Water and Sewer Improvements 

SJMC-R-2023-06-12/262 

Moved By Councillor Hickman 

Seconded By Councillor Bruce 

That Council approve for award this open call to the lowest bidder meeting 

specifications, Pyramid Construction Limited, for $2,407,284.65 (HST 

incl.) as per the Public Procurement Act.     

For (8): Mayor Breen, Councillor Ellsworth, Councillor Hickman, Councillor 

Bruce, Councillor Ravencroft, Councillor Korab, Councillor Froude, and 

Councillor Ridgeley 

MOTION CARRIED (8 to 0) 

 

12.4 2023103 - 301 Backline (Goulds) Culvert Replacement 

SJMC-R-2023-06-12/263 

Moved By Councillor Hickman 

Seconded By Councillor Ridgeley 

That Council approve for award this open call to the lowest bidder meeting 

specifications, Pyramid Construction Limited, for $438,836.55 (HST incl.) 

as per the Public Procurement Act. 

For (8): Mayor Breen, Councillor Ellsworth, Councillor Hickman, Councillor 

Bruce, Councillor Ravencroft, Councillor Korab, Councillor Froude, and 

Councillor Ridgeley 

MOTION CARRIED (8 to 0) 
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12.5 2023110 - Asphalt Repair 

SJMC-R-2023-06-12/264 

Moved By Councillor Hickman 

Seconded By Councillor Ellsworth 

That Council approve for award this open call to the lowest bidder meeting 

specifications, Pyramid Construction Limited, for $1,599,592.50 (HST 

incl.) as per the Public Procurement Act.     

For (8): Mayor Breen, Councillor Ellsworth, Councillor Hickman, Councillor 

Bruce, Councillor Ravencroft, Councillor Korab, Councillor Froude, and 

Councillor Ridgeley 

MOTION CARRIED (8 to 0) 

12.6 2023069 - Goulds Sidewalk Snow Clearing 

SJMC-R-2023-06-12/265 

Moved By Councillor Hickman 

Seconded By Councillor Bruce 

That Council approve for award this open call to the lowest bidder meeting 

specifications, Alltask Excavating Inc., for $150,000.00 per year (HST 

incl.) as per the Public Procurement Act.      

For (8): Mayor Breen, Councillor Ellsworth, Councillor Hickman, Councillor 

Bruce, Councillor Ravencroft, Councillor Korab, Councillor Froude, and 

Councillor Ridgeley 

MOTION CARRIED (8 to 0) 

12.7 2023065 - Downtown Sidewalk Snow Clearing 

SJMC-R-2023-06-12/266 

Moved By Councillor Hickman 

Seconded By Councillor Ravencroft 

That Council approve for award this open call to the lowest bidder meeting 

specifications, Alltask Excavating Inc., for $468,000.69 per year (HST not 

incl.) as per the Public Procurement Act.   

For (8): Mayor Breen, Councillor Ellsworth, Councillor Hickman, Councillor 

Bruce, Councillor Ravencroft, Councillor Korab, Councillor Froude, and 

Councillor Ridgeley 

MOTION CARRIED (8 to 0) 
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13. NOTICES OF MOTION, RESOLUTIONS QUESTIONS AND PETITIONS 

14. OTHER BUSINESS 

14.1 SERC – 2023 Summer Events 

SJMC-R-2023-06-12/267 

Moved By Councillor Bruce 

Seconded By Councillor Ravencroft 

That Council approve the following summer events: George Street 

NASCAR event on June 23, Tely 10 on June 25, Block Party - Howley 

Avenue Extension on June 25, and Block Party – Cornwall Crescent on 

July 1.   

For (8): Mayor Breen, Councillor Ellsworth, Councillor Hickman, Councillor 

Bruce, Councillor Ravencroft, Councillor Korab, Councillor Froude, and 

Councillor Ridgeley 

MOTION CARRIED (8 to 0) 

 

14.2 3 Forest Road, Designated Heritage Building – Handrail, DEC2300052 

SJMC-R-2023-06-12/268 

Moved By Councillor Froude 

Seconded By Councillor Ravencroft 

That Council approve the metal handrail at 3 Forest Road (Devon Place), 

a designated Heritage Building, as proposed.      

For (8): Mayor Breen, Councillor Ellsworth, Councillor Hickman, Councillor 

Bruce, Councillor Ravencroft, Councillor Korab, Councillor Froude, and 

Councillor Ridgeley 

MOTION CARRIED (8 to 0) 

 

15. ACTION ITEMS RAISED BY COUNCIL 
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16. ADJOURNMENT 

There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at 3:35 pm. 

 

 

_________________________ 

MAYOR 

 

_________________________ 

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

 
 
Title:       Proposed Driveway in the Floodplain and Buffer – 110 Forest Pond 

Road – DEV2200129  
 
Date Prepared:  June 14, 2023   
 
Report To:    Regular Meeting of Council     
 
Councillor and Role: Councillor Jamie Korab, Development 
 
Ward:    Ward 5    
  

 
Decision/Direction Required: 
To seek approval for a Driveway located in the Floodplain and Buffer at 110 Forest Pond 
Road. 
 
Discussion – Background and Current Status:  
An application was submitted to construct a Single Detached Dwelling on a new Lot at 110 Forest 
Pond Road. The Driveway for the Dwelling would be located within the Floodplain and Buffer, 
which extends over the Street and along the front of the property. As per Section 4.10(4)(l) and 
Section 4.10(5)(i) of the Envision St. John’s Development Regulations, Council may permit the 
development of a Driveway within the Floodplain and Buffer. As per Section 4.10(6), consultation 
with the Environmental and Sustainability Experts Panel (ESEP) is not required. 
 
Key Considerations/Implications: 
 
1. Budget/Financial Implications: Not Applicable. 

 
2. Partners or Other Stakeholders: Not Applicable. 

 
3. Alignment with Strategic Directions:  

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

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

Regulations. 
 

5. Accessibility and Inclusion: Not applicable. 
 

6. Legal or Policy Implications: St. John’s Development Regulations Sections 4.10 
“Waterways, Wetlands, Ponds or Lakes.”  
 

 

DECISION/DIRECTION NOTE 
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Decision/Direction Note  Page 2 
110 Forest Pond Road 

 

 
7. Privacy Implications: Not Applicable. 

 
8. Engagement and Communications Considerations: Not Applicable. 

 

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 a Driveway in the Floodplain and Buffer at 110 Forest Pond Road for 
access to a Single Detached Dwelling.  
 
Prepared by:  
Andrea Roberts P.Tech – Senior Development Officer 

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 
110 Forest Pond Road 

 

Report Approval Details 

Document Title: Development Committee - Proposed Driveway in the Flood Plain 

and Buffer – 110 Forest Pond Road – DEV2200129.docx 

Attachments: - 110 FOREST POND ROAD HOUSE LOCATION BUFFER.pdf 

Final Approval Date: Jun 15, 2023 

 

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

No Signature - Task assigned to Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett was completed by workflow 

administrator Karen Chafe 

Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett - Jun 15, 2023 - 1:34 PM 

No Signature found 

Colleen Blake - Jun 15, 2023 - 2:02 PM 

No Signature - Task assigned to Jason Sinyard was completed by workflow 

administrator Karen Chafe 

Jason Sinyard - Jun 15, 2023 - 2:20 PM 
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City of St. John’s  PO Box 908  St. John’s, NL  Canada  A1C 5M2  www.stjohns.ca 

 
 
Title:       Variance Request for Rear Yard Setback – 14,16 and 22 Lynch 

Place – INT2300027, INT2300028, INT2300029  
 
Date Prepared:  June 14, 2023   
 
Report To:    Regular Meeting of Council     
 
Councillor and Role: Councillor Jamie Korab, Development 
 
Ward:    Ward 4    
  

 
Decision/Direction Required: 
To seek approval for Variances on the Rear Yard setback for 14, 16 and 22 Lynch Place, to 
accommodate the construction of Semi-Detached Dwellings. 
 
Discussion – Background and Current Status:  
An application was submitted for Semi-Detached Dwellings at 14,16 and 22 Lynch Place. The 

property is zoned Residential 2 (R2), and the minimum Rear Yard for a Semi-Detached 

Dwelling is 6m. To accommodate the proposed development, the following variances are 

requested: 

 14 Lynch Place - variance of 6.31% resulting in a Rear Yard of 5.62m,  

 16 Lynch Place - variance of 9.58% resulting in a Rear Yard of 5.42m and 

 22 Lynch Place - variance of 9.8% resulting in a Rear Yard of 5.41m. 

Section 7.4 of the St John’s Development Regulations provides that up to a 10% Variance 

from any applicable requirement may be considered. 

Key Considerations/Implications: 
 
1. Budget/Financial Implications: Not applicable. 

 
2. Partners or Other Stakeholders: Written notices were sent to property owners whose 

land abuts the Development that is subject to the Variance. 
 

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. 

DECISION/DIRECTION NOTE 
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Decision/Direction Note  Page 2 
14, 16 and 22 Lynch Place 

 

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

Regulations.  
 

5. Accessibility and Inclusion: Not applicable.  
 

6. Legal or Policy Implications: St. John’s Development Regulations Section 7.4 
“Variances” and Section 10 “Residential 2 (R2) Zone”.  
 

7. Privacy Implications: Not applicable. 
 

8. Engagement and Communication Considerations: Not applicable.  
 
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 following Rear Yard Variances for 14, 16 and 22 Lynch Place: 
• 14 Lynch Place - variance of 6.31% resulting in a Rear Yard of 5.62m,  
• 16 Lynch Place - variance of 9.58% resulting in a Rear Yard of 5.42m and 
• 22 Lynch Place - variance of 9.8% resulting in a Rear Yard of 5.41m.  
 
Prepared by: 
Andrea Roberts, P. Tech – Planning & Development 
Planning, Engineering and Regulatory Services 
 
Approved by: 
Jason Sinyard, P.Eng, MBA Deputy City Manager 
Planning, Engineering and Regulatory Services 
  
  

18



Decision/Direction Note  Page 3 
14, 16 and 22 Lynch Place 

 

Report Approval Details 

Document Title: Development Committee – Rear Yard Variance Request – 14,16 

and 22 Lynch Place – INT2300027, INT2300028, 

INT2300029.docx 

Attachments: - 14,16,22 Lynch.pdf 

- AERIAL MAP 14-16-22 LYNCH PLACE.pdf 

Final Approval Date: Jun 15, 2023 

 

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

No Signature - Task assigned to Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett was completed by workflow 

administrator Karen Chafe 

Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett - Jun 15, 2023 - 1:35 PM 

No Signature found 

Colleen Blake - Jun 15, 2023 - 2:03 PM 

No Signature - Task assigned to Jason Sinyard was completed by workflow 

administrator Karen Chafe 

Jason Sinyard - Jun 15, 2023 - 2:21 PM 
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City of St. John’s  PO Box 908  St. John’s, NL  Canada  A1C 5M2  www.stjohns.ca 

 
 
Title:       Request to Set Parking Requirement for Airplane Hangar – 160 

Airport Road – DEV2200166  
 
Date Prepared:  June 14, 2023   
 
Report To:    Regular Meeting of Council     
 
Councillor and Role: Councillor Jamie Korab, Development 
 
Ward:    Ward 1    
  

 
Decision/Direction Required: 
Request to set the parking for an airplane hangar at 160 Airport Road. 
 
Discussion – Background and Current Status:  
An application was submitted to construct a 5-bay airplane hangar at 160 Airport Road. Under 

Section 8.3 of the Envision St. John’s Development Regulations, where the parking 

requirement is not specified for a Use, the requirement shall be determined by Council. A total 

of 20 parking spaces (4 per bay) will be provided. As there are no full-time employees at the 

facility, the building would require limited parking.  

 
Key Considerations/Implications: 
 

1. Budget/Financial Implications: Not applicable. 
 

2. Partners or Other Stakeholders: Not applicable. 
  

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: Envision St. John’s Municipal Plan and Development 

Regulations. 
 

5. Accessibility and Inclusion: Not applicable. 
 

6. Legal or Policy Implications: St. John’s Development Regulations Section 8 “Parking 
Requirements”. 
 

DECISION/DIRECTION NOTE 
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Decision/Direction Note  Page 2 
160 Airport Road 

 

7. Privacy Implications: Not applicable. 
 

8. Engagement and Communications Considerations: Not applicable. 
 

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 set the parking requirement for an airplane hangar at 160 Airport Road at 20 
parking spaces.  
 
Prepared by: 
Andrea Roberts, P. Tech, Senior Development Officer 
Planning, Engineering & Regulatory Services  
 
Approved by: 
Jason Sinyard, P. Eng., MBA, Deputy City Manager 
Planning, Engineering & Regulatory Services 
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Decision/Direction Note  Page 3 
160 Airport Road 

 

Report Approval Details 

Document Title: Development Committee - Request to Set the Parking 

Requirement for Airplane Hangar – 160 Airport Road – 

DEV2200166.docx 

Attachments: - 160 AIRPORT ROAD.pdf 

Final Approval Date: Jun 15, 2023 

 

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

No Signature - Task assigned to Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett was completed by workflow 

administrator Karen Chafe 

Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett - Jun 15, 2023 - 1:36 PM 

No Signature found 

Colleen Blake - Jun 15, 2023 - 2:04 PM 

No Signature - Task assigned to Jason Sinyard was completed by workflow 

administrator Karen Chafe 

Jason Sinyard - Jun 15, 2023 - 2:21 PM 
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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 – 75 Airport Heights Drive - DEV2200088  
 
Date Prepared:  June 14, 2023   
 
Report To:    Regular Meeting of Council     
 
Councillor and Role: Councillor Jamie Korab, Development 
 
Ward:    Ward 1    
  

 
Decision/Direction Required: 
A Discretionary Use Application has been submitted by McNiven's Airport Heights Pub Inc. 

at 75 Airport Heights Drive. 

Discussion – Background and Current Status:  
The proposed Use is for an Outdoor Eating Area and Lounge. The outside area will be 

approximately 28.2m2 and is located at the front of the building in the parking lot. Hours of 

operation for the Outdoor Area will be seven days a week from 12:00 p.m.(noon) to 10 p.m., 

and open until October 31, 2023. The proposed application site is zoned Commercial 

Neighbourhood (CN). No outdoor speakers are proposed for the outdoor area.   

When rezoning and development was approved for this site, parking relief for 7 spaces was 
also approved, and 9 parking spaces were provided. Based on the proposed size of the 
outdoor area 3 additional parking spaces are required for the new floor area, while 2 existing 
parking spaces are being used for placement of the structure; relief for 5 parking spaces in 
total would be required. The applicant is requesting temporary parking relief as this is a 
seasonal, temporary use.  
 
Under Section 8.12 of the Envision St. John’s Development Regulations, where an applicant 
wishes to provide a different number of parking spaces than required under Section 8.3 and 
where the change does not merit a parking report, a staff report may be accepted in lieu. The 
applicant has indicated that the outdoor area is seasonal, and majority of patrons are 
pedestrians. The deck will only be occupied during summer months and will be removed to 
make the spaces available again in the winter. There is also on-street parking available in the 
area. 
 
Sixteen submissions were received. Concerns raised include a lack of on-site parking and 
parking congestion on neighbouring streets. Noise levels were also identified as a problem, 
and it was felt that an outdoor element would further increase noise. It was also noted that the 
space is beyond what was originally intended for a neighbourhood pub and creates a 
disturbance in the area. 
 

DECISION/DIRECTION NOTE 
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Decision/Direction Note  Page 2 
75 Airport Heights Drive 

 

Transportation Engineering has no concerns with the proposal. Parking Enforcement identified 
that on-street parking is available and there are no parking complaints for the area. Additional 
parking is available on-street in the area. On-street parking was reviewed over 4 days; there 
were a limited number of vehicles noted on Airport Heights Drive, while Argus Place appeared 
to be busier. When vehicles park on a city street and block a private driveway parking 
enforcement can occur. Vehicles cannot be removed when located on private property. 
Additional signage to help with sightlines will be reviewed for the area. The proposed hours of 
operation fall within the city’s Noise By-Law.        
     
Key Considerations/Implications: 
 
1. Budget/Financial Implications: Not applicable. 

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

 
3. Alignment with Strategic Directions: 

 
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. 

 
6. Legal or Policy Implications: St. John’s Development Regulations Section 6.22 

“Lounge”, Section 6.30 “Restaurant”, Section 8 “Parking Standards”, Section 10.5 
“Discretionary Uses”, Section 10 “Commercial Neighbourhood 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 site. The application has been advertised in The 
Telegram newspaper at least twice and is 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. 
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Decision/Direction Note  Page 3 
75 Airport Heights Drive 

 

 

12. Other Implications: Not applicable. 
 
Recommendation: 
That Council approve the Discretionary Use for a temporary Outdoor Eating Area and Lounge 
at 75 Airport Heights Drive until October 31, 2023, and relieve 5 parking spaces. No outdoor 
speakers would be permitted.     
 
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 4 
75 Airport Heights Drive 

 

Report Approval Details 

Document Title: Notices Published - 75 Airport Heights Drive .docx 

Attachments:  

Final Approval Date: Jun 15, 2023 

 

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

No Signature - Task assigned to Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett was completed by workflow 

administrator Karen Chafe 

Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett - Jun 15, 2023 - 1:37 PM 

No Signature found 

Colleen Blake - Jun 15, 2023 - 2:06 PM 

No Signature - Task assigned to Jason Sinyard was completed by workflow 

administrator Karen Chafe 

Jason Sinyard - Jun 15, 2023 - 2:21 PM 
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Karen Chafe

From:
Sent: Monday, June 5, 2023 3:17 PM
To: CityClerk
Subject: (EXT) 75 Airport Heights Drive Application for Outdoor Eating and Lounge

To Whom It May Concern, 
 
I was made aware of this application by one of the city counsellors and also received a letter in the mail 
because I live within 150M of the above noted property.  In fact,  

  When the idea for this business was originally proposed I strongly objected to it for numerous 
reasons, as I do to this current application.  There were many items Mr. Brazil spoke about in both public 
meetings to try and put at ease the minds of those who did not want this type of establishment in the middle 
of a residential area.  When I questioned the city on why these items had not been completed, I was informed 
by council that the items Mr. Brazil spoke about where not included in his written application to the 
city.  These items, as I expressed in the past, have had a negative impact on those of us around the property 
and I fear this current application will have the same result.     
 
One of the main issues raised by numerous people at the public meetings was parking.  The parking lot can 
only hold 7 or 8 vehicles safely and the rest of the customers are left to park on the main road and side 
streets.  This is causing grief for those people living on these streets.  Now Mr. Brazil wants to further reduce 
the amount of parking available at the establishment which will further increase on-street parking 
congestion.  I've spoken to a few people who live close by and they've had issues with cars parking in their 
driveway as well as cars blocking their driveway entrance.  There have been occasions where cars have parked 
on the side of the building and on the grassy field next to the building, neither of which are designated parking 
areas.  I have also seen cars parked out back of the building which is likely a safety hazard in the event people 
needed to evacuate the building.  Reducing the available spaces for parking will increase this 
problem.  Children often play on these side streets and increasing traffic and the number of cars parked there 
puts their safety at risk.   
 
Another issue with this proposal is the increased noise it will cause.  The business is currently operating a very 
loud kitchen fan, has customers outside smoking, and staff entering and exiting the building numerous times 
during the day and night.  Adding an outdoor element will most certainly increase the noise levels.  There are 
young children living close by, including mine, who already hear these noises until late at night.  Increasing the 
noise levels will definitely impact their sleeping patterns. 
 
To summarize, I strongly object to this application being approved.     
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Stacey Baird

From:
Sent: Monday, June 12, 2023 11:13 PM
To: CityClerk
Subject: (EXT) McNiven's Airport Heights Pub Proposal

I am writing in response to a notice I received regarding the proposed addition of an outdoor eating area and lounge for 
McNiven’s Airport Heights Pub, 75 Airport Height’s Road.  I wish my comments to remain anonymous. While I am not 
opposed to the presence of this establishment in my neighbourhood I do oppose this request due to the issue of very 
limited parking presently available to patrons and staff. The current parking situation is limited to 10 spaces with the 
only other available option being street parking on Airport Heights road and surrounding side streets. This request from 
the owners for parking relief will mean even more congestion with parking on roadways in the surrounding 
neighbourhood.  The idea of a neighbourhood pub was the image presented when this establishment was first 
presented to area residents with patrons walking to the pub, not bringing their cars and looking for a place to park in a 
lot limited to only 10 parking spots. If the owners want to grow their business they should be looking for parking 
solutions, not requesting parking relief in a residential neighbourhood already dealing with traffic congestion due to a 
lack of parking for their business.  An outdoor patio space for a pub is not appropriate in any residential neighbourhood 
and I am vehemently opposed to this proposal. Airport Heights is a neighbourhood with a lot of pedestrian traffic, area 
residents walking dogs and  children riding bikes, etc. The increased traffic particularly in the summer months is of great 
concern. 

Thank you,  
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Karen Chafe

From:
Sent: Saturday, June 3, 2023 9:28 AM
To: CityClerk
Subject: (EXT) 75 AIRPORT HEIGHTS DRIVE - Discretionary Use Application

We write as concerned citizens of St. John's, and residents of Argus Place, over the application for temporary 
parking relief requested by McNiven's Pub. 
 
We have lived on Argus Place, a quiet, child-friendly cul-de-sac for over twenty years. Presumably, since the 
city doesn't give cul-de-sacs sidewalks, and won't include them in traffic calming, cul-de-sacs are expected to 
be quiet streets without regular, excessive traffic that doesn't belong to the residents of the street. 
 
And yet, in spite of our previously-voiced concerns, the city has allowed a single business to monopolize on-
street parking, turning this quiet cul-de-sac into a Friday and Saturday race track and pub parking lot. 
 
At public hearings that took place before the initial change in zoning for this property, we expressed concerns 
about parking for this venue, which had requested a relief in parking from the required 17 spaces (per city 
bylaws), down to 10. We were assured by the proposer, that patrons would be using the on-street parking on 
Airport Heights Drive, or be walking to the pub. Our concerns were that patrons would instead, or additionally, 
use Argus Place for parking. The city of St. John's disregarded our concerns and gave total relief to the venue 
for parking. The city also provided further relief by not requiring the additional spaces or traffic flow 
improvements that the pub operators proposed in their initial request for parking space relief. This additional 
relief was granted without any notification or opportunity for responses by nearby residents. 
 
In the time that the pub has been open, our concerns have proven themselves. McNiven's own staff use Argus 
Place on a regular basis, with unsafe driving habits, inconsiderate parking and excessive noise from car 
stereos. The proprietor often takes up one of those valuable on-street parking spaces on Airport Heights Drive, 
at the end of Argus Place, and even on the pub’s parking lot despite living just three doors away from the pub 
and having plenty of space in his own driveway. 
 
Some patrons of the pub exercise extremely poor judgement and consideration in their parking, particularly 
on the corner of Argus Place and Airport Heights Drive as well as on the near blind bend of Argus place. When 
cars are parked on the near-blind bend, one must drive on the wrong side of the road to pass but cannot see if 
any cars or pedestrians are coming from the opposite direction. This game of chicken is one we do not enjoy 
either as the driver, or the pedestrian. This curve must be carefully negotiated at the best of times. Vehicles 
are consistently parked on both sides of the top of the street, reducing Argus Place to one lane. As the vehicles 
are parked so close to both street corners of Airport Heights Drive and the corner and stop sign side of Argus 
Place, it is truly impossible for “standard” sized vehicles, such as our own, to see the traffic coming from either 
direction when entering and exiting Argus Place. We have experienced several near misses when entering the 
street and have to pull much too far out on to APH Drive when exiting the street. During the winter, when the 
street was more narrow, there were many days when an emergency vehicle, NL Power Utility trucks, furniture 
delivery and moving vans simply would not be able to access the street. There is also a concern regarding 
speed as patrons have been observed racing down Argus to turn their cars around after leaving the pub. Due 
to the absence of sidewalks, it is a dangerous place for pedestrians and for the children of the street to play 
and ride their bicycles. 
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Especially on weekends, there is no space for guests of residents that live closer to the top of the street to 
park their vehicles near the home they are visiting nor can one access the community mailbox at peak pub 
times without blocking the street due to patrons parking in front of the mailboxes. This requires “double-
parking” on a street that is down to one lane when vehicles park on both sides. When this does happen, our 
vehicles have to wait behind the party retrieving their mail and hope that we don’t get rear-ended by an 
additional car that may enter the street as the vehicles parked around block the view of the driver entering 
Argus Place. 
 
If anything, the city should rescind parking relief from the original proposal and require the additional spaces 
to be added as there is clearly insufficient parking for the volume of existing patron vehicles. Granting total 
parking relief to the pub so they can expand the number of patrons already visiting the pub would reduce the 
pub’s parking spaces by nine and add even more pressure to on-street capacity. The city would do well to be 
more concerned with the safety and comfort of its residents/taxpayers and less concerned with increasing 
patron capacity for a single business that already monopolizes our street during peak times. Approval should 
not be based on popularity of support by those who do not live in the vicinity, but more, on suitability of the 
amendment for the location of the property based on safety, and the ability for adjacent street occupants to 
live without nuisance. Not only are we somewhat insulted that this proposal is being entertained after having 
all our previous concerns disregarded, we implore you to refuse this ridiculous, incredibly dangerous request, 
and consider a study into the parking habits of the pub’s visitors and employees.  
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Stacey Baird

From:
Sent: Monday, June 12, 2023 5:44 PM
To: CityClerk
Subject: (EXT) Re:  Discretionary Use Application - McNiven's Pub, 75 Airport Heights Drive

 
To whom it may concern, 
 
I am writing to express my strong concern regarding the proposal for a discretionary use application concerning 
75 Airport Heights Drive, specifically for the establishment of McNiven's Pub.  
 
I currently reside within 150 meters of the application site and wish to voice my opposition to this request based 
on the following factors: 

1. Noise Disturbance: The construction of an outdoor eating area and the operation of a pub or outdoor deck 
can generate significant noise, including music, conversations, and the activities of patrons. Such noise 
would undoubtedly disrupt the peace and quiet of nearby residents, particularly during evenings and 
nights. The resulting noise pollution would lead to increased stress levels, sleep disturbances, and a 
reduced quality of life for residents. Allowing a deck to be built on the front exterior of the structure would 
exacerbate these concerns. 

2. Parking: Currently, there is already a significant parking issue in the area, especially during evenings and 
weekends. It is not uncommon to observe 20-30 cars parked along the main road of Airport Heights Drive 
and Argus Place. Furthermore, the nine existing parking spaces directly in front of the pub are consistently 
occupied. By requesting a parking relief for the proposed new build, the situation would worsen, causing 
further congestion on the surrounding streets. The initial premise that allowed a reduction in the parking 
requirements from 16 to 9 spaces was based on the assumption that most patrons would walk to the 
neighborhood pub. However, this has not been the case, as residents in the vicinity can attest. The addition 
of the pub has only contributed to an already congested street, resulting in safety concerns, blocked 
driveways, and improper parking on the wrong sides of the street. 

I kindly request that you carefully consider these concerns before making a decision on the discretionary use 
application. It is crucial to prioritize the well-being and quality of life of the residents in the area, as well as to 
address the existing parking and traffic issues. Allowing the proposed outdoor deck and granting further parking 
relief would only exacerbate these problems and negatively impact the community. 
 
Thank you for your attention to this matter. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 

 
Sent from my iPad 
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Karen Chafe

From:
Sent: Monday, May 29, 2023 8:17 AM
To: CityClerk
Subject: (EXT) Proposal at 75 Airport Drive

Dear Sir/Madam: 
 
I would like to say a resounding “no” to developing the existing parking lot into an outdoor pub and lounge.  This area of 
Airport Heights is a family neighbourhood, not a commercial strip.  Ever since this establishment at 75 Airport Heights 
opened, parking laws have been broken routinely and this has created hazards in the area.   
 
Cars are jammed up to the edge of the curb at the intersection of Airport Heights and Argus Place.  The entrance from 
Argus to Airport Heights is already tricky and requires care to enter the main drive.  From noon until late evening, it is 
even more dangerous due to the cars lined off and squeezed into areas were cars should not be.  May vehicles use Argus 
Place as overflow parking often reducing the driving lane to one and a half cars.  Cars zoom in an out of the area looking 
for spots.  There is no traffic calming in the area and there are young children who frequently back and forth across the 
rood routinely. 
 
Noise in the area has increased as pub patrons go t their cars in the late evening with no consideration for the residents 
in the cul de sac who often sleep early for early morning work.   
 
The area is also near a school which has increased traffic during a period overlapping the proposed pub hours.   
 
Not only will this proposed business cause a disturbance in the neighborhood beyond what it is has already done, but it 
will increase the hunt for parking spots as existing spots in the lot would no longer be available.  It is my understanding, 
the business was to create a parking lot for its business in the adjacent lot next to the building.  It never happened. 
 
Please, please do not approve this proposal or any similar commercial enterprises in the area.  
 
Regards, 
 

 
 

 
 
Sent from Mail for Windows 
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Stacey Baird

From:
Sent: Thursday, June 8, 2023 10:23 PM
To: CityClerk
Subject: (EXT) Application-75 Airport Heights dr

This application should not be considered, the purpose of the pub going there in the first place in a residential area 
should have never been considered.  
 
Right now, airport heights dr around the mcniven pub is always congested with vehicles parked on the side of the road 
in the bike lane.  
 
Parents cannot part in these areas when picking up their kids from school but you allow people going into the out for a 
drink to do so? Shameful.  
 
I live in the area i I pass the pub every single day, in the evenings there are always vehicles parked on the opposite side 
of the road of the pub and it is creating a hazard for drivers, an accident waiting to happen. This pub does not have 
adequate parking as it is so how can you pass an application that will take up even more parking spaces? That just 
doesn’t make sense to anyone living in this residential area. 
 
Don’t pass this application just because of the owner of that pub is, David Brazil. He got the pub there but this is where it 
stops. Should have never been approved for pub location! 
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Karen Chafe

From:
Sent: Friday, May 26, 2023 10:25 AM
To: CityClerk; Jill Bruce
Subject: (EXT) McNiven Pub

To Whom It May Concern; 
 
My primary residence     I have grave 
concerns regarding the addition of an outdoor section to the pub.   
 
Prior to the opening of the pub, my son and I enjoyed the quiet time in our backyard like the rest of the residents of our 
Airport Heights community.  Since the City of St. John's has allowed the pub to exist, our quiet time in our backyard has 
ceased to exist.  We are bombarded by the constant drone of the intake fan  

.  Our backyard haven now sounds like a boiler room.  The noise pollution has drastically decreased the enjoyment 
we once garnered from our yard.  With the help of our representative, Ms. Jill Bruce, we have attempted to have the 
intake fan rotated toward the road which would help alleviate some of the noise pollution we must daily 
endure.  According to Mr. Brazil, the position is necessary in order for the intake fan to work.  This is very difficult to 
believe as we live in one of the windiest communities in the city. 
 
As well, I have recently had to spend $400 for three months of professional rodent control.  I cannot quantitatively 
attribute this to the newly opened establishment but, qualitatively speaking, I have never had to seek professional help 
to eradicate a rodent issue in my yard. 
 
In addition to this, I have come home and have had cars parked IN my driveway.  These cars belong to people 
NOT visiting my home.  I have come home to cars blocking my driveway.  In each instance, I have sat next to my window 
and watched patrons from the pub return to their cars. 
 
With regards to the proposed outdoor seating area at the pub, I am stressed about the additional noise this will bring to 
my garden.  Will there be music playing outside (live or recorded)?  I am stressed about the parking relief impacting 
access to my driveway.   
 
I moved from my previous home because the city allowed Burger King to build a store right next to my home.  Now, I 
have to suffer through this fight yet once again.  My faith in this City Council is depleted. I have not been heard.  My 
voice has been ignored.  Ms. Jill Bruce is my only beacon of hope to be heard.  She has been relentlessly trying to 
make this council hear her voice of reason.  I am begging you to listen. 
 
In summation, I plead with you to deny the application proposed by Mr. Brazil.  You've listened to the Airport Heights 
Community residents who do not deal with the repercussions of the pub as they do not directly live next door to 
it.  Now, I beg of you, please listen to the voice of the residents who are directly impacted.  Make your decision based 
on our voices. 
 
This pub is a wonderful idea but it is in a terrible location. 
 
Thank you for your time, 
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============================================================ 

Confidentiality Warning: This message and any attachments are intended for the sole use of the intended recipient(s), and may contain privileged and/or 
confidential information. If you are not an intended recipient, any review, retransmission, conversion to hard copy, copying, circulation or other use of this 
message and any attachments is strictly prohibited. If you received this email in error, please delete the message and attachments immediately and 
notify the sender by return email. Thank you! 
 
avis de confidentialité: Ce courriel, ainsi que tout renseignement ci-inclus, est destiné uniquement au(x) destinaire(s) susmentionné(s) et peut contenir 
de l’information confidentielle.  Si vous n’êtes pas le destinaire prévu, tout examen, copie, impression, reproduction, distribution ou autre utilisation de ce 
courriel est strictement interdit. Si vous avez reçu ce message par erreur, veuillez en aviser immédiatement l’expéditeur par retour de ce courriel et 
veuillez supprimer immédiatement cette communication.  Merci. 
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Karen Chafe

From: Planning
Sent: Friday, June 2, 2023 1:17 PM
To: City Clerk
Subject: FW: (EXT) 75 Airport Heights Drive

 
 

From:   
Sent: Friday, June 2, 2023 12:28 PM 
To: Planning <planning@stjohns.ca> 
Subject: (EXT) 75 Airport Heights Drive 
 
The Discrectionary Use Applicatipn for the above address refers  to parking. 
What does "temporary parking relief has been requested" mean ? 
Where would this parking be provided ?  Customers already use the street/streets in the area for parking when the lot is 
full. 
Thank you 
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Karen Chafe

From:
Sent: Thursday, May 25, 2023 5:05 PM
To: CityClerk
Subject: (EXT) 75 Airport Heights Drive

Regarding the discreƟonary use applicaƟon submiƩed by McNiven’s Airport Heights Pub Inc. at 75 Airport Heights Dr., 
 FULLY SUPPORT the applicaƟon. 
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Stacey Baird

From:
Sent: Monday, June 12, 2023 9:20 PM
To: CityClerk
Subject: (EXT) McNiven's Airport Heights Pub Inc proposal

To whom it may concern, 
  
I am writing regarding the recent proposal submitted by McNiven's Airport Heights Pub at 75 Airport Heights Road.  
 
The pub is looking to obtain use of its parking lot for an outdoor dining area, which in turn, will create significant parking issues. 

First of all, I want to say that I am happy to see that the business is doing well here in our neighbourhood. My issue is with the lack of 
parking spaces and even more so if this proposal gets approval.  With limited parking spots, vehicles must resort to parking on nearby 
streets, specifically Airport Heights Drive and Argus Place. 

I reside on Argus Place with my family for nearly 20 years. It is a quiet, child-friendly cul de sac. If this proposal goes forward, it would give 
rise to even more ongoing traffic on our quiet street. My young children love playing outdoors and riding their bikes, as do all kids, and it is 
my children's safety and well-being that are my utmost concern. If there were to be a significant increase in traffic here, there would indeed 
be a substantial impact on them. And with school ending soon and long summer days, we are even more concerned. 

Another quite concerning area is the intersection of Argus Place and Airport Heights Drive. With vehicles parking on Airport Heights Drive in 
the designated bicycle lanes, it creates a hazardous situation.  Trying to turn left onto Airport Heights Drive from Argus Place has been 
challenging, to say the least, on some days. I believe that this will only worsen if the pub's proposal goes ahead.  Vehicles are parking too 
close to the intersection already and in turn, giving rise to a blind spot for drivers leaving Argus Place. It is much worse than the high 
snowbanks that were there this past winter.   
 
The expected increase in traffic causing safety concerns for children on my street and the issues concerning the lack of parking are my 
reasons for why I am not in agreement with the pub's proposal. 
 
But, if this proposal is to go ahead, there are a few recommendations that should be seriously taken into account before one of our children 
are hit by a vehicle or there is a serious accident because of the blind spot at the intersection. 
- "No Parking Tow Away Zone" signs should be installed on both sides of the intersection of Argus Place and Airport Heights Drive. 
- A speed bump must be installed just after the bend on Argus Place to slow vehicles. 
  
Thank you for your time, 
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Stacey Baird

From:
Sent: Tuesday, June 13, 2023 10:49 AM
To: CityClerk
Cc: Mayor; Sheilagh O'Leary; Jill Bruce; Ophelia Ravencroft; Jamie Korab; Ian Froude; Carl 

Ridgeley; Maggie Burton; Ron Ellsworth; Debbie Hanlon; Sandy Hickman
Subject: (EXT) Application - 75 Airport Heights Drive

My name is  I never received the information mail out 
regarding this requested proposal and only learned of it from one of my neighbors. I just found the news release and 
discovered the deadline was 930am this morning. Please accept the following for consideration in turning down this 
application. 
 
This business approval was met with much opposition when it was originally proposed. During the public consultations 
the proponent put forth several mitigating items they claimed would be done due to close proximity to 
residential housing, being in a residential development and proximity to an elementary school.  
Some examples 
Fence of 1.62M surrounding the back and side of property where it is adjacent to other properties. - NEVER DONE AND 
STILL HAS LARGE OPENING IN FENCE THAT IS USED FOR VEHICLES TO PARK IN REAR OF BUILDING REGULARLY.  
All back Windows would be removed and replaced with sound deadening products. - NEVER DONE, WINDOWS AND 
GLASS DOOR ON REAR OF BUILDING ARE ORIGINAL. ANY PATRON CAN SIT AND LOOK RIGHT INTO THE YARDS OF THE 
ADJACENT PROPERTIES WITH ZERO PRIVACY FOR THE ADJACENT HOMEOWNERS. CONVERSATIONS FROM THE FACILITY. 
STAFF AND PATRONS OFTEN HANG OUT AND SMOKE BEHIND THE BUILDING NEXT TO THE RESIDENTIAL PROPERTIES. 
 
The original application was approved against the recommendations of the independent person appointed to review 
and against the wishes of the adjacent homeowners in airport heights. 
Parking alevition from the development regulations was granted for the original building approval and has led to the 
streets adjacent being constantly full of cars. Further alleviation cannot be allowed. 
The residents of Airport Heights did not buy and invest in our properties to have the streets full of vehicles, people 
smoking in our backyards, privacy being taken away, noise from the bar which can be heard from inside our homes. 
I respectfully ask that this alleviation of parking and outdoor patio in a RESIDENTIAL area be declined. 
Sincerely  

 
 

 
 

45



1

Stacey Baird

From:
Sent: Thursday, June 8, 2023 12:58 PM
To: CityClerk
Cc: Planning; Jill Bruce
Subject: (EXT) 75 Airport Heights

Hello there! 
 
We just got noƟce regarding a discreƟonary use applicaƟon for an outdoor eaƟng area. We are in favour of this amenity, 
despite not enjoying the restaurant itself, as outdoor public spaces are fantasƟc for community building. Having the 
outdoor eaƟng area in their parking lot also vastly reduces noise penetraƟon from 4 to 18 Crambrae street. Residents of 
Argus, and Airport Heights Drive 64-74 already have to contend with a very busy road so this does not really change the 
noise profile of the area. 
 
However, we  are in NO-WAY in support of the temporary parking relief.  
 
There is approximately 310m of on street parking along Airport heights drive between Roncalli elementary and Maries 
mini-mart, which provides approximately 42 parking spaces when factoring in the space for resident driveways. If you 
include unmarked free on street parking on Turnberry, Argus, and Gairlock within a 120 second walk (two minutes), 
these surge to around 88 parking spaces. That is about 10 Ɵmes the parking that the business has. This business does 
NOT need to bring more cars to the area. Most of airport heights residents reside within a 10-minute walk of the 
restaurant and can easily make do with not driving their cars to this restaurant if they value it that much. 
 
I would suggest adding a cross walk with a traffic calming mobile red concrete block to ensure drivers are aware that 
there is a cross walk here. I cycle in the area I do noƟce people cross the road as they see fit, which I am fine with, but an 
actual cross walk might go a long way to alleviaƟng the business patrons parking ‘issues’. Have the business pay for part 
of the installaƟon. Traffic signs are around $1,000 each, and a crosswalk paint is around $500 for a total of around 
$2,500. This is not out of the realm of the business owners who are looking to spend several thousand on a deck. 
 
Two images below as reference. 
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The city should be pushing to remove as much car infrastructure as possible. Providing any parking relief is a MISTAKE, 
from any proper urban renewal strategy standpoint. This business should have reduced the needs to car trips, but it did 
not. In total, some trips have been reduced for locals who are driving, just in airport heights, but others are driving their 
cars to airport heights for this restaurant (that is fine). However, the real reason there was no serious vehicle reducƟon 
is because the city conƟnuously promotes car traffic by not traffic calming (in a solid planned manner), keeping lanes at 
the maximum width that the transport authority of Canada recommends, and not really promoƟng acƟve and public 
transit in the specificaƟons (road secƟons, details etc) and development regulaƟons (trip generaƟon). I applaud the city 
for invesƟng 20M$ in aƩempƟng to almost complete a single acƟve transit network with the shared use path, but this is 
sƟll a one off project, and not addressing the engineering and planning of our urban built environment. 
 
Thanks, and cheers 
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Karen Chafe

From:
Sent: Friday, May 26, 2023 2:01 PM
To: CityClerk
Cc:
Subject: (EXT) Letter Received from the City re an Application from 75 Airport Heights Drive

My name is , the cul-de-sac directly across from the property in question, 75 
Airport Heights Drive. 
 
When this establishment was first planned, there were several public meetings held as well as the opportunity to 
provide feedback to the city clerk on an amendment to the the Municipal Plan for rezoning as well as the opening of an 
eating establishment and lounge.  During that process, there were many of my neighbors as well as myself opposed to 
the plan for various reasons yet the city still approved the development despite the concerns.  So I am providing 
feedback again on this new proposal although given the history of the city on the decisions for this location, I am not 
sure it will do any good. 
 
My biggest issue is the parking.  Before this establishment was opened, the city actually installed additional parking on 
Airport Heights Drive (on the right as you drive in from Major's Path) and moved the bike lane out closer to the 
traffic.  Even with this additional parking, Argus Place was still used for parking.  My driveway has been blocked on more 
than one occasion.  The winter was particularly annoying as it hampered snow clearing efforts and as I pointed out 
previously, we are a cul-de-sac and not a high priority for snow clearing.  This will only get worse if the current 
application is approved to take up some of the parking on the front of the building for an outdoor seating area.  In 
particular, a red Dodge Ram truck has been parking almost daily on Airport Heights Drive just to the right of the stop sign 
coming out of Argus Place.  This severely blocks the vision of traffic coming down Airport Heights Drive and I fear that it 
is an accident waiting to happen.  The letter says that temporary parking relief has been requested.  What does this 
really mean as parking just don't appear out of thin air? 
 
As well, noise will definitely be an issue as this establishment is right in the center of a once-quiet neighborhood. 
 
thanks, 
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Karen Chafe

From:
Sent: Friday, May 26, 2023 11:18 AM
To: CityClerk
Subject: (EXT) McNivens Pub

Hello, 
 
I am writing in response to the proposed use for an outdoor eating area and lounge for McNiven’s Pub. I am concerned 
about the safety of the neighborhood with this proposal, especially with regard to parking. Parking is very limited at this 
pub, and when it is busy, parking overflows onto Airport Heights Drive and Argus Place. This is a safety concern because 
as a driver, you cannot see around all of these vehicles. When I leave my street (Argus), and there are cars parked on 
Argus and APHD, I have to creep out and hope no one’s coming as I cannot see around the cars. So now with a patio 
taking up the parking lot, this issue is going to be constant and people will get hurt due to car accidents (drivers and 
potentially pedestrians). Many cars speed up and down APHD – this is a recipe for disaster.  
 
Further, I’m also concerned about the noise this will create. The homes directly surrounding the pub are family homes 
with young kids, and the potential for increased noise outside at the patio is of concern.  
 
To conclude, my family and I are opposed to this patio set up, especially due to the dangerous parking and consequently, 
driving situation.  
 
Thank you for reading this. 
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Stacey Baird

From:
Sent: Tuesday, June 13, 2023 12:09 AM
To: CityClerk
Subject: (EXT) 75 Airport Heights Drive - Comments

Hello, 
 
I’m writing to express my concerns regarding the proposed outdoor space to be added to McNiven’s Pub on Airport 
Heights Drive. I wish that my personal information remain anonymous on public record. 
 
Below are my main concerns: 
 
Parking. Currently, customer parking occupies significant space in the surrounding area. Much of the road turning off 
from Argus Place onto Airport Heights Drive is occupied by parking making visibility poor. Attracting more parking in the 
area will only lead to more driving hazards. There is simply not sufficient space for parking to expand the pub without 
causing disruptions for residents.  
 
Noise. While noise has not yet been a consistent issue from my location, there have been several occasions this past 
summer when patrons have been very loud outside of the pub during the early morning hours. An outdoor space will 
inevitably lead to more noise at night, especially in the summer months when more residents will have their windows 
open. Residential properties are too close to the establishment to make an outdoor space acceptable. 
 
I enjoy having the pub in our neighbourhood; however, I fear that adding an outdoor space will lead to more disruptions 
and safety concerns for residents. The business has now gone beyond the idea of a “neighbourhood pub” as originally 
intended with this proposed expansion.  
 
Thank you for taking the time to read about my concerns.  
 
Best regards, 
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Inclusion Advisory Committee Report 

 

May 18, 2023 

9:30 a.m. 

Virtual 

 

Present: Dr. Sulaimon Giwa, Co-Chair - Anti-racism 

 Joby Fleming, Co-Chair - Empower NL 

 Councillor Debbie Hanlon, Council Representative 

 Duane Morgan, CNIB 

 Carolyn Mills, Metrobus/GoBus, Manager of Accessible Transit 

Service 

 Trevor Freeborn, Coalition of Persons with Disabilities 

 TJ Jones, 2SLGBTQIA+ 

Leah Farrell, ASNL 

 Natalie Godden, Manager of Healthy City & Inclusion 

 Trisha Rose, Facilitator, Accessibility & Inclusion 

 Stacey Baird, Legislative Assistant 

Lisa Zigler, Women’s Representative 

Olivia McFarlene, Empower NL 

  

Regrets: Kim Pratt Baker, Canadian Hard of Hearing Association 

 Megan McGie, NL Association for the Deaf 

 Nancy Emberley, NLAD 

 Renata Lang, Association for New Canadians 

 Heidi Edgar, Mental Health 

 Jane Simmons, Physical and Neurological Disabilities 

 Ashley Bonnell, CHHA-NL 

  

 Paula Soper, Inclusion Coordinator 

 Karen Chafe, City Clerk 

 Jennifer Squires, Legislative Assistant 
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2. APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA 

Moved By Trevor Freeborn 

Seconded By Carolyn Mills 

That the agenda be adopted as presented. 

MOTION CARRIED 

 

3. ADOPTION OF THE MINUTES 

3.1 Minutes of February 23, 2023 

Minutes were deferred as the scheduled March meeting was cancelled. 

Moved By Duane Morgan 

Seconded By Trevor Freeborn 

That the minutes of February 23, 2023, be accepted as presented. 

MOTION CARRIED 

 

3.2 Minutes of April 20, 2023 

Moved By Lisa Zigler 

Seconded By Joby Fleming 

That the minutes of April 20, 2023, be accepted as presented. 

MOTION CARRIED 

 

4.  

6.3 Service Animal/Guide Dog Awareness Initiative (Trisha Rose - 

Accessibility & Inclusion Facilitator) 

The Accessibility & Inclusion Facilitator presented an overview on the 

Service Animal/Guide Dog Awareness Initiative, originally discussed at the 

January 26, 2023 meeting. 

Moved By Duane Morgan 

Seconded By Joby Fleming 

That Council approve the development of a Service Animal/Guide Dog 

Awareness initiative for City of St. John’s Customer Service Staff in 

consultation with the Inclusion Advisory Committee and the CNIB.   
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MOTION CARRIED 

 

 

 

_________________________ 

CO-CHAIRS, JOBY FLEMING AND DR. SULAIMON GIWA 
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City of St. John’s  PO Box 908  St. John’s, NL  Canada  A1C 5M2  www.stjohns.ca 

 
 
Title:       Service Animal/Guide Dog Awareness Initiative  
 
Date Prepared:  January 10, 2023   
 
Report To:    Committee of the Whole     
 
Councillor and Role: Councillor Debbie Hanlon, Inclusion  
 
Ward:    N/A    
  

Decision/Direction Required: 
 
The Canadian National Institute for the Blind (CNIB) and the Community Services Inclusion 
Team recommends implementing a Service Animal/Guide Dog awareness initiative for City 
staff and facilities that provide in person, customer service. 
 
Discussion – Background and Current Status:  
 
As per established practice, City staff work with the Inclusion Advisory Committee (IAC) to 
identify, reduce and eliminate barriers within City programs and services. Service animals 
support individuals with various disabilities including vision loss or blindness, autism, epilepsy, 
diabetes, mental health conditions, etc.  
 
The CNIB has provided the City with Guide Dog awareness and etiquette materials, including 
door decals. These materials will assist in: 

- creating guide dog awareness and welcoming spaces 
- increasing public awareness  
- providing guide dog handlers with a sense of comfort in entering public facilities that are 

safe and welcoming 
 
The initiative will be overseen by the Accessibility Facilitator and include:  

- Consultation with CNIB to develop a service animal/guide dog orientation including 
awareness and etiquette for interaction 

- An overview of the provincial service animal legislation and provincial human rights 
guidelines regarding the use of service animals. 

- Consultation with various city departments and divisions to identify areas that provide in 
person customer service and a format for delivery. 

 
 
 
Key Considerations/Implications: 
 

1. Budget/Financial Implications: None 

INFORMATION NOTE 
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Decision/Direction Note  Page 2 
 

 

 
2. Partners or Other Stakeholders:  

 

a. Inclusion Advisory Committee 
b. CNIB 
c. Inclusion Services 
d. City Departments/Divisions that provide in person customer service 

 
3. Alignment with Strategic Directions: 

 
          A Connected City: Develop and deliver programs, services and public spaces that build 

safe, healthy and vibrant communities.  
 
          An Effective City: Achieve service excellence though collaboration, innovation and 

moderinzation grounded in client needs. 
 

4. Alignment with Adopted Plans:  
a. Healthy City Strategy 

 
5. Accessibility and Inclusion:  

a. This is an initiative of the Community Services Inclusion Team, in consultation 
with the Inclusion Advisory Committee and CNIB which supports accessibility 
and inclusion of individuals supported by service animals. 

 
6. Legal or Policy Implications:  

a. Service Animal Act of Newfoundland and Labrador 
b. Guidelines Regarding the Use Of Service Animals 

 
7. Privacy Implications: None 

 
8. Engagement and Communications Considerations:  

 

a. Inclusion staff will work with Communications and Administrative staff to feature 
the orientation and information on the City’s intranet. 

 

9. Human Resource Implications:  None 
 

10. Procurement Implications: None 
 

11. Information Technology Implications: None 
 

12. Other Implications: None 
 
Conclusion/Next Steps: 
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Staff will develop a Service Animal/Guide Dog Awareness initiative for City of St. John’s 
Customer Service Staff in consultation with the Inclusion Advisory Committee and the CNIB.       
  
 
Prepared by: Trisha Rose, Accessibility and Inclusion Facilitator 
Approved by:  
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Decision/Direction Note  Page 4 
 

 

Report Approval Details 

Document Title: Service Animal Guide Dog Awareness Initiative.docx 

Attachments:  

Final Approval Date: Jan 17, 2023 

 

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

Natalie Godden - Jan 17, 2023 - 10:55 AM 

Tanya Haywood - Jan 17, 2023 - 12:46 PM 
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Development Permits List 

For June 8 to June 14, 2023 
 

Code Applicant Application Location Ward 
Development 

Officer’s 
Decision 

Date 

RES  Proposed Subdivide 
for Dwelling 

158 Ruby 
Line 

5 Rejected – as 
per Section 
4.10 (3) – 

Development 
in a Wetland 

2023-06-08 

OT Newfoundland 
Power Inc 

Newfoundland 
Power Lighting & 

Distribution 
Upgrades of Loop 34  

Drake 
Crescent & 
Montague 

Street 

2 Approved 2023-06-08 

       

       

       

       

 
 

 
 
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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Permits List  
 

     

Council's June 19, 2023, Regular Meeting   
 

       Permits Issued: 2023/06/08 to 2023/06/14 
 

     

 

BUILDING PERMITS ISSUED 

Residential 
 

Location Permit Type Structure Type 
 

 

10 Ophelia Pl Accessory Building Accessory Building  
 

10 Pepperwood Dr New Construction Single Detached Dwelling  
 

12 Laughlin Cres Accessory Building Accessory Building  
 

12 Laughlin Cres Accessory Building Accessory Building  
 

13 Carondale Dr 
Change of 

Occupancy/Renovations 
Single Detached Dwelling 

 

 

13 Maxse St Renovations Townhousing  
 

13 Meehan's Lane Deck Patio Deck  
 

13 Seminole Dr Accessory Building Accessory Building  
 

16 Shoal Bay Rd Fence Fence  
 

2 Ginger St Fence Fence  
 

2 Rigolet Cres 
Change of 

Occupancy/Renovations 
Single Detached Dwelling 

 

 

2 Tansley St Fence Fence  
 

21 Sir Wilfred Grenfell Pl New Construction Single Detached w/ apt.  
 

25 Baker St Fence Fence  
 

26 Claddagh Rd New Construction Single Detached Dwelling  
 

27 Veitch Cres Accessory Building Accessory Building  
 

34 Dragonfly Pl New Construction Single Detached Dwelling  
 

36 Sir Wilfred Grenfell Pl New Construction Single Detached w/ apt.  
 

371 Newfoundland Dr Renovations Single Detached Dwelling  
 

371 Newfoundland Dr Renovations Single Detached Dwelling  
 

38 Outer Battery Rd Deck Patio Deck  
 

38 Sugar Pine Cres Fence Fence  
 

4 Ann Harvey Pl New Construction Single Detached w/ apt.  
 

4 Gooseberry Lane Deck Patio Deck  
 

4 Redberry St Fence Fence  
 

4 Serpentine St Deck Patio Deck  
 

4 Sugar Pine Cres Fence Fence  
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409-413 Back Line Renovations Single Detached Dwelling  
 

42 William St Renovations Townhousing  
 

45 Spencer St New Construction Mobile Home  
 

46 Autumn Dr Accessory Building Accessory Building  
 

46 Newman St Accessory Building Accessory Building  
 

50 Kenai Cres Renovations Single Detached Dwelling  
 

50 Sugar Pine Cres Site Work Swimming Pool/Hot Tub  
 

535 Main Rd Accessory Building Accessory Building  
 

58 Macbeth Dr Site Work Landscaping  
 

59 Sugar Pine Cres New Construction Single Detached Dwelling  
 

6 Rosscommon Pl Site Work Single Detached Dwelling  
 

66 Royal Oak Dr Renovations Single Detached Dwelling  
 

7 Carty Pl Site Work Driveway  
 

7 Diamond Marsh Dr New Construction Single Detached Dwelling  
 

7 Purcell St Deck Patio Deck  
 

7 Rhodora St Accessory Building Accessory Building  
 

70 Queen's Rd Site Work Landscaping  
 

76 Allandale Rd Fence Fence  
 

77 Cherokee Dr Accessory Building Accessory Building  
 

79 Chapman Cres Fence Fence  
 

8 Julieann Pl Fence Fence  
 

8 Julieann Pl Accessory Building Accessory Building  
 

800 Main Rd Accessory Building Accessory Building  
 

86 Viking Rd Renovations Single Detached w/ apt.  
 

93 St. Clare Ave Renovations Single Detached Dwelling  
 

94 Freshwater Rd Renovations Semi Detached Dwelling  
 

98 Linegar Ave Renovations Single Detached Dwelling  
   

This Week: $2,879,731.50 

Commercial 
 

Location Permit Type Structure Type 
 

 

156 Water St Change of Occupancy Patio Deck  
 

172 Water St Sign Retail Store  
 

18 Albany Pl Renovations Apartment Building  
 

187 Water St Change of Occupancy Patio Deck  
 

2 Stavanger Dr Renovations Eating Establishment  
 

277 Duckworth St Sign Office  
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336 Water St Change of Occupancy Patio Deck  
 

336 Water St 
Change of 

Occupancy/Renovations 
Restaurant 

 

 

4 Portugal Cove Rd Site Work Place Of Amusement  
 

453a Main Rd Change of Occupancy Commercial Garage  
 

48 Kenmount Rd 
Change of 

Occupancy/Renovations 
Retail Store 

 

 

50 Bonaventure Ave Site Work Driveway  
 

657 Topsail Rd Change of Occupancy Car Sales Lot  
 

75 Southside Rd Accessory  Building Accessory Building  
 

807 Water St Change of Occupancy Recreational Use  
 

90 Aberdeen Ave Renovations Retail Store  
   

This Week: $1,791,356.00 

Government/Institutional 
 

Location Permit Type Structure Type 
 

 

    
   

This Week: $0.00 

Industrial 
 

Location Permit Type Structure Type 
 

 

    
   

This Week: $0.00 

Demolition 
 

Location Permit Type Structure Type 
 

 

73 Glenlonan St Demolition Accessory Building  
   

This Week: $200.00 
   

This Week's Total: $4,671,287.50 
 

    

REPAIR PERMITS ISSUED:  
 

 

$82,545.00 
  

 
 

 
     

     

   

NO REJECTIONS 
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YEAR TO DATE COMPARISONS 

June 19, 2023 
 

TYPE 2022 2023 
% Variance  

(+/-) 

Residential $32,664,529.66 $33,333,074.02 2 

Commercial $47,559,253.08 $44,024,864.26 -7 

Government/Institutional $570,288.00 $4,232,341.29 642 

Industrial $31,000.00 $190,000.00 513 

Repairs $690,100.69 $567,695.94 -18 

TOTAL $81,515,171.43 $82,347,975.51 1 
 

  

Housing Units (1 & 2 Family 

Dwelling) 
103 63  

 

  

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 June 14, 2023 

 
 

 

 

Payroll 
 
 

Public Works $   438,746.68 

 

Bi-Weekly Casual $      42,994.59 

 

Accounts Payable $ 1,118,643.81 

 

 

 
(A detailed breakdown available here) 

 

 
 

                                              Total:                $ 1,600,385.08 
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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: [Bid # and Name] 

Date Prepared:   Thursday, June 15, 2023 

Report To:    Regular Meeting 

Councillor and Role: Councillor Sandy Hickman, Public Works 

Ward:    N/A  

 
Department:   Public Works  

Division:   Roads & Traffic 

Quotes Obtained By: Sherri Higgins    

Budget Code:  3221-55281   

Source of Funding: Operating 

Purpose:    
To repair damaged guide rail within the City. 
 

Results: ☐ As attached ☒ As noted below  

 

Vendor Name Bid Amount 

Coast to Coast Construction and Property Maintenance Ltd. $135,613.75 

Cutting Edge Inc. $264,158.45 

Farrell's Excavating Ltd. $333,356.25 

Talon Energy Services Inc. $344,328.99 

 

Expected Value: ☒ As above 

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

    not guarantee to buy specific quantities or dollar value. 
 
Contract Duration:  One (1) year 
 
Bid Exception:  None 
 
Recommendation:  
That Council approve for award this open call to the lowest bidder meeting specifications, 
Coast to Coast Construction and Property Maintenance Ltd., for $135,613.75 (HST incl.) as 
per the Public Procurement Act.       
 
 
Attachments: 
  

BID APPROVAL NOTE 
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Decision/Direction Note  Page 2 
***Title of Decision Note*** 
 

 

Report Approval Details 

Document Title: 2023083 - Guide Rail Repairs.docx 

Attachments:  

Final Approval Date: Jun 15, 2023 

 

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

No Signature - Task assigned to Rick Squires was completed by workflow administrator 

Karen Chafe 

Rick Squires - Jun 15, 2023 - 12:43 PM 

Derek Coffey - Jun 15, 2023 - 12:53 PM 
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City of St. John’s  PO Box 908  St. John’s, NL  Canada  A1C 5M2  www.stjohns.ca 

 
Commodity/Bid #: Supply & Delivery of 3 new Sport Utility Vehicles (SUV) 

Date Prepared:   Wednesday, June 14, 2023 

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-2023-138   

Source of Funding: Capital 

Purpose:    
These vehicles are a part of the regular fleet replacement program.  
 
Proposals Submitted By:    

 

Vendor Name 

Hickman Motors 

East Coast Kia 

Capital Hyundai 

 
 

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:  4 Months 
 
Recommendation: 
THAT Council approve for award this open call to the highest scorer as determined by the 
City’s evaluation team, Hickman Motors, for the amount of $117,938.25 (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: 2017213 – Robin Hood Bay Loader Lease - Buyout 

Date Prepared:   Thursday, June 15, 2023 

Report To:    Regular Meeting 

Councillor and Role: Councillor Sandy Hickman, Public Works 

Ward:    N/A  

 
Department:   Public Works  

Division:   Fleet  

Quotes Obtained By: Annette Power    

Budget Code:  PWP-2023-138   

Source of Funding: Capital 

Purpose:    
In 2018 the City entered into a sixty-month lease agreement for a loader for Robin Hood Bay.  
The lease agreement has ended, and the City intends to exercise the option to purchase the 
loader. 
 

Results: ☐ As attached ☒ As noted below  

 

Vendor Name Bid Amount 

John Deere Financial  $126,850.00 

  

 

Expected Value: ☒ As above 

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

    not guarantee to buy specific quantities or dollar value. 
 
Contract Duration:  N/A 
 

Bid Exception:  None 

 
Recommendation:  
That Council approve for award the purchase of the loader previously leased under contract 
2017213 - Robin Hood Bay Loader to John Deere Financial, for $126,850.00 plus HST, as per 
Public Procurement Act.            
 
 
Attachments: 

BID APPROVAL NOTE 
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City of St. John’s  PO Box 908  St. John’s, NL  Canada  A1C 5M2  www.stjohns.ca 

 
 

Title:                        Heritage Plan – What We Heard 
 
Date Prepared:               June 7, 2023 
 
Report To:          Committee of the Whole   
 
Councillor and Role:  Councillor Maggie Burton, Heritage 
 
Ward:    N/A              

 
Issue:  
Staff have completed public engagement for the St. John’s Heritage Plan and present the 
findings to Council and the public.  
 
Discussion – Background and Current Status: 
In 2022, Council adopted the terms of reference for a St. John’s Heritage Plan. This is not a 
legal document like a Municipal Plan, but rather a plan that will set out a vision, goals and 
action items to protect, manage and promote St. John’s heritage. The Heritage Plan will be 
based on built heritage and will also consider cultural heritage, cultural landscapes, festivals, 
historic events, stories and oral traditions, place names, and public art. 
 
The City launched the public engagement on February 22, 2023 during Heritage Week and 
continued until April 10. Engagement included a Heritage Plan Engage project page, two 
public sessions (one in-person and one virtual meeting), as well as meetings with key 
stakeholders, owners of designated Heritage Buildings, City committees, and people with an 
interest in heritage.  
 
A summary of the public engagement is included in the attached “What we heard” document. 
This feedback will be evaluated by staff and incorporated into the draft Heritage Plan, to be 
released for public review later this year.  
 
Key Considerations/Implications: 
 

1. Budget/Financial Implications: Not applicable.  
 

2. Partners or Other Stakeholders: Heritage NL; City advisory committees; heritage 
organizations; owners of designated Heritage Buildings; residents in Heritage Areas; 
city residents 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. 

INFORMATION NOTE 
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Information Note  Page 2 
Heritage Plan – What We Heard 
 

 

 
An Effective City:  Ensure accountability and good governance through transparent and 
open decision making. 
 

4. Alignment with Adopted Plans: Envision St. John’s Municipal Plan and Development 
Regulations; St. John’s Heritage By-Law 
 

5. Accessibility and Inclusion: Accessibility and inclusion consideration will be included in 
the Heritage Plan.  
 

6. Legal or Policy Implications: Not applicable.  
 

7. Privacy Implications: Not applicable.  
 

8. Engagement and Communications Considerations: The engagement in preparing the 
Heritage Plan has concluded.  
 

9. Human Resource Implications: Not applicable.  
 

10. Procurement Implications: Not applicable.  
 

11. Information Technology Implications:  Not applicable.  
 

12. Other Implications: Not applicable.  
 
Conclusion/Next Steps:  
 
The Heritage Plan will be drafted for release and public review later this year.  
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Information Note  Page 3 
Heritage Plan – What We Heard 
 

 

Report Approval Details 

Document Title: Heritage Plan - What We Heard.docx 

Attachments: - WWH - Heritage Plan FINAL.pdf 

Final Approval Date: Jun 8, 2023 

 

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

Ken O'Brien - Jun 7, 2023 - 5:01 PM 

No Signature - Task assigned to Jason Sinyard was completed by workflow 

administrator Stacey Baird 

Jason Sinyard - Jun 8, 2023 - 8:36 AM 
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OUR CITY. OUR FUTURE.

What We Heard
Heritage Plan
June 2023
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OUR CITY. OUR FUTURE.

Disclaimer
This document provides a summary of what was heard from participants during this 

engagement process. It is not meant to reflect the specific details of each submission word-for-

word, although attempts have been made to do so when possible.

The City produces a What we Heard document for every city-led public engagement project. 

This collected commentary is shared with the community to ensure we heard you correctly. 

The City protects the privacy of those who provide feedback as per Access to Information and 

Privacy Legislation.

The full scope of commentary is used by city staff and Council to help inform recommendations 

and decisions.
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Context
• The city is developing a Heritage Plan to support the preservation of built and 

cultural heritage.

• In the 2022 Resident Satisfaction Survey, 70% of City residents identified 
heritage preservation as having an importance of 8 or higher out of 10. 39% 
of City residents rated their satisfaction with heritage preservation as 8 or 
higher out of 10 in 2022, down 6% from 2020.

• Authority over the protection of heritage buildings rests with municipalities in 
NL and the City recognizes the importance of having a high-level strategy for 
heritage preservation.
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Background
• In 2015, the Built Heritage Experts’ Panel replaced a Heritage Advisory 

Committee and reports to the Committee of the Whole.

• In 2021, the City transitioned from a heritage policy to a bylaw. Public 
engagement informed the new bylaw.

• The City has four Heritage Areas.

• The City has an application-based incentive program offering annual grants 
for heritage restoration, valued at $60K annually; it is well used.

• Heritage is a much-discussed topic, and the City has been included in some 
high-profile cases, some of which have involved legal action.

• Completion of a Heritage Plan is an action item in the City’s 10-year Strategic 
Plan, Our City our Future.
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Public Engagement Plan

Purpose
• To gather feedback from 

stakeholder groups and individuals 
to support the creation of a 
heritage plan that aligns with the 
City’s Envision Municipal Plan, 
providing goals and objectives to 
preserve and promote built, and 
cultural heritage, in the City.

Approach

• Meetings (in-person and virtual) 
including residents and community 
and heritage focused 
organizations.

• Youth (18-30) survey.

• City Advisory Committee meetings.

• Through tools on EngageStJohns 

• Email.
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Promotion

• News release issued on February 22, 2023

• Project page on EngageStJohns.ca published on 
February 22, 2023.

• Newsletter to 3,727 registered users and 
followers of EngageStJohns.ca

• Posts to regular City communications channels 
including social media, listservs, website

• 5 Facebook posts (40,055 impressions), 5 
Twitter posts (45,549 impressions), 4 Instagram 
posts (15,104 impressions)
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Who Engaged

On EngageStJohns.ca

Total Visits to project page: 868

• Engaged Visitors (People 
who posted questions/ 
comments or answered 
surveys): 84 

• Informed Visitors: 301

• Aware Visitors (Unique 
visitors): 599

• Online Comments and 
Interactive Map Pins: 26 
submissions

Email:

14 submissions

Survey Responses:

Youth Engagement Survey: 23

Public Meeting Attendance: 80

Stakeholder Meeting Attendance: 
17

City Committees: 6 meetings
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Stakeholders Consulted

• People who live in Heritage areas

• Designated Heritage Building Property 
Owners

• Heritage NL

• Newfoundland and Labrador Historic 
Trust

• Government of NL (Department of 
Tourism, Culture, Arts and Recreation)

• Outer Battery Neighbourhood Association

• Georgestown Neighbourhood Association

• Basilica Heritage Foundation

• Ecclesiastical District Working Group

• First Light (ongoing)

• City Committees

• Youth Engagement Working Group

• Inclusion Advisory Committee

• Seniors’ Advisory Committee

• Arts and Culture Advisory Committee

• Sustainable and Active Mobility 
Advisory Committee

• Built Heritage Experts Panel 
(ongoing)
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What We Heard Highlights
• Participants agreed that built heritage is a key consideration when creating a Heritage Plan for the City.

• There was agreement that heritage includes cultural landscapes and streetscapes and was the highest 
priority for youth, including the preservation of heritage trails, pathways, other green spaces, and burial 
sites.

• There was agreement that heritage must be inclusive and there are many opportunities to highlight the 
importance that various cultures have had on the history of the City. It was suggested that the Heritage 
Plan should include areas outside of the current four historic districts, looking at the City more broadly. 
Acknowledge the history and culture diversity in neighbourhoods throughout the City, assessing and 
inventorying what is important in each neighbourhood.

• There were concerns regarding the protections and standards currently in place for historic buildings, 
including regulations related to when a building can be torn down. It was also noted that with stronger 
standards comes the need to have appropriate enforcement. The standards and guidelines established 
by Canada’s Historic Places was suggested.

• It was noted during the meeting with Heritage organizations that in Canada, the focus is shifting more 
towards preservation of heritage vs conservation of heritage as evidenced in the Federal standards and 
guidelines.

• Two advisory committees commented on the accessibility of heritage structures and the need for more 
consultation as upgrades occur. 9 80
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What We Heard Highlights
• There were comments in all stakeholder groups related to the need for more education and 

awareness about heritage and why it is important to the City. Individuals felt that a 

communications strategy would be helpful to raise awareness and noted it is important that 

residents understand local history, not just promoting the history as a tourist attraction.

• Participants in all engagement activities felt strongly that financial incentives for built 

heritage, such as tax incentives, tax credits or grants, are critical in protecting City heritage.

• There were comments related to the importance of open communication with all levels of 

Government, even though provincial and federal Heritage designations are outside of the 

City’s authority. 

• It was suggested that legislation was needed instead of only a by-law and that the City of St. 

John’s legislation should be updated to have stronger protection of heritage buildings and 

areas.
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What We Heard Highlights
• Through EngageStJohns feedback, there was acknowledgement that moving to 

clean heating can be challenging for heritage properties, but the City should 

continue to think about the impact to climate change and also explore advanced 

technologies that could assist in upgrading built heritage.

• Two Engage participants suggested that future heritage should be considered and 
new architecture that will be become future heritage should be encouraged.

• Some people asked for clarity regarding the engagement process and if further 

public consultation would occur once the Heritage Plan was in a draft format.
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What We Heard: Engage St. 
John’s Page

• Through the interactive mapping tool on EngageStJohns, registered individuals were asked to 
identify suggestions for other Heritage Areas in addition to the current four. It was suggested that the 
lower end of Waterford Bridge Road could be a future Heritage Area with a dense collection of heritage 
buildings.

• Registered users were also asked to identify where they think there should be other designated 
heritage structures or buildings.

• “272 Water Street was the home of Auntie Crae's General Store for 40 years (and more recently 
Rocket Bakery). You can see the creek between/below the buildings where they used to throw lead 
fishing weights. This is the kind of place that makes downtown livable and memorable.”

• “Sisters of Mercy Convent – Goulds”

• “155 Water St. has some of the last remaining tin ceilings and wood paneling and counters. The 
owner was stripping it out to put in a bar without a permit, but thankfully the city intervened and 
now the Craft Council uses the space.”

• “The row of houses on the north side of Merrymeeting road on either side of Mayor avenue (Civic 
70-132 -- AndersonTown) presents a distinctive streetscape and a reminder of the first attempts to 
solve the housing shortage in St. John's in the first two decades of the 20th Century.”

• “There was one beautifully preserved Churchill Park house on Elm Street as of a year or two ago. I 
have not checked to see if it is still there. There are very few "original" houses left.” 12 83
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What We Heard: Engage St. 
John’s Quick Poll

38%

14%

48%

How important is heritage to you?

Very Important - we need
to prioritize it

Somewhat important but
we have other priorities

Not at all important

Note: This poll was open to anyone and promoted on the City’s social media platforms. Individuals could 

reply to the poll without registering for EngageStJohns or living in St. John’s.
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What We Heard Details – What Does Heritage 
Mean to You?
• While people had both positive and negative reactions to the word ‘heritage’ mostly 

because of historical decisions and loss of heritage, there were some common 
themes heard:
• Built Heritage.

• Cultural landscape, streetscape and open spaces.

• Intangible culture.

• Artifacts.

• Accurate history representing the diverse cultures that have played a part in the City’s history. 
Sometimes history is slanted towards certain groups.

• Needs to be inclusive from prehistoric to present.

• Need to look outside of the downtown area and current 4 heritage districts and recognize the 
heritage of neighbourhoods throughout the City.

• Materials such as clapboard.

• There were concerns that heritage is poorly protected.

• Used to be so connected to the waterfront but many newer developments turn their back on 
the waterfront.
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What We Heard Details – What are the key aspects of built 
heritage? What concrete actions can the City take to protect 
built heritage?
• Many people suggested that stronger standards and regulations are required to preserve 

heritage areas and that the Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places 
in Canada be adopted for heritage properties in St. John’s.

• It was noted during multiple engagement activities that air rights and view plains should be 
protected near historical places. “Our historic places will only continue to be valued and 
provide tangible economic, environmental, social and cultural benefits for citizens and the 
City [if] this appreciation and enjoyment is not impeded by providing air rights over or 
adjacent to such historic places.”

• It was suggested that stronger protections are needed to ensure long-term preservation and 
to limit the ability of short-term decisions to impact heritage preservation.

• Multiple participants noted that areas around heritage buildings, such as parks, streetscapes 
and landscapes should also be protected. This includes maintaining the walkability around 
heritage properties.

• It was noted that heritage is not just the structure but the context in which it resides. It is 
critical to protect the larger landscape around a building from misuse.
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What We Heard Details – What are the key aspects of 
built heritage? What concrete actions can the City take 
to protect built heritage?
• There was support for introducing increased financial support for heritage property owners to maintain 

their properties and protect built heritage in the City.

• Several participants indicated that increased funding through grant programs would be beneficial, while 
others felt that financial incentives such as tax rebates or property tax credits would be effective. 
Participants agreed that financial assistance to property owners is important to protect built heritage in 
the City. 

• Participants in all engagement groups agreed that more actions needed to be taken to prevent heritage 
properties from becoming rundown and eventually destroyed. It was felt that allowing a heritage 
building to be unmaintained and become derelict is a strategy sometimes used to avoid the regulations 
around restoring a heritage property.

• Individuals suggested an increase in taxes if a property was left vacant and there was no active attempt 
to rent or restore to help prevent heritage properties from becoming decrepit. It was also suggested 
that the City needs regulations for when a heritage property can be torn down.
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What We Heard Details – What are the key aspects of 
built heritage? What concrete actions can the City take 
to protect built heritage?

• It was noted by participants in multiple engagement sessions that it is 
important to engage with owners and new buyers of heritage properties 
about the regulations and ensure this information is clear and easily 
accessible for individuals.

• Increased public education to raise awareness about the heritage of the City, 
why it is significant, the importance of heritage protection and the current 
heritage districts.

• It is important to ensure there is capacity and skill sets to support the 
preservation of built heritage. The City can partner with education or industry 
representatives to support capacity-building of the required skills, helping to 
ensure these skills are maintained. 
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What We Heard Details – What cultural landscapes and 
intangible cultural heritage are important to include in 
this plan?

• Acknowledge and communicate the history of neighbourhoods throughout 
the City outside of the current heritage districts. 

• Several participants identified the importance of being inclusive and telling 
the story of the many different cultures that have helped build the City. 
Promote how neighbourhoods were influenced by various cultures and the 
history of local businesses.

• Use public signs or plaques to identify areas with historical significance that 
are no longer visible in areas throughout the City.

• Assess and inventory heritage at neighbourhood levels, performing a cultural 
mapping exercise and engaging with residents. 
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What We Heard Details – What cultural landscapes and 
intangible cultural heritage are important to include in 
this plan?

• Important to preserve cemeteries and acknowledge burial sites that are not 
currently identified.

• Promote heritage and cultural traditions through City programming. It was 
suggested that the pedestrian mall could be used to promote heritage 
through recitation, music, and history walks. 

• Documenting and preserving oral history.

• Cultural festivals (e.g. Mummers’ festival), music, and guided walks were 
mentioned as ways to promote intangible culture.

• It was noted that a museum or dedicated area to raise awareness about City 
heritage would be beneficial and suggested that City Hall could be a starting 
point for building such an area.
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What We Heard Details – What would you identify as 
the top 3 immediate goals for the City in relation to the 
Heritage Plan?

Given the variety of stakeholders, more than 3 immediate goals are listed, reflecting the various opinions of 
participants.

• Agreement that protecting built heritage should be an immediate goal for the City.

• Recognize and protect cultural landscapes.

• Creating an inventory of the heritage landscapes and what needs to be protected.

• Financial incentives (tax rebates, tax credits, grants) to support the preservation of heritage properties.

• Identify ways to recognize and celebrate the array of cultures that create our heritage, not just our colonial 
heritage. Focus on neighbourhoods throughout the City.

• Increase public awareness of City heritage and why it is important.

• Build municipal expertise.

• Have open communication with all levels of government to support the preservation of heritage.

• Built heritage is nonrenewable and we need to cultivate pride in those things.
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What We Heard Details – What two actions can the City 
take to raise awareness of the critical nature of heritage 
to the City of St. John’s and all potential audiences?

While there were some consistencies in the two actions that participants identified, there were some 
variations and therefore more than two actions are provided.  

• There was agreement that a communication and media strategy is important to tell stories important to 
heritage and show people why it’s important to the City, including both tangible and intangible heritage.

• Develop education resources for residents about City history and include resources for younger 
population – don’t just focus on educating tourists. Increase public awareness of why a building or 
district is of historical significance and how it fits into the history of the City.

• City of St. John’s is a unique cultural landscape as a City such as a fishing village and an ecclesiastical 
district. Maybe have a historian and offer different ways to educate everyone.

• Raise awareness about how historical buildings can be restored including environmental benefits and 
reduce misconceptions.

• Engage with neighbourhoods throughout the City and recognize the unique heritage of each, celebrate 
the array of cultures that have helped build the City.

• Determine how to maintain Quidi Vidi.

• Ward Councillors can host a meeting to talk about their immediate area and what residents can do.
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What We Heard Details – Words to Reflect 
in a Vision Statement
• Culture

• Inclusive

• Sustainability

• Reflection

• Sense of place

• Heritage Districts

• Recognizing and protecting our 
past, present and future

• Walkable

• Respect

• Educate

• Stories

• Traditions

• Identity 

• Diversity

• Conservation

• Safeguarding

• Accessible

• Livability 

• Historically rich

• Preservation of unique character
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What We Heard from Heritage Organizations
• There can be a narrow understanding of heritage. Education and awareness campaigns can help 

increase a broader understanding and that heritage goes beyond built heritage to cultural landscapes 
and intangible aspects.

• There needs to be stronger regulations, standards and guidelines and their enforcement; In particular, 
finding ways to prevent designated buildings from being left to fall down, or be demolished to avoid 
current regulations. Consider adopting the Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic 
Places in Canada.

• Programs to assist with the cost of preserving heritage structures – tax rebates, partnerships between 
City and heritage organizations to access federal funding. There is an environmental benefit to 
restoring rather than destroying and rebuilding.

• Opportunities to support job creation and skill building by partnering on a restoration project and using 
it to teach skills in the construction industry that are required to support heritage preservation projects. 

• Improved municipal inventory of heritage structures, which can be completed as a partnership between 
the City and heritage organizations.

• Having a broader view of heritage in the City and look at more modern neighbourhoods as well, the 
history of buildings and businesses in neighbourhoods. It’s also a way for newcomers to connect with 
the City and understand its history.
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What We Heard from Community Organizations
• It was suggested that while some historic designations are outside of City authority, a map 

with all levels of historic designations in the City could be provided on the website for 
information purposes.

• There were comments related to the need for heritage to be viewed in a more holistic 
manner, ensuring it is well researched and experts consulted.

• It was noted that heritage goes beyond built heritage and includes story and song traditions, 
archeological resources and burial sites.

• Participants indicated that in addition to built heritage and designated buildings, the 
landscape and other structures around them provide context and create cultural heritage.

• Participants agreed that some form of financial incentives to support those who own heritage 
properties is important.

• It was suggested that there should be a climate change focus that would promote adaptive 
use and heritage buildings to reduce carbon footprint. 

• Similar to other engagement sessions, it was suggested that Standards and Guidelines for 
the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada could be adopted.
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What We Heard from City Advisory 
Committees and Working Groups

• Multiple committees commented on the need to ensure accessibility as it relates to heritage structures.

• The Inclusion Advisory Committee suggested that online videos or social stories that individuals could
view prior to visiting a heritage building would help people know what to expect before going.

• The Youth Engagement Working Group identified that heritage needed to be more inclusive and not
just focused on colonial heritage. The Working Group also suggested that technology, such as QR
codes, could be used to support self-guided tours throughout the City and provide heritage information.

• The Arts and Culture Advisory Committee expressed agreement that intangible culture should be
included in the plan.

• The Seniors’ Advisory Committee noted that both tangible and intangible heritage items should be
considered in the plan. The Committee also suggested that the RNC and its history should be
considered, as well as recognizing the role of the White Fishery (species of white fish) in history.

• Like others, the Sustainable and Active Mobility Advisory Committee (SAMAC) also noted that we need
to be aware of how plural our heritage is and provided the examples of the Head Tax Monument and
the site of the Convention Centre where many of the Chinese and Lebanese population lived.

• SAMAC also expressed interest in having the nuances and relationship with energy poverty addressed
in the plan and how costs to own a heritage home can be reduced.
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What We Heard from the Online Youth Panel

• 23 youth (ages 18-30) responded to a survey about heritage in the City.

• 43% of youth respondents indicated they would consider owning a heritage 
property. 

• Youth indicated that cultural landscapes such as the Battery and Quidi Vidi
are the most important aspect of heritage in St. John’s.

• The top three ways youth would like to learn more about heritage were 
walking tours through heritage areas (83%), photos and display boards 
(65%) and videos highlighting properties/streetscapes (57%).

• Full results from the Panel survey can be viewed here: Youth Engagement 
Panel Survey
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What We Heard from Email Submissions
Email submissions reflected similar themes heard during other engagement activities.

• Support to adopt the Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada,
noting that this would support working closer with all levels of government and alignment on heritage
decisions.

• Cultural landscapes were identified as important, including “built heritage… cemeteries, open public
spaces, monuments and commemorative sites, and archaeological resources, known and yet to be
found.”

• Support for financial incentives such as property tax credits or tax rebates, similar to some other major
Canadian cities as well as a vacant property tax to deter heritage properties from becoming rundown.

• It was noted that recognizing the heritage of neighbourhoods throughout the City, both built heritage and
culture landscapes, and ensuring heritage is inclusive of all cultures is important.

• “The project should ensure that voices and perspectives that have been missing or inadequately
represented in past annals are heard, including Indigenous knowledge and narratives that connect with
the City and the Province.”

• There are many groups and individuals who are experts in the management, development and
protection of our heritage culture and it would be beneficial for the City to draw on this knowledge to
support decision-making.

27 98



A SUSTAINABLE CITY

What We Heard Summary
• Built heritage, including landscapes and the areas around heritage 

properties, are important.

• Intangible culture is important to residents.

• Heritage of neighbourhoods across the City should be recognized and 
heritage should be inclusive of the many cultures that have played an 
important role in the City.

• Strong guidelines and regulations are needed to protect heritage properties.

• Financial incentives are important in supporting the preservation and 
restoration of heritage properties. 

• Resources to raise awareness and teach about City heritage is important for 
all ages. A marketing and advertising strategy would also assist. 
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Next Steps

Release and Share 
What We Heard with 
Council

City staff to draft 
Heritage Plan and 
present to Council

Public consultation of 
draft Heritage Plan

Plan finalized and 
adopted by Council
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To Stay Informed
Follow the project page or sign up to receive notifications at EngageStJohns.ca
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City of St. John’s  PO Box 908  St. John’s, NL  Canada  A1C 5M2  www.stjohns.ca 

 
 
Title:       Sponsorship – SARSCENE 2023  
 
Date Prepared:  May 26, 2023   
 
Report To:    Special Meeting of Council     
 
Councillor and Role: Mayor Danny Breen, Governance & Strategic Priorities 
 
Ward:    N/A    
  

Decision/Direction Required: 
 
Provide sponsorship in the amount of $10,000 as a major sponsor to SARSCENE 2023 
conference.  
 
Discussion – Background and Current Status:  
 
SARSCENE is the largest national search and rescue (SAR) conference and expo where 
Canadian and International SAR professionals (Air, Ground, and Marine) gather to learn about 
new technologies, equipment, share ideas and experiences and discuss issues facing SAR. 
 
The event will be hosted at the Delta Hotel and Conference Centre in the heart of historic 
downtown St. John’s September 15-17, 2023, with SAR games taking place on September 
14th, at the Rotary Sunshien Park’s outdoor recreational facility.  Expected attendance is 400 
people. 
 
The conference is hosted by the Newfoundland and Labrador Search and Rescue Association 
(NLSARA). The City of St. John’s and St. John’s Regional Fire department partner with 
Association members in emergency management and lost persons response efforts annually. 
 
Key Considerations/Implications: 
 

1. Budget/Financial Implications: 

 Sponsorship request is $10,000  
 

2. Partners or Other Stakeholders:  

 City of St. John’s -Regional Fire Service 

 NL Search and Rescue Association 

 Government of NL – Department of Justice 

 Search and Rescue Volunteer Association of Canada 

 Public Safety Canada 
 

 

DECISION/DIRECTION NOTE 
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Decision/Direction Note  Page 2 
 

 

3. Alignment with Strategic Directions: 
 
An Effective City: Achieve service excellence though collaboration, innovation and 
moderinzation grounded in client needs. 
 
 

4. Alignment with Adopted Plans:  
 

5. Accessibility and Inclusion: 
 

6. Legal or Policy Implications:  
 

7. Privacy Implications: 
 

8. Engagement and Communications Considerations:  
 

9. Human Resource Implications:  
 

10. Procurement Implications:  
 

11. Information Technology Implications:  
 

12. Other Implications:  
 
Recommendation: 
That Council provide sponsorship in the amount of $10,000 to the host provider (NLSARA) of 
SARSCENE 2023 – Learning from the Past – Evolving for the Future.   
 
Prepared by: David Day  
Approved by:  
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Decision/Direction Note  Page 3 
 

 

Report Approval Details 

Document Title: Sponsorship SARSCENE 2023.docx 

Attachments:  

Final Approval Date: May 31, 2023 

 

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

Sherry Colford - May 26, 2023 - 11:20 AM 

No Signature - Task assigned to Kevin Breen was completed by workflow administrator 

Karen Chafe 

Kevin Breen - May 31, 2023 - 4:10 PM 
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City of St. John’s  PO Box 908  St. John’s, NL  Canada  A1C 5M2  www.stjohns.ca 

 
 
Title:       Installation of Security Fence on George Street Stage  
 
Date Prepared:  March 8, 2023   
 
Report To:    Regular Meeting of Council     
 
Councillor and Role: Councillor Sandy Hickman, Public Works 
 
Ward:    Ward 2    
  

Decision/Direction Required: 
 
A decision is required on proceeding with the installation of a 2.5m (8ft) high security fence on 
the existing George Street Stage. 
 
Discussion – Background and Current Status:  
 
The George Street stage is a City of St. John’s live performance facility located within a 2-
block long commercial street, George Street, extending from Queen Street to Becks Cove. It is 
situated in the downtown business core and primarily houses bars, pubs, and restaurants. The 
street is open to pedestrians only, from noon until the close of business. Vehicle traffic is 
permitted until noon daily. George Street serves as the venue for many indoor and outdoor 
music events and festivals, with most outdoor events occurring on the stage, located at the 
center of the street.  
 
In recent years, the stage has been subjected to a number of incidents of unauthorized 
access, infrastructure damage, overnight occupation and vandalism. These events typically 
occur when the stage is not in use. As a result, it has been requested that the City explore a 
means to secure the stage in such a manner as to provide an extra layer of security to the 
structure.  
 
It is proposed to erect security fencing around the perimeter of the stage that will allow 
designated service providers to easily remove and replace each fence panel before and after  
scheduled events. The ornamental fence will be similar to those surrounding the City’s outdoor 
pools at Bannerman Park and Bowring Park. The front of the stage will be made up of easily 
removable panels, that are to be stored under the stage during each event, and to be re-
installed upon completion of the event. The panels lock in place, to prevent its unauthorized 
removal. Side panels will be permanently installed. 
 

 
 
 
 

DECISION/DIRECTION NOTE 
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Decision/Direction Note  Page 2 
Installation of Security Fence on George Street Stage 
 

Key Considerations/Implications: 
 

1. Budget/Financial Implications: Material and installation cost is $24,744.00 + HST.  
 

2. Partners or Other Stakeholders:  George Street Association 
 

3. Alignment with Strategic Directions/Adopted Plans:  
 

 A Sustainable City 

 A Connected City 
 

4. Legal or Policy Implications:  
 

The installation of a security fence to restrict unauthorized access to city facilities is 
recommended to mitigate risk. 
 

5. Privacy Implications: N/A 
 

6. Engagement and Communications Considerations:  
 

Council’s previous direction on this matter was for staff to convene all stakeholders who 
provide services for our vulnerable residents downtown, and come up with 
recommendations on how to address their complex needs prior to any decision on stage 
fencing.  In February, the City covened a roundtable of multiple stakeholders and 
organizations to provide an indepth review of needs.  While the City has no jurisdiction 
or mandate to provide these services, a report with recommendations was produced 
and this report is currently under review by those stakeholders with a view to taking 
concrete actions to help our vulnerable citizens. The City will continue to push for 
concrete action to improve services. 
 

7. Human Resource Implications:  N/A 
 

8. Procurement Implications: Quotation obtained from current standing offer contract. 
 

9. Information Technology Implications: N/A 
 

10. Other Implications: N/A 
 
 
Recommendation: 
That Council directs staff to proceed with the installation of a 2.5m (8ft) high security fence on 
the George Street Stage.     
 
Prepared by: Leslie O’Brien, Manager, City Buildings 
Approved by: Kevin Breen, City Manager 
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Decision/Direction Note  Page 3 
Installation of Security Fence on George Street Stage 
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Decision/Direction Note  Page 4 
Installation of Security Fence on George Street Stage 
 

Report Approval Details 

Document Title: Installation of Security Fence on George Street Stage.docx 

Attachments:  

Final Approval Date: Mar 9, 2023 

 

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

Leslie O'Brien - Mar 9, 2023 - 11:56 AM 

Lynnann Winsor - Mar 9, 2023 - 1:48 PM 
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City of St. John’s  PO Box 908  St. John’s, NL  Canada  A1C 5M2  www.stjohns.ca 

 
 
Title:       20 Janeway Place, Approval, MPA2200005  
 
Date Prepared:  June 14, 2023   
 
Report To:    Regular Meeting of Council     
 
Councillor and Role: Councillor Ian Froude, Planning 
 
Ward:    Ward 2    
  

Decision/Direction Required: 
Following the public hearing, Council can proceed with the final steps in the amendment 
process for Envision St. John’s Municipal Plan Amendment Number 10, 2023, and Envision St. 
John’s Development Regulations Amendment Number 20, 2023, regarding an Apartment 
Building development at 20 Janeway Place.     
 
Discussion – Background and Current Status:  
The City has received an application from NL Housing to rezone land at 20 Janeway Place 
from the Open Space (O) Zone to the Apartment 1 (A1) Zone to accommodate a development 
of four 2-storey Apartment Buildings on the 12,445 square metre lot. Each building will contain 
8 dwelling units for a total of 32 units on the site. A Municipal Plan amendment is also required.  
 
The subject property is provincially owned, and is designated and zoned Open Space, 
however the lot is not a formal park area for recreational open space. It was the site of the 
helicopter landing pad for the former Janeway Children’s Hospital, which moved to Prince 
Philip Drive (the Health Sciences Centre) years ago. The applicant has proposed to rezone the 
site to A1 to accommodate the housing development. This is a Rapid Housing Initiative - 
National Housing Strategy project funded by the Canada Mortgage Housing Corporation 
(CHMC). The RHI provides funding for the rapid construction of affordable housing. An 
Apartment Building is a permitted use in the A1 Zone. A Municipal Plan amendment is 
required, but a St. John’s Urban Region Regional Plan amendment is not needed, as the 
property is designated regionally for Urban Development. 
 
At its April 25, 2023, regular meeting, Council adopted the amendments noted above and set 
May 16, 2023 for the Public Hearing. Objections to the amendment were received and the 
public hearing proceeded. The Commissioner’s Report is attached for Council’s consideration.  
 
The Commissioner recommended that Council approve the amendments. 

 
Staff agree with the Commissioner’s recommendations and further recommend that Council 
approve Envision St. John’s Municipal Plan Amendment Number 10, 2023 and Envision St. 
John’s Development Regulations Amendment Number 20, 2023, as adopted.  
 

DECISION/DIRECTION NOTE 
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Decision/Direction Note  Page 2 
20 Janeway Place, Approval, MPA2200005 
 

If the amendments are approved by Council, they will be forwarded to the NL Department of 
Municipal and Provincial Affairs for registration. This will conclude the municipal amendment 
process for this site.  
 
The Commissioner also made the following suggestions for Council’s consideration: 

 Fencing between properties: While property boundaries are not a planning issue or a 
rezoning issue, I would suggest reconsideration of fencing along the boundary between 
the project property and the back property line of the homes on Arnold’s Loop that do 
not have outside access to their backyards. 

 Communication with residents: As stated earlier, throughout the amendment process, a 
record of issues and responses has been available as these were incorporated into the 
evolving amendment documents. However, most members of the public are not 
conversant with these kinds of documents and may not have been aware that this 
information was publicly available. Directing enquiries to this information source might 
be a way to respond to enquiries when there are not enough resources to respond to 
each and every email, telephone and social media message/enquiry individually. This 
will ensure that the public can see that their issues have been received and considered. 

 Pleasantville as a balanced neighbourhood: The long-term plans for development of the 
whole area known as Pleasantville needs to be mindful of this planning principle given 
this opportunity to craft a connected, safe, friendly neighbourhood with a strong sense 
of community. 

 
With respect to a fence, Section 8.8(1)(b) of the Envision St. John’s Development Regulations 
requires parking lots outside of the Downtown Parking Area to have a 6-metre buffer from the 
street line, a 3-metre buffer from any lot line, and where abutting a residential use a 1.8-metre 
privacy fence, unless otherwise approved by Council. The purpose of requiring a fence is to 
reduce conflicts between uses (light, noise, visual appearance, and so on). In this case, 
residents on Arnold’s Loop are concerned about losing access to their rear yards if a fence is 
installed. Note, accessing their property through the rear does mean trespassing on property 
not owned by them. This becomes a civil matter between property owners and it is up to NL 
Housing whether they would allow access. However, Council does have the ability to exempt 
the fence requirement for the proposed development. This would not prevent either property 
owner from applying to instal a fence; it would just remove the requirement. It is recommended 
that, as per Section 8.8(1)(b), Council only require a 6-metre buffer from the street line and a 
3-metre buffer from the lot lines for the proposed development.  
 
Key Considerations/Implications: 
 

1. Budget/Financial Implications: Not applicable.  
 

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

3. Alignment with Strategic Directions: 
 

113



Decision/Direction Note  Page 3 
20 Janeway Place, Approval, MPA2200005 
 

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: 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 amendment proceed.  
 

6. Legal or Policy Implications: A map amendment to the St. John’s Municipal Plan and 
Development Regulations is required to consider the proposed development.  
 

7. Privacy Implications: Not applicable.  
 

8. Engagement and Communications Considerations: Not applicable.  
 

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 10, 2023 and Envision St. John’s Development Regulations Amendment Number 20, 
2023, as adopted, regarding land at 20 Janeway Place; and 
2) as per Section 8.8(1)(b), exempt the requirement of a 1.8-metre fence where the parking lot 
abuts a residential use for the proposed development at 20 Janeway Place.         
 
 
Prepared by: Ann-Marie Cashin, MCIP, Planner III 
Approved by: Ken O’Brien, MCIP, Chief Municipal Planner  
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Decision/Direction Note  Page 4 
20 Janeway Place, Approval, MPA2200005 
 

Report Approval Details 

Document Title: 20 Janeway Place, Approval, MPA2200005.docx 

Attachments: - 20 Janeway Place - Approval Attachments.pdf 

- CityofSt.Johns-Commissioner Report-MPA10-2023-DRA20-2023.pdf 

Final Approval Date: Jun 14, 2023 

 

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

Ken O'Brien - Jun 14, 2023 - 12:06 PM 

No Signature - Task assigned to Jason Sinyard was completed by workflow 

administrator Karen Chafe 

Jason Sinyard - Jun 14, 2023 - 12:16 PM 
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City of St. John’s Municipal Plan, 2021 

 

St. John’s Municipal Plan Amendment Number 10, 2023 

 

Open Space Land Use District to  
Residential Land Use District 

20 Janeway Place 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

June 2023 
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URBAN AND RURAL PLANNING ACT, 2000 

RESOLUTION TO ADOPT 

ST. JOHN’S Municipal Plan, 2021 

Amendment Number 10, 2023 

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 10, 2023. 

Adopted by the City Council of St. John’s on the 25th day of April, 2023. 

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 10, 2023 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 10, 2023 

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 10, 2023 on the 25th 

day of April, 2023; 

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

10, 2023 by way of an advertisement inserted in the Telegram newspaper on the 

29th day of April, 2023, on the 6th day of May, 2023, and the 13th day of May, 

2023; and 

3. Set the 16th day of May, 2023 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. 

 

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 10, 2023 on the 19th 

day of June, 2023 as was originally adopted. 

 

Signed and sealed this ____ day of ________________________. 

  

Mayor:  __________________________ 

   

Clerk:  __________________________ 

Town Seal 
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Canadian Institute of Planners Certification 

I certify that the attached City of St. John’s Municipal Plan Amendment Number 10, 2023 

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

Act, 2000. 

MCIP/FCIP:  ___________________________ 

 

  

MCIP/FCIP Stamp 
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CITY OF ST. JOHN’S 

Municipal Plan Amendment Number 10, 2023  

 
 
BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS 
 
Background 
The City wishes to allow an Apartment Building development at 20 Janeway Place. The 
proposed development will contain 4 two-storey Apartment Buildings, with each building 
containing 8 dwelling units for a total of 32 dwelling units on the site.  
 
The subject property is provincially owned and is designated and zoned Open Space. 
The property once contained a helicopter landing pad used by the former Janeway 
Children’s Hospital, before the hospital moved to the Health Sciences Centre. The 
landing pad is still visible on the site. The Open Space Zone was applied to provide a 
safety buffer of no development around the heli-pad. The lot is not a formal area of 
recreational open space. A handful of adjacent property owners have expanded beyond 
their property lines onto the open space area for gardens and parking spots, but these 
are illegal occupation of provincial land.   
 
The development will require the land to be redesignated to the Residential Land Use 
District and rezoned to the Apartment 1 (A1) Zone. Apartment Building is a Permitted 
Use in the A1 Zone. This proposed development is a Rapid Housing Initiative - National 
Housing Strategy project funded by the Canada Mortgage Housing Corporation 
(CHMC). NL Housing is the applicant and landowner. The RHI provides funding for the 
rapid construction of affordable housing. 
 
Land Use Report 
As per Section 4.9(2)(a) of the Envision St. John’s Development Regulations, a Land 
Use Report (LUR) is required for rezonings. However, under Section 4.9(3), where the 
scale or circumstances of the proposed development does not merit a full Land Use 
Report, Council may accept a staff report in lieu of one.  
 
The proposed development meets the City’s standards with respect to bicycle and 
vehicle parking, will be required to provide a stormwater chamber and exceeds the 
City’s landscape requirement. The minimum landscaping for Apartment Buildings in the 
A1 Zone is 35% and the applicant is proposing about 70% of the site will be 
landscaped. Some trees along Janeway Place will need to be removed to 
accommodate the development, but the City’s policies require that a minimum of 23 
trees will need to be incorporated into the development.   
 
The applicant has submitted good detail in a site plan, landscape plan, and renderings 
of the development, therefore staff recommend accepting a staff report in lieu of a Land 
Use Report. 
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Analysis 
There are a number of policies within the Envision St. John’s Municipal Plan that 
recommend accommodating development that will provide affordable housing options. 
Policy 4.1 recognizes that access to adequate and affordable housing is fundamental to 
quality of life and enables a range of housing to create diverse neighbourhoods. 
Further, Policy 4.1.1 requires to City to support implementing the City’s Affordable 
Housing Strategy 2019-2028.  Policy 4.1.3 supports the development of housing that is 
appropriate, accessible and affordable for low- and moderate-income households. The 
proposed development meets these policies.   
 
Policy 4.3.2 ensures that infill 
development complements the 
existing character of the area. 
The adjacent properties are 
primarily zoned A1 with some 
areas of Residential 2 (R2) along 
Janeway Place. The A1 Zone 
would be appropriate in this 
neighbourhood and the 
proposed development would 
increase affordable housing 
options.   
 
Therefore, the proposed 
Municipal Plan and Development 
Regulations amendments are 
recommended.    
 
PUBLIC CONSULTATION 
The proposed amendments were advertised on three occasions in The Telegram 
newspaper on February 18, February 25, and March 4, 2023. A notice of the 
amendments was also mailed to property owners within 150 metres of the application 
site and posted on the City’s website.  
 
The submissions received, including a petition, are included in Council’s March 21, 
2023 agenda package. While some responses were in favour of the project, there were 
a number of concerns raised by the neighbourhood. Their concerns are summarized 
below.   

• Loss of green space - It is evident that the neighbourhood has a strong 
attachment to the greenspace. While it is not recognized by the City as a formal 
park, many neighbours enjoy this space. This space is privately owned and any 
owner is permitted to request a rezoning. While the site will become developed if 
the amendment proceeds, it has been designed in a manner that maintains as 
much landscaping as possible (70% of the lot), and where possible there is a 
natural buffer between the residents on Arnold Loop and the new development.  
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• Development should occur on other vacant sites instead of this site – The 
applicant responded to this concern in the public meeting. They have selected 
this site because they own this site. They do not own the other site and do not 
wish to purchase other land at this time.  

• Contamination – Environmental Site Assessments are managed by the province. 
The applicant has advised that they have completed a Phase 1 Environment Site 
Assessment for the property and based on the information to date a Phase 2 
assessment is not required. It should also be noted that the site of the former 
Janeway Hospital is 40 Janeway Place. The subject property is a separate, 
adjacent parcel at 20 Janeway Place.  

• Stormwater – Some area residents have raised concerns that there are already 
water issues in the area and the development could enhance their issues. There 
is currently no stormwater infrastructure at the site, so runoff is not intercepted at 
all from this property now. When stormwater infrastructure is installed all runoff 
from this site will be captured on site and conveyed to the storm sewer below 
ground. No runoff will be directed to private property. It is possible that it may 
alleviate current drainage issues along Arnold Loop but it will certainly not 
exacerbate these issues. 

• Lack of balance within the neighbourhood – Neighbours raised concerns that 
there is a concentration of social services in the Pleasantville neighbourhood. 
The Pleasantville Redevelopment Plan created by the Canada Lands Company 
in 2009 envisioned this area as a mixed-use neighbourhood with a medium to 
high density residential component, and the current zoning reflects these uses. 
There is a variety of smaller Apartment Buildings, along with Townhouses, Semi-
Detached Dwellings and Single Detached Dwellings and some commercial uses. 
There is also a mix of condominiums/private ownership and dwellings owned by 
NL Housing. Staff believe that the neighbourhood is balanced, and Apartment 
Buildings are an appropriate use in this neighbourhood. It also meets the 
Municipal Plan policy to partner with other levels of government to achieve 
construction of affordable housing.  

• Traffic and parking concerns – Residents suggested that Janeway Place is too 
narrow to accommodate the development and not enough parking is provided. 
The development has been reviewed by the City’s Transportation Division and no 
concerns were raised. The development also meets that City’s requirements for 
off-street parking.  

• Increased rodents during development – If the development proceeds, the City 
will require the development to consult with a licensed rodent control professional 
if rodents/pests are found to be an issue during any stage of the development. 

• Reduced property values – Neighbouring property owners felt that the 
development will reduce their property values. Generally, new development does 
not cause adjacent property values to lower and in some cases may increase the 
value. Abandoned or derelict buildings may cause property values to lower. 
Residents have requested confirmation/studies to ensure that their property 
values will not decrease, however City does not have this type of studies or 
information available.   
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ST. JOHN’S URBAN REGION REGIONAL PLAN 
The proposed amendment is in line with the St. John’s Urban Region Regional Plan. 
The subject property is within the Urban Development designation of the Regional Plan. 
An amendment to the St. John’s Urban Region Regional Plan is not required. 
 
ST. JOHN’S MUNICIPAL PLAN AMENDMENT NUMBER 10, 2023 
The St. John’s Municipal Plan, 2021 is amended by: 
 

1. Redesignating land at 20 Janeway Place [Parcel ID# 47329] from the 
Open Space Land Use District to the Residential Land Use District as 
shown on Future Land Use Map P-1 attached. 
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CITY OF ST. JOHN'S
MUNICIPAL PLAN
Amendment No. 10, 2023

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

2023 03 15 Scale: 1:2500
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

20 JANEWAY PLACE
Parcel ID 47329

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 20, 2023 

 

 

Open Space (O) Zone to Apartment 1 (A1) Zone 
20 Janeway Place 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

June 2023 
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URBAN AND RURAL PLANNING ACT, 2000 

RESOLUTION TO ADOPT 

ST. JOHN’S Development Regulations, 2021 

Amendment Number 20, 2023 

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 20, 2023. 

Adopted by the City Council of St. John’s on the 25th day of April, 2023. 

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 20, 

2023 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 20, 2023 

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 20, 2023 

on the 25th day of April, 2023; 

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

Amendment Number 20, 2023 by way of an advertisement inserted in the 

Telegram newspaper on the 29th day of April, 2023, on the 6th day of May, 2023, 

and the 13th day of May, 2023; and 

3. Set the 16th day of May, 2023 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. 

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 20, 2023 

on the 19th day of June, 2023 as was originally adopted. 

 

Signed and sealed this ____ day of ________________________. 

  

Mayor:  __________________________ 

   

Clerk:  __________________________ 

Town Seal 

 

 

 

 

128



Canadian Institute of Planners Certification 

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

Number 20, 2023 has been prepared in accordance with the requirements of the Urban 

and Rural Planning Act, 2000. 

MCIP/FCIP:  ___________________________ 

 

 

 

 

  

MCIP/FCIP Stamp 
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CITY OF ST. JOHN’S 

Development Regulations Amendment Number 20, 2023 

 
 
BACKGROUND 
The City wishes to allow an Apartment Building development at 20 Janeway Place. The 
proposed development will contain 4 two-storey Apartment Buildings with each building 
will contain 8 dwelling units, for a total of 32 dwelling units on the site.  
 
The subject property is provincially owned and is designated and zoned Open Space. 
The property once contained a helicopter landing pad used by the former Janeway 
Children’s Hospital, before the hospital moved to the Health Sciences Centre. The 
landing pad is still visible on the site. The Open Space Zone was applied to provide a 
safety buffer of no development around the heli-pad. The lot is not a formal area of 
recreational open space. A handful of adjacent property owners have expanded beyond 
their property lines onto the open space area for gardens and parking spots, but these 
are illegal occupation of provincial land.   
 
The development will require the land to be redesignated to the Residential Land Use 
District and rezoned to the Apartment 1 (A1) Zone. Apartment Building is a Permitted 
Use in the A1 Zone. This proposed development is a Rapid Housing Initiative - National 
Housing Strategy project funded by the Canada Mortgage Housing Corporation 
(CHMC). NL Housing is the applicant and land owner. The RHI provides funding for the 
rapid construction of affordable housing. 
 
This amendment implements St. John’s Municipal Plan Amendment 10, 2023, which is 
being processed concurrently. 
 
PUBLIC CONSULTATION 
The proposed amendments were advertised on three occasions in The Telegram 
newspaper on February 18, February 25, and March 4, 2023. A notice of the 
amendments was also mailed to property owners within 150 metres of the application 
site and posted on the City’s website.  
 
The submissions received, including a petition, are included in Council’s March 21, 
2023 agenda package. While some responses were in favour of the project, there were 
a number of concerns raised by the neighbourhood. Their concerns are summarized 
below.   

• Loss of green space - It is evident that the neighbourhood has a strong 
attachment to the greenspace. While it is not recognized by the City as a formal 
park, many neighbours enjoy this space. This space is privately owned and any 
owner is permitted to request a rezoning. While the site will become developed if 
the amendment proceeds, it has been designed in a manner that maintains as 
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much landscaping as possible (70% of the lot), and where possible there is a 
natural buffer between the residents on Arnold Loop and the new development.  

• Development should occur on other vacant sites instead of this site – The 
applicant responded to this concern in the public meeting. They have selected 
this site because they own this site. They do not own the other site and do not 
wish to purchase other land at this time.  

• Contamination – Environmental Site Assessments are managed by the province. 
The applicant has advised that they have completed a Phase 1 Environment Site 
Assessment for the property and based on the information to date a Phase 2 
assessment is not required. It should also be noted that the site of the former 
Janeway Hospital is 40 Janeway Place. The subject property is a separate, 
adjacent parcel at 20 Janeway Place.  

• Stormwater – Some area residents have raised concerns that there are already 
water issues in the area and the development could enhance their issues. There 
is currently no stormwater infrastructure at the site, so runoff is not intercepted at 
all from this property now. When stormwater infrastructure is installed all runoff 
from this site will be captured on site and conveyed to the storm sewer below 
ground. No runoff will be directed to private property. It is possible that it may 
alleviate current drainage issues along Arnold Loop but it will certainly not 
exacerbate these issues. 

• Lack of balance within the neighbourhood – Neighbours raised concerns that 
there is a concentration of social services in the Pleasantville neighbourhood. 
The Pleasantville Redevelopment Plan created by the Canada Lands Company 
in 2009 envisioned this area as a mixed-use neighbourhood with a medium to 
high density residential component, and the current zoning reflects these uses. 
There is a variety of smaller Apartment Buildings, along with Townhouses, Semi-
Detached Dwellings and Single Detached Dwellings and some commercial uses. 
There is also a mix of condominiums/private ownership and dwellings owned by 
NL Housing. Staff believe that the neighbourhood is balanced, and Apartment 
Buildings are an appropriate use in this neighbourhood. It also meets the 
Municipal Plan policy to partner with other levels of government to achieve 
construction of affordable housing.  

• Traffic and parking concerns – Residents suggested that Janeway Place is too 
narrow to accommodate the development and not enough parking is provided. 
The development has been reviewed by the City’s Transportation Division and no 
concerns were raised. The development also meets that City’s requirements for 
off-street parking.  

• Increased rodents during development – If the development proceeds, the City 
will require the development to consult with a licensed rodent control professional 
if rodents/pests are found to be an issue during any stage of the development. 

• Reduced property values – Neighbouring property owners felt that the 
development will reduce their property values. Generally, new development does 
not cause adjacent property values to lower and in some cases may increase the 
value. Abandoned or derelict buildings may cause property values to lower. 
Residents have requested confirmation/studies to ensure that their property 
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values will not decrease, however City does not have this type of studies or 
information available.   

 
ST. JOHN’S URBAN REGION REGIONAL PLAN 
The proposed amendment is in line with the St. John’s Urban Region Regional Plan. 
The subject property is within the Urban Development designation of the Regional Plan. 
An amendment to the St. John’s Urban Region Regional Plan is not required. 

 
ST. JOHN’S DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS AMENDMENT NUMBER 20, 2023 
The St. John’s Development Regulations, 2021 is amended by: 

1. Rezoning land at 20 Janeway Place [Parcel ID# 47329] from the Open Space 
(O) Zone to the Apartment 1 (A1) Zone as shown on City of St. John’s Zoning 
Map attached. 
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CITY OF ST. JOHN'S
DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS
Amendment No. 20, 2023

AREA PROPOSED TO BE REZONED FROM
OPEN SPACE (O) LAND USE ZONE TO
APARTMENT 1 (A1) LAND USE ZONE

20 JANEWAY PLACE
Parcel ID 47329

2023 03 15   Scale: 1:2500
City of St. John's
Department of Planning, Development
& Regulatory Services

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

Provincial Registration

Mayor

City Clerk

Council Adoption

M.C.I.P. signature and seal
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1.0 Introduction  
 

The City of St. John’s Envision Municipal Plan Amendment No. 10, 2023 and Envision 

Development Regulations Amendment No. 20, 2023 are subject to the amendment process 

outlined in Sections 14-25 of the Urban and Rural Planning Act, 2000 (the Act).  

This Public Hearing process was initiated by the City of St. John’s subsequent to receiving the 

‘letter of release’ from Section 15 review as per correspondence: COR/202300499 which can be 

found in Appendix A.  

 

1.1  The Issue  

The issue for the Public Hearing was whether or not the following two amendments should be 

approved. The purpose of the amendments are:  

• Envision St. John’s Municipal Plan (Amendment Number 10, 2022)   

Redesignate land at 20 Janeway Place [Parcel ID#47329] from the Open Space 
Land Use District to the residential Land Use District;   

 

• Envision St. John’s Development Regulations (Amendment Number 20, 2022)   

Rezone land at 20 Janeway Place [Parcel ID#47329] from the Open Space Zone 
to the Apartment 1 (A1) Zone;   

 

This redesignation and rezoning of 20 Janeway Place is in response to an application to allow for 

a  housing development undertaken by Newfoundland and Labrador Housing (NLHC) that is a 

Rapid Housing Initiative under the National Housing Strategy and funded by the Canada 

Mortgage Housing Corporation. The proposed housing will consist of four two-storey apartment 

buildings on the 12,445 square-metre lot.  Each apartment building will contain eight units for a 

total count of 32 dwelling units.  

 

1.2 Notification of Public Hearing   

The Public Hearing was scheduled for 7 p.m. on Tuesday, May 16, 2023 and held in the Fornan 

Room at City Hall, City of St. John’s.  

The public was invited to submit written submissions prior to the physical Public Hearing and 

also invited to attend the Public Hearing in person or attend via ZOOM and provide comments 

in the ‘chat’ function of ZOOM.  

The verbal and written submissions made prior to and during and after (deadline extended to 

May 19, 2023) this Public Hearing process are considered as part of this report. 
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Notification of the Public Hearing was undertaken by the City of St. John’s staff according the 

requirements of the Urban and Rural Planning Act, 2000 (refer to Appendix C) and included:  

• advertised in the April 29, May 6 and May 13, 2023 editions of The Telegram.  

• Publication on the City of St. John’s website 

(https://www.stjohns.ca/https://www.engagestjohns.ca/20-janeway-place 

The Engage St. John’s Planning and Development page provided transparency regarding 

the full process for the amendments under the Urban and Rural Act, 2000, as follows: 

The media were advised of the date, time, location, and purpose of the Public Hearing.  

 

2.0 Background  

 2.1  The Application  

The process leading to the Public Hearing  was triggered when the City received an application 

from Newfoundland and Labrador Housing to rezone land at 20 Janeway Place from the Open 

Space (O) Zone to the Apartment 1 (A1) Zone to accommodate a development of four 2-storey 

Apartment Buildings on the 12,445 square metre lot. Each building will contain 8 dwelling units 

for a total of 32 units on the site. A Municipal Plan amendment is also required. 

 

The subject property is owned by the Provincial Governments and is designated and zoned 

Open Space as a buffer for the former helicopter landing pad for the former Janeway Children’s 

Hospital. The hospital was moved to Prince Philip Drive (the Health Sciences Centre) years ago 

and the site of the hospital and landing pad 

have been vacant since the structures were 

removed.  

 

The applicant has proposed to rezone 

The Open Space (O) portion of the  site to 

Apartment (A1) to accommodate the housing 

development.  

 

This is a Rapid Housing Initiative - National 

Housing Strategy project funded by the Canada 

Mortgage Housing Corporation (CHMC). The RHI 

provides funding for the rapid construction of 

affordable housing. An Apartment Building is a 

permitted use in the A1 Zone. A Municipal Plan amendment is required, but a St. John’s Urban 

Region Regional Plan amendment is not needed, as the property is designated regionally for 

Urban Development. Details on the proposed development and analysis are contained in the 

attached documents found in Appendix D. 
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2.2  The Review Processes  

The following provides an overview of the public consultation activity related to the processing 

of the application for rezoning 20 Janeway Place.    

2.2.1 Public Consultation and Public Meeting 

 

These amendment completed the Section 14 public consultation requirements. A summary of 

issues raised in public consultations is provided below as provided in the Amendment 

documents (refer to Appendix D).  The submissions received, including a petition, were included 

in Council’s March 21, 2023 agenda package. 

 

In the initial Public Consultation, the proposed amendments were advertised on three 

occasions in The Telegram newspaper on February 18, February 25, and March 4, 2023. A 

notice of the amendments was also mailed to property owners within 150 metres of the 

application site and posted on the City’s website.  

 

While some responses were in favour of the project, there were a number of concerns raised by 

the neighbourhood. The concerns expressed at the public consultation stage are listed below 

and comments provided by City staff and NLHC to address these concerns are also provided: 

 

Issue #1: Loss of green space - It is evident that the neighbourhood has a strong attachment to 

the greenspace 

Response #1: While it is not recognized by the City as a formal park, many neighbours enjoy this 

space. This space is privately owned and any owner is permitted to request a rezoning. While 

the site will become developed if the amendment proceeds, it has been designed in a manner 

that maintains as much landscaping as possible (65% of the lot), and where possible there is a 

natural buffer between the residents on Arnold Loop and the new development 

Issue #2: Development should occur on other vacant sites instead of this site 

Response #2: The applicant responded to this concern in the public meeting. They have 

selected this site because they own this site. They do not own the other site and do not wish to 

purchase other land at this time. 

Issue #3: Contamination  

Response #3: Environmental Site Assessments are managed by the province. The applicant has 

advised that they have completed a Phase 1 Environment Site Assessment for the property and 

based on the information to date a Phase 2 assessment is not required. It should also be noted 

that the site of the former Janeway Hospital is 40 Janeway Place. The subject property is a 

separate, adjacent parcel at 20 Janeway Place. 

Issue #4: Stormwater – Some area residents have raised concerns that there are already water 

issues in the area and the development could enhance their issues  
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Response #4: There is currently no stormwater infrastructure at the site, so runoff is not 

intercepted at all from this property now. When stormwater infrastructure is installed all runoff 

from this site will be captured on site and conveyed to the storm sewer below ground. No 

runoff will be directed to private property. It is possible that it may alleviate current drainage 

issues along Arnold Loop but it will certainly not exacerbate these issues. 

Issue #5: Lack of balance within the neighbourhood  

Response #5: Neighbours raised concerns that there is a concentration of social services in the 

Pleasantville neighbourhood. The Pleasantville Redevelopment Plan created by the Canada 

Lands Company in 2009 envisioned this area as a mixed-use neighbourhood with a medium to 

high density residential component, and the current zoning reflects these uses. There is a 

variety of smaller Apartment Buildings, along with Townhouses, Semi-Detached Dwellings and 

Single Detached Dwellings and some commercial uses. There is also a mix of 

condominiums/private ownership and dwellings owned by NL Housing.  

Response #5: Staff believe that the neighbourhood is balanced, and Apartment Buildings are an 

appropriate use in this neighbourhood. It also meets the Municipal Plan policy to partner with 

other levels of government to achieve construction of affordable housing. 

Issue #6: Traffic and parking concerns – Residents suggested that Janeway Place is too narrow 

to accommodate the development and not enough parking is provided.  

Response #6: The development has been reviewed by the City’s Transportation Division and no 

concerns were raised. The development also meets that City’s requirements for off-street 

parking. 

Issue #7 Increased rodents during development 

Response #8: If the development proceeds, the City will require the development to consult 

with a licensed rodent control professional if rodents/pests are found to be an issue during any 

stage of the development. 

Issue #7: Reduced property values  

Response #9: Neighbouring property owners felt that the development will reduce their 

property values. Generally, new development does not cause adjacent property values to lower 

and in some cases may increase the value. Abandoned or derelict buildings may cause property 

values to lower. Residents have requested confirmation/studies to ensure that their property 

values will not decrease, however City does not have this type of studies or information 

available. 

 

A Public Meeting was held on March 7, 2023 at the Fornan Room, City Hall and ZOOM 

participation was made available). A report was prepared and it can be found in the publicly 

available Amendment documents (refer to Appendix D). The summary lists the 15 issues that 

were raised and the responses provided at the meeting.  These included questions regarding 

the planning process as well as the issues listed above.  
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2.2.2 Section 15 submission 

 

The results of the public consultation, public meeting were presented for Council consideration.  

At its regular meeting on March 21, 2023, Council voted to proceed with the proposed 

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

release them, as per Section 15 of the Act. The City of St. John’ received a ‘letter of release’ 

from Section 15 review as per correspondence: COR/202300499 (Appendix A).  

 

2.2.3 Section 15 release and Council Adoption of Amendments 

 

At the Regular Meeting of the St. John’s Municipal Council (‘Council’) held on April 25, 2023, 

Council adopted the amendments (as per Section 16) and appointed me as the Commissioner 

to conduct a Public Hearing as per Section 19 (1) (refer Appendix B for letter of confirmation of 

appointment).  

 

The process for the Public Hearing is set out in Sections 18-23 of the Act and includes with the 

following duties set out in Sections 21(2) and 22(1) which state that the Commissioner is to ‘[...] 
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hear objections and representations orally or in writing [...]’ and, subsequently, to submit a 

written report on the public hearing including recommendations arising from the hearing.  

The report will contain recommendations with respect to proposed amendments to both the 

Envision St. John’s Municipal Plan, Amendment No. 10, 2022 and Envision St. John’s 

Development Regulations, Amendment No. 20, 2022.  

The Public Hearing was scheduled for 7 p.m. on Tuesday, May 16, 2023 in the Fornan Room at 

City Hall, City of St. John’s.  

 

3.0 The Public Hearing 
 

3.1 Written Submissions Received for Public Hearing 

There were 15 written submissions, of which (two were identical) and four were separate 

submissions by the same individual; as well, there was a petition submitted with 47 signatures  

as part of the Notice for the Public Hearing process. The submissions and petitions can be 

found in Appendix E.  

Most of the submissions noted opposition to the proposed rezoning overall, or aspects of the 

proposed development; but there were several that were in support of the project.  

Overall, the issues raised in the submissions and the petition and correspondence could be 

categorized into the following topic areas related to the redesignation/rezoning application: 

1. Reduced property values;   

2. Reduced quality of life through removal of natural space and generally more noise and 

activity the area; 

3. Reduced natural aesthetic of the area; 

4. Exposure to asbestos contamination from mishandled demotion of the former 

Janeway Hospital; 

5. Impacts to wildlife in the area; reduction in habitat with loss of open space; 

6. Disturbance of rodent populations during construction activities pushing them to 

properties on Arnold Loop; 

7. Use of Ward 2 and Pleasantville rea as a catch for social service leading to a lack of 

balance in the neighbourhood and its residents over time; 

8. Denied or restricted access to backyards of Arnold Loop properties backing onto 20 

Janeway Place: historically access has been possible in this area. 
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3.2  The Public Hearing   

The Public Hearing was convened, as planned, on  Tuesday, May 16, 2023 at 7 p.m. There were 

about 25 interested persons in attendance (at any given time), two individuals on the ZOOM 

connection; and, three City staff, two representatives of the applicant NLHC. Assistance at the 

meeting was provided by  City staff.  

In the introductory comments I made at the outset of the Public Hearing included introducing 

myself and stressing my independent role and introducing the City staff and representatives from 

Newfoundland and Labrador Housing who were in attendance as support for the hearing and to 

answer questions for the audience. I explained the process to be undertaken during the hearing, 

i.e. presentation of the application by City staff, presentation on behalf of the applicant, and my 

intent to hear comments/questions from any in attendance who desired to express their support 

or objections/concerns regarding the amendments under consideration.  I stressed my role for the 

evening as a ‘listener’ to understand and record the comments made during the evening and that 

the Commissioners Report would be based on consideration of these comments.  I also indicated 

that I would extend the deadline for submissions to Friday May 19, 2023. I also noted that names 

would not be recorded or become part of the publicly available reports.: 

As part of the introduction, City staff from the Planning, Engineering and Regulatory Services 

Department presented the proposed amendments to the Envision St. John’s Municipal Plan and 

St. John's Development Regulations in relation to 20 Janeway Place. Generally, Ms. Cashin 

provided the following overview: The City received an application from NL Housing to rezone 

land at 20 Janeway Place from the Open Space (O) Zone to the Apartment 1 (A1) Zone to 

accommodate a development of four 2-storey Apartment Buildings on the 12,445 square metre 

lot. Each building will contain 8 dwelling units for a total of 32 units on the site. A Municipal 

Plan amendment is also required. The subject property is provincially owned, and is designated 

and zoned Open Space, however the lot is not a formal park area for recreational open space. It 

was the site of the helicopter landing pad for the former Janeway Children’s Hospital, which 

moved to Prince Philip Drive (the Health Sciences Centre) years ago.  

The applicant has proposed to rezone the site to A1 to accommodate the housing development. 

This is a Rapid Housing Initiative -National Housing Strategy project funded by the Canada 

Mortgage Housing Corporation (CHMC). The RHI provides funding for the rapid construction of 

affordable housing. An Apartment Building is a permitted use in the A1 Zone. A Municipal Plan 

amendment is required, but a St. John’s Urban Region Regional Plan amendment is not needed, 

as the property is designated regionally for Urban Development.    

Finally, an overview was provided of the next steps following the public hearing. The 

Commissioner would prepare a report to Council with recommendations within 30 days. The 

authority lies with Council to accept or reject the recommendations and approve or reject the 

amendments. If the amendments were approved, then they are registered by the provincial 

government and come into effect when published in the Newfoundland and Labrador Gazette. 
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3.3 Presentations by those in Attendance at Public Hearing 

The attendees at the Public Hearing reiterated many of the same issues stated in the Public 

Hearing correspondence summarized in above in 3.1.  Most of these issues were raised in the 

Public consultation and Public meeting records as summarized in 2.2 and they were addressed 

by the City in the amendment documents in Appendix D which are all available to the public as 

part of the planning process.  

The following comments are a record of the issues raised by attendees, and responses regarding 

explanation or  mitigation provided by NLHC and City staff at the Public Hearing on May 16, 

2023 (they do not represent the thoughts of the Commissioner): 

1. Question regarding analysis of potential reduced property values: 

• The City does not undertake such studies for development proposals; 

2. Loss of Open Space: need green space and walkways in neighbourhood; 

• The Open Space designation was made as a buffer for the former helicopter pad for the 

former Janeway Hospital;  

3. Exposure to asbestos contamination from mishandled demotion of the former Janeway 

Hospital; 

• CMCH will adhere to provincial government regulations regarding this issue; 

4. Disturbance of rodent populations during construction activities pushing them to properties on 

Arnold Loop; 

• There will be a Rodent Management Plan as part of the development; 

5. Concern regarding preponderance of social housing and related services in Pleasantville:  

• Creates a lack of balance in the neighbourhood and its residents over time;  

• What are the long-term plans of the Canada Lands Corporation for adjacent properties?  

• Do not want Buckmaster Circle situation created in Pleasantville; 

6. Denied or restricted access to Arnold Loop properties backing onto 20 Janeway Place: 

historically access has been possible in this area. 

• Request for an access to backyards of properties on Arnold’s Loop where property 

owners without side yards can only access the backyards through the house;   

• If a fence is constructed at the property line (which doesn’t exist now), then the casual 

access currently enjoyed by property owners will be blocked; 

• Note that technically this is a civil matter between property owners and not a planning 

issue; 

7. Question regarding adequacy of 3-metre landscaped buffer between end of parking lot on 

proposed development and rear boundary of existing properties: 

• This meets the standard requirement in the Envision Development Regulations; 

• Overall, NLHC is providing more landscaping than the minimum requirement of the 

City; Note that 65% of the site will be open space; 

8. Changes to the Development Plan after the Public Consultation: 

• The design was changed to ensure that access into the buildings would be from the 

parking lots only and not from adjacent public streets. This was achieved by 

changing/removing patio doors and location of entrances; 
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9. Questions regarding a traffic study:  Given the increase of vehicles from the development, 

was a traffic study completed? 

• In the internal review undertaken by City staff, the traffic engineers deemed the traffic 

associated with the development to be within acceptable City standards; 

10. Question regarding Parking: number of parking spaces on-site and whether there would be 

any spill-over into the area of Janeway Place where there is a parking issue; 

• Project meets the Envision Development Regulations requirements for parking; 

11. Questions regarding whether other sites were considered for this project. 

• City and NLHC responded regarding specific locations elsewhere in the City; 

• As timing was important regarding funding and this site was owned by the Provincial 

Government, this location was selected. 

12. Communication gap: Residents indicated that their emails and letters were not answered; 

receipt was acknowledged but issues not answered; 

• City indicated that information was made available on the project page on the City 

website; 

• Note that the issues raised and addressed  in the Public consultations were summarized 

in the Adopted Amendment documents that are the subject of the Public Hearing; 

13. Question regarding stormwater: whether project would exacerbate current issues in the 

area:   

• The stormwater management details in the development plans meet the City 

requirement under current policy; 

Overall the representations from the public were respectful and orderly; however, there was one 

individual who started to disparage the concerns raised by other participants. As Commissioner, I 

instructed this individual to address comments to me and to restrict the commentary to the 

subject of the Public Hearing and reminded the audience of the need to retain the respectful 

environment of the hearing. 

 

4.0 Considerations   
 

In reaching a conclusion on the merits of the proposed amendments, Your Commissioner 

considered the following information.   

 

4.1  Consistency with the Envision St. John’s Municipal Plan  

As per Section 4.9(2)(a) of the Envision St. John’s Development Regulations, a Land Use Report 

(LUR) is required for rezonings. However, under Section 4.9(3), where the scale or 

circumstances of the proposed development does not merit a full Land Use Report, Council may 

accept a staff report in lieu of one. 
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As summarized in the Municipal Plan Amendment Number 10, 2023 document, this proposed 

development is consistent with the policies of the Envision St. John’s Municipal Plan regarding 

accommodating development that will provide affordable housing options, as follows: 

• Policy 4.1 recognizes that access to adequate and affordable housing is fundamental to 

quality of life and enables a range of housing to create diverse neighbourhoods.  

• Policy 4.1.1 requires to City to support implementing the City’s Affordable Housing 

Strategy 2019-2028.  

• Policy 4.1.3 supports the development of housing that is appropriate, accessible and 

affordable for low- and moderate-income households.  

• Policy 4.3.2 ensures that infill development complements the existing character of the 

area. The adjacent properties are primarily zoned A1 with some areas of Residential 2 (R2) 

along Janeway Place. The A1 Zone would be appropriate in this neighbourhood and the 

proposed development would increase affordable housing options.  

The proposed development is in conformance with these policies. 

4.2  Envision St. John’s Development Regulations  

According to the evaluation for by the City of St. John’s staff, the layout submitted by 

Newfoundland and Labrador Housing meets the requirements of the Envision St. John’s 

Development Regulations.  This was stated in the summary of the Public Consultation meeting 

which was appended to the Development Regulation Amendment No. 20, 2023 and made 

available as a public document when it was adopted by City Council on April 25, 2023.  

 

4.3 Evaluation 

From a land use planning perspective, the development proposal is in conformance with the 

policies of the Envision Municipal Plan. This development supports the direction in the Envision 

St. John’s Municipal Plan around increasing the affordable housing stock and aligns with the 

City’s efforts as per its affordable housing strategy. The detailed development proposal meets 

the requirements of the Envision Development Regulations 

 

The amendment process undertaken by the City of St. John’s meets the requirements of the 

Urban and Rural Planning Act, 2000 with regard to the size, structure and complexity of 

planning and policy issues related to the proposed development.  

 

The issues raised in the Public Hearing were concerns that were previously raised in the public 

consultations and public meeting. These were addressed at these sessions and the comments 

were recorded in the reports that that were made publicly available at each step of the process. 

The responses adequately address the questions and issues raised. It is my conclusion, that the 

technical issues related to this project will be adequately addressed by the City of St. John’s 

through the conditions to the development and requirements for the construction of services 

and infrastructure according to City standards and best practices.  
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However, I would make the following suggestions for consideration: 

• Fencing between properties: While property boundaries are not a planning issue or a 

rezoning issue, I would suggest reconsideration of fencing along the boundary between 

the project property and the back property line of the homes on Arnold’s Loop that do 

not have outside access to their backyards.  

 

• Communication with residents: As stated earlier, throughout the amendment process, a 

record of issues and responses has been available as these were incorporated into the 

evolving amendment documents. However, most members of the public are not 

conversant with these kinds of documents and may not have been aware that this 

information was publicly available.  Directing enquiries to this information source might 

be a way to respond to enquiries when there are not enough resources to respond to 

each and every email, telephone and social media message/enquiry individually. This 

will ensure that the public can see that their issues have been received and considered.   

 

• Pleasantville as a balanced neighbourhood:  The long-term plans for development of 

the whole area known as Pleasantville needs to be mindful of this planning principle 

given this opportunity to craft a connected, safe, friendly neighbourhood with a strong 

sense of community.  

5.0 Recommendations  
Based on the foregoing considerations, I recommend the following:  

Approval of the Envision St. John’s Municipal Plan Amendment Number 10, 2023  

To redesignate land at 20 Janeway Place [Parcel ID#47329] from the Open 
Space Land Use District to the residential Land Use District   

 

Approval of the Envision St. John’s Development Regulations Amendment Number 20, 2023  

To rezone land at 20 Janeway Place [Parcel ID#47329] from the Open Space Zone to the 

Apartment 1 (A1) Zone 

 

 

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED THIS 11TH  DAY OF JUNE 2023  

                                                               

       

 

Anna Myers, MCIP 

Commissioner  
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Appendix A: Letter of Release from Section 15 Review 

under Urban & Rural Planning Act, 2000 
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City of St. John’s webpage – May 3 
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Full Project History on City Planning and Development site of City webpage 
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