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Minutes of Regular Meeting - City Council 

Council Chamber, 4th Floor, City Hall 

 

March 17, 2020, 3:00 p.m. 

 

Present: Mayor Danny Breen 

Deputy Mayor Sheilagh O'Leary 

Councillor Maggie Burton 

Councillor Sandy Hickman 

Councillor Debbie Hanlon 

Councillor Deanne Stapleton 

Councillor Hope Jamieson 

Councillor Jamie Korab 

Councillor Ian Froude 

Councillor Wally Collins 

  

Regrets: Councillor Dave Lane 

  

Staff: Kevin Breen, City Manager 

Jason Sinyard, Deputy City Manager of Planning, Engineering & 

Regulatory Services 

Cheryl Mullett, City Solicitor 

Elaine Henley, City Clerk 

Maureen Harvey, 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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1. CALL TO ORDER 

2. PROCLAMATIONS/PRESENTATIONS 

3. APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA 

3.1 Adoption of Agenda 

SJMC-R-2020-03-17/143 

Moved By Councillor Collins 

Seconded By Councillor Stapleton 

That the Agenda be adopted as presented. 

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

Councillor Hanlon, Councillor Stapleton, Councillor Jamieson, Councillor Korab, 

Councillor Froude, and Councillor Collins 

MOTION CARRIED (10 to 0) 

 

4. ADOPTION OF THE MINUTES 

4.1 Adoption of Minutes - March 9, 2020 

SJMC-R-2020-03-17/144 

Moved By Councillor Korab 

Seconded By Councillor Froude 

That the Minutes of the Regular Meeting held March 9, 2020 be adopted 

as presented. 

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

Councillor Hanlon, Councillor Stapleton, Councillor Jamieson, Councillor Korab, 

Councillor Froude, and Councillor Collins 

MOTION CARRIED (10 to 0) 

 

5. BUSINESS ARISING FROM THE MINUTES 

5.1         Parks By-Law (Amendment No. 1-2020) 

Amendment to Parks By-Law to allow use of canoes, kayaks and 

paddleboards on Quidi Vidi Lake on the weekends from June to 

September. 
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SJMC-R-2020-03-17/145 

Moved By Councillor Hickman 

Seconded By Councillor Collins 

That the Parks By-Law amendment be deferred 

For (4): Councillor Hickman, Councillor Hanlon, Councillor Froude, and Councillor 

Collins 

Against (6): Mayor Breen, Deputy Mayor O'Leary, Councillor Burton, Councillor 

Stapleton, Councillor Jamieson, and Councillor Korab 

MOTION LOST (4 to 6) 

 

SJMC-R-2020-03-17/146 

Moved By Councillor Jamieson 

Seconded By Councillor Collins 

That Council approve St. John's Parks (Amendment No. 1-2020) By-Law 

which provides for the following: 

The following is added to the St. John’s Parks By-Law as section 11.1: 

“11.1 Notwithstanding section 11, persons may operate canoes, kayaks 

and paddle boards on Quidi Vidi Lake from 12 noon on Saturdays to 6:00 

p.m. on Sundays during the months of June through September, inclusive, 

without the permission of the Regatta Committee 

For (8): Mayor Breen, Deputy Mayor O'Leary, Councillor Burton, Councillor Hanlon, 

Councillor Stapleton, Councillor Jamieson, Councillor Korab, and Councillor Froude 

Against (2): Councillor Hickman, and Councillor Collins 

MOTION CARRIED (8 to 2) 

 

6. NOTICES PUBLISHED 

6.1         Notices Published for the week of March 17, 2020 

1. 161 Sugarloaf Road - Rural (R) Zone - Ward 2 

Application 

An Extension to Non-Conforming Use application has been 

submitted requesting permission to add an extension to the 

dwelling and to construct an accessory building. 
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Description 

The total proposed floor area of the extension is 26.9m2. The 

existing dwelling has a floor area of 62.8m2. The proposed 

accessory building will have a floor area of 44.6m2. 

SJMC-R-2020-03-17/147 

Moved By Councillor Jamieson 

Seconded By Councillor Collins 

That Council approve the application for a non-conforming use 

regarding an extension to the dwelling and approval to construct an 

accessory building at 161 Sugarloaf Road be approved subject to 

all applicable City requirements. 

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

Councillor Hanlon, Councillor Stapleton, Councillor Jamieson, Councillor Korab, 

Councillor Froude, and Councillor Collins 

MOTION CARRIED (10 to 0) 

 

2. 109 Winslow Street - Residential Low Density (R1) Zone - Ward 

3 

Application 

A Discretionary Use application has been submitted for a Home 

Occupation for Yana Wellness at 109 Winslow Street. 

Description 

The business is a holistic healing program for mental health and 

addictions using such practices as Emotional Freedom Technique 

(EFT) Tapping, Reiki, Cognitive Based Therapy and Dialectical 

Based Therapy. Clients will be seen from 12 – 4 p.m. daily with 1 

client per session and 15-30 minutes between sessions. The 

applicant will be the sole employee. On-site parking is not provided. 

8 submissions received 

SJMC-R-2020-03-17/148 

Moved By Councillor Korab 

Seconded By Councillor Froude 

That Council approve the Discretionary Use application for a Home 

Occupation for Yana Wellness at 109 Winslow Street subject to all 

applicable City requirements. 
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For (10): Mayor Breen, Deputy Mayor O'Leary, Councillor Burton, Councillor Hickman, 

Councillor Hanlon, Councillor Stapleton, Councillor Jamieson, Councillor Korab, 

Councillor Froude, and Councillor Collins 

MOTION CARRIED (10 to 0) 

 

7. COMMITTEE REPORTS 

7.1 Special Events Regulatory Committee Report 

SJMC-R-2020-03-17/149 

That Council approve the hosting of the Relic Supply Snowjam Festival at 

Victoria Park on March 28, 2020 subject to the organizers being able to 

secure the required liability insurance and subject to other conditions as 

set out by the Special Events Regulatory Committee.  

7.2 Development Committee Report - March 10, 2020 

1. Request for 10% Variance on Lot Frontage                                                                                                  

48 Mercer’s Drive                                                                                               

SUB15 

SJMC-R-2020-03-17/150 

Moved By Councillor Burton 

Seconded By Councillor Stapleton 

THAT Council  approve the 10% Lot Variance on the proposed lot 

in order to accommodate the subdivide of 48 Mercer’s Drive to 

create that proposed lot 

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

Councillor Hanlon, Councillor Stapleton, Councillor Jamieson, Councillor Korab, 

Councillor Froude, and Councillor Collins 

MOTION CARRIED (10 to 0) 

 

2. Establish Building line for proposed subdivide                                          

47 Bell’s Turn                                                                                                        

SUB2000005 

SJMC-R-2020-03-17/151 

Moved By Councillor Burton 

Seconded By Councillor Collins 
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That Council approve the proposed 10.14 meter building line at 47 

Bell’s Turn to allow for the subdivide of the building lot. 

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

Councillor Hanlon, Councillor Stapleton, Councillor Jamieson, Councillor Korab, 

Councillor Froude, and Councillor Collins 

MOTION CARRIED (10 to 0) 

 

8. DEVELOPMENT PERMITS LIST  (FOR INFORMATION ONLY)  

8.1 Development Permits List  

9. BUILDING PERMITS LIST 

9.1 Building Permits List for week of March 17, 2020 

SJMC-R-2020-03-17/152 

Moved By Councillor Stapleton 

Seconded By Councillor Jamieson 

That Council approve the Building Permits list as presented. 

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

Councillor Hanlon, Councillor Stapleton, Councillor Jamieson, Councillor Korab, 

Councillor Froude, and Councillor Collins 

MOTION CARRIED (10 to 0) 

 

10. REQUISITIONS, PAYROLLS AND ACCOUNTS 

10.1 Weekly Payment Vouchers for week ending March 11, 2020 

SJMC-R-2020-03-17/153 

Moved By Councillor Froude 

Seconded By Councillor Stapleton 

That Council approve the Weekly Payment Vouchers for the week ending 

March 11, 2020 in the amount of $5,288,108.03. 

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

Councillor Hanlon, Councillor Stapleton, Councillor Jamieson, Councillor Korab, 

Councillor Froude, and Councillor Collins 

MOTION CARRIED (10 to 0) 
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11. TENDERS/RFPS 

11.1 Bid Approval Note 2020027 - Water Street Infrastructure 

Improvements, Phase II Ayre's Cove to Clift's-Baird's Cove 

Ratification of E-Poll 

SJMC-R-2020-03-17/154 

Moved By Councillor Froude 

Seconded By Councillor Hickman 

That Council approve the award of Bid Approval 2020027 for Water Street 

Infrastructure Improvements, Phase III Ayre's Cove to Clift's-Baird's Cove 

in the amount of $3,667,338.50 (HST included), the lowest qualified bidder 

meeting specifications as per the Public Procurement Act. 

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

Councillor Hanlon, Councillor Stapleton, Councillor Jamieson, Councillor Korab, 

Councillor Froude, and Councillor Collins 

MOTION CARRIED (10 to 0) 

 

12. NOTICES OF MOTION, RESOLUTIONS QUESTIONS AND PETITIONS 

13. OTHER BUSINESS 

13.1 2020 Capital Grant Request 

SJMC-R-2020-03-17/155 

Moved By Councillor Korab 

Seconded By Councillor Froude 

That Council approve the 2020 Capital Grant request for MacMorran 

Community Centre to the value of $10,000. 

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

Councillor Hanlon, Councillor Stapleton, Councillor Jamieson, Councillor Korab, 

Councillor Froude, and Councillor Collins 

MOTION CARRIED (10 to 0) 

 

13.2 Coronavirus - Covid 19  

Mayor Breen gave an update on precautionary measures being 

undertaken to mitigate the spread of the COVID-19 virus. 
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In light of the COVID-19 pandemic, the City of St. John’s is activating its 

Business Continuity Plan and taking measures to proactively help prevent 

the spread of the virus. Following advice from public health officials, the 

City will be concentrating on work-from-home and remote deployment 

solutions for our staff to increase social distancing. 

While City Hall will not close at this time, the City is asking members of the 

general public to avoid visiting City facilities and to conduct business 

online or over the phone, where possible. Residents can continue to 

contact the City through the Access Centre in the following ways: 

•Report problems via our free 311 St. John's app 

•Submit a service request online 

•Email access@stjohns.ca 

•Call 311 or 754-CITY (2489) 

Up-to-date closures, cancellations and other timely information is available 

on the City's website including the following: 

•All public meetings and events hosted by the City are cancelled until 

further notice.  

•Council meetings will occur and be webcast, but are closed to the public 

•Suspension of recycling collection for the next two weeks (up to and 

including Friday, March 27) 

•Limited access to the Animal Care & Adoption Centre; inquire at 576-

6126 or humaneservices@stjohns.ca 

•Facility closures, until further notice: 

◾All Community Centres and recreation facilities, including The Loop, are 

closed  

◾All recreation programs, including after school care, are cancelled  

◾The Welcome Centre, 348 Water Street, is closed 

◾The City Archives, 15 Terra Nova Road, is closed 

◾The Railway Coastal Museum is closed 

 

In addition to the closures and cancellations announced last week the City 

is further announcing the following: 

•Suspension of recycling collection for the next two weeks. 

•Limited access to Humane Services; please call ahead to arrange a time 

to pick up pets, as part of an adoption or to collect a lost animal.  

•The City Archives building at (15 Terra Nova Road) is closed to the public 

until further notice. 
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Mayor Breen also acknowledged the economic impact this situation is 

creating noting that the recent state of emergency arising from multiple 

severe snow events this past winter has already negatively impacted 

business.  He indicated that he will be meeting with his counterparts 

across the country along with the Deputy Prime Minister with the hope that 

federal financial relief will be made available as soon as possible. 

Mayor Breen concluded by encouraging members of the public to stay 

safe and follow the protocols set down by both the Provincial and Federal 

Governments. 

14. ADJOURNMENT 

There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at 3:39 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 Text Amendment for Adult Massage Parlours  
 
Date Prepared:  March 19, 2020   
 
Report To:    His Worship the Mayor and Members of Council   
    
 
Councillor and Role: Councillor Maggie Burton, Planning & Development 
 
Ward:    N/A    
  

Decision/Direction Required: 
To consider a text amendment to the St. John’s Development Regulations to add “Adult 
Massage Parlour” as a permitted use in 5 commercial zones: Commercial Highway, 
Commercial Regional, Commercial Mixed Use, Commercial Central Mixed Use and 
Commercial Kenmount.  An amendment to the St. John’s Municipal Plan would not be 
required. 
 
 
Discussion – Background and Current Status:  
Council placed a moratorium on the approval of new massage parlors in 2015 by Council 
Directive CD#R2015-02-23/13.  In the interim, staff prepared the draft Envision St. John’s 
Development Regulations which create a new definition of massage parlor (so it is no longer 
included under other definitions), set out separation standards from schools, daycares and so 
on, and made it a permitted use in a variety of commercial zones. As a permitted use, an 
application for a massage parlour would not have to be advertised. 
 
Under the existing Development Regulations, massage parlours are considered under the 
defined use of Service Shop and are permitted in many commercial zones, along with two 
residential zones, Residential Mixed Use (RM) and Residential Quidi Vidi (RQ).  Prior to being 
processed as Service Shops, the use was also considered under the definition of Clinic. 
 
The draft Envision Regulations were adopted-in-principle by Council on March 4, 2019 and 
sent to the Province.  We await provincial release before we can continue the process of 
bringing them into effect. Meanwhile, this amendment package was brought forward in October 
2019 by request of Council, then referred to a public meeting on November 6.  Minutes are 
attached. 
 
Following the public meeting, Council agreed to facilitate a public opinion survey to seek 
direction on an appropriate name for this land use.  The term “Massage Parlour” was a 
concern for registered massage therapists, who have experienced confusion by potential 
clients.  City staff proposed “Body Rub Parlour”, a term used in Toronto, Vancouver and other 

DECISION/DIRECTION NOTE 
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municipalities in western Canada.  However, at the public meeting, this term was described as 
inappropriate and disrespectful. 
 
The results of the public opinion survey were inconclusive.  There were 58 respondents, who 
suggested a wide range of names, including ones that were descriptive as well as ones that 
were pejorative or insulting or vague.  Even among survey respondents (only 6 people) who 
identified themselves as working in this business, there was no agreement on the best term. 
 
After much discussion internally among some members of Council and staff, we now put 
forward the term “Adult Massage Parlour” as a compromise.  There seems to be no good 
alternative to “Massage Parlour” other than adding “Adult” to emphasize that the City will not 
facilitate any land use that would lead to the sexual or physical abuse of minors.  These 
massage facilities are not prohibited by law, so we feel bound to accommodate them while 
being respectful of the neighbourhoods in which they may operate. 
 
Key Considerations/Implications: 
 

1. Budget/Financial Implications: Not applicable 
 

2. Partners or Other Stakeholders: Nearby property owners and residents wherever this 
land use could be proposed. 
 

3. Alignment with Strategic Directions/Adopted Plans: City’s Strategic Plan 2019-29: A 
Sustainable City – Plan for land use. 
 

4. Legal or Policy Implications: This amendment package is intended to introduce a new 
regulatory approach so that Council can lift its moratorium on massage parlours. The 
public discussion of worker safety in these businesses must be addressed by the 
Province. The discussion of whether illegal activity occurs, while an important matter of 
public policy, is not within the powers of the City to determine. 
 

5. Privacy Implications: Not applicable 
 

6. Engagement and Communications Considerations: Already referred to a Public Meeting 
and a public opinion survey. 
 

7. Human Resource Implications:  Not applicable 
 

8. Procurement Implications: Not applicable 
 

9. Information Technology Implications: Not applicable 
 

10. Other Implications: Not applicable 
 
Recommendation: 
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THAT Council  approve the proposed text amendment to allow Adult Massage Parlour as a 
permitted use in various commercial zones throughout the City.  
 
That Council remove the moratorium on new development applications for Adult Massage 
Parlours. 
 
Prepared by:   Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett, MCIP – Planner III 
 

Approved by:   Ken O’Brien, MCIP, Chief Municipal Planner  
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Report Approval Details 

Document Title: Mayor - Adult Massage Parlours - March 19 2020.docx 

Attachments:  

Final Approval Date: Mar 19, 2020 

 

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

Jason Sinyard - Mar 19, 2020 - 3:04 PM 
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RESOLUTION 
ST. JOHN’S DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS 

AMENDMENT NUMBER 703, 2020 
 

WHEREAS the City of St. John’s wishes to allow Adult Massage Parlour as a 
Permitted Use in the following zones: Commercial Central Mixed (CCM) Zone, the 
Commercial Highway (CH) Zone, the Commercial Mixed Use (CM) Zone, the 
Commercial Regional (CR) Zone and the Commercial Kenmount (CK) Zone, 
 
BE IT THEREFORE RESOLVED that the City of St. John’s hereby adopts the 
following text amendments to the St. John’s Development Regulations in accordance 
with the provisions of the Urban and Rural Planning Act: 
 

1) Add Section 2 Definitions:  
 

“ADULT MASSAGE PARLOUR means a Building, or part of a Building, 
where massage or similar services are provided by persons who are not 
Registered Massage Therapists and does not include a Clinic or Service 
Shop”.  

 
2) Repeal Section 2 Definitions of “Clinic” and “Service Shop” and 

substitute the following:  
 
“CLINIC means a Building or part of a Building used by physicians, dentists 
or other health care professionals, their staff and their patients, for the purpose 
of consultation, diagnosis or treatment of human non-residential patients, and 
may include medical laboratories or an ancillary pharmacy, but does not 
include an Adult Massage Parlour”. 
 
“SERVICE SHOP means a Building, or part thereof, where personal services 
are provided. Without limiting the generality of this definition, a Service Shop 
may include a barber shop, hair salon, tailoring shop, but does not include an 
Adult Massage Parlour”. 
 

3) Amend Section 7 Special Developments to add: 
 
“7.35 ADULT MASSAGE PARLOUR 

An Adult Massage Parlour shall not be permitted within: 
(a) 50 metres of the Newfoundland National War Memorial; 
(b) 25 metres of a Residential Zone or an Apartment Zone; or 
(c) 150 metres of a School, a Place of Worship or a Daycare Centre”. 

 
4) Add Section 10.20.1 Permitted Uses in the Commercial Highway (CH) 

Zone: 
“(ee) Adult Massage Parlour” 
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5) Add Section 10.21.1 Permitted Uses in the Commercial Regional (CR) 

Zone: 
“(ff) Ault Massage Parlour” 

 
6) Add Section 10.22.1 Permitted Uses in the Commercial Mixed Use (CM) 

Zone: 
“(bb) Adult Massage Parlour” 

 
7) Add Section 10.23.1 Permitted Uses in the Commercial Central Mixed 

(CCM) Zone: 
“(bb) Adult Massage Parlour” 

 
8) Add Section 10.26.1 Permitted Uses in the Commercial Kenmount (CK) 

Zone: 
“(dd) Adult Massage Parlour”.  

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

 
 
 
 
 
__________________________   __________________________ 
Mayor       MCIP 

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

 
 
______________________________                                                     
City Clerk 
 
 
 
 
             
Council Adoption     Provincial Registration 
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Public Meeting Minutes 
Massage Parlour Text Amendment 
Wednesday, November 6, 2019 
Foran Greene Room, City Hall 
 

Present: Facilitator 
  Glenn Barnes 
 

City of St. John’s 
Jason Sinyard, Deputy City Manager, Planning, Engineering and 

Regulatory Services 
Ken O’Brien, Chief Municipal Planner 
Lindsay Lyghtle-Brushett, Urban Planner 
Linda Bishop, Legal Council 

  Maureen Harvey, Legislative Assistant 
 
    
There were approximately twenty-five people in attendance including Councillors 
Jamieson, Hickman and Burton. 
 
To protect the anonymity of those present, there was no attendance record kept. 

 
CALL TO ORDER AND BACKGROUND PRESENTATIONS 

 
The facilitator opened the meeting at 7:00 pm.  He outlined his role as facilitator noting 
that his presence is to facilitate the meeting, and to keep the process efficient, effective 
and respectful.   
 
Mr. Barnes acknowledged receipt of the 40+ submissions, some of which elaborate on 
the comments made at the meeting and which will be appended to this report.  He 
proceeded to outline how the comments of this meeting will be captured and forwarded 
to Council: 

a. All written submissions received to date will redacted in accordance with Privacy 
Legislation and will be appended to this report. 

b. Comments made at the meeting will be referenced by the name of the person 
responsible, ONLY if it is their wish that their name be referenced. 

c. All other comments will be summarized and presented  
 

Those in attendance were encouraged, if not already done, to submit their position in 
writing to the City Clerk and as noted above, these will be redacted and forwarded to 
Council with this report. 
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He then invited the City’s Planning Officials to speak about the proposed amendment 
which was followed by feedback from those in attendance.  
 
PURPOSE OF MEETING 

 
Ken O’Brien, Chief Municipal Planner for the City outlined the purpose of the meeting 
which is to consider a text amendment to the St. John’s Development Regulations to add 
Massage Parlour as a Permitted Use in the following commercial Zones: Commercial 
Highway, Commercial Regional, Commercial Mixed Use, Commercial Central Mixed and 
Commercial, Kenmount. The restrictions on the places for such service include: 

• Not be permitted within 
o 50 metres of the Newfoundland War Memorial 
o 25 metres of a Residential or an Apartment Zone 
o 150 metres of a School, Place of Worship or Daycare Centre 

 
An amendment to the St. John’s Municipal Plan would not be required. 
 
Discussion – Background and Current Status: 
Council placed a moratorium on the approval of new massage parlors in 2015 (see 
Council Directive CD#R2015-02-23/13). In the interim, staff prepared the draft Envision 
St. John’s Development Regulations which create a new definition of massage parlor 
(so it is no longer included under other definitions), set out separation standards from 
schools, daycares and so on, and made it a Permitted Use in a variety of commercial 
zones. As a Permitted Use, an application for a massage parlour would not have to be 
advertised. 
 
The draft Envision Regulations were adopted-in-principle by Council on March 4, 2019 
and sent to the Province. We await provincial release, so we can continue the process 
of bringing them into effect. Meanwhile, this amendment package is being brought 
forward by request of Council, to effect change now. 
 
Due to concerns expressed by registered massage therapists, staff propose replacing 
“Massage Parlor” with “Body Rub Parlour”, a term used in Toronto, Vancouver and 
other municipalities in western Canada. 
 
Under the existing Development Regulations “Massage parlours” or “Body Rub 
Parlours” (as defined for this memo) are considered under the defined use of “Service 
Shop” and are permitted in many of the city’s commercial zones, along with two 
residential zones (Residential Mixed Use and Residential Quidi Vidi Zones). Prior to 
being processed as a Service Shop, the use was also considered under the definition of 
Clinic. 
 
Under the draft Envision St. John’s Development Regulations, Massage Parlours (Body 
Rub Parlours) have been defined and identified as a permitted land use in several 
commercial zones, along with siting criteria, which sets a minimum distance from a 
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Residential Zone or Apartment Zone, school, daycare, place of worship or the 
Newfoundland National War Memorial. 
 
COMMENTS FROM THE FACILITATOR 
The facilitator noted that this meeting will likely focus on mainly two topics: 

a. Whether massage parlours should be considered as a separate entity (not 
grouped in under service shops)  in the City’s Development Regulations and 
listed as a permitted use in many of the city’s commercial zones (Commercial 
Highway, Commercial Regional, Commercial Mixed Use, Commercial Central 
Mixed and Commercial Kenmount) 

b. Whether the place of service in question should be named massage parlours, 
body rub parlours or any other name. 

 
 
 
COMMENTS FROM THE FLOOR 

 
The following comments, which are not referenced by person or organization, 
summarize and highlight the positions put forward:   
 

• The name body rub parlour is inappropriate – further negatively stigmatizes the 
work of those in the sex industry i.e. massage parlour vs massage clinic 

• The City should pause in lifting the moratorium to allow more time for 
collaboration with all stakeholders (including sex workers) to address things such 
as regulation, licensing and safety. 

• While the purpose of the meeting is to deal with the text amendment only, which 
addresses the locations where such massage parlours are situated, it was 
suggested the City should be looking beyond its legislated mandate and working 
collaboratively with other levels of government and stakeholders to address 
safety issues.   

• Registered Massage Therapists are opposed to the use of the name “massage 
parlour”.   

• In accordance with research undertaken, lifting the ban on massage parlours will 
negate the efforts of the Coalition Against the Sexual Exploitation of Youth 
(CASEY). 

• With the limited number of people attending the meeting, Council is not able to 
properly gauge the support or opposition – more engagement, protecting the 
privacy of individuals, is needed. 

• There is concern that if massage parlours are located near where young people 
frequent (e.g. group homes, community centres, and so on), there is an 
increased risk for vulnerable youth. 

• The two key issues being discussed (location of massage parlours and the name 
of the service) should be the subject of independent meetings as each has a 
distinct group of stakeholders. 

• Based on lived experience, massage parlours are home to violence and drugs 
putting sex workers at high risk. 
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• The issue of safety is much bigger than that of zoning and as such it should be 
explored further before any changes are made. 

• Pushing the location of permitted massage parlours to the outskirts of densely 
populated areas heightens the risk to those people who are working in the 
industry. 

• Council should not be looking to lift the ban given that the three approved 
massage parlours in the City are encountering difficulty in staffing.  Slow down 
the process….there is no urgency. More can be done to address the issue of 
safety if the process is slowed. 

•  If the City is going to allow this service, be honest about the definition of the 
service…..these places are brothels and nothing more.  Council should not be 
using a name of a service that it is not. 

• More people with lived experience need a non-judgmental medium to articulate 
their thoughts and comments. 

• Imposing the moratorium caused more problems as it forced people to go into an 
underground industry with higher risk. 

• The City ought to engage in a forum (suggestion of an online survey) to reach out 
to people who work in the industry. 

• More consultation is required in terms of defining the service. 
   
 
 
CONCLUDING REMARKS 

 
Facilitator Glenn Barnes indicated that once the minutes of this meeting are prepared 
and combined with written redacted submissions, the matter will be included in the 
published Council Agenda in due course.  Those present were once again encouraged, 
if they had not already done so, to submit their comments. 
  
 
ADJOURNMENT 

 
The meeting adjourned 7:55 pm. 
 
 
 
Glenn Barnes 
Chairperson/Facilitator 
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Maureen Harvey

From: Hope Jamieson
Sent: Thursday, October 31, 2019 3:09 PM
To: Maureen Harvey
Subject: Fwd: Safe Harbour Outreach Project

 

 

From:   

 September 30, 2019 9:00:54 AM 

To: CouncilGroup <councilgroup@stjohns.ca> 

Subject: Re: Safe Harbour Outreach Project  

  

Hi there, I wanted to write today as a show of my support to the Safe Harbour Outreach Project. I think 

individual safety in one's profession is of utmost importance, regardless of profession, and I want to commend 

the efforts put forth already. I encourage you to support lifting the ban on sex shops, however I would like to 

clarify that I in no way support the use of the name Massage Parlour in association with prostitution,.  

I am a Registered Massage Therapist. In my experience, using the name massage parlour in reference to 

prostitution, a brothel or sex shop has had a negative impact on our registered health care profession. We 

have fought for years to get registration, to make sure everyone has the same education standards for safety 

of our clients. It takes a lot to achieve the RMT status. We go through 2 years of formal, in class training, and 

countless hours of practical (unpaid) hands-on training in the form of clinic and outreach events. That amounts 

to over 2200 HOURS of training, not to mention preparation and taking the written and practical Objective and 

Subjective Comprehensive Exams, which are not only two of the most stressful things I've done in my life but 

cost an arm and a leg. We also have to pay $800 a year to maintain those three letters, RMT, after our names. 

We are currently fighting to be recognized among Physiotherapists and Chiropractors nationally for health 

service status so we no longer have to collect taxes on our services.   

SO MUCH goes into becoming a Registered Massage Therapist and the amount of times I've had people 

speak down to me or verge on sexually harassing me at work has to stop. I would never want people treating 

another human like that at work even if they are a sex worker, but especially not after I've worked so hard to 

achieve what I have.  

We can accomplish this together by moving forward in a positive manor with current prostitution work by 

creating a safe environment for people to work in through lifting this ban as well as identifying it by it's actual 

name without the intention to degrade. Call it what it is, nothing more, nothing less. We need your help. Please 

talk to the Massage Therapy Association for more information, I beg of you.  

Thank you for your time and consideration. 
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--  

 

 

Registered Massage Therapist 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

  

Disclaimer: This email may contain confidential and/or privileged information intended only for the individual(s) 

addressed in the message. If you are not the intended recipient, any other distribution, copying, or disclosure is 

strictly prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please notify me immediately by return email and 

delete the original message.  
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Maureen Harvey

From: Hope Jamieson
Sent: Thursday, October 31, 2019 3:03 PM
To: Maureen Harvey
Subject: Fwd: Lift ban on massage parlours

 

 

From:   

Sent: Monday, September 30, 2019 2:55:27 PM 

To: Hope Jamieson <hjamieson@stjohns.ca> 

Subject: Re: Lift ban on massage parlours  

  

Hi Hope,   

 

Thanks for your quick response! I hope you’re able to consider this at tonight’s vote.  

 

Kind regards, 

 

 

  

 

 

  

 

 

  

 
  m        m    m  m    V           

 

 

 

, 
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From:   

Sent: Monday, September 30, 2019 12:05:51 AM 

To: CouncilGroup <councilgroup@stjohns.ca> 

Subject: Lift ban on massage parlours  

  

Good evening,  

 

I would like to express my support with regards to lifting the ban on massage parlours here in 

the City of St. John’s.  

 

As an individual who works closely with those impacted my sexualized violence and an ally for 

sex workers in our province I urge St. John’s city council to take into consideration the risk that 

this ban imposes on sex workers and to consider lifting it so that they may work in safer 

conditions.  

 

Kind regards, 

 

 

  

 

 

  

 

 

  

 
  m        m    m  m    V           

 

  

Disclaimer: This email may contain confidential and/or privileged information intended only for 
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the individual(s) addressed in the message. If you are not the intended recipient, any other 

distribution, copying, or disclosure is strictly prohibited. If you have received this email in error, 

please notify me immediately by return email and delete the original message.  
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Maureen Harvey

From: Hope Jamieson
Sent: Thursday, October 31, 2019 3:05 PM
To: Maureen Harvey
Subject: Fwd: massage parlours

 

 

From:   

Sent: Monday, September 30, 2019 9:10:15 AM 

To: CouncilGroup <councilgroup@stjohns.ca> 

Subject: massage parlours  

  

Dear Councillor, 

I am writing to show my support for lifting the moratorium that is currently in place for massage parlours in our city. 

There is credible research and personal stories that show restricting massage parlours affects the safety of sex 

workers. I encourage you to read the report completed by the Safe Harbour Outreach Project prior to deciding how 

to vote on the motion being brought forward at the meeting this week: 

“Alternative to the belief that massage parlours are gateways to violence and exploitation – a belief that is often 

based in defining sex work and sexual exploitation as one and the same – we counter the concern that lifting the 

moratorium will create an environment for increased risk for sexual exploitation of youth or adults, or increased risk 

of human trafficking for the purpose of sexual exploitation. Across municipalities in Canada, there is no evidence 

that bans on permits like this moratorium act to quell exploitation or increase the safety and protections of sex 

workers. Both locally and historically, punitive laws and legislation instead push sex work underground and create 

the very conditions where sex workers and people at risk of being exploited have been targeted and victimized” 

You can find the full report here: 

https://sjwomenscentre.ca/…/Lifting‐the‐Ban‐SHOP‐Report‐for… 

 

 

 

 

  

Disclaimer: This email may contain confidential and/or privileged information intended only for the individual(s) 

addressed in the message. If you are not the intended recipient, any other distribution, copying, or disclosure is 
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strictly prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please notify me immediately by return email and 

delete the original message.  
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Dear Councillors,

I am a former sex worker and massage parlour employee who has chosen to maintain 
anonymity in writing this letter. I am writing today in response to Councillor Burton's motion 
to lift the existing moratorium on new licences for adult massage parlours in our city. I would
like it to be known that this motion has my full and unreserved support, an opinion shared by 
many others with whom I have spoken, both within the sex industry and outside it. While I 
recognise that diversity of experience does of course exist, I feel that my experiences, and 
those aligned with mine, are worthy of consideration.

In general, my experience working in massage studios was quite positive, a position 
that is certainly shared by many friends and former colleagues. Studio work allowed me to 
survive at some of the toughest times of my life, and to do so under superior conditions. 
Having also engaged in “independent” sex work, where I saw clients in private locations, I 
have found that studios by nature are considerably safer and more stable work environments 
than their alternatives. Studios offer their workers physically secured buildings, closed-circuit
cameras, enhanced client screening protocols, extensive networking between workers, and 
the safety in numbers that comes with having colleagues by your side. None of these were 
conditions I found available outside the studio environment, or at least not nearly so easily. 
Studios also offered workers the ability to remove themselves from their homes to work, an 
essential condition for those who might not enjoy supportive living situations. When issues 
with clients arose, they stemmed from the patriarchal culture in which all sex workers 
regrettably operate; in other words, they were not specific to studio work, and their solutions 
require tackling broader social issues. Further, I found that studios left me better equipped to 
handle potential incidents than working alone would do. It is a testimony to this level of 
security that I experienced not a single incident of sexual or physical violence while working 
in a studio.

In my opinion, the moratorium is an ill-advised, woefully misguided piece of 
legislation that has only served to hinder the development of safe work places for sex 
workers. By limiting the number of potential new studios, and restricting the movement and 
growth of existing ones, the moratorium has made it impossible for concerned industry 
members to improve substantially on current working conditions. Studios are de facto 
prohibited (or at least hindered) from moving if necessary, or from expanding if their track 
record should prove successful. Should issues arise with existing businesses, their owners 
face little external pressure to fix them, and new competitors cannot improve on them. If 
those issues should result in the closure of businesses, there are few to no recourses available 
to the incredibly vulnerable people who will then be made unemployed. In these ways, the 
moratorium has directly worsened the issues of insecurity and safety for which its proponents
still trumpet it as an answer. Lifting it would empower the creation of more studios and the 
expansion of the safety protocols I have described here, and would ultimately make sex 
workers safer.

While I accept that experiences vary between individuals, I know virtually no sex 
worker who feels that a restrictive approach to massage studios would improve sex worker 
safety – or, indeed, community safety. Though some specific troubling testimonies have been 
made public in the last few years, their claims are neither universal nor necessarily even 
structural, and in most cases they have been addressed internally with enhanced security 
measures and improved communication. Removing the moratorium would actually enable 
studios to better handle such criticisms: they could operate more openly, with less stigma, and
with more potential for growth and change overall. Additionally, should any process of 
provincial regulation be put forward, workers could be ensured of finding a fully compliant 
workplace in the competitive marketplace that would result from the moratorium's removal, 
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and owners would be duly incentivized to ensure their businesses are up to snuff. Community
members, too, could feel safer knowing that the new development regulations create some 
distance between themselves and new studios, and that studio owners and workers – 
including existing ones – would be working hard to contribute positively to their 
communities. Lifting the moratorium, as Heather Jarvis of SHOP was recently quoted as 
saying, would be a “good news story” all around.

Too frequently, these truths are ignored in our discourse, often in favour of abolitionist
narratives that paint with broad strokes to portray the sex industry in a generally negative 
light. When these tactics serve to limit or shrink the industry, they only result in workers 
gaining stigma and being driven further underground, potentially placing them in greater 
danger. As some of our society's most vulnerable people, sex workers often rely completely 
on the sex industry for economic stability. For studio workers, the moratorium has often 
resulted in a severe restriction on their working choices, a fact that has explicitly driven some
workers into less safe working situations if or when a studio job has not worked out. As the 
moratorium has also resulted in an ownership monopoly, something as simple as a personal 
conflict or a false innuendo might strip a worker of this work choice altogether. 

At the end of the day, I find this unacceptable, in large part, because there are few 
industries of which that could be said. Sex work is work first and foremost, but this 
moratorium treats it like something else. It has placed arbitrary restrictions on workers based 
on (often) misguided community concerns, and stigmatised the people who manage to work 
within those restrictions. It has singled out an already vulnerable group of people for 
punishment based on the perceived errors of past community members, and has silenced our 
ongoing efforts to prove that our work choice is valid and positive. It has resulted in the 
worsening of conditions that it sought out to address, and should be withdrawn based on this 
consequence alone. Most of all, it has made us feel that our industry, and our work choice, are
not supported by this council – and, indeed, that we are not. We are not looking to bother 
anyone, or to have any effect on our community that's not positive. We are also not trying to 
negate the experiences of those who have worked in studios and found them problematic – in 
fact, we are trying to ensure that no worker ever has such an experience. We are simply trying
to earn a living in a society that's often made that difficult for us, and we alone are restricted 
from doing so under this moratorium. I, and so many other people, are begging this Council 
to lift this ban and allow us to flourish and grow in the ways we know we can.

With thanks,
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Maureen Harvey

From: Hope Jamieson
Sent: Thursday, October 31, 2019 3:12 PM
To: Maureen Harvey
Subject: Fwd: Support motion to lift the current ban on massage parlours in St. John's

 

 

From:   

Sent: Sunday, September 29, 2019 8:50:38 PM 

To: CouncilGroup <councilgroup@stjohns.ca> 

Subject: Support motion to lift the current ban on massage parlours in St. John's  

  

I agree with the message below to deregulate sex work for the safety of sex workers. 

 

Please carefully consider the information with an open mind.  

 

Dear Councillor,  

I am writing to share my support for lifting the moratorium that is currently in place for massage parlours in our 

city. There is ample credible research and personal stories that show restricting massage parlours affects the 

safety of sex workers. I encourage you to read the report completed by the Safe Harbour Outreach Project 

prior to deciding how to vote on the motion being brought forward at the meeting this week: 

 

“Alternative to the belief that massage parlours are gateways to violence and exploitation – a belief that is often 

based in defining sex work and sexual exploitation as one and the same – we counter the concern that lifting 

the moratorium will create an environment for increased risk for sexual exploitation of youth or adults, or 

increased risk of human trafficking for the purpose of sexual exploitation. Across municipalities in Canada, 

there is no evidence that bans on permits like this moratorium act to quell exploitation or increase the safety 

and protections of sex workers. Both locally and historically, punitive laws and legislation instead push sex 

work underground and create the very conditions where sex workers and people at risk of being exploited have 

been targeted and victimized” 

 

You can find the full report here: 

https://sjwomenscentre.ca/wp-content/uploads/2019/09/Lifting-the-Ban-SHOP-Report-for-City-Council.pdf 

 

Thank you  
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Disclaimer: This email may contain confidential and/or privileged information intended only for the individual(s) 

addressed in the message. If you are not the intended recipient, any other distribution, copying, or disclosure is 

strictly prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please notify me immediately by return email and 

delete the original message.  

35



1

Maureen Harvey

From: Hope Jamieson
Sent: Thursday, October 31, 2019 3:09 PM
To: Maureen Harvey
Subject: Fwd: Ban on Massage Parlours 

 

 

From:   

Sent: Sunday, September 29, 2019 11:59:39 PM 

To: CouncilGroup <councilgroup@stjohns.ca> 

Subject: Ban on Massage Parlours  

  

I am writing in support of lifting the moratorium on massage parlours in the city of St. John’s.  

 

As a current social work student, I’ve had many opportunities to learn about sex work and the ways we can 

make communities safer for both sex workers and other community citizens. For example, I’ve learned that 

much of the legislation in place is in fact not of benefit to many employed in the industry. Federal laws such as 

Bill C-36 were established to “help” sex work professionals but many feel it does the opposite. The same goes 

for the ban on massage parlours in St. John’s, Newfoundland and Labrador. Combined with federal law, the 

ban means more  “...unregulated situations that push sex workers further underground into isolation and into 

more vulnerability”, says , program coordinator of SHOP in a recent news article.  

 

To further  point, such decisions should not be made lightly, without consultation from those the 

moratorium has the greatest impact on— sex workers themselves. They are the experts in this situation. They 

know the ins and outs of their profession, more so than anyone else who could be brought to the table for 

discussion.  

 

If the council is looking to make the city a safer place for all residents, including sex workers, lifting the ban is 

most certainly the best bet.  

 

After all, doesn’t everyone have a right to safety?  
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Disclaimer: This email may contain confidential and/or privileged information intended only for the individual(s) 

addressed in the message. If you are not the intended recipient, any other distribution, copying, or disclosure is 

strictly prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please notify me immediately by return email and 

delete the original message.  
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Maureen Harvey

From: Hope Jamieson
Sent: Thursday, October 31, 2019 3:12 PM
To: Maureen Harvey
Subject: Fwd: Expression of support to end the moratorium on massage parlours in St. John’s

 

 

From:   

Sent: Monday, September 30, 2019 12:33:46 AM 

To: CouncilGroup <councilgroup@stjohns.ca> 

Subject: Expression of support to end the moratorium on massage parlours in St. John’s  

  

Dear Councillors, Mayor & Deputy Mayor;  

I am writing to express my support to end the moratorium on massage parlours in our city. Research has 

shown that restricting massage parlours affects the safety of sex workers. If you are unfamiliar with safety 

concerns of sex workers & how massage parlours play into this, I encourage you to read the report completed 

by our city’s own Safe Harbour Outreach Project prior to deciding how to vote on the motion being brought 

forward at the meeting Monday, Sept 30th: 

 

“Across municipalities in Canada, there is no evidence that bans on permits like this moratorium act to quell 

exploitation or increase the safety and protections of sex workers. Both locally and historically, punitive laws 

and legislation instead push sex work underground and create the very conditions where sex workers and 

people at risk of being exploited have been targeted and victimized” 

 

You can find the full locally created report here: 

https://sjwomenscentre.ca/wp-content/uploads/2019/09/Lifting-the-Ban-SHOP-Report-for-City-Council.pdf 

 

If you have further questions or concerns, I encourage you to speak with SHOP, St John’s Status of Women’s 

Council & Living in Community - a collective that you help fund through Happy City St. John’s.  

 

As a resident who has lived in an area of St. John’s where people engage in street level sex work I saw 

regularly the dangers people were put in.  
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I ask that you place your personal opinions aside & consider that of residents like myself who have reached out 

to you & also sex workers in our city. All people deserve safe working conditions, no matter your job title or 

industry. 

 

 

  

 

  

Disclaimer: This email may contain confidential and/or privileged information intended only for the individual(s) 

addressed in the message. If you are not the intended recipient, any other distribution, copying, or disclosure is 

strictly prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please notify me immediately by return email and 

delete the original message.  
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Maureen Harvey

From: Hope Jamieson
Sent: Thursday, October 31, 2019 2:50 PM
To: Maureen Harvey
Subject: Fwd: Massage Moratorium

 

 

From:   

Sent: Monday, September 30, 2019 3:52:27 PM 

To: CouncilGroup <councilgroup@stjohns.ca> 

Subject: Massage Moratorium  

  

Dear Council,  

Please let people work safely and securely, in the presence of others. Please let new parlours open so that 

workers can choose the best owner, or a close location. Please remember that sex workers are city residents 

and your constituents, and that this isn't an us vs them situation. Please listen to the voices of lived experience 

and front line expertise. Work with the community to deal with hiccups but know that the massage situation in 

this city is getting worse and less safe because of the moratorium. 

 

Regards, 

 

 

  

Disclaimer: This email may contain confidential and/or privileged information intended only for the individual(s) 

addressed in the message. If you are not the intended recipient, any other distribution, copying, or disclosure is 

strictly prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please notify me immediately by return email and 

delete the original message.  
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Maureen Harvey

From: Hope Jamieson
Sent: Thursday, October 31, 2019 3:08 PM
To: Maureen Harvey
Subject: Fwd: “Massage” parlours in response to safe harbour outreach project

 

 

From:   

Sent: Tuesday, October 1, 2019 10:16:54 PM 

To: CouncilGroup <councilgroup@stjohns.ca> 

Subject: “Massage” parlours in response to safe harbour outreach project  

  

To whom it may concern, 

 

As a young, female, massage therapist, I would like to express my concern on how frustrating it is that the 

council in our province/city are supporting the practice of “massage parlours”. Say what you will, but the 

practice of sex workers is in no way a massage, it is prostitution.  

It is offensive to those such as myself who have spent years, and a lot of money to earn the title of a RMT, only 

for it to be threatened as it gets looked at as a sex trade. My job deserves the recognition of a health care 

practitioner.  

Why not remove the title of Massage from the name, and call it what it is... a brothel, prostitution, sex workers, 

whore house, adult parlour, there are lots of options that don’t involve the word massage. Quite frankly it 

confuses the public, and leads them to believe they can go to any massage clinic and have sexual favours 

performed. And they are mistaking. It is insulting when a client comes in and requests a “adult treatment”. And 

it pisses us off, again as we worked long and hard to get our title and be able to treat clients for HEALTH 

conditions.  

 

Please take this into consideration with what you’re doing in our city.. 

 

Regards, 

 

 

  

Disclaimer: This email may contain confidential and/or privileged information intended only for the individual(s) 

addressed in the message. If you are not the intended recipient, any other distribution, copying, or disclosure is 
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strictly prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please notify me immediately by return email and 

delete the original message.  
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Maureen Harvey

From: Hope Jamieson
Sent: Thursday, October 31, 2019 3:12 PM
To: Maureen Harvey
Subject: Fwd: Protect Workers; Lift Moratorium on Massage Parlours in St. John's

 

 

From:   

Sent: Monday, September 30, 2019 4:22:04 PM 

To: CouncilGroup <councilgroup@stjohns.ca> 

Subject: Protect Workers; Lift Moratorium on Massage Parlours in St. John's  

  

Dear Councillor,  

 

I am writing to share my support for lifting the moratorium that is currently in place for massage parlours in our 

city. There is ample credible research and personal stories that show restricting massage parlours affects the 

safety of sex workers. I encourage you to read the report completed by the Safe Harbour Outreach Project 

prior to deciding how to vote on the motion being brought forward at the meeting this week: 

 

“Alternative to the belief that massage parlours are gateways to violence and exploitation – a belief that is often 

based in defining sex work and sexual exploitation as one and the same – we counter the concern that lifting 

the moratorium will create an environment for increased risk for sexual exploitation of youth or adults, or 

increased risk of human trafficking for the purpose of sexual exploitation. Across municipalities in Canada, 

there is no evidence that bans on permits like this moratorium act to quell exploitation or increase the safety 

and protections of sex workers. Both locally and historically, punitive laws and legislation instead push sex 

work underground and create the very conditions where sex workers and people at risk of being exploited have 

been targeted and victimized” 

 

You can find the full report here: 

https://sjwomenscentre.ca/wp-content/uploads/2019/09/Lifting-the-Ban-SHOP-Report-for-City-

Council.pdf?fbclid=IwAR07E82X-BbiJDyaWmlsIpfnNjT ChieeCWpe3uFzRb8XGq 0RXnoshIhlw  

 

Thank you, 

 

43



44



 

 
 
 

Dear St. John’s City Council,                 September 24, 2019 
 

We want to thank you for taking the time to hear diverse voices of current and former sex 
workers, many of whom are survivors, around the impact the moratorium on massage parlour 
permits has had since 2015 and taking an important first step in working towards lifting this 
moratorium. Thank you for meeting with SHOP in December 2018 and accepting our report titled, 
“Lifting the Ban: Recommendations to Protect Sex Workers’ Human Rights” which included a letter 
from SHOP, references to national and international research and evidence, and multiple letters from 
current and former sex workers and survivors in our city. At SHOP, we have and continue to hear, 
time and again, from our sex working community that working indoors is inherently safer, offers 
increased workplace discretion, and provides greater opportunities for sex workers to have agency 
and control over working conditions. Sex workers who we have connected with in St. John’s are 
overwhelmingly in favour of lifting the ban, ending this moratorium, and want to be involved in the 
decisions that impact their day to day lives. Thank you for listening and believing sex workers and 
survivors, and thank you for understanding more meaningful consultation and engagement. 

Today we heard from several people in our community and we wanted to share some of 
these words with you: 
 
“Finally! I’m so glad they are finally acting after all of us speaking out.” 
 
“This is a good example of what meaningful consultation with sex workers on their own terms can 
look like. This is acting on evidence and best-practices, instead of stigma and fear.” 
 
“Listening to the people most impacted by decisions made by the City is one of the most important 
things Councilors can do. Thank you.” 
 
“We need honest to goodness people to help women stay off the street and provide them with a 
good income for their work.” 
 
“After several years women’s voices are being heard.” 
 
“I think it’s important to account for the long-term ramifications of the way our leaders view us, and 
whether or not they listen and believe us or not.” 
 
“This decision shows the City is prioritizing safety over stigma, prioritizing human rights over fear-
based measures that criminalize and disproportionately impact sex workers as people living and 
working in this city.” 
 

Canadian and international research has shown repeatedly that indoor workers are much 
less likely to experience violence than outdoor workers. We know this issue is fraught with many 
emotions and calls to action but removing punitive barriers for people in the sex trade that push them 
underground, to instead have more options to be indoors working with others is about safety. We 
have an opportunity to work towards an innovative approach in St. John’s and our province, that 
upholds and prioritizes the safety, protections and human rights of sex workers’, and recommits to 
safer regulations guided by the ongoing expertise and consultation of the very communities they 
impact. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
SHOP Staff, Volunteers, and Several Participants 
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Dear Mayor Danny Breen and St. John’s City Council, 
 
The Safe Harbour Outreach Project (SHOP) is the first and only sex worker advocacy program in Newfoundland & 
Labrador, operated by the St. John's Status of Women Council and Women's Centre. Our mandate at SHOP is to 
advocate for the human rights of all women who have engaged in sex work across our city and province, both on an 
individual and collective level. To date, we have connected with over 400 people with experience in the sex trade, and 
in practice our work involves a great deal of individual support, outreach, and advocacy. This unique program was 
developed in partnership with women who engage in sex work, and everything we do is informed by the real experts - 
sex workers themselves. 
 
In our work, we are guided by values of sex workers’ self-determination, harm reduction and social justice. In practice, 
we come from a place to meet each individual where they are at, and often for the people we serve that means 
supporting them in the ways they identify as they experience unsafe and inadequate housing, barriers to basic 
healthcare, interpersonal violence, isolation, poverty, food insecurity, sexual violence, untreated mental health and 
addictions, criminalization, stigma and fear. Some of our most basic work is in offering a real and safe sense of 
community where current and former sex workers can be valued and heard, with no waitlists, no discharge dates for 
our support, and no predetermined agenda for their needs. For some women who are ready to transition out of the sex 
trade, we support them to make these significant changes when and if they are ready, and for other women who are 
trying to survive under highly complex and layered conditions, we support them in navigating systems that are often 
very adversarial and harmful to their reality of deciding to engage in sex work. 
 
In five years of operating, our program has secured a physical space, we offer weekly drop-in programming, safer sex 
supplies, counselling, ongoing outreach to shelters, massage parlours and clubs, community organizations, people’s 
homes and monthly visits to the NL Correctional Centre for Women in Clarenville, and we are a proud member of the 
Canadian Alliance for Sex Work Law Reform, a national alliance of sex workers and advocates that spans 30 groups 
across over 20 cities in Canada. SHOP is proud to have spearheaded the Living In Community model in St. John’s, an 
innovative approach to community dialogue around sex work and the prevention of youth sexual exploitation that brings 
multiple stakeholders together, an important collaboration with our City, law enforcement, local businesses, residents, 
community non-profit organizations, and sex workers. We are currently involved in two national research projects, one 
through the Pierre Elliott Trudeau Foundation on national research and action to mobilize sex workers’, and one through 
a partnership between the University of Calgary and Status of Women Councils in NL to both heighten the voices of 
sex workers from our province and share art-based exhibits created by sex workers in NL. We also participate in 
province-wide education and advocacy responding to ongoing media requests, and offering training on multiple topics 
related to sex work and human trafficking to nurses and healthcare professionals, child welfare workers, law 
enforcement, clergy, students studying in various departments at MUN, Crown prosecutors with Legal Aid, and staff 
and volunteers in front-line community organizations across St. John’s. Furthermore, through our advocacy we have 
been recognized as the leading voice on sex workers’ human rights in Atlantic Canada. 
 

We request that our City Council lift the moratorium on massage parlours – one important action that will 
continue the work to protect sex workers’ human rights through decriminalizing consensual involvement in 

the sex trade, known as sex work. 
 
We are asking that St. John’s City Council remove a moratorium which was created rapidly, without adequate 
consultation or contribution from those directly impacted – the very people working in massage parlours. The 
moratorium on massage parlour licenses was issued as a superficial response to stigma, fear, and discrimination 
against sex workers in our city. As a result, this moratorium has been an ineffective response to concerns of violence 
and sexual exploitation of both youth and adults in St. John’s. 
 

In fact, what we know is that this moratorium acts as a form of criminalization, restricting the legal and 
regulated options for sex workers to work indoors, and instead increasing the unregulated sex work 

occurring in residential locations, pushing sex workers underground, into isolation and more vulnerable to 
exploitation and violence. We have heard from numerous sex workers in and outside of massage parlours 

that this moratorium has restricted their options, made them vulnerable to harassment and exploitation from 
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Research and Evidence on Sex Worker Safety: 
From Third Parties to Decriminalization 

 
Sex Work in Canada (2015) 
By Cecilia Benoit & Leah Shumka 
 
Conducted through the Centre for Addictions Research of BC, Professor, Department of Sociology, University of Victoria, 
Canada. 
 
ABOUT THIS STUDY: 
This research was conducted to address the stereotyping of sex workers that goes on in the popular media and among 
people with little firsthand experience of sex work and its profound impact on the health, safety, and security of sex workers, 
as well as their friends and families, those who pay for their services, and those who play a managerial role in the sex 
industry. This study seeks to gain a comprehensive understanding of the sex industry across Canada, so as to help improve 
the social, cultural, and legal environments that shape the health and well-being of the people associated with the sex 
industry.  
 
Available: 
http://www.understandingsexwork.ca/sites/default/files/uploads/2015%2005%2007%20Benoit%20%26%20Shumka%20Sex
%20Work%20in%20Canada_1.pdf 
 
Selected quotes: 
 
“In the case of indoor workers: 

– Canadian and international research has shown repeatedly that indoor workers are much less likely to experience 
violence than outdoor workers. While it depends greatly upon their specific work setting (e.g. home-based, 
massage parlour, strip club, or escort agency), studies report that anywhere from 60-80% of indoor workers 
report never experiencing any work-related violence.” 

(pp 13-14) 
 

– “Some indoor workers report that because they have less direct contact with police they can implement important 
safety strategies that are less available to street-level workers. These include: 

o Taking money upfront and hiding it; 
o Having friends, roommates, bodyguards, or managers on-site who can help 
ensure their safety and security; 
o Opportunity to negotiate the terms of the transaction over the phone before the 
encounter to mediate any potential disputes; 
o Greater opportunity to assess the clients character, either on-line, over the 
phone or at the door, or through a manager; 
o Greater accountability if a client pays by credit card. 

– Managed workers or those who work under a person who is hired to provide direction and coordination, including 
training, hiring, monitoring, disciplining, and setting workplace standards for sex workers, may be the most safe, 
especially in a decriminalized environment because, according to Abel and Fitzgerald, escort agency and 
massage parlour workers feel there are policies and laws in place to protect them, they are more confident that 
the police will respond to their complaints, and there is added security in the form of co-workers and cameras to 
ensure clients behave appropriately.” 

(p 14) 
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Upholding and promoting human rights, justice and access for 
migrant sex workers: Municipal Law and Migrant Sex Workers’ Rights 
(2017) 
By Tara Santini and Elene Lam 

 
Conducted and funded by The Law Foundation of Ontario, Butterfly: Asian and Migrant Sex Workers Network, Chinese 
Canadian National Council Toronto Chapter, The Chinese and Southeast Asian Legal Clinic, St. Stephen’s Community 
House 
 
ABOUT THIS DOCUMENT: 
This document provides information and insight for legal, social, health, community, and other service providers to help 
develop their capacity to provide adequate, accessible and appropriate services to migrant sex workers. These documents 
were written and produced with the direct and meaningful participation of migrant sex workers, and reflect the autonomy, 
knowledge, skill, brilliance and expertise that migrant sex worker communities embody. 
 
Available: 
https://docs.wixstatic.com/ugd/5bd754_3284af1908704da0935a4cf60e66abf3.pdf 
 
Selected quotes: 
 
“People are taught to think of sex work as a crime, a social nuisance, a social inequality, gender violence, sexual 
exploitation and human trafficking. These perspectives and assumptions do not reflect the realities of many sex workers. 
When providing services, it is essential to listen to the individual to understand how they experience their reality and what 
aspect of their circumstances they are looking to address.  
 
Migrant sex workers’ realities are unique and diverse. People make the decision to do sex work based on the range of 
options available to them. The scope of this range differs across individuals and communities depending on their level of 
privilege and access. Like other kinds of employment, people may do sex work for many different reasons, including 
generating income to provide for themselves and their families, and accessing the things they need and want.” 

(p 5) 
 

“Indoor workplaces increase migrant sex workers’ capacity to control their environment, to implement health and safety 
practices, and to protect their human rights.” 

(p 20) 
 
“Migrant sex workers are concerned with their working conditions and identify the criminal, immigration and municipal 
prohibitions and enforcement practices related to sex work as key barriers to improving their working conditions and 
protecting their rights.  
 
… Exploitative working conditions occur in many informal labour industries. The criminalization of some informal labour 
markets – like sex work – encourages over- regulation via criminal, immigration and other laws that isolate workers, maintain 
precarious working conditions, and exclude the application of labour protections that could address exploitations at work.” 

(p 23) 
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Beyond Pimps, Procurers, and Parasites: Mapping Third Parties in the 
Incall/Outcall Sex Industry (2013) 
By Chris Bruckert and Tuulia Law  
 
Conducted through the Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council of Canada (SSHRC), the Faculty of Social 
Sciences and Department of Criminology at the University of Ottawa,  

 
ABOUT THIS STUDY: 
In recognizing the lack of evidence-based knowledge about third parties in the sex trade (who are neither clients nor sex 
workers), this report draws on data collected as part of a 3-year Canadian study entitled Rethinking Management in the 
Adult and Sex Industry Project to map and unpack the roles and relationships of third parties in the incall (services are 
provided in an establishment) and outcall (services are provided in a location selected by the client) sectors. Not only are 
these the largest sectors of the sex industry, but they are also subject to an astounding array of legal prohibitions that 
effectively criminalize all third parties regardless of their roles or the nature of their relationship to sex workers. This issue of 
third parties has become especially urgent in the current socio-political context in Canada as, in 2013 and the years that 
followed, national laws changed dramatically. 

 
Available: 
http://www.nswp.org/sites/nswp.org/files/ManagementResearch%20(4).pdf 
 
Selected quotes: 
 
“A number of the participants (particularly in the Halifax focus group) spoke of incall/outcall sex work for a third party as an 
alternative to street-based sex work. According to Sweet, a sex worker in Halifax: “Some of my advantages of working for an 
escort service – number one, you didn’t have to stand on the corner [...] I could sit at home, wait for my call.” 
 
… Like other sex workers who spoke positively about particular third parties, Sweet also told us, “It was a relationship. There 
was respect there, so that was a perk.” The idea of relationships extends to solidarity with other sex workers. Moxie spoke of 
“sisters working together” sharing information, supplies and protecting each other. This advantage is, of course, largely 
restricted to incall establishments. Alana, an Ottawa area sex worker, bemoaned that she “didn’t know any of the other girls 
who worked for the agency.” 
 
While collegiality speaks to emotional wellbeing, other sex workers appreciated the security that working for a third party 
afforded them: “one security [measure] is [that]: ‘I’m not doing this at my place’ [...] That it’s in an apartment building gives 
me a certain sense of security, just because there is a lot of movement – there are people around”3 (honey, Montréal). 
Whereas Honey valued the safety in numbers, others spoke of the significance of security protocols such as the ‘two-call’ 
and safety call procedures. For Sandra from Toronto it was not only about security but also the accompanying reduction of 
anxiety, “It’s absolutely safer, I think, when you’re working in a network of people. So I think safety and less stress.” 

(p 26) 
 

“Sex workers work for, with, or hire third parties for a variety of reasons. These third parties may:  
• Provide the opportunity of working indoors which sex workers told us is safer, more pleasant (e.g., not standing in 

the cold) and less subject to criminalization and harassment;  
• Provide an establishment that fosters a sense of community and workplace solidarity with others that is not 

available when working independently; 
• Provide an environment where sex workers can learn about the industry from third parties and other workers;  
• Take measures (e.g., screening, safe calls) that increase the safety and security of sex workers;  
• Provide an environment made more secure by the presence of others;  
• Establish rules and protocols that assist sex workers in their negotiations with clients;  
• Assume responsibility for tasks that the sex worker may not wish to do, or for which they do not have the skill-set;  
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• Assume legal liability so workers are not vulnerable to being charged as “keepers of a bawdy-house” under CC s. 
210(1);  

• Provide useful business (e.g., clients, booking) and security (e.g., drivers, security persons) services.  
 

However, by no means do all third parties provide good services and operate in the interest of sex workers. As we will see 
throughout this report, sex workers told us of problematic policies and practices by third parties. For example, some labour 
practices are exploitative and some agency owners are less than transparent or ethical. What emerges is that, as is the 
case in any occupation, some bosses are good, some mediocre, some bad. These findings are consistent with those of 
other researchers who draw attention to the complexity and array of relationships sex workers have with third parties.” 

(pp 28-29) 
 

 
“We feel strongly that sex workers must take the lead in determining the policies and laws that should govern their industry – 
not only are sex workers the experts but they are the people who will live the consequences of any regulatory regime most 
profoundly.” 

(p 89) 
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Sex work is not ‘commercial sexual exploitation’ (2014) 
By SCOT-PEP  

 
ABOUT THIS RESOURCE: 
SCOT-PEP is a registered charity dedicated to the promotion of sex workers’ rights, safety, and health. Who has been 
involved in the campaign for sex workers’ rights for over 20 years, from our roots in a research project on HIV and sex work, 
through two decades of service provision to sex workers in Edinburgh, to our current role as a campaigning organisation. 
We are members of the Global Network of Sex Work Projects (NSWP), International Committee on the Rights of Sex 
Workers in Europe (ICRSE), and the UK Network of Sex Work Projects (UKNSWP), and although our primary focus is on 
Scotland, we view ourselves as a proud and active member of the global movement for sex worker rights. 

 
Available: 
http://www.scot-pep.org.uk/sites/default/files/reports/sw is not cse summary1.pdf 
 
Selected quotes: 
	
“Sex work is often conflated with trafficking, and this conflation and the policies that result from it harm the rights and safety 
of migrants, sex workers, and migrant sex workers. 
 
… A definition of sex work – as intrinsically a form of violence against women – creates and exacerbates serious harms to 
sex workers This definition makes invisible the violence that sex workers themselves define, meaning there is no incentive 
to pursue policies that reduce that violence.  
 
When sex workers object to the definition of sex work as violence, they are not denying that violence and exploitation are 
often present in sex workers’ workplaces: no one knows that reality better than sex workers themselves. Criminalisation is a 
fertile ground for human rights abuses. But this conflation means there is no incentive to pursue policies that reduce the 
violence that sex workers themselves identify. If sex work is violence, and so is sexual assault, then disrupting a sex 
worker’s workplace can be presented as ‘tackling violence’ in the same way that preventing or punishing sexual assault is. 
That’s despite the fact that limiting or displacing a sex workers’ ability to sell sexual services, or disrupting their workplaces, 
might force them to seek out unfamiliar or risky work venues, making them more vulnerable to violent individuals.  
 
The definition provides political justification to push for policies that demonstrably increase violence against sex workers, as 
defined by sex workers themselves… It means that sex workers are systematically excluded from policy-making around sex 
work.” 
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Setting the record straight on protecting the human rights of sex 
workers (2015) 
By Amnesty International - Canada 
 
ABOUT THIS STATEMENT: 
In 2015 Amnesty International’s International Council announced a resolution, and a forthcoming policy, on state obligations 
to respect, protect, and fulfil the human rights of sex workers, after recognizing the high rates of human rights abuses 
experienced globally by individuals who engage in sex work. Amnesty International identified that in line with the rights of 
individuals involved in sex work this position actively seek to promote women’s rights, children’s rights, Indigenous rights, 
LGBTI rights, the right to health, and the rights to live free from discrimination, violence, and trafficking (amongst other 
rights). In the Canadian context, Amnesty International Canada also acknowledged this was in support of their previously 
identified position working to end violence against Indigenous women and girls in Canada. 
 
Available: 
https://www.amnesty.ca/blog/setting-the-record-straight-on-protecting-the-human-rights-of-sex-workers 
 
Selected quotes: 
 
“Those SELLING sex should be decriminalized in all circumstances so as to not further marginalize sex workers, who are 
often stigmatized and at risk of violence and other human rights violations. The BUYING of sex and ORGANIZATIONAL 
ASPECTS of sex work (i.e. security guards, drivers, receptionists) that do NOT involve trafficking, children, exploitation or 
violence should be decriminalized so as to make sure that sex workers can operate in safety and their human rights are 
protected. 
 
… People who sell sexual services should be able to do so without fear of harassment, arrest or prosecution. These actions 
only serve to further marginalize sex workers and expose them to a far greater risk of violence and abuse. We also expect 
that when women, children and men who have been trafficked or sexually exploited know that they will not be criminalized, 
they will be more willing and able to assist police.  
 
Sex workers must also be able to take measures to increase their own security. Such actions might include working with 
others, working in a brothel, or hiring a driver.  Crimes like ‘brothel keeping’ or ‘promotion’ of sex work are often used to 
prosecute sex workers themselves, or to prevent them from taking actions that increase their safety, like working together. 
Instead of using ‘catch all’ offences like these ones, governments should focus their laws on criminalizing trafficking, 
violence, and coercion or exploitation in sex work.” 
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Amnesty International Policy on State Obligations to Respect, Protect 
and Fulfil the Human Rights of Sex Workers (2016) 
By Amnesty International 
 
ABOUT THIS POLICY: 
In 2016 Amnesty International released a policy recognizing the high rates of human rights abuses experienced globally by 
individuals who engage in sex work, identified the most prominent barriers to sex workers’ human rights, and underlined 
states’ obligations to address them. The policy calls on all governments internationally to “decriminalize consensual sex 
work” after 500 delegates from 80 countries reviewed evidence and research and voted in favor of an initial recommendation 
to decriminalize. Amnesty International spent more than 2 years developing their policy to protect the human rights of sex 
workers, based on extensive work done by organizations such as World Health Organisation, UNAIDS, the UN Special 
Rapporteur on the Right to Health, other UN agencies, and the Global Alliance Against Traffic in Women. They also 
engaged in extensive and open consultation with sex worker groups, groups representing survivors of prostitution, 
organizations promoting criminalization, feminist and other women's rights representatives, LGBTI activists, anti-trafficking 
agencies, HIV/AIDS activists and many others.  
 
Available: 
https://www.amnesty.org/download/Documents/POL3040622016ENGLISH.PDF 

 
Selected quotes: 
 
“CRIMINALIZATION and OTHER PENALTIES: 
The primary and secondary evidence gathered by Amnesty International demonstrates that criminalization and penalization 
of sex work have a foreseeably negative impact on a range of human rights. These include: the rights to life, liberty, 
autonomy and security of person; the right to equality and non-discrimination; the right to be free from torture or cruel, 
inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment; the right to privacy; the right to the highest attainable standard of health; the 
right to information and education; the right to freedom of opinion and expression; the right to adequate housing; the right to 
just and favourable conditions of work; the right to family life and to found a family; and the right to remedy for human rights 
abuses. 
 
…Where sex workers are required by law to operate alone and/or are prohibited from securing premises, their capacity to 
secure a safe working environment is greatly reduced. Laws against paying for consensual sex or organizing sex work have 
a detrimental impact on their ability to work and lead to the penalization of sex workers. Such laws regularly force sex 
workers to operate covertly and/or prohibit actions that sex workers take to manage their safety 
and, in doing so, violate sex workers’ human rights.” 

(p 10) 
 

 
“Labour and employment regulations: States can regulate sex work either via the general laws that apply to all businesses 
or employment practices, or through the introduction of regulations specific to sex work. Amnesty International does not take 
a position on whether states should formally recognize sex work as a form of work that requires regulation specific to sex 
work, nor does it take a position on the exact form such regulation should take… Such laws and regulations should not be 
applied in a way that conflates all sex work with violence and/or exploitation or acts as a de facto prohibition on sex work.” 

(p 13) 
“REGULATION OF SEX WORK: 
States have an obligation to ensure that all persons, including sex workers, have access to just and favourable conditions of 
work (which includes matters of safety) and are protected against exploitation, including those who are self-employed or 
who make their living in informal settings. There has been some movement at all levels – international, regional and national 
– to recognize that sex workers must be protected with relevant labour and employment guarantees even in the absence of 
explicit recognition by the state of sex work as an occupation and where sex work has not been decriminalized. 
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Amnesty International does not take a position on the exact form that regulation of sex work should take, or whether it is 
necessary for such measures to be either within or apart from the general laws that broadly regulate other businesses or 
employment practices in a country. Rather, this should be determined in collaboration with sex workers and should comply 
with human rights standards. 
 
Restrictions that would aim to limit sex work to the extent that it becomes impossible or risky or which prohibit sex workers 
from working together for safety – for example, by organizing collectively – would not be legitimate.” 

(p 14) 
 

“In the context of regulating sex work, states must:  
• Respect and protect the right of sex workers to just and favourable conditions of work; 
• Ensure that regulatory frameworks comply with international human rights law and that the safety and fulfilment 
• of sex workers’ human rights is the paramount objective for any such regulations; 
• Ensure the meaningful participation of and consultation with sex workers, including those facing multiple forms 
• of discrimination, in the development of any regulatory frameworks; and 
• Recognize the rights of sex workers to associate and to form and/or join trade unions.” 

(p 15) 
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Prevention and Treatment of HIV and Other Sexually Transmitted 
Infections for Sex Workers in Low- and Middle-Income Countries: 
Recommendations for a public health approach (2012) 
By the World Health Organization 
 
ABOUT THESE GUIDELINES: 
The World Health Organization (WHO), in partnership with UNFPA, UNAIDS, and the Global Network of Sex Work Projects, 
developed new guidelines in 2012 aimed at better protecting sex workers from HIV and other sexually transmitted infections 
(STIs).  following consultations with a wide range of stakeholders, including national programme managers, researchers, 
sex workers’ representatives, international organizations and development partners. The new WHO guidelines recommend 
that countries work towards decriminalization of sex work and urge countries to improve sex workers’ access health 
services. They also outline a set of interventions to empower sex workers and emphasize that correct and consistent 
condom use can reduce transmission between female, male and transgender sex workers and their clients. 

 
Available: 
https://www.who.int/hiv/mediacentre/feature_story/sti_guidelines/en/ and 
http://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/handle/10665/77745/9789241504744_eng.pdf?sequence=1 

 
Selected quotes: 

 
“Sex workers often find it difficult to access HIV and STI prevention and treatment services, even though many countries 
have effective programmes in place. Many sex workers fear the stigma, discrimination and, in some cases, violence they 
may encounter.  
 
The new WHO guidelines recommend that countries work towards decriminalization of sex work and urge countries to 
improve sex workers’ access health services. … Evidence indicates that where sex workers are able to negotiate safer sex, 
HIV risk and vulnerability can be sharply reduced.” 
 
“Summary of Recommendations: 

1. All countries should work toward decriminalization of sex work and elimination of the unjust application of non-
criminal laws and regulations against sex workers. 

2. Governments should establish anti-discrimination and other rights-respecting laws to protect against discrimination 
and violence, and other violations of rights faced by sex workers in order to realize their human rights and reduce 
their vulnerability to HIV infection and the impact of AIDS. Anti-discrimination laws and regulations should 
guarantee sex workers’ right to social, health and financial services.  

3. Health services should be made available, accessible and acceptable to sex workers based on the principles of 
avoidance of stigma, non-discrimination and the right to health.  

4. Violence against sex workers is a risk factor for HIV and must be prevented and addressed in partnership with sex 
workers and sex worker led organizations.” 

(p 8) 
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Letters from St. John’s Sex Workers Responding 
to the Massage Parlour Moratorium 

 
SHOP presents the following letters from current and former sex workers in St. John’s discussing the moratorium on 

massage parlour permits and massage parlour safety. 
 

These individuals represent the diversity of the sex working community of our city as people who range in age from 18 to 
over 50 years old, cisgender and transgender, gender-variant and non-binary individuals, queer and bisexual people, single 

parents, people who are sober and who use drugs, and Indigenous voices. 
 

 
LETTER 1: 
 
To Whom It May Concern,  
 
I am a citizen of the City of St. John’s and have been all of the 38 years of my life. In fact, I am very proud to be 
so. I have recently heard of issues concerning bans being forced on massage parlours throughout the City which 
are simply being placed, in my opinion, to cause difficulty for these businesses – such as difficulty in renewing 
licenses, where a business may be located, services offered, and employee rights. Personally, I find any of these 
hardships to be utterly irresponsible of the Labour Board. If it was any other typical business none of these issues 
would be a concern.  
 
I have also been notified that anti-sex trade workers are also having a say in this. I personally was a sex-trade 
worker [on the street and indoors], approximately two years ago in a time of need. Though practically every girl 
working in this trade are labelled as drug addicts, there are many who do this to get by in life. It was the same 
aspect for us, we were encouraged not to work in certain areas (if at all), made to feel extremely low, and were 
constantly made to feel as if we were in the wrong. This is how the ban on various massage parlours in our city 
must feel - degraded, unworthy, and controlled.  
 
No member of our City should be made to feel this way when they are simply trying to make a living for 
themselves. I am not ashamed of my past, but I am disgusted by how professionals are placing these labels on 
us. These people do not know others’ living conditions and are only placing degrading issues by banning 
massage parlours. 
 
I will certainly help in any way possible to speak up for these businesses. 
 

– Mother, friend, former sex trade worker  
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LETTER 2: 
 
To the Mayor, 
 
The city should not have a ban or restriction on massage parlour permits. Massage parlours should be allowed in 
our city. I used to work at one and in my experience it was better working there than on the streets, out in the rain, 
in the wintertime, being picked on by men, and being penalized by the public. We need more permits available in 
our city. 
 
There should be more places in St. John’s or Mount Pearl that are safe for women to get off the streets, where 
they are able to do work safely indoors. Open up a place where women can work independently, this would help 
keep us off the street. There is safety in numbers when more people work together. I’d always rather work with 
someone else than by myself, it has always been safer. As far as I’m concerned, it’s the City’s responsibility to 
help keep people safe.  
 
All kinds of massage parlours in other cities have staff designated to maintain everyone’s safety, to protect and 
take care of the workers. Adults who are choosing to work aren’t hurting anyone. I wish more people looked at the 
sex trade the way I see it. We’re not hurting people. 
 
To people who are worried about massage parlours being dangerous and violent, that’s just not the case. I know 
this to be true because I’ve done this work. I’ve worked on the street and I’ve worked in massage parlours. I know 
the difference. I’ve been through it. Listen to my experience.  
 

– Sincerely, former sex worker now 39, began sex work at 18 
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LETTER 3: 
 
To whom it may concern, 
 
Having access to indoor workspaces is a fundamental key to providing safe resources for sex workers in our city 
and can be empowering to workers who would like to have their own space. Enforcing a moratorium puts us in 
potentially unsafe situations and allows a greater potential for street-based exploitation. 
 
1) Safety in numbers: 
When we work at a shared indoor location we have the security of having other workers in the general vicinity. We 
are our own security. Undoubtedly, it is easier to enforce our own security in a space that we own and control 
than in a public space or the personal space of a client. 
 
2) Familiarity: 
We know the layout. We know the neighbourhood. Being familiar with our work space allows us to have the ability 
to remove ourselves from potentially dangerous situations much more easily than if we were working in an 
unfamiliar environment. 
 
3) Collective experience and expertise: 
We learn from each other and support each other. Our network is strong and when we have other sex workers in 
the same workspace we are able to learn and grow for the experiences and expertise of those who may have 
already dealt with a particular situation. The knowledge and wisdom that is shared between us empowers us. 
There is safety in wisdom. 
 
Personally, I have had over a decade of experience working at a few massage parlours and can honestly say that 
I have felt safer, more empowered, and better able to assert boundaries when dealing with clients while in these 
parlours. For the most part, when a client visits me on "my turf", they tend to be more respectful and aware of my 
limits than when I have encountered clients on the street. 
 
Certainly, there are issues in any workplace. We are not perfect. No workspace is. But being allowed to have that 
space in the first place is the initial step in providing a safer environment for all sex workers. Giving us the option 
to move indoors or change locations, just like any other business, is a fundamental need. 
 

–  St. John’s sex worker and former massage parlour manager  
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LETTER 4: 
 
To our St. John’s City Council and Mayor, 
 
I’m thankful the City of St. John’s is considering lifting the moratorium on massage parlours. The moratorium on 
permits should be lifted. Sex workers need more options for safe indoor places to work. 
 
When the moratorium was put into place in 2015 it left us in the hands of three license holders and left these 
businesses tethered to the addresses of each of the licenses, which means nobody can move their business. We 
once had three separately owned massage parlours in our city and now have only two owners. A decrease in 
options is always a problem. It gives the business owners a monopoly and an opportunity to take advantage of 
people who have limited indoor options. Add to that the inability to move addresses, and this leaves us vulnerable 
to landlords and neighbours. 
 
Landlords could use the treat of eviction whenever they felt necessary. Neighbours knew about a sex-related 
business and complained to the media. Their complaint wasn’t valid and didn’t match the situation. Yes, the 
business is adult, but it is still a business operating within the city, provincial, and federal laws.  
 
I’d like our City to avoid giving weight to things that aren’t facts. All the ways that massage parlours are discussed 
as if they ‘open up space for exploitation’ is fear-based stigma and it has an impact on us. Instead, I would like 
City Council to speak to the workers themselves and to consider massage parlours as businesses. Take a 
positive perspective when considering who the ideal candidates are to own and operate them. Our city has 
incredible respectful business-minded people and feminist entrepreneurs that could increase the safety of indoor 
sex work. 
 
We want fair regulations. There are regulations for places that serve/sell alcohol, cannabis, tobacco, that 
host/profit from VLTs, there are regulations placed on strip clubs. Why not massage parlors? What all these 
places have in common is their adult themes. One must be of legal age to participate, as an employee or patron 
of such establishments.  
 
Please understand that I'm not saying sexual exploitation does not exist. It does and it is very real, as real as 
workplace violence, sexual assault, and domestic abuse just to name a few. These are serious matters that 
should be taken to the police. I am writing this from the point of view of a woman who chooses and consents to 
working in the sex industry. 
 
Lifting the ban on massage parlor permits will give power back to the workers. It will give them a choice of location 
and owner. It will allow for feminists and or seasoned veterans of the industry to become owners/operators of 
massage parlors. Normalizing sex-based businesses to the point that we normalize alcohol, tobacco, cannabis, 
gambling will help to destigmatize them, the workers and the patrons.  
 
Sex work is work. Give us a place to work. 

 
– Rachel, has worked in the sex industry for 10 years  
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LETTER 5: 
 
To Whom it May Concern,  

The issue of no new licenses for massage parlours being created in the City of St. John’s has many 
consequences that you may be unaware of. The first and most important consequence is on safety. Right now, I 
know of several individuals who are working ‘on the street’ that would kill for a position in a safe working 
environment.  

Being in a safe work environment, to a working individual, means everything. Because that’s what sex work is: it’s 
work, a job, an occupation. In the process of trying to prevent sex trafficking, which I wholeheartedly agree is a 
terrible issue, you are hurting the individuals who are choosing this occupation in ways you can’t even – and don't 
want to – imagine.  

Yes, there is sex trafficking here, it is in every single highly populated place on earth. But let me make it clear, the 
vast majority of sex workers in this city choose this job for our own reasons, and are not being forced into this 
work. I don’t have a gun to my head as I’m writing this. I’m a mother. I’m a published writer. I’m a spouse. I’m a 
sex worker. I should have the right to choose a safe work environment.  

Thank you for your time.  
 

– , mother, writer, working as an escort for several years 
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LETTER 6: 
 
To whom it may concern at City Council,         
 
I write in regards to the moratorium on massage parlours in St John's. I have been a sex worker in St John's for 4 
years. Currently I work on my own but I have worked in a massage parlour in the past. I've also worked in 
restaurant kitchens, call centers, retail shops, construction, and security, been a university student, a college 
student and a 40 year old student of life. Of all the jobs I've had the single best, hands down, has been working on 
my own as a sex worker. Everything else from the massage parlour to the construction work has all been the 
same. It is in that sense that I'd like to address this moratorium. 
 
I have come to notice the argument for the moratorium breaks down into several things. First that you are being 
taken advantage of, "selling your body" as they say. Well I can tell you, while working in a massage parlour I didn't 
feel any more taken advantage of then when I worked in a restaurant, or certainly a call center. In fact, I felt more 
like an actual human being while at the parlour. What sort of dignity is there in working 60+ hours a week at 
minimum wage in dangerous conditions (deep fryers on top of wet floors next to the grill) for less than 1% of the 
profit off your labour so someone else can make the other 99%. Many people are exploited in this way. If you 
want to put a moratorium on massage parlours because they don't get treated fairly at work then I propose a 
moratorium on all restaurants, retail, construction, gas stations... you get the idea. If the exploitation of people's 
labour is the reason for the moratorium then, if you are going to be fair, we need to look at many other jobs and 
professions as well. 
 
Another issue is women being taken advantage of in the sex industry. Well, women get taken advantage of in 
every workplace. Harassment happens walking down the street. You know this. There isn't a higher percentage of 
women being taken advantage of in the sex industry because it's the sex industry. It's because predators know 
they can take advantage of people that not only society shuns but even their government's stance is that they 
shouldn't exist. This is the real exploitation. Government, not-for profit groups, etc pushing women further into the 
jaws of predators while blaming them for not being able to keep from being bitten. Lift the moratorium, regulate it, 
police it and give women a safe place to work. This is the only humane solution. Which leads me to my final issue. 
 
It seems the final issue is, unfortunately, moralizing of sex. Quite frankly, I believe this is what it all boils down too. 
It is the stigma of sex foisted upon those who work with sex that causes so much consternation toward these 
parlours. Stigma is circular. A group of citizens say they have a problem with another group. When the 
government’s answer is to shun those people that drives the stigma deeper. That is not what government is for. It 
is there for all people. The answer is supposed to be that sex workers are citizens of this city as well. Of course, 
we can work out an agreement but they add to the economy, they pay taxes, and they provide a service that 
thousands of people avail of. To make criminals or pariah's out of thousands of people in this city for doing 
something someone feels is 'icky' is the real moral failing here. 
 
Government is a group of elected leaders. Leaders should lead. We have come far in the progressive battle to be 
better people. The fight to unite people never ends because the forces dividing us are the demons of our human 
nature. Government needs to end this moratorium and explain to people that it is not right to send a group of 
people into the darkness where danger is. It is the essence of civilization to bring everyone into the light and keep 
them safe. 
 

– Anonymous sex worker, aged 40, began escorting at 35 
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LETTER 7: 
 

A message on massage parlours: 
 
I worked in a massage parlour on Queens Street about ten years ago. We used to work day shifts and night 
shifts, and men may be coming from other businesses or, and they would want some pleasure and company 
before they went home. It wasn’t the best place to work. We need to be careful that the men who own massage 
parlours aren’t using it to have control and become pimps in a way. But it doesn’t have to be that way. The most 
important thing is to listen to us, the women who are working. 
 
I don’t think there should be a ban on massage parlours. If massage parlours can’t exist people would have to 
hide and run businesses out of their own home without a license or permit because the City doesn’t allow that. If 
you continue the ban or shut them down you’re going to force people on to the street – it’s that simple. 
 
When you work in a massage parlour and you do a shift late at night, you should never be by yourself because it 
becomes a safety issue. If people can work together, you can help keep each other safe. We’re gonna work but 
we can try to never work alone, we can try to have cameras for our security, and have places where workers are 
making and keeping more of the money because they are the ones who are doing the work. There should be 
more parlours or licenses for us because there should be more indoor spaces for us to work. A lot of women are 
working online now and working from their homes because indoors is always safer. 
 
Safety issues should be based on regulations for the workplace. It should be a safe place to work, with good 
electricity and plumbing, it shouldn’t be a rundown building, you know. The City can’t walk into any business and 
shut them down or make up new rules and they shouldn’t be able to do that for massage parlours either. This 
should be treated like any other business – like a restaurant or a corner store. Make sure they get regular health 
and safety checks and workers have a way to talk about the place they work honestly. 
 
We need honest to goodness people to help women stay off the street and provide them with a good income for 
their work. I now work independently and I know how to play the game safe, I’m trustworthy, I don’t put myself in 
harm’s way. I try to help other women be safe when they’re outside and I want that for all of us. 

 
– L, in her 50s, now working independently  
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LETTER 8: 
 
To whom it may concern,  
 
Five minutes after meeting each other, we both knew our lives would never be the same. That our connection has 
been so powerful and transformative is the stuff of a romance novel. That we met as coworkers in a massage 
parlour is what elevates our story to a separate realm of unlikely love. And yet, still, in 2018, we cannot openly 
divulge that this was so. 
 
We are a passionate couple, devoted to one another and totally in love. We experience emotion for each other 
like we have never known, and we try to radiate the positivity we share to everyone around us. We co-parent a 
beautiful child, and teach them the virtues of equality and acceptance that we wish to see in our world. We are 
proud volunteers, unlikely activists, strong friends, colleagues, relatives. And yet we cannot sign our real names to 
this letter. 
 
The ludicrous and archaic laws governing our work have left us afraid to tell even our closest confidantes how we 
feed our family and put our child through swimming lessons. We are forced to limit our presence to 
pseudonymous advertising in quiet corners of the Internet, where we might find the most modest forms of 
acceptance through apathy. We risk harm every day at work, lacking the certainty of safe conditions and 
consistent security that would better enable us to fulfill the dreams we share for our future. Our pride is stymied 
every time we lie about our careers, or risk arrest or questioning for taking ourselves above ground when we find 
our presence driven under. 
 
We know our social circle to be progressive and accepting: we are a lesbian couple - one transgender, one 
cisgender - who live openly, colorfully, and with tremendous support from those who surround us. But the current 
legal and cultural climates have silenced us in openly expressing one of the central elements of our relationship, 
and have placed us in danger every time our work gives us the security of buying new clothes or paying for heat 
in a Canadian winter. This is a paradox that would have made Orwell proud: we, who have gained so much 
through acceptance of our unique life together, stand to lose everything if the comprehension were truly total. 
 
And yet there is no pressure to deliver us from this science-fiction future. The laws still stagnate, and the name of 
our meeting place, like much else, still passes judgmental lips with the usual mixture of snide prudishness and 
schoolyard derision. We watch as our friends who "work the hill" shake nightly, wondering whether their evening 
might feature violence or arrest or both. In some ways we've had it easy, but in every way, no one in this industry 
does. Governments aren't responding. People in power aren't listening. We're still scared. 
 
The more misapprehension we permit, the slower change will come. Perhaps by writing this, and by speaking with 
whatever volume we find possible, we can join the thousands of other voices across Canada - as much of the 
world - trying to advance our profession into something like this millennium. If we fail, we'll try again, and we'll still 
be here, just like always. But the closer we come to being able to openly divulge how we support our family, the 
better. With that comes openness and security and so much of what we and our friends need, and with it comes a 
happiness we have sought since the first day we set eyes on each other. 
 
We are strong. We fight for what we know is necessary. We are in love. We are sex workers. 
And we wait with bated breath for the day when we can sign our real names to this letter. 
Until then, we remain,  
 

– Sex working couple 
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LETTER 9: 
 
Hello City Council, 
 
I am not in favour of the moratorium on massage parlours. I’ve been a sex worker ever since I turned 18, and 
have been working for the largest parlour company in the city within the last year. I am vulnerable in several ways 
based on my identity. I feel I am worse off without more options for my workplace. Due to a lack of opportunity in 
my parlours, I have to accept more clients independently (partially outside of my own comfort), and I have to do it 
in secret. If my boss knew, I would be fired. However, I am not just writing to provide you with my own personal 
experiences regarding my options. I have opinions and insight on the industry that would be valuable to the 
decision regarding the moratorium. 
 
In a lot of larger cities, stringent screening processes are often conducted by sex workers to verify the identities of 
their clients. This is possible in the environment of the parlour, and the owner has the opportunity to set a positive 
precedent for the entire city. He will not, however, as he currently has no competition for safety procedures. It is 
too much to risk his clientele in order to improve conditions for his workers. Since it is currently one of the safest 
ways to work in this city, many of my coworkers have no better option. He holds a monopoly on the entire 
industry, running the most popular local advertising website, and the most successful company. By not allowing 
more parlours to open, it enables one man to have disproportionate control over our work. Any work to improve 
parlour conditions has been done at the expense of the workers there, with not much compensation. For any 
other industry, this would be unacceptable. Supporting this monopoly is a poor decision to protect our workers. 
 
There have been concerns over underage workers and sex trafficking in parlours. To address the first, I am 
younger, I know I have been screened for my age. There are no underage workers I’ve seen or known of at my 
parlour company. Moreover, parlour owners have no benefit in hiring underage people, as it puts their business at 
risk. So, while underage workers are an issue, it is really an issue to be tackled with better social services for 
youth. As for the second, I wouldn’t consider people who have a stable working environment at high risk for 
trafficking. People are often targeted for trafficking are in a place of instability. People who are working regular 
shifts in a somewhat supported environment, surrounded by peers, are not the ideal victims for traffickers. People 
who are vulnerable, working independently, underground, and especially on the street, are at a higher risk of 
facing violence and trafficking. Currently, the limit in massage parlours means more individual workers cannot 
move their work into more stable environments, and the moratorium supports this imbalance in the industry. 
 
Sex work and sex trafficking are not equivalent, and must be treated as related but separate issues, both socially 
and in regulation. That being said, many people working in the parlour are being exploited domestically. I think 
this speaks volumes to the way our system neglects and disappoints gender minorities, rather than the nature of 
sex work itself. 
 
Issues surrounding drugs in the parlours have been raised. It is a real issue. My opinion is that drugs exist 
everywhere, you can’t fire someone for just being an addict. In our business, drug issues are more overt, due to 
the fact that our workplace is essentially anarchy, driven by gossip and stigma, rather than good work practices. I 
think that the people creating laws surrounding sex work have neglected to truly research their impact. I think it 
has been commonplace to use these problems as ammunition to attempt to shut the sex work industry (and the 
drug industry, really) down as a whole. This doesn’t work. Sex work has existed since the beginning of time. The 
only way to counter these issues is to fully acknowledge them, understand the economy of the industry, and 
address the culture that enables it through thoughtful law-making and stronger labour protections. 
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I understand that much of the input in support of the moratorium has come from people worried about youth, their 
local communities and neighborhoods. I think this is a zoning issue more than anything, and it’s irresponsible to 
allow stigma from any of these people to get in the way of the health of vulnerable people working in this industry.  
 
Abuse at the hands of clients is very problematic. I have been assaulted by men while working. There is no secret 
that sex workers are not necessarily respected by all of those hiring them. I think perpetuating this idea that sex 
work is an illegitimate industry (due to attempting to quell the industry with brute force, rather than properly 
regulating it) reinforces these cultural paradigms. So, while treating the industry with respect doesn’t have 
immediate impact, I think it’s important to account for the long-term ramifications of the way our leaders view us. 
I’d also like to note I’ve been assaulted by men outside of work at a very similar ratio. It is not sex work that 
makes me someone who has experienced abuse and assault, it’s my gender, it’s a cultural environment, and it’s 
stigma. 
 
Sex work is a livelihood as anything else is. I go home to my family at the end of the day, saving money for an 
education. My friends use their money to care for their friends, pets, and parents. Many people at work are going 
home to their babies, husbands, and relatives. The balance of this industry impacts real people, who are putting 
food on the table, just like everyone else. I think a stronger effort should be made to access the people who have 
relevant opinions and information on this issue. I have the privilege to be involved with SHOP, to have the 
knowledge and resources to tell you what I know and think. Not everyone does. Value hides in the darkest 
corners of our communities, people who are not willing or able to speak on the matters. SHOP has worked hard to 
access and communicate with us and have done amazing work. That being said, this is also the job of 
governments, as a part of democracy. So please put your efforts in hearing from more people. 
	

– Sincerely, a current massage parlour worker 
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LETTER 10: 
 

A conversation between massage parlour workers: 
 
Person 1: What’s it like working in a parlour? 
 
Person 2: Well, I can actually make a living off of this [at the parlour]. I used to work like 40 hours a week in fast food 
and retail and I could hardly make ends meet. Now I work part time and I have money to spare. I can buy the things I 
want, and I can buy the things that I need. I don’t have to scrape together dollars and I don’t ever have to worry about 
paying bills because I can. I’m actually financially secure for the first time in my life and I actually like going into work 
because it’s not miserable and I don’t hate things there, things are actually pretty good all things considered. 
Obviously, there are issues with parlours but in comparison with other places I’ve worked its actually heaven. I kid 
you not! Working in fast food was the worst ever. For what? 10 dollars a hour? To get yelled at by people all day long 
and come home basically suicidal? I’ve never felt like that working at the parlour. Even though bad shit happens, but 
bad shit happens at every job.  
 
In terms of the moratorium, I think lifting it is important. We need options. When you limit us to three parlours, several 
owned by the same person… he can make the conditions as shitty as he wants, there’s no competition.  
 
I like it, I quite enjoy it [working in the parlour]. It’s fun, its entertaining, I get some good laughs out of it. It’s very 
relaxed and chill in comparison to any other job it’s not high stress for me, my brain can handle it, it works. People 
are nice to you there, that’s a plus, in terms of clients, generally, I’d say 80% of clients I see. Some are tools. That’s 
just men.  
 
Person 1: Would lifting the moratorium, having more massage parlours, doing anything for percentage of nice men?  
 
Person 2: Honestly not quite sure… maybe? For the sole reason that the nicer ones might go to a nicer parlour. 
 
Person 1: If the moratorium lifted, would we want regulation? Standard for STI testing, healthcare, drug use, anti-
discrimination, information on resources, rules? 
 
Person 2: There should be standards. In terms of health and safety, I don’t think it’s taken as seriously as it should. 
 
Person 1: Construction jobs, they have rules such as hard hats and steel toe boots.  
 
Person 2: Exactly, we need rules similar to that, ones conducive to our job. 
 
Person 1: If we did have rules about our health and safety, they’d need to come from us and our perspective. They 
can’t just be assumed. Fairly sure the construction workers have a say in what they need, their rules that impact 
them. The same way, sex workers need to be the ones making the rules about what happens with sex work.  
 

– Two workers, part of the LGBTQI community  
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LETTER 11: 
 
A Legal Perspective from a Former St. John’s Sex Worker (attached) 
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On the St. John’s Adult Massage Parlour Moratorium:
A Legal Perspective from a Former St. John’s Sex Worker

AJK

Introduction

Every year on December 17th, for 15 years now, women just ke me gather to 
acknow edge and honour the sex workers and a es who are v ct ms of v o ence n our 
soc ety. We reflect on the ssues perta n ng to our access to just ce, the protect on of our 
human r ghts, and the ongo ng strugg e we face to recogn ze, redefine, and 
dest gmat ze our ves. December 17th: The Internat ona  Day to End V o ence Aga nst 
Sex Workers.

It’s k nd of ron c sn’t?

We have a day to end v o ence aga nst a marg na zed group of nd v dua s n our 
soc ety, and yet we cont nue to debate the va d ty of the r work (yes, rea  work) that has 
a ready been dec ared by the Supreme Court of Canada to be not ega .

Read that aga n.

The Supreme Court of Canada, the h ghest court n our ent re nat on, has 
decr m na zed sex work. Some of the most accomp shed, educated, rat ona  and h gh y 
nte gent peop e n our country has a ready determ ned that sex work s not a cr me. 
And yet here we are debat ng whether or not we w  offer these workers a safe space to 
work the r very eg t mate jobs.

… Ser ous y?

The History

The Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms s the very first part of the Constitution 
Act, 1982. It ex sts, n part, to guarantee and protect certa n po t ca  r ghts of Canad an 
c t zens and c v  r ghts of everyone n Canada from the po c es, eg s at on, and other 
act ons of a  areas and eve s of government.

D d you catch that, C ty of St. John’s?

The Charter of Rights and Freedoms app es to all government laws and actions, 
nc ud ng the aws and act ons of federa , prov nc a , and municipal governments. 

Huh, mag ne that.
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As per the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms (1982):

Sect on 1. “The Canad an Charter of R ghts and Freedoms guarantees the r ghts 
and freedoms set out n t subject on y to such reasonab e m ts prescr bed by 
aw as can be demonstrab y just fied n a free and democrat c soc ety.”

Sect on 7. “Everyone has the r ght to fe, berty and secur ty of the person and 
the r ght not to be depr ved thereof except n accordance w th the pr nc p es of 
fundamenta  just ce.”

Bedford and Bill C-36

The dec s on to decr m na ze “prost tut on” or sex work n Bedford v. Canada was a 
monumenta  v ctory for those of us n the sex work commun ty. The prem se of the 
Bedford case was the argument that three prov s ons n the Cr m na  Code of Canada 
wh ch cr m na zed aspects of sex work n fact v o ated sex workers’ const tut ona  r ght 
to secur ty of the person.

From the dec s on of the court wr tten by the Ch ef Just ce:

“The proh b t ons at ssue do not mere y mpose cond t ons on how prost tutes 
(s c) operate. They go a cr t ca  step further, by mpos ng dangerous cond t ons 
on prost tut on; they prevent peop e engaged n a r sky – but ega  – act v ty from 
tak ng steps to protect themse ves from the r sk.” (para 60)

After the Bedford dec s on came the ntroduct on ( n 2014) of B  C-36, more forma y 
ca ed the Protection of Communities and Exploited Persons Act. Th s was an act to 
amend the Cr m na  Code of Canada n response to the dec s on by the Supreme Court.

The purpose of B  C-36 has been descr bed as an attempt to protect the d gn ty and 
equa ty of women who are engaged n sex work, to protect commun t es and ch dren 
(see: pub c nu sance), and to reduce the demand for sexua  serv ces. A  of these 
ssues are a part of a arger theme to reduce the occurrence and mpact of sexua  
exp o tat on and human sex traffick ng, wh ch I th nk we a  agree are detr menta  to the 
nd v dua  and the r commun ty. 

But what s sexua  exp o tat on and where does sex work fit nto a  of th s?

The Language of Sex

One of the under y ng ssues at p ay here s the perce ved ama gamat on of sex work 
and sexua  exp o tat on under the arger umbre a abe  of “the sex trade”. But et us be 
comp ete y c ear here: sex work and sexua  exp o tat on are not the same th ng and can 
abso ute y be mutua y exc us ve. 
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Sexua  exp o tat on s sted n the Cr m na  Code as fo ows:

153 (1) Every person comm ts an offence who s n a pos t on of trust or author ty 
towards a young person, who s a person w th whom the young person s n a 
re at onsh p of dependency or who s n a re at onsh p w th a young person that s 
exp o tat ve of the young person, and who

(a) for a sexua  purpose, touches, d rect y or nd rect y, w th a part of the body or 
w th an object, any part of the body of the young person; or

(b) for a sexua  purpose, nv tes, counse s or nc tes a young person to touch, 
d rect y or nd rect y, w th a part of the body or w th an object, the body of any 
person, nc ud ng the body of the person who so nv tes, counse s or nc tes and 
the body of the young person.

The tab e be ow d fferent ates some of the features of an nd v dua  who s pos t ve y 
engaged n sex work contrasted w th the features of an nd v dua  who s be ng sexua y 
exp o ted.

There are some pretty c ear d fferences.

And wh e t s mportant to d st ngu sh between sex work and sexua  exp o tat on, t s 
a so mportant to remember that the pos t on of an nd v dua  on the spectrum of sexua  
exchange at any g ven t me can be flu d.

A Person Who Does Sex Work A Person Who Is Being Sexually Exploited

Adu t over the age of consent (18) Can be any age

Invo ves consent Does not need to invo ve consent

By choice or circumstance By circumstance or influence

Independence Dependence

More power Less power

More autonomy Less autonomy

More choice Less choice

More security Less security

More freedom Less freedom

More flexibi ity Less flexibi ity

Positive y engaged in the “sex industry Negative y engaged in the “sex industry

Sex work is decrimina ized Sexua  exp oitation is i ega
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One nterpretat on of the Spectrum of Sex Exchange s g ven here:

Certa n y, there can be peop e who are both sex work ng nd v dua s and a so nd v dua s 
who are be ng exp o ted. Th s ntersect ona ty can be ustrated n a Venn d agram, as 
per be ow.
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The pos t on of an nd v dua  on the spectrum (or n the c rc es) at any g ven t me can be 
s tuat ona  and the pos t on of any one person on the spectrum (or n the c rc es) may 
change depend ng on the c rcumstances of any part cu ar moment. We are humans. We 
are not perfect and we change depend ng on our c rcumstances.

The Issues

When we d scuss the ssue of the morator um on adu t massage par our perm ts n St. 
John’s, what s the rea  ssue we are debat ng? Better yet: what s the purpose of such a 
morator um n the first p ace?

We are to d, as a commun ty, that the morator um on adu t massage par ours s to keep 
us (sex workers) safe and free from exp o tat on. We are to d that we must m t the 
number of massage par ours to prevent sexua  exp o tat on and human traffick ng. We 
are to d that we are not safe when we work ndoors.

Wa t… what? Accord ng to whom?

The Reality

In Bedford, the app cat on judge found that “on a ba ance of probab t es, the safest 
form of prost tut on s work ng ndependent y from a fixed ocat on”. (para. 300) The 
judge a so conc uded that ndoor sex work s far ess dangerous than street eve  based 
sex work “a find ng that the ev dence amp y supports” and that “out-ca  work s not as 
safe as n-ca  work”.

Th s morator um on massage par our perm ts forces sex workers to work a one, to be 
ess v s b e, and to forego protect ve mechan sms. Th s prevents sex workers from 
“hav ng a regu ar c ente e and from sett ng up ndoor safeguards… wh ch wou d reduce 
r sks”. (app cat on dec s on, para. 421)

The massage par our morator um ncreases re ance on p mps and book ng agents, 
wh ch n turn, eads to sex workers hav ng greater exposure to potent a y exp o tat ve 
re at onsh ps and behav ours. It a so “ nterferes w th prov s on of hea th checks and 
preventat ve hea th measures”.

Prevent ng sex workers from hav ng access to ndoor ocat ons a so prevents sex 
workers from safe screen ng protoco s and sett ng terms for the use of condoms and 
other safe guards.

A  of these ssues further aggravate the r sk of d sease, v o ence, and death n an 
a ready marg na zed and vu nerab e popu at on wh ch s d sproport onate y made up of 
peop e of marg na zed genders, peop e of abor g na  and nd genous her tage, members 
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of the 2SLGBTQ+ commun ty, and former surv vors of gender-based and nt mate 
partner v o ence. In th s way, a morator um on adu t massage par our perm ts n St. 
John’s, NL s mere y a cont nuat on of the normat ve nst tut ona  and state v o ence 
aga nst sex workers that we have a ready seen for years now.

Back to the Charter

As per the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms (1982):

Sect on 1. “The Canad an Charter of R ghts and Freedoms guarantees the r ghts 
and freedoms set out n t subject on y to such reasonab e m ts prescr bed by 
aw as can be demonstrab y just fied n a free and democrat c soc ety.”

Sect on 7. “Everyone has the r ght to fe, berty and secur ty of the person and 
the r ght not to be depr ved thereof except n accordance w th the pr nc p es of 
fundamenta  just ce.”

Principles to Consider

In exam n ng the dec s on of the Supreme Court n Bedford, we are g ven three 
pr nc p es for nterpret ng the const tut ona ty of a aw: arb trar ness, overbreadth, and 
gross d sproport ona ty.

Arbitrariness asks whether there s a d rect connect on between the purpose of 
the aw and the mpugned effect on the nd v dua , n the sense that the effect on 
the nd v dua  bears some re at on to the aw’s purpose. (SCC 2013, par. 111.)

Overbreadth dea s w th a aw that s so broad n scope that t nc udes some 
conduct that bears no re at on to ts purpose. In th s sense, the aw s arb trary. 
(SCC 2013, par. 112.)

Gross disproportionality asks whether the aw’s effects on fe, berty or 
secur ty of the person are so gross y d sproport onate to ts purposes that they 
cannot rat ona y be supported. Under s. 7 of the Charter, t does not cons der 
the benefic a  effects of the aw for soc ety — t ba ances the negat ve effect on 
the nd v dua  aga nst the purpose of the aw, not aga nst soc eta  benefit that 
m ght flow from the aw. (SCC 2013, par. 120–121.)

Violation of s. 7

From the Supreme Court of Canada dec s on n Bedford, re: the sect on 7 v o at on:

“The proh b t ons a  he ghten the r sks the app cants face n prost tut on — tse f 
a ega  act v ty. They do not mere y mpose cond t ons on how prost tutes 
operate. They go a cr t ca  step further, by mpos ng dangerous cond t ons on 
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prost tut on; they prevent peop e engaged n a r sky —but ega  — act v ty from 
tak ng steps to protect themse ves from the r sks.”

“The v o ence of a john does not d m n sh the ro e of the state n mak ng a 
prost tute more vu nerab e to that v o ence.”

“The quest on under s. 7 n whether anyone’s fe, berty or secur ty of the 
person has been den ed by a aw that s nherent y bad; a gross y 
d sproport onate, over broad, or arb trary effect on one person s suffic ent to 
estab sh a breach of s. 7.”

Conclusion

The current morator um on massage par ours n St. John’s, NL harms sex workers by 
part a y prevent ng them from “work ng n safer fixed ndoor ocat ons”, “screen ng 
potent a  c ents for ntox cat on and propens ty to v o ence”, and “tak ng measures that 
wou d ncrease the r safety, and poss b y save the r ves.” These negat ve effects of the 
morator um are not outwe ghed by the prem se of sav ng sex workers from exp o tat ve 
re at onsh ps, and reduc ng the rare ne ghbourhood nu sance comp a nt.

Arbitrariness — The massage par our morator um s arb trary n that t ncreases sex 
worker re ance on p mps and book ng agents w thout access to a safe ndoor ocat on.

Gross disproportionality — The negat ve mpact of the massage par our morator um 
on sex workers’ secur ty of the person s gross y d sproport onate to ts object ve of 
reduc ng sexua  exp o tat on and human traffick ng n our c ty.

Overbreadth — Laws ke th s prevent peop e (sex workers) who are engaged n a ega  
and non-exp o tat ve act v ty (sex work) from tak ng steps to protect themse ves from the 
r sks, wh ch makes t overbroad.

As ustrated, the massage par our morator um s arb trary, gross y d sproport onate, 
overbroad. It nfr nges upon r ghts granted n s. 7 of the Charter of Rights and Freedoms 
and cannot be saved under s. 1.

Th s morator um s unconst tut ona .

It s t me for the ban on adu t massage par our perm ts to be fted.

Th s s the on y og ca  answer.

Let us make th s change.

The t me s now.

The sex workers have spoken.
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An Appeal

Dear C ty of St. John’s Counc  Members,

It s t me to drop the morator um on perm ts for adu t massage par ours. Th s cont nued 
morator um s unconst tut ona  n that t v o ates the s. 7 r ghts of nd v dua s who engage 
n sex work by depr v ng us of our r ght to secur ty of the person, as protected n the 
Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms and confirmed n the unan mous dec s on of 
the Supreme Court of Canada n the Bedford case.

As an nd v dua  w th over a decade of ved exper ence n the St. John’s sex ndustry, 
w th rea  exper ence n mu t p e oca  massage par ours, and w th rea  exper ence 
manag ng a massage par our, I ask you to cons der th s morator um debate through the 
ens of honest exper ence and rat ona  th nk ng. We know what we need. And we know 
what doesn’t work.

Th s December 17th, on the Internat ona  Day to End V o ence Aga nst Sex Workers, 
cons der mak ng the change that w  he p us to move n the r ght d rect on.

The t me for change s now.

S ncere y,

Sex Worker of St. John’s (2008 — 2018)

Massage Par our Manager (2013 — 2018)

Dated: December 6, 2018
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S.H.O.P. Recommendations for City Council  

1. ENSURE CITY STAFF AND CITY COUNCIL UNDERSTAND THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN CHILD AND 
YOUTH SEXUAL EXPLOITATION AND ADULT SEX WORK 

o Recognize sex work is defined by consent, by adult age, and by self-determination and agency. 

o Distinguish between cases of forced labour, sexual exploitation, sex work and sex workers’ experiences of 
workplace violence in all discussions, policies and regulations regarding the sex trade. 

o Recognize that sex workers are strong allies in combatting sexual exploitation and human trafficking, and their 
meaningful participation is essential in achieving community safety. 

 

2. CONSULT WITH ADULT SEX WORKERS 

o Recognize that sex workers are diverse and many are survivors of violence who exist in neighbourhoods across 
St. John’s, and sex workers are voting constituents with concerns and needs that should be taken seriously by 
City staff and representatives.  

o Recognize the importance and value of evidence-based research on sex worker safety, labour protections, and 
human rights. Consult existing national and international sound research. 

o Increase collaboration with organizations/groups that work directly with people engaging in sex work, recognizing 
that sex workers and sex workers rights organizations are best placed to provide insight and leadership for 
legislation that targets sex work, and also best placed to provide evidence-based direction on legislative and 
regulatory regimes that comply with human rights legislation and that are supported by evidence-based research. 

 

3. SUPPORT MUNICIPAL APPROACHES THAT PROTECT AND UPHOLD SEX WORKERS’ LABOUR 
AND HUMAN RIGHTS 

o Should City Council be able, commit to reviewing and updating municipal bylaws and regulations under your 
purview on adult erotic services and indoor sex work in direct consultation with adult sex workers and their 
advocates. Know that many of the existing municipal acts that already guide the lives of residents in the City of 
St. John’s, such as traffic, noise, zoning, operational hours, and businesses that sell adult products or services, 
can be applied to create an innovative St. John’s specific approach.  

o Continue to your vital participation and support Living In Community, a unique approach to community dialogue 
around sex work and the prevention of youth sexual exploitation that brings multiple stakeholders together, an 
important collaboration with our City, law enforcement, local businesses, residents, community non-profit 
organizations, and sex workers. 

o Recognize that lifting the moratorium on massage parlour permits is only one step to address the human rights of 
sex workers in St. John’s, and that municipal and legislative reform must be accompanied by a holistic set of 
measures to address health, poverty, housing and labour supports, education, and municipal services. 
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Monday, September 30, 2019 

Dear City of St. John’s Council Members, 

Note: This letter is solely for the consideration of the Members of the City Council of St. John’s, 
Newfoundland and Labrador as of September 30, 2019. The information shared herein is to 
remain private and confidential. None of this letter is to be published, shared, divulged, or 
reproduced in any way by any one without my own written consent. 

My name is  and I’m a second year student at the University of New Brunswick’s Faculty 
of Law and an alumnus of Memorial University of Newfoundland with a background in 
linguistics and psychology. I’m a community activist, a sole proprietor, and a proud mom to the 
most spoiled cats. And surprise! — I am also a sex worker. 

To give you a bit of context, I have been working in the sex work industry for over a decade, 
with nine of those years being in and around St. John's, NL. The vast majority of my experience 
took place at two different massage parlours, both of which were located in St. John’s and one of 
which I ended up managing for a number of years. I am still actively involved in sex work and 
the sex working community in St. John’s, NL (and now in my new temporary home city of 
Fredericton, NB) and have been since I was 19 years old. I am now 30. The last time I did sex 
work in St. John’s, NL was a month and a half ago, in August 2019. 

I'm reaching out to you today in hopes of sharing my perspective on the issue of whether to 
remove or maintain the massage parlour moratorium in St. John's, NL, on which you will be 
voting. It is important to have a variety of voices and perspectives to gain a full grasp of the issue 
being discussed, particularly with an issue as multifaceted as this. My concern centres on how 
the maintaining of this moratorium will continue to negatively effect the real lives of my sisters 
and friends within the sex working community if the moratorium is not lifted. 

My Story 

To preface all of the below, I want you to know and understand that I was never forced to enter 
into sex work. The choice to do sex work was, and still is, very much my own. I feel happy and 
successful some days and on other days I feel blah. Just like everyone else. That said, every 
individual’s experience is unique and equally valid. I do recognize that I am speaking from a 
place of privilege and that others may have had experiences that are unlike my own. Again, that 
is why it is important to consider all perspectives and the ways in which those experiences may 
apply to the issue at hand. 
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Studio Aura was owned by a woman with lived experience in sex work, who worked there 
herself as well as owning and operating the business. What set Studio Aura apart was the 
business owner’s involvement, her dedication to providing a safe space, and her ability to be the 
catalyst for change. This is where my experiences really allowed me to grow and have a positive 
influence in my community. Only a few months after I started working at Studio Aura, 
Executifsweet closed and Kendra’s Red House (owned and operated by a female sex worker who 
had previously worked at Executifsweet) opened as an alternative.  

Sometime around then, Hush was listed for sale and was eventually sold from the couple who 
had originally owned and operated it to the current owner, Mr. Norm Lush. It may be of interest 
to note that the new owner of Hush was (and still is) also the owner of the for-profit advertising 
website known as NLAdult. The ownership of the website was beneficial to the business 
development of Hush in the following months, and arguably, years. 

In 2014, after a sad series of permitting issues and unfortunate publicity, Kendra’s Red House 
moved from Wood Street to Water Street. The business was rebranded as The Red Room and was 
sold to its current owner, . Both Hush and The Red Room benefited from the use 
of NLAdult as a primary advertising source. To restrict the competition, Studio Aura and all of 
its employees were blocked from using NLAdult to advertise, even for paid ads. 

In November 2014, the implementation of Bill C-36 brought together a group of sex working 
women in a collaborative effort from which arose the HardOnTheRock project. With 
introduction of Bill C-36, sex workers and sex work businesses were no longer able to access 
most of our usual advertising services. We could no longer post ads in newspapers, phone books, 
or classifieds without putting the owners of those publications at risk of being charged. But 
without advertising, how could we reach our clientele? 

The advertising of sex work and sexual services had to move entirely “underground” to unedited 
and unmoderated online spaces; places like Backpage, Craig’s List, and NLAdult (for 
independent sex workers or employees of Hush or The Red Room only). After Bill C-36, there 
was a huge influx of new users on these websites. The increased traffic lead to server crashes and 
increased the general anxiety being felt by sex workers across the province. The drama began. A 
lot of women were publicly outed online. The unmoderated spaces became a drip tray for the real 
names, addresses, family members, and personal contact information of sex workers in our 
province. We needed a better solution. In early 2015, the idea for HardOnTheRock was born. 

We wanted HardOnTheRock to be the go-to place for all Newfoundland sex work and adult 
themed information, advertising, and community resources. We envisioned a no-cost, female-
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moderated, LGBTQ allied, trans-friendly, fiercely feminist, community oriented, safe advertising 
space for sex workers, but without the drama and the fear of being outed. With a small amount of 
funding from a private donor (and it seriously wasn’t from SHOP no matter how much some 
people may think it was… I know who the private donor was but you’ll never get my sources), 
we built the website, bought the domain, and contacted community groups to get permission to 
feature them as resources in our database. We grew. We made logos, ordered promotional 
materials, participated in discussion panels, launched a sex work awareness campaign, and grew 
our pool of collaborators. HardOnTheRock has been an individually funded grassroots initiative, 
by and for sex workers. We currently have a voluntary crew of passionate women with lived 
experience in sex work working behind the scenes to keep our initiative growing. We believe that 
access to safe (and free) advertising spaces are a necessary part of harm reduction for sex 
workers in our community. 

Within a few years of working at Studio Aura, I graduated (in 2015) with my Bachelors Degree 
from Memorial University of Newfoundland. I took on the role of manager and website designer 
and we began to plan a new home for Studio Aura on the opposite side of the plaza from where it 
was originally located. We started with an empty space; no walls, no floor, no plumbing, no 
electrical work. A blank canvas. Our vision was simple: to create a safe, secure, sustainable space 
by and for female-identified sex workers in our city. It would be owned and operated by women, 
with a focus on harm reduction, ensuring physical safety, empowering women, and peer support. 
From that, we grew. As a group, we came together to make the floor plans. Every room must 
have two doors - an escape route, if needed. Peepholes, security cameras, off-site DVR 
monitoring, and more. We created a community resource board, wrote a training manual, 
connected staff with outreach opportunities, facilitated naloxone training for staff through the 
Safe Works Access Program, and began our current peer support system. We came together and 
grew ourselves and each other.  

While all of this was unfolding, I was also getting more involved in my community volunteer 
work. I connected as a volunteer with the Safe Harbour Outreach Project, the NL Sexual Assault 
Crisis and Prevention Centre’s 24-Hour Crisis Line, and the St. John’s Status of Women Council. 
I ended up serving on the Steering Committee and then the elected Board of Directors for the 
Community Coalition for Mental Health and then the same for PTSD Buddies. Both 
organizations are now incorporated not-for-profits in Newfoundland and Labrador. 

Acting on an impulsive decision, after a bad break up, I wrote the LSAT and applied to law 
school in late 2017. Shockingly, I received my acceptance in January 2018. Realizing that I 
would need to move my entire life to New Brunswick for three years, I began to transfer 
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operations of Studio Aura back to the owner (she had taken time off for maternity leave) and 
prepare for my inevitable move. During the period of transition, I left my role as manager at 
Studio Aura and began working independently between St. John’s, NL and Fredericton, NB. I 
rented out my house to a a fantastic tenant and finalized my move to Fredericton on September 1, 
2018 and began my first year of law school. At this point, I was both a full time student and an 
independent sex worker with my own little sole proprietorship (of sex work). 

I am writing to you now as a full time second year law student who is still actively (and happily) 
participating in sex work as I have for many years. In the year that I’ve lived in Fredericton, 
Studio Aura was sold from its original owner and operator to  

Need I remind you that there were only three permits at the time the massage parlour moratorium 
went into effect? Three permits, originally held by three different entities, now held by one 
person. Yes, that’s right. There is now a total monopoly on massage parlour permits in St. John’s, 
NL. That is where we are now. 

This is where my story stands now. I have experienced so much change in the sex working 
community over the last decade. My experiences are real and they are valid. I will now address 
some of the issues at hand in relation to my own experiences. 

On Massage Parlours 

Licensed massage parlours act as safe indoor working locations for individuals who are 
employed in sex work. In order to keep one’s business license, occupancy permit, etc. the 
building (and business within it) must meet certain requirements for safety and fire regulations. 
This means that these permitted businesses are routinely inspected and, often, without notice. 

One of the concerns referenced by those who are opposed to lifting the massage parlour 
moratorium is the fear of enabling child and youth sexual exploitation, human trafficking, drug 
trafficking, and other such things. It seems to me that these types of illicit activities, taking place 
in a city licensed and routinely inspected establishment, would be quite difficult to hide without 
notice. Certainly, having underground unlicensed pop-up sketchy business establishments would 
be much more of a risk to children, youth, and other humans.  

By lifting the moratorium, you would be encouraging women to seek out safer indoor working 
locations and would also encourage any potentially existing non-permit-holding locations to 
become licensed for their own legitimacy purposes. Competition in business acts as an incentive 
for workplaces to provide better working conditions to attract better workers. Allowing permits 
would incentivize potential business owners to apply for the permits for a competitive advantage. 
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This advantage would be further regulated by the use of routine inspections, as is already an 
established practice for ensuring compliance to building code and fire regulations. 

(An aside: Human trafficking victims don’t get to choose where they work. A human trafficker 
would not place a victim in a licensed establishment for fear of getting caught. Removing the ban 
on massage parlours would not grow the risk of human trafficking or youth exploitation but 
would deter it from becoming pervasive in our community.) 

On Safety 

In my story section above, I mentioned how Executifsweet, at the time between 2008 and 2011, 
did not have what we would now consider to be adequate safety features. That was very much 
not the case at Studio Aura, nor is it the common practice at the currently owned establishments 
which are currently permitted in the city.  

As discussed, Studio Aura had a focus on harm reduction, ensuring physical safety, empowering 
women, and peer support. Every room was equipped with two doors — so there was always an 
escape route in case of fire, if needed. The doors on the rooms did not have locks for the same 
reason. All main doors had peepholes for the safety of our staff and as a deterrent for 
disrespectful behaviour. The front entrance way was closed off from the rest of the business, with 
a door that locked with allowed staff to welcome clients by letting them in through a secondary 
locked door. We installed wifi and hard line security cameras (I have a glorious picture of me 
awkwardly perched on a ladder screwing one of the wifi cameras into a wall) in the front 
entrance way and the hallways, with off-site DVR monitoring, and an app to enable access to the 
cameras at all times. 

On Security and Autonomy 

While we encouraged staff to be themselves and make their work their own, we also had a team-
made Studio Guidebook with policies specific to the business and its operation. These included 
instructions on how to ID young looking clients, the process for setting up an interview between 
a new potential staff member and the manager (me) including questions to ask the potential new 
staff member regarding their understanding of consent, their autonomy and comfort level with 
the type of work, their perspective on confidentiality, etc.  

Part of the interview process involved a tour of the Studio, a chat with whatever staff were 
around that day, a meeting with the Studio cat, and an overview of the guidelines of the Studio 
and the safety features that we have. New staff were always required to bring an ID, which I 
would check with my best due diligence.  
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In my own experience, greater overall satisfaction in sex work is correlated with more autonomy 
and more security. Greater autonomy allows women in sex work to have more control over their 
work experience. Greater security allows women in sex work to feel comfortable and safe while 
working. 

Behold — Part One of the Security-Autonomy Satisfaction Scale 

Behold — Part Two of the Security-Autonomy Satisfaction Scale (the blue triangle overlay 
shows where the greatest job satisfaction can be found) 
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What do we mean by "autonomy" in sex work? 

- Freedom from external control or influence 

- Flexibility in when and how we work 

- Independence, respect, equality 

- Self-governance and the ability to influence change 

What do we mean by "security" in sex work? 

- Physical safety without threat of harm 

- Regular and reliable work in a safe indoor location 

- Financial security 

- Healthy judgement-free support network 

Together, autonomy and security help to combat the negative influence of stigma on women who 
are working within the sex industry and help to reduce the occurrence and susceptibility of 
vulnerable persons to sexual exploitation and exposure to generally unsafe or exploitative 
working conditions. 

On Equality 

Charter of Rights and Freedoms, s.7: Life, liberty and security of person 

7. Everyone has the right to life, liberty and security of the person and the right not to be 
deprived thereof except in accordance with the principles of fundamental justice. 

Charter of Rights and Freedoms, s.15: Equality rights 

15. (1) Every individual is equal before and under the law and has the right to the equal 
protection and equal benefit of the law without discrimination and, in particular, without 
discrimination based on race, national or ethnic origin, colour, religion, sex, age or 
mental or physical disability. 

(2) Subsection (1) does not preclude any law, program or activity that has as its object 
the amelioration of conditions of disadvantaged individuals or groups including those 
that are disadvantaged because of race, national or ethnic origin, colour, religion, sex, 
age or mental or physical disability. 

Life, liberty and security of the person are guaranteed under the Canadian Charter of Rights and 
Freedoms. Security of the person, after the Bedford decision, has been determined to include the 
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right to safe working conditions. See the Bedford case and the amendments made in Bill C-36 to 
improve access to safe working conditions for sex workers in Canada. 

To continue the moratorium on massage parlours in St. John’s, NL would be to continue to deny 
already vulnerable and marginalized people in our community the right to security of the person 
through having a safe place to work. This right is guaranteed to all persons in the Canadian 
Charter of Rights and Freedoms. 

On Exploitation 

We seriously need to stop conflating sex work with human trafficking and youth sexual 
exploitation. Seriously. I don’t even know how to make it any simpler at this point. How many 
books and articles and papers do actual sex working women have to write on this? 

Fortunately, I’m prepared with illustrations! 

Behold — a Venn diagram illustrating what exploitation in the workplace can look like: 

9
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Behold — a further delightful illustration of what occupation exploitation can actually look like: 

Exploitation is exploitative. Exploitative work is not consensual work. Sex work is consensual 
work. Consensual work requires consent, not exploitation. If sex is not consensual then it is rape. 
Rape is not work. Sex work is not rape because sex work requires consent. If there is no consent 
then it is rape. 

Further, if a child or youth is doing sex work, then it is not sex work, it is either sexual 
exploitation or rape. Sex work requires both parties to be consenting adults. Children and youth 
are not adults. Children and youth cannot consent to sex work. Children and youth cannot, by 
definition, do sex work. 

On Misinformation 

Misinformation on sex work, sex workers, and our lives is rampant, even in the city of St. John’s, 
NL. One often spouted “fact” used by exiting organizations, is that “the average age for a child to 
begin sex work is between 12 and 14 years old”. This is both untrue and super gross because of 

10
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what we just read in the previous section. A person who is 12-14 years old CANNOT consent to 
sex with an adult and, as per the Criminal Code of Canada, a person who is 12-14 years old 
CANNOT consent to sex work. This statement, so often referred to in organizations within even 
our fair city of St. John’s, is blatantly, definitely untrue. 

Fun tidbit of knowledge for general awareness purposes: 

According to an actual research study done by Raven Bowen at the PACE Society in Vancouver, 
"only an estimated 5-15% (of people in the sex industry) actually work for survival." 

On Change 

Right now, there is an opportunity before you to create the potential for safer indoor working 
spaces for real sex working individuals in our city, our communities, and our social networks. 
The stigma of sex work is so horrifically strong, that I would easily wager that each one of you 
knows more than one person who has participated in some form of sex work. The data supports 
this. We know this is a necessary change to establish greater safety for real people. The time for 
this change is now. 

My Ask to You 

After all of this, dear Members of the City Council, my ask to you is a small and simple one: 
Please. Please vote to lift the moratorium on massage parlours in St. John’s, Newfoundland and 
Labrador. We are asking for the dignity and security of having a safe place to work. That is all. 

This is all I’ve got in me. It’s now 4:30am and I have class in five hours. Wish me luck. I’ll be 
thinking of you all day and waiting for what I hope will be good news. I believe in you all.  

With great respect and solidarity, 

(this is where I would put my signature if I weren’t too tired to figure out how to do that now) 
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Maureen Harvey

From: Hope Jamieson
Sent: Thursday, October 31, 2019 3:07 PM
To: Maureen Harvey
Subject: Fwd: ****UPDATED**** Some facts and realities facing St. Johns Residents if the Massage Parlour ban 

is lifted ****UPDATED****
Attachments: thumbnail_Screenshot_20190930-120424_Messenger.jpg; thumbnail_Screenshot_20190930-120305

_Messages.jpg

 

 

From:   

Sent: Monday, September 30, 2019 12:27:51 PM 

To: Sheilagh O'Leary <soleary@stjohns.ca>; Mayor <mayor@stjohns.ca>; Deanne Stapleton <dstapleton@stjohns.ca>; 

Hope Jamieson <hjamieson@stjohns.ca>; Jamie Korab <jkorab@stjohns.ca>; Ian Froude <ifroude@stjohns.ca>; Wally 

Collins <wcollins@stjohns.ca>; Maggie Burton <mburton@stjohns.ca>; Dave Lane <dlane@stjohns.ca>; Sandy Hickman 

<shickman@stjohns.ca>; Debbie Hanlon <dhanlon@stjohns.ca> 

Subject: ****UPDATED**** Some facts and realities facing St. Johns Residents if the Massage Parlour ban is lifted 

****UPDATED****  

  

**** I sent this email yesterday and I want to thank Sandy Hickman for taking the time to read my email and  send 

me a reply in apporeciation. That was greatly appreciated and will be noted to any media outlets that ask! !  

 

I just wanted to UPDATE you fellow esteemed members of council just how my Sunday was working in the Adult 

massage parlour industry! Just in case anyone was interested in what  This city has waiting for it IF you open more 

studios without a lot of work done first!! Maybe someone on city hall should stand up when presenting facts and 

give these... the residents of the city has a right to know... So today when standing up and talking about this issue 

Mrs. Maggie Burton, please make sure the residents of your city has ALL the facts please. It's very negligent on your 

part to NOT  take the time to speak with owners of current massage studios OR any women who actually work in 

them! So, during your time presenting today, can you kindly fill us in why you did no homework on this issue but 

feel you want to open more blindly? Exactly who is pushing for this?? THE CITY HAS A RIGHT TO NOW!!  

 

 Here is a screenshot of a conversation i have been dealing with for the last few days of a very mentally ill 

man who hates me just because of my sexuality and because of the type of work I do. I have been attacked 
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and fielding his threats for the last few days trying to calm him down... Nothing new! ( screenshot included 

in email )  

 

 Does anyone know where I can fix this?  Showed up to one of my locations and late Saturday night, 

someone either tried to break in or took some frustration out on my front door window at one of my 

businesses.  ( Picture of broken window included )  

 

So yeah, this industry is crazy and scary and anyone who wants to open more in this city, should do a lot more 

homework for the concern and safety of the residents of this city. I have worked very hard to clean up the industry 

and for some strange reason, 2 months ago the universe joined all 3 studios we have now and I am asking for a 

while to see how that settles before we decide if we need more or not. Having the studios work under one union I 

feel will be the best thing for this city!  I have been contacted by a few reporters today and I asked them to wait 

until tomorrow for a response from me. I want to have all the information first before I react.   

 

 

 

Hello city of St John's and its esteemed members of council. My Name is Norman Lush and I am emailing you 

concerning the moratorium that's currently in place on opening new massage parlours.  

 

As a businessman,  I am not fully opposed to opening more Studio because anyone reading this email with half a 

business mind would know,  that amy business person would and should only be too eager to expand if the market 

and the need was there. I currently operate three adult massage studios in this city and I am going to be the first to 

admit that this is probably one of the fastest and scariest rides I have ever been on. Now for anyone who's going to 

come to this city hall and recommend that a moratorium be lifted  without having extensive research and first‐

hand experience to know how these massage parlours operate,  is extremely careless and negligent on anyone's 

part. I am telling you emphatically,  that adult massage parlours are scary and the City of St John's really needs to 

invest time and resources into understanding, appreciating and regulating any new massage parlours that are 

open.  

 

In order to do that the city really needs time and resources spent,  out of taxpayers money to operate and regulate 

an industry that they can assure is not going to cause issues and problems for the residents of St John's. Plain and 

simple. To do it without the proper planning and time and energy and resources spent,  would be negligent and 
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careless and anything that would come of such actions would be placing full liability in my head,  on City Hall. Trust, 

me, I am not the only one who feels this way!  

 

I have realizied in the four years that I've been doing this,  that these massage parlours fall on the sex industry 

ladder. With that comes a lot of interest from people running the drug trade in this city . I've come to realize that if 

you do not watch and babysit these Studios almost 24/7 that people in the drug trade try to infiltrate these studios 

and I'll tell you why. They are trying to get their hands on these Studios one way or the other. I've had offers to buy 

them,  I've had people try to intimidate me,  literally coming to my studio and tell me how guys like me end up 

being taken for walks in the woods if I don't play by their rules. Anyone else probably would have shut up and did 

whatever they told them but not me. I stood my ground,  I threatened police action and media action each time 

LOUDLY,  and I so far have been successful in keeping them away. I'm sure the city is aware that  there is a heavy 

drug trade in this city and the people behind that force,  want nothing more than to be able to get this city to allow 

them to open more massage parlours where they can easily hide their drug activity and launder money. I'm just 

giving you honesty,  truth and total hardcore facts that  the residents of this city needs and deserves to be told,  if 

you decide to open more massage parlours.  I have personally witnessed this and had to suffer through some scary 

times in the last 4 years worried I was gonna get grabbed and left for dead on some walking trail.  

 

I know what some people may think. He has three massage parlours now and don't want any competition. Truth!!! 

Why would I? But don't be fooled into thinking there is no competition. A quick google search will show that 

besides the 20‐30 individuals who rely on these studios to safely work form, there are countless illegal massage 

parlours operating in the city ...maybe in some of your rental properties and you would never know!! People rent 

apartments or houses, and work from there. They prefer this as they can actively do drugs while working and you 

can not at our studios. So we have plenty of competition! Only difference is, we are legal and I pay my taxes while 

they dont!   But let me explain for a quick second what separates us. When I started in this industry 4 years ago,  I 

went to the officials in office at City Hall then and tried to open my own adult massage parlour. I paid and applied 

for permits from the city to open a massage parlour at 10 Spencer Street, that permit got turned down!  I tried 

again at 12 Forbes Street and that got turned down and on that attempt,  I was notified that it was pointless of me 

to try applying again as they were placing a moratorium on any new massage parlours so essentially I feel I was the 

reason the moratorium was put in place in the first place. Now  since that time,  I have acquired the three 

remaining adult massage studios in the city. When I first started,  it was like a total war fieldand I mean literally! 

Each studio and the employees were at War. They literally would attack each other and each other's Studios. The 

clients were brought in the middle and we're not allowed to visit other Studio or they would be banned  from the 

studios if people found out. It was an absolute hot mess. Let's fast‐forward 4 years later and now,  which I can 

explain that long story in another email if anyone wanted to hear it, I now have all three Studios joined together 
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and all working under the same company. Anyone should be able to see the amazing benefits in that. No more turf 

wars, no more separation, no more being able to easily hide what went on behind closed doors!  We are slowly 

trying to build the entire group as  one working team. I have a manager who helps me run the Three Studios.  I 

have added payment processors so we now accept Visa/Mastercard and debit at the studio so there's not so much 

cash floating about and anyone with common business sense knows that is much safer for everyone involved 

including the city of St John's and its residents.  My goal is within the next six months that a majority of all 

transactions at my studio will be paid by debit or credit card. Removing the cash from the Studios would help cut 

down on any sort of illegal activity which I'm sure we can all agree is whats best for this city and its residents. 

Making it mandatory for all studios in the future to have this should be one of the regulations. This world of course 

make criminals realize that these Studio are no longer only good for laundering drug money and hopefully may lose 

interest. Essentially, we are now working as one combined unit and the future looks awesome for those in the 

industry because of it.  

 

If everyone rewind 4 years ago, , we would all see that the city  was dealing with a much bigger issue of ladies 

working on the streets. Residents were concerned rightfully so.  We don't really hear much of that anymore in the 

media and if you drive around these locations it's almost deserted simply because I've also implemented a very 

popular adult classifieds forum for the industry as a means and way for us to advertise.  Massage parlours are not 

allowed to advertise like normal businesses so I had to create my own platform which I did. This is another 

amendment that is very important from the city if we are allowed to open more and this ban is revisited. We pay 

our taxes like every other business in this city, we should be able to advertise as well. Fair is fair!  Now most of the 

people who work in the sex industry use my online platform instead of working on the streets to find ways to make 

money in this industry. They post ads and their number and do this type of work way more discreetly and as you 

can all see much more out of the way for the residents of this city. 4 years ago you couldn't drive down Long's Hill 

and you would have 10 to 15 escorts trying to stop your car. You don't see that today hardly ever. I bring this up 

because I feel that the steps I have taken personally on my own working independently without any support in this 

industry I feel that I have made Leaps and Bounds in making the industry better. I'm not one to ever toot my own 

horn but I honestly feel yes that by joining the Three Studio as I've done in the last 4 years has transformed the 

industry from a hot mess to more of a union of mature responsible adults who want and need to work in this 

industry safely. By opening more unregulated ( Meaning no work and research and changes have been done 

)  Studios, it will really  bring us back 4 years and all the work for nothing!  

 

  I also want and  need you to consider this. Right now I have three adult massage studios in this city. Today as I 

write this email my manager who does the schedule,  is informing me that this week coming up we are short 7 

shifts. Why? Because there is not enough ladies working now to fill the shifts. If you want some insight into the 
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industry, The massage parlour industry consists of between 20‐30 people and the same regular customer base. Yes, 

at times we get new people interested and they try it out for a few weeks and leave, but typically its the same 20‐

30 people who work on a relvolving door type of situation. Some may need to work for a few weeks, some may 

need to work for a few months and some work 4‐5 days a week all year long. This is how they supplement their 

incomes. They people have other jobs, are in school or are single moms trying to pay rent. Some, sadly are 

extremely drug addicted individuals who clean up their act some times and come asking for a place to work. We 

monitor them and if we see they slip down the wrong path again, we let them go AS A CONCERNED GROUP!  We 

suggest suport, meetings but DO NOT allow them to work. I always tell them, "You are not fired but this is not the 

time for you to work here right now. Message me in a few weeks and lets see how its goes then." We DO NOT and 

will NOT let anyone work who is actively going through an addiction that is not in control. Other owners will not be 

so nice and do you want the cold hard truth of why? Its because those people when out of control need the money 

constantly to fuel the addiction and would work days on end if you let them.  

 

My businesses are short 7 shifts this week coming up because a few of my friends who i consider family,  are not 

able to work responsibly for one reason or the other so we have them off the schedule for their own safety and 

ours.  

 

 If the only three massage studios in this city is short shifts every single week because there's not enough people 

interested or able to be working in the studio full‐time to fill the schedule completely, why oh why can anyone 

stand here today and say that we need more? Diversity is great I agree but again, we are not ready!  Adding more 

will completely throw a wrench into everything that we have accomplished in the last 4 years. It will make these 

women a commodity plain and simple. That's the scariest and most important part I need anyone reading this 

email to focus on. If we have three studio now and there's not enough people to fill the weekly schedule what 

happens if three more open??  Then the women working there will become treated as a commodity,  and 

HELLO!  human trafficking!!! These new Studios will be bringing in people from other provinces and other countries 

and with no people watching them and regulating them,  that's when St John's open the door and welcomes 

minors working in this industry,  and women who are forced here to work in this industry becaue the local ladies 

can not and will not be able to .  Unless every single member of City Hall is ready to stand up today and say 

unequivocally that they are ready to spend resources and time managing and regulating and watching these new 

Studio's day in and day out to protect your residents and the people who voted you in office? You have no other 

choice but to vote no on lifting the moratorium ban but commit today, to working with people like me, to do so in 

the near future. 
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I am a smart intellectual businessman and I would love the opportunity to expand my business and grow. That's 

every business person's Ultimate Dream is it not?  So please,  do not think that I am trying to ask you to vote no on 

this for any other reason then me simply telling you,  WE ARE NOT READY!!!  Plain and simple!!!  Point blank!!  No 

other answers to it, sadly,   WE ARE NOT READY. Take the next year and anyone who has a honest interest in this 

industry, and want to help build and grow it safely,  I will gladly sit with you and help build and plan policies and 

regulations to grow and further this industry.  But and this is a very resounding BUT,  we need  to make sure that 

it's done NOT at the expense of the residents,  of this amazing City. In fact,  if there is a need for a fourth or a fifth I 

will gladly work with the city very closely to open those Studio to make sure that if the need ever do arise,  that 

people working in this industry  have a safe place to work,  but I'm telling you right now absolutely no lies there's 

no need for a fourth. In fact,  if you have anyone contacting you or asking you to push to open more Studio's 

because they need a safe place to work kindly refer them to me or my manager and let them know that we 

currently have space for at least four more serious responsible individuals working in this industry to fill our 

schedule. 

 

So in closing and to summarize this entire lengthy email, I'm pretty much contacting the city as a businessman, as a 

resident of the city and as a concerned person who wants to make sure that this city does the right thing for its 

residents, I am asking you NOT to lift the ban on the massage parlour moratorium just yet. Not to keep it in place 

forever, like I said I'm a businessman and when the time comes I would love the chance to open a fourth. BUT  It's 

been only two months since I acquired the third one and officially joined everyone as one working company and 

unit. Give me some time to build structure in that,  to regulate that and then let's all open new ones ( if 

needed)!!   I can promise every single person in city hall today,  that i will be the first person in line looking for a 

new permit when it does. In fact,  honestly I feel it would be the right thing for the city of St John's to do. I know 

that may sound ridiculous but I'm not afraid to ask for something that I feel I deserve. Like I said four years ago I 

went to the city on two different occasions asking as an aspiring businessman to open a massage studio so that I 

could have my chance. I got turned down on two occasions and because of that you implemented a moratorium. I 

had to buy and clean up three other people's messes to get into the business and I did so very successfully. So 

yes,  I will be the first person in line the day the permits are allowed,  expecting the city 2 give me the opportunity 

to grow and build one from scratch like everyone else. But even I I'm telling you unequivocally,  that this city and 

the people who work in this industry are not ready yet for anymore massage Studios. I say let's revisit this in a year 

and in the meantime everyone do some homework and let's all figure out a way to do this the safest way possible. 

We all owe it to the people of St Johns. 
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Norman Lush 

709‐740‐4970 

 

 

Norman Lush  

 

  

Disclaimer: This email may contain confidential and/or privileged information intended only for the individual(s) 

addressed in the message. If you are not the intended recipient, any other distribution, copying, or disclosure is 

strictly prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please notify me immediately by return email and 

delete the original message.  
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Maureen Harvey

From: Elaine Henley
Sent: Thursday, October 31, 2019 12:44 PM
To: Maureen Harvey
Subject: FW: Moratorium on new massage parlours

 
 
 
Elaine Henley 

 
Elaine Henley 
City Clerk 
t. 576-8202 
c. 691-0451 
 
From:    
Sent: Tuesday, September 24, 2019 11:00 PM 
To: CouncilGroup <councilgroup@stjohns.ca> 
Cc:   Maggie Burton <mburton@stjohns.ca> 
Subject: Moratorium on new massage parlours 
 

Members of St. John’s City Council, 

I am writing you in reference to Coun. Burton’s motion to lift the moratorium on new massage parlours in St. 
John’s. I am writing in opposition for several reasons. 

1. Increasing the moratorium will lead to abusive pimps and organized crime organizations setting up in St. John’s 
and this will lead to abusive pimps having a significant amount of influence over our local sex work businesses. 

2. Currently only one business/proponent can operate in this city, the proponent owns Hush/Red Room, and now 
Studio Aura. This individual does not operate the business from a pimp exploitation model and instead allows 
sex workers to have management roles within Hush/Red Room and a significant amount of personal autonomy 
over their work. The currently model also prevents organized crime from opening shop in the city as sex workers 
have a significant amount of safety protections, financial and personal autonomy, and leadership over Hush/Red 
Room/Studio Aura. 

3. The City of St. John’s has never been able to publically address the issue of these businesses operating as 
brothels and is therefore not properly prepared to consider the implications of the same. The City has also 
refused to visit these establishments and met with the local management to determine what the role of sex 
work is within these businesses. 

4. The current Hush/Red Room/Studio Aura establishments are also drug free and there is no significant 
background of drugs being associated with the clients and workers when they are meeting in these 
establishments. I personally have very low confidence that this would be the same if other businesses were 
allowed to open in the city. There would be a massive increase in drug use in these establishments and there 
would also be a significant increase in violence against sex workers as pimps would have more control over the 
business model and clients would be finding themselves in establishments that do not have protocols to protect 
the workers. 

5. Council should also be inviting sex workers directly to provide feedback to the council (anonymously) for 
consideration regarding their experiences working in these establishments. 
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6. Council also appears to have very poor knowledge of what is happening in these establishments. The proponent 
of Studio Aura to my understanding did significant renovations to the building recently, however council is not 
able to find any information regarding permitting or authorization for the same. 

  

Overall, council has not displayed a strong enough understanding of these issues to make educated, informed 
decisions regarding public interest. Council does not appear to understand the role of pimps in sex work, and 
other sex work models which do not promote organized crime and pimps (i.e. sex worker autonomy and 
independent worker models, as used in Hush/Red Room). Council also does not have any strong 
understanding of how to address the issue of organized crime and drugs in hypothetical new establishments. 
Therefore, it is my recommendation that council spend further time studying the organizational model of 
Hush/Red Room to learn about encouraging non‐abusive forms of sex work. 

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

From: Hope Jamieson
Sent: Thursday, October 31, 2019 3:08 PM
To: Maureen Harvey
Subject: Fwd: Massage Psrlors

 

 

From  

Sent: Monday, September 30, 2019 7:50:07 AM 

To: CouncilGroup <councilgroup@stjohns.ca> 

Subject: Massage Psrlors  

  

 

 

Dear Councillor,  

I am writing to share my support for lifting the moratorium that is currently in place for massage parlours in our 

city. There is ample credible research and personal stories that show restricting massage parlours affects the 

safety of sex workers. I encourage you to read the report completed by the Safe Harbour Outreach Project 

prior to deciding how to vote on the motion being brought forward at the meeting this week: 

 

“Alternative to the belief that massage parlours are gateways to violence and exploitation – a belief that is often 

based in defining sex work and sexual exploitation as one and the same – we counter the concern that lifting 

the moratorium will create an environment for increased risk for sexual exploitation of youth or adults, or 

increased risk of human trafficking for the purpose of sexual exploitation. Across municipalities in Canada, 

there is no evidence that bans on permits like this moratorium act to quell exploitation or increase the safety 

and protections of sex workers. Both locally and historically, punitive laws and legislation instead push sex 

work underground and create the very conditions where sex workers and people at risk of being exploited have 

been targeted and victimized” 

 

You can find the full report here: 

https://can01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fsjwomenscentre.ca%2Fwp-

content%2Fuploads%2F2019%2F09%2FLifting-the-Ban-SHOP-Report-for-City-

Council.pdf&amp;data=02%7C01%7C%7C4c8e312668204bdae1fe08d7458fc57f%7C77d442ceddc64c9ba7e

df2fb67444bdb%7C0%7C1%7C637054356104419546&amp;sdata=P9gHx3DMUVfQ161SG1t%2BT7NG%2F

NZ1t%2BYqtNAuxvS0K5g%3D&amp;reserved=0 
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Thank you  

 

 

 

  

Disclaimer: This email may contain confidential and/or privileged information intended only for the individual(s) 

addressed in the message. If you are not the intended recipient, any other distribution, copying, or disclosure is 

strictly prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please notify me immediately by return email and 

delete the original message.  
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Maureen Harvey

From: Hope Jamieson
Sent: Thursday, October 31, 2019 3:12 PM
To: Maureen Harvey
Subject: Fwd: Motion to lift moratorium on new massage parlours

 

 

From:   

Sent: Monday, September 30, 2019 1:02:36 AM 

To: CouncilGroup <councilgroup@stjohns.ca> 

Subject: Motion to lift moratorium on new massage parlours  

  

To St. John's City Councillors,  

 

I'd like to express my support for the planned motion to lift the moratorium on new massage parlours in St. 

John's.  

  

This is an issue that primarily affects sex workers in our city and my understanding is that sex workers are 

absolutely in favour of having access to massage parlours as an indoor alternative to street-based sex work. 

As the Safe Harbour Outreach Program report "Lifting the Ban: Recommendations to Protect the Human 

Rights of Sex Workers in St. John’s" indicates, banning massage parlours only pushes sex work outside and 

underground, making working conditions far more dangerous for sex workers. I would like to see the city listen 

to the group of people most directly affected by the moratorium on massage parlours and understand that they 

have the power to lay the groundwork for a system that collaborates with and supports rather than ignores and 

suppresses the input of sex workers. I refer you to Heather Jarvis's closing thoughts in the SHOP report: 

"Removing the moratorium is a powerful action affirming that sex workers are deserving of respect, labour 

rights, and access to safety in their employment, ultimately upholding sex workers’ human rights in and across 

St. John’s." 

 

Please uphold the human rights of sex workers and vote to end the moratorium on new massage parlours in 

St. John's. 

 

Thank you for your time, 
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Disclaimer: This email may contain confidential and/or privileged information intended only for the individual(s) 

addressed in the message. If you are not the intended recipient, any other distribution, copying, or disclosure is 

strictly prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please notify me immediately by return email and 

delete the original message.  
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Maureen Harvey

From: Hope Jamieson
Sent: Thursday, October 31, 2019 3:05 PM
To: Maureen Harvey
Subject: Fwd: Support to Lift the Ban on Massage Parlours

 

 

From:   

Sent: Monday, September 30, 2019 10:02:20 AM 

To: CouncilGroup <councilgroup@stjohns.ca> 

Subject: Support to Lift the Ban on Massage Parlours  

  

Dear Councillor, 

I am writing to share my support for lifting the moratorium that is currently in place for massage parlours in our city. 

There is ample credible research and personal stories that show restricting massage parlours affects the safety of 

sex workers. I encourage you to read the report completed by the Safe Harbour Outreach Project prior to deciding 

how to vote on the motion being brought forward at the meeting this week: 

“Alternative to the belief that massage parlours are gateways to violence and exploitation – a belief that is often 

based in defining sex work and sexual exploitation as one and the same – we counter the concern that lifting the 

moratorium will create an environment for increased risk for sexual exploitation of youth or adults, or increased risk 

of human trafficking for the purpose of sexual exploitation. Across municipalities in Canada, there is no evidence 

that bans on permits like this moratorium act to quell exploitation or increase the safety and protections of sex 

workers. Both locally and historically, punitive laws and legislation instead push sex work underground and create 

the very conditions where sex workers and people at risk of being exploited have been targeted and victimized” 

You can find the full report here: 

https://sjwomenscentre.ca/wp-content/uploads/2019/09/Lifting-the-Ban-SHOP-Report-for-City-Council.pdf   

Thank you 

 

 

 

  

  

Disclaimer: This email may contain confidential and/or privileged information intended only for the individual(s) 

addressed in the message. If you are not the intended recipient, any other distribution, copying, or disclosure is 
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strictly prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please notify me immediately by return email and 

delete the original message.  
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Maureen Harvey

From: Hope Jamieson
Sent: Thursday, October 31, 2019 3:12 PM
To: Maureen Harvey
Subject: Fwd: Lift the ban on massage parlours

 

 

From:   

Sent: Sunday, September 29, 2019 8:58:34 PM 

To: CouncilGroup <councilgroup@stjohns.ca> 

Subject: Lift the ban on massage parlours  

  

Dear Councillor,  

I am writing to share my support for lifting the moratorium that is currently in place for massage parlours in the 

city of St. John's. There is ample credible research and personal stories that show restricting massage parlours 

affects the safety of sex workers. I encourage you to read the report completed by the Safe Harbour Outreach 

Project prior to deciding how to vote on the motion being brought forward at the meeting this week: 

 

“Alternative to the belief that massage parlours are gateways to violence and exploitation – a belief that is often 

based in defining sex work and sexual exploitation as one and the same – we counter the concern that lifting 

the moratorium will create an environment for increased risk for sexual exploitation of youth or adults, or 

increased risk of human trafficking for the purpose of sexual exploitation. Across municipalities in Canada, 

there is no evidence that bans on permits like this moratorium act to quell exploitation or increase the safety 

and protections of sex workers. Both locally and historically, punitive laws and legislation instead push sex 

work underground and create the very conditions where sex workers and people at risk of being exploited have 

been targeted and victimized” 

 

You can find the full report here: 

https://sjwomenscentre.ca/wp-content/uploads/2019/09/Lifting-the-Ban-SHOP-Report-for-City-Council.pdf 

 

Thank you  

 

 

  

Disclaimer: This email may contain confidential and/or privileged information intended only for the individual(s) 
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addressed in the message. If you are not the intended recipient, any other distribution, copying, or disclosure is 

strictly prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please notify me immediately by return email and 

delete the original message.  
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Maureen Harvey

From: Hope Jamieson
Sent: Thursday, October 31, 2019 3:04 PM
To: Maureen Harvey
Subject: Fwd: ‘Massage’ Parlour Ban

 

 

From:   

Sent: Monday, September 30, 2019 11:38:57 AM 

To: CouncilGroup <councilgroup@stjohns.ca> 

Subject: ‘Massage’ Parlour Ban  

  

Good Morning,  

 

I am reaching out to you this morning as it has been brought to my attention your council will 

have its meeting today regarding lifting the current ban on 'massage' parlours in St. John's.  I felt 

the need to contact you to let you know I'm not opposed to these adult parlours and the sex trade 

in general however I am opposed to the title 'massage parlour' being used and would request 

your council put forth a motion to change the name so it does not include the title 'massage' in 

it.   

 

I am actually a Registered Massage Therapist (RMT) practicing in St. John's and felt it was in 

my due diligence to contact you about this matter.  I wanted to make sure my voice was heard 

regarding the amount of time, study, stress, preparation and money it takes to hold this title. To 

become an RMT has been tremendous for me on a personal, social and professional level. So to 

have someone who practices in the sex trade use part of my title as their title for a sex trade to 

me is extremely frustrating and belittling.  As I indicated I am not completely opposed to these 

adult or sex parlours but am definitely opposed them using part of the title I have worked so 

hard to achieve.  
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I have earned the right to this title due to the amount of time, money and stress I have put forth 

to obtain such a designate whereas the sex trade workers have not therefore they should not be 

able to use said title.  

 

There are many other labels these sex trade workers could use for these parlours.  For example, 

Sex Trade Parlour or Adult Touch Parlour or simply just Adult Parlour.  Realistically they 

should be named for what they are.  I am titled Registered Massage Therapist, because by 

definition that is my job/career.  Shouldn't sex trade workers encompass a similiar title to reflect 

their "career" choice? 

 

I would ask you to give my email as well as the other Registered Massage Therapists who are 

emailing you serious consideration regarding this "Massage Parlour" title and having a new, 

more appropriate name used in it's place. 

 

I thank  you in advance for your time on this matter and hope to see favorable results in the near 

future. 

 

 

  

Disclaimer: This email may contain confidential and/or privileged information intended only for the individual(s) 

addressed in the message. If you are not the intended recipient, any other distribution, copying, or disclosure is 

strictly prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please notify me immediately by return email and 

delete the original message.  
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Maureen Harvey

From: Hope Jamieson
Sent: Thursday, October 31, 2019 3:06 PM
To: Maureen Harvey
Subject: Fwd: Ban on massage parlours

 

 

 

 

 

  

  

 

 

 

 

From:   

Sent: Sunday, September 29, 2019 11:06:08 PM 

To: CouncilGroup <councilgroup@stjohns.ca> 

Subject: Ban on massage parlours  

  

 

 

Dear Councillor,  

I am writing to share my support for lifting the moratorium that is currently in place for massage parlours in our 

city. There is ample credible research and personal stories that show restricting massage parlours affects the 

safety of sex workers. I encourage you to read the report completed by the Safe Harbour Outreach Project 

prior to deciding how to vote on the motion being brought forward at the meeting this week: 

 

“Alternative to the belief that massage parlours are gateways to violence and exploitation – a belief that is often 

based in defining sex work and sexual exploitation as one and the same – we counter the concern that lifting 

the moratorium will create an environment for increased risk for sexual exploitation of youth or adults, or 

increased risk of human trafficking for the purpose of sexual exploitation. Across municipalities in Canada, 
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there is no evidence that bans on permits like this moratorium act to quell exploitation or increase the safety 

and protections of sex workers. Both locally and historically, punitive laws and legislation instead push sex 

work underground and create the very conditions where sex workers and people at risk of being exploited have 

been targeted and victimized” 

 

You can find the full report here: 

https://sjwomenscentre.ca/wp-content/uploads/2019/09/Lifting-the-Ban-SHOP-Report-for-City-Council.pdf 

 

Thank you  

  

 

 

  

Disclaimer: This email may contain confidential and/or privileged information intended only for the individual(s) 

addressed in the message. If you are not the intended recipient, any other distribution, copying, or disclosure is 

strictly prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please notify me immediately by return email and 

delete the original message.  
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Maureen Harvey

From: Hope Jamieson
Sent: Thursday, October 31, 2019 3:06 PM
To: Maureen Harvey
Subject: Fwd: Massage parlours

 

 

From:   

Sent: Monday, September 30, 2019 9:26:02 AM 

To: Hope Jamieson <hjamieson@stjohns.ca> 

Cc: Maggie Burton <mburton@stjohns.ca>; Sheilagh O'Leary <soleary@stjohns.ca> 

Subject: Massage parlours  

  

Dear Hope, 

I urge you to vote against lifting temporary ban on massage parlours today. 

 

I am concerned particularly about the safety of workers in a patriarchal society where working conditions of sex 

workers is often not as great a concern as it should be. At this time it would be better to continue to press the 

provincial government to do their part to ensure worker safety before lifting the temporary ban. 

 

As well I am concerned re zoning and regulations in our city especially for families like mine that live in the 

downtown. Five years ago our neighbour opened a massage parlour nearly next door to my family in Willicott 

Lane. We had three children including a 10 year old daughter and a very disabled son. The lack of regulation 

at all levels of government was of great concern. 

 

More work needs to be done before the temporary ban is lifted. 

 

This issue is a difficult one for a feminist like myself. As a community we need more discussion to form a 

greater consensus on what is needed before lifting a ban that may hurt workers in the sex industry and 

community members. 

 

Regards, 
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Sent from my iPhone 

  

Disclaimer: This email may contain confidential and/or privileged information intended only for the individual(s) 

addressed in the message. If you are not the intended recipient, any other distribution, copying, or disclosure is 

strictly prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please notify me immediately by return email and 

delete the original message.  
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Maureen Harvey

From: Hope Jamieson
Sent: Thursday, October 31, 2019 3:06 PM
To: Maureen Harvey
Subject: Fwd: Support of Motion

 

 

 

 

 

  

  

 

 

 

 

From:   

Sent: Sunday, September 29, 2019 9:52:40 PM 

To: CouncilGroup <councilgroup@stjohns.ca> 

Subject: Support of Motion  

  

Hello,  
We are writing to share my support for lifting the moratorium that is currently in place for massage parlours in 
St. John's. We would like you to take the time to read the report published by Safe Harbour Outreach Project 
on how the ban affects sex workers in our city.  
 

“...we support repealing the ban on massage parlour permits as an important first step towards sex workers in 
our City having access to both safe conditions and options within their work, and we would look forward to 
enacting more safe and supportive regulations around massage parlours. We have and continue to hear, time 
and again, from our sex working community that working indoors is inherently safer, provides diverse 
opportunities for choice, and increases their agency and control over working conditions. Sex workers who we 
have connected with in our city are overwhelmingly in favour of lifting the ban, ending this moratorium and want 
to be involved in the decisions that impact their day to day lives. We have an opportunity to work towards an 
innovative approach in St. John’s and our province, that upholds and prioritizes the safety, protections and 
human rights of sex workers’, and recommits to safer regulations guided by the ongoing expertise and 
consultation of the very communities they impact" 
 

You can find the full report here: 
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https://sjwomenscentre.ca/wp-content/uploads/2019/09/Lifting-the-Ban-SHOP-Report-for-City-Council.pdf 
 
In Solidarity,   

 

 

 

 

 

  

Disclaimer: This email may contain confidential and/or privileged information intended only for the individual(s) 

addressed in the message. If you are not the intended recipient, any other distribution, copying, or disclosure is 

strictly prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please notify me immediately by return email and 

delete the original message.  
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Maureen Harvey

From: Hope Jamieson
Sent: Thursday, October 31, 2019 3:44 PM
To: Maureen Harvey
Subject: Fwd: Give us a safe place to work: St. John's sex workers. Please read

 

 

From:   

Sent: Monday, September 30, 2019 2:22:53 PM 

To: Jamie Korab <jkorab@stjohns.ca>; CouncilGroup <councilgroup@stjohns.ca> 

Subject: Re: Give us a safe place to work: St. John's sex workers. Please read  

  

Jamie at al. 

 

It's funny that you bring up restaurants as your example since I do own a food service establishment - that is 

licensed. Respect that I am talking to you using my pseudonym for my own safety. I'm using my sex worker 

identity and experience to state why I am in authority on this subject. Alternatively I am a well educated 

business professional who votes. Before your previous election I met with candidates to ask them about this 

vary issue. I voted accordingly, afterwards I met with members of the city council. I've reached out through 

women's organizations through the media and now directly through these emails. 

I disagree with your last email, you as a city can absolutely regulate the number of massage parlors. Currently 

there are three lifting the moratorium will increase the numbers of massage parlors in the city. 

  

 

On Mon, Sep 30, 2019, 1:41 PM Jamie Korab <jkorab@stjohns.ca> wrote: 

 

 

I understand your frustration, but no, we cannot regulate how many massage parlours are in the city. 

Massage parlours are in accepted use in certain zones.  

To use a comparison, We can’t limit the amount of restaurants the city has. I know we’re talking about two 

different things, but they’re treated the same in our regulations and we wouldn’t legally be allowed to not allow 

them.  

 

Jamie  
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Jamie Korab - Ward 3 Councillor - City of St. John’s - 576.8643 - jkorab@stjohns.ca 

From:   

Sent: Monday, September 30, 2019 1:59:34 PM 

To: Jamie Korab <jkorab@stjohns.ca> 

Subject: Re: Give us a safe place to work: St. John's sex workers. Please read  

  

Jamie et al. 

 

You as the city can regulate three things: 

1) Location 

2) Building code 

3) THE NUMBER OF LEGAL ADULT MASSAGE PARLOURS!!!! 

Today the city is literally voting to legalize more indoor spaces, designated for the purposes of adult erotic 

massage for workers to use.  

 

What happens next with respect to safety and worker rights remains to be seen. Lifting the moratorium means 

more and different people including feminists can start their own small business. Creating a larger job market 

for workers puts them in a position of power where they can negotiate with the owners of the rental spaces. 

Additionally this will hopefully open up space for streetbase sex workers to work indoors in comfort and 

safety.  

 

On Mon, Sep 30, 2019, 1:14 PM Jamie Korab <jkorab@stjohns.ca> wrote: 

Hello  

 

I’ve received and read your email. Thanks for taking the time to reach out. I always appreciate feed back 

from residents. 

 

We as a city can only regulate two things with massage parlours: 

 

1) Location 

2) Building code 

 

All else falls under service NL (Province) and RNC, what happens inside, safety, etc. 
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There will be a much clearer motion made at tonight’s council meeting and an explanation on how the lifting 

of the moratorium would take place. 

 

Jamie 

 

Jamie Korab - Ward 3 Councillor - City of St. John’s - 576.8643 - jkorab@stjohns.ca 

From:   

Sent: Monday, September 30, 2019 4:47:45 AM 

To: Mayor <mayor@stjohns.ca>; Danny Breen <dbreen@stjohns.ca>; Sheilagh O'Leary <soleary@stjohns.ca>; Deanne 

Stapleton <dstapleton@stjohns.ca>; Hope Jamieson <hjamieson@stjohns.ca>; Jamie Korab <jkorab@stjohns.ca>; Ian 

Froude <ifroude@stjohns.ca>; Wally Collins <wcollins@stjohns.ca>; Maggie Burton <mburton@stjohns.ca>; 

dlane@mun.ca <dlane@mun.ca>; Sandy Hickman <shickman@stjohns.ca>; Debbie Hanlon <dhanlon@stjohns.ca> 

Subject: Give us a safe place to work: St. John's sex workers. Please read  

  

I am writing to you at the eleventh hour, hoping that you will have a chance to read this and consider my 
words in time. There is a vote about to take place. A vote for or against lifting the ban on a massage parlor 
license. Supporting this means legitimizing the erotic massage industry and profession. Yes I am talking 
about sex work and sex workers. I am not talking about sexual exploitation or human trafficking. Sex work is 
done consensually, and sex work is work. Sex worker rights are human rights. I am, again, asking The City 
of St John's for a safe space to work.  
 

I am a sex worker, and have been for a while now. I spent the better part of a decade working in St. John's. 
In two different massage parlors, both where licensed, female owned and operated, safe, clean, legal, legit 
established businesses. During that time and through that work I found, financial independence, feminism, 
autonomy and I learned so much; there was both personal and professional growth. To make my experience 
relate to your vote later today I can tell you the tales about the massage parlors in St. John's as I know them. 
Because my story takes place before, during and after the moratorium. 
 

A massage parlor is not a bawdy house - commonly known as a brothel. Massage parlours rent space to 
workers. The rooms are private, furnished with a massage table, a chair, and a small table. Adjacent to a 
bathroom or equipped with washing facilities. Amenities such as antibacterial hand soap, massage oil, body 
wash, towels, laundry detergent, cleaning supplies were included. There was even space for the workers to 
lounge, like a breakroom, with couches, a vanity for hair and makeup, mini fridge, microwave, and tv. The 
amount of rent collected is based on the amount of time the worker uses the massage room. A massage 
parlor is a business and it does make a profit.  Lifting the moratorium means the city would be vetting the 
owner(s) and or operator(s) of the business. Then ensuring that the building the business is occupying is up 
to code. A vital step in ensuring safe working conditions for sex workers because sex work is work. 
 

Before the moratorium there were 3 licenced massage parlors; ExecutifSweet, Hush and Studio Aura. 
ExecutifSweet closed and Kendra's Red House opened downtown.  
During the moratorium; neighborhood residents complained to the city and media about activity outside of 
Kendra's Red House. A very small number of complaints are on record (two, if I recall correctly). Then 
suddenly the moratorium was put in place, for the entire city of St. John's. Kendra's moved to a different 
location, in a  more commercial area of downtown. 
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After… The owners of Hush sell their business and subsequently their license. Kendra too sells, to the same 
person who bought Hush. Both businesses remain open under a new owner. There are three licensed 
massage parlors, but only two owners. Years later the owner of Studio Aura sells her business and now one 
person owns the Monopoly of massage parlors in the city. He has full control over the limited number of 
indoor spaces designated for the use of erotic massage by sex workers.   
 

Lifting the ban on licensed adult erotic massage parlors will create more workplaces. Massage parlors are 
small local businesses. They need to attract patrons, in this case, the workers and clientele. Giving the 
workers and clientele a choice of different companies fosters good business competition. Tus benefiting the 
workers, the clientele then the owners. This argument is derived from the saying 'take care of your 
employees and they will take care of your customers.'  
 

And again, I am, again, asking for your support, please lift the ban on adult massage parlor licenses in the 
city of St John's. At this point hopefully you have noticed how often I used 'again' please see the attached 
cbc news article … I'm there, the second one on the right, walking down the street on a cold day in February. 
With a few of my fellow colleagues from an adult massage parlor in town, reaching out to you the politicians 
and the public.  
 

https://www.thetelegram.com/news/local/give-us-a-safe-place-to-work-st-johns-sex-workers-184234/  

 

  

  

Disclaimer: This email may contain confidential and/or privileged information intended only for the 

individual(s) addressed in the message. If you are not the intended recipient, any other distribution, copying, 

or disclosure is strictly prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please notify me immediately by 

return email and delete the original message.  

124



1

Maureen Harvey

From: Hope Jamieson
Sent: Thursday, October 31, 2019 3:04 PM
To: Maureen Harvey
Subject: Fwd: Listen to SHOP

 

 

From:   

Sent: Monday, September 30, 2019 12:10:50 PM 

To: CouncilGroup <councilgroup@stjohns.ca> 

Subject: Listen to SHOP  

  

You know what I do when I'm not 100% sure about a topic I'm tackling? 

I seek out the best possible source and ask them the necessary questions to ensure I am well-informed and 

properly educated before making any decisions. 

 

Please listen to the Safe Harbour Outreach Program, and don't let outdated, negative stigmas cloud your 

perception. 

 

If you ban massage parlours, and another woman dies because there is no accountability in place to ensure 

safety for sex workers, the blood will be on YOUR hands. 

 

And I will never ever ever let you forget it. 

 

 

--  

  

 

 

 

  

Disclaimer: This email may contain confidential and/or privileged information intended only for the individual(s) 

addressed in the message. If you are not the intended recipient, any other distribution, copying, or disclosure is 
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strictly prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please notify me immediately by return email and 

delete the original message.  
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Maureen Harvey

From: Hope Jamieson
Sent: Thursday, October 31, 2019 3:14 PM
To: Maureen Harvey
Subject: Fwd: Request for more time for massage parlour name change

 

 

From:   

Sent: Tuesday, October 15, 2019 3:17:05 PM 

To: CouncilGroup <councilgroup@stjohns.ca> 

Cc:   

Subject: Request for more time for massage parlour name change  

  

Dear City Council,  

 

On behalf of the St. John's Status of Women Council/Women's Centre, SHOP,  and the many current and 

former sex workers and survivors we are connected to, we would like to request that City Council allow more 

time and consultation before changing the designation of massage parlours to "body rub parlours". Since 

learned of this upcoming vote this morning, and have already had several conversations with women engaging 

in different forms of sex work who find the term "rub" acts to increase stigma, has been harmful when used in 

the past, and is not language they use to define their own work. 

 

While we acknowledge and understand the concerns brought forward by many registered massage therapists 

in our city, we believe the decision to change the designation name does not need to happen this quickly. We 

believe more engagement with the people directly impacted is essential, to hear registered massage therapists 

as well as current massage parlour workers on the language used for their work. 

 

Earlier in September during the vote on the moratorium on massage parlours, there was a unanimous vote on 

the need to have more public engagement and consultation on the development regulations around massage 

parlours. With this in mind, we sincerely request that a change of designation title for massage parlours allow 

more time for people working in them to be adequately consulted. We believe more ideas will come forward 

that can address the needs and concerns of many. 

 

Sincerely, 
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Disclaimer: This email may contain confidential and/or privileged information intended only for the individual(s) 

addressed in the message. If you are not the intended recipient, any other distribution, copying, or disclosure is 

strictly prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please notify me immediately by return email and 

delete the original message.  
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Violence prevention and municipal licensing of indoor sex work venues
in the Greater Vancouver Area: narratives of migrant sex workers,
managers and business owners
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Using a socio ecological, structural determinants framework, this study assesses the
impact of municipal licensing policies and related policing practices across the Greater
Vancouver Area (Canada) on the risk of violence within indoor sex work venues.
Qualitative interviews were conducted with 46 migrant/immigrant sex workers,
managers and owners of licensed indoor sex work establishments and micro brothels.
Findings indicate that policing practices and licensing requirements increase sex
workers’ risk of violence and conflict with clients and result in heightened stress, an
inability to rely on police support, lost income and the displacement of sex workers to
more hidden informal work venues. Prohibitive licensing and policing practices
prevent sex workers, managers and owners from adopting safer workplace measures
and exacerbate health and safety risks for sex workers. This study provides critical
evidence of the negative public health implications of prohibitive municipal licensing
in the context of a criminalised and enforcement based approach to sex work.
Workplace safety recommendations include the decriminalisation of sex work and the
elimination of disproportionately high fees for licences, criminal record restrictions,
door lock restrictions, employee registration requirements and the use of police as
licensing inspectors.

Keywords: sex work; venues; structural factors; violence; licensing

Introduction

A growing body of international research highlights vast differences in violence and other

social and health inequities among female sex workers according to the legal, policy,

social and physical environments within which they operate (Shannon and Csete 2010).

Recognising the heterogeneity in experiences of violence among sex workers, there have

been increasing calls to employ a socio-ecological and structural determinants framework

to better examine and address workplace violence against sex workers (Shannon et al.

2008; Blanchard and Aral 2010). This framework illustrates how harms within sex work

are situated within the social and physical features of the work environment, which are a

product of macro-structural factors (e.g., laws, policies) that govern how sex work

organisation and indoor work environments (e.g., venues) operate to promote or constrain

health and safety. Rather than reify workplace violence against sex workers as an intrinsic

‘risk of the trade’ or hold sex workers themselves responsible for violence prevention,

q 2015 Taylor & Francis
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a socio-ecological structural perspective highlights the critical role of structural

interventions in promoting or limiting workplace safety in sex work venues and

redistributes accountability for sex workplace safety to a wide range of actors, including

policy makers, courts, municipalities, police, managers and clients.

As features of the social environment of indoor sex work venues, third party actors,

such as managers or receptionists, may play a vital safety role by establishing codes of

client conduct, screening potential clients, removing violent clients and alerting workers in

advance of police raids (Whittaker and Hart 1996; Katsulis et al. 2010; Yi et al. 2012;

Bruckert and Law 2013). Research on Canadian (Bungay et al. 2011, 2012; O’Doherty

2011), US (Nemoto et al. 2004) and Australian (Berg, Bates, and Harcourt 2011) indoor

sex work venues also suggests that the ability of migrant and new immigrant workers to

safely manage the work environment can be further constrained by language barriers,

economic insecurity, immigration status and unfamiliarity with laws governing sex work.

Finally, within the literature addressing the structural determinants of violence and harm

experienced by sex workers, there is a growing body of evidence documenting the

negative impact of the enforcement of criminal laws related to sex work (Rekart 2005;

Sanders and Campbell 2007; Shannon et al. 2008; Weitzer 2009; Katsulis et al. 2010;

Maher et al. 2011; Boittin 2013; Deering et al. 2014)

To date, the majority of structural, socio-ecological research on indoor sex work

venues as physical and social sites of risk promotion or reduction has been drawn from low

and middle-income countries, primarily Brazil (Lippman et al. 2010), with a limited body

of data from mostly legalised and regulated environments such as Las Vegas, USA (Brents

and Hausbeck 2005). Research on socio-structural variation in experiences of violence and

health inequities among sex workers in higher-income settings has largely focused on

street-based sex work scenes due to the high visibility of this segment of the sex industry

(for Canadian exceptions see Lewis and Maticka-Tyndale 2000; O’Doherty 2011; Bungay

et al. 2012). While it is estimated that the majority of female sex workers work in indoor

venues in Canada (Hanger and Maloney 2006), as in most countries worldwide, the

preponderance of public attention, academic research and health outreach focuses on

street-based sex work (Weitzer 2009).

In Canada, sex work is de-facto criminalised, whereby the sale and purchase of sex for

money are legal, but the predominant policy response and laws governing the sex industry

make it virtually impossible to engage in sex work without breaking the law. Specifically

restricting indoor sex work venues, the ‘bawdy house’ law prohibits workers from offering

their services from fixed indoor locations where two or more workers work together and

the ‘living on the avails’ law prevents sex workers from paying others to provide security

or client-screening services or a safe location within which to work.1

Despite the criminalised nature of sex work in Canada, indoor sex work establishments

have long existed in the form of licensed massage parlours, beauty salons, body rub studios

and unlicensed micro-brothels. Many Canadian cities sell costly licences and enforce

regulations (e.g., criminal record restrictions, employee registration, uniform requirements

etc.) through fines and police raids (Craig 2011). While experiences of violence reportedly

vary greatly among sex workers within indoor settings (Bungay et al. 2012), we have a

limited understanding of the structural roots of this variation. This study addresses this gap

by evaluating the impact of municipal licensing policies and related policing practices on

sex worker safety and the risk of violence in indoor sex work venues.

This study is located in the Greater Vancouver Area of Canada, which includes

22 urban municipalities and a population of two million people. Of residents, 40% are

immigrants to Canada (Statistics Canada 2011), with Asian immigrants constituting over

826 S. Anderson et al.
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65% of new immigrants (Statistics Canada 2009). The criminalisation and stigma of sex

work makes it very difficult to determine the exact number of indoor sex workers or sex

work venues in the region. However, estimates indicate that there are hundreds of licensed

indoor venues and unlicensed micro-brothels in the Greater Vancouver (Remple et al.

2007). For the purposes of this study, micro-brothels are defined as unlicensed sex work

venues run collectively by two or more workers, usually operating in a rented or privately

owned apartment or house. By contrast, in a licensed venue, sex work takes place

surreptitiously under the auspices of a legal business, such as a beauty salon, an

acupressure clinic, massage parlour or body rub studio. While this study investigated

the experiences of workers and managers operating in ‘in-call’ sex work venues with two

or more workers, indoor sex work can also take place in a worker or clients’ private

residencies or in informal ‘outcall’ venues such as hotels, and can be coordinated either by

an independent worker or a escort agency (Lewis et al. 2005).

Methods

This qualitative study is situated within a larger US National Institutes of Health-funded

longitudinal qualitative and ethnographic project investigating the features of the physical,

social and policy environments shaping sexual health, violence, HIV/STI risks and access

to care of sex workers in metropolitan Vancouver. The research builds on community

partnerships developed since 2004 with a Community Advisory Board comprised of over

15 community, sex work and health support agencies. The origins and development of this

project and its community partnerships are described in detail elsewhere (Shannon et al.

2007). The qualitative project runs alongside a longitudinal cohort of over 800 street and

off-street sex workers across Vancouver, known as AESHA (An Evaluation of Sex

Workers Health Access). Workers, managers and business owners were invited to

participate through outreach to sex work venues and online. Eligibility criteria for the

current study were: (1) currently working in an indoor sex work venue (within the last

30 days), either as a worker or manager/owner or both and for sex workers only, (2) female

gender (inclusive of transgender women), (3) immigrant or migrant (e.g., born outside

Canada), (4) aged 14 years or older and (5) exchanged sex for money in the last month in

an indoor venue. Participants were purposively selected to reflect a range of worker and

manager/owner experiences, representing municipalities with different licensing and

policing regimes, as well as a variety of licensed (e.g., acupressure, body rub studio etc.)

and unlicensed (e.g., micro-brothel) venues.

Semi-structured interviews were conducted in Mandarin or English by a trained female

interviewer, using an interview guide invoking broad discussions of participants’

experiences in the sex work industry, views on licensing and interactions with police, city

officials, co-workers, managers and owners. The interview guide was piloted and revised

prior to implementation. Interviews were conducted in a location selected by the

participant (usually a private room in their workplace) and lasted between 30 and

120 minutes, were audio-recorded, translated into English when necessary, transcribed

and checked for accuracy. In line with our ethics approval (details below), participants

could chose to complete interviews in one of our research offices or any other safe place

as identified by the participant. In all cases, participants chose to conduct interviews at

their workplace. All participants provided informed consent by reading and signing

plain-language (Mandarin/English) consent forms that outlined the purpose of the study,

voluntary nature of participation, confidentiality, risks and benefits of participation and

where to address further questions. Anonymity and confidentiality were maintained

Culture, Health & Sexuality 827
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through the use of code names and the removal of personal identifiers from all documents.

The study operates under ethical approval granted by the Providence Healthcare/

University of British of Colombia Research Ethics Board and participants were

remunerated with a CA$30 honorarium.

After reading and re-reading the field notes and transcripts several times, interview

transcripts were coded (SA) for emergent categories in Atlas.ti 7 using a detailed

codebook developed and refined by five members of the researcher team (SA, JJ, VL, AK,

KS), based on themes inductively generated from the data or identified in related literature.

We defined violence as ‘incidences of physical, sexual and psychological violence related

to sex work, including verbal conflicts and robbery, perpetrated by clients, managers,

police or other sex workers’. After coding for recurring content themes, quotations related

to the risk of violence were conceptually categorised in relation to structural determinants

of risk and protection (Shannon et al. 2014). The analysis, interpretation and policy

recommendations were checked for validity through consultation with a massage parlour

worker and a manager, both of whom had many years of experience working across a

variety of municipalities and licensing contexts (e.g., body rub, micro-brothel, massage

parlour). These participants were invited to offer feedback on the study findings, explained

orally and summarised in a three-page document, translated into Mandarin. In addition

to drawing on interview data on participants experiences of the licensing process, fees,

fines and interactions with police and city inspectors, we collected data through our

ethnographic fieldwork on venues (e.g., licences posted on the venue walls), and

conducted an online policy document review of licensing stipulations for all venues, found

on Greater Vancouver Area municipal websites (City of Surrey 1999; City of Burnaby

2001; City of Richmond 2006; City of North Vancouver 2013; City of Vancouver 2013a),

in order to compile the list of fees, fines and stipulations displayed in Table 1.

Results

Of the 46 participants, 23 were sex workers and 23 were managers/owners, of whom 15

were both workers and managers/owners. All participants had migrated or immigrated

from Asia (45 from China; 1 from Thailand) for economic or family reasons and, with the

exception of one cisgender male manager/owner, all participants identified as cisgender

female. Participants had lived in the Greater Vancouver Area for an average of 8.6 years

and had a median age of 42 years (interquartile range: 24 54). Participants were sampled

from five different municipalities, working either in venues operating without a licence

(micro-brothels) or under one of five different licences. Municipal licensing regimes

across the Greater Vancouver Area differ in terms of licensing requirements, licences

available, cost of licence and penalties and fines for licence infractions. Table 1 outlines

some of the key characteristics of the licences participants work under.

Licensing and the physical features of indoor sex work venues

Door lock restrictions

Unlike other businesses (e.g., health enhancement centres, beauty salons etc.), body rub

licences require that the front doors of the business remain unlocked during opening hours,

ostensibly to give police and city inspectors unencumbered access to premises. This

requirement limits a manager’s ability to screen clients and leaves workers extremely

vulnerable to robbery and unwanted or violent clients:

828 S. Anderson et al.
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If we lock [the doors], we will be fined $500, and on re offence even be shut down . . . . If we
don’t lock the doors, there is a high risk of robbery. And also, the customers I don’t want to
accept, like those that have been drinking, those in groups, I can’t refuse them. (Participant 2,
Worker/Owner, Body Rub Salon, Burnaby)

The front door is locked . . . so I can see what kind of client comes in, and be certain that the
client isn’t aggressive in anyway. I feel safer this way. (Participant 42, Worker, Body Rub
Studio, Richmond)

While the manager/owner collects a flat fee (usually CA$60) from clients before entering

the massage room, clients make an additional payment (‘tips’) directly to the worker for

specific sexual services. Participants reported that, in addition to preventing violence

and robbery, door locks offer added assurance of client payment for sexual services:

‘The advantage of being able to lock the door is, in case of facing a problematic client who

refuses to pay, having the door closed may prevent the client from fleeing the parlour’

(Participant 38, Worker, Body Rub Salon, Burnaby). As macro-structural factors (e.g.,

laws, policies) shape the physical features of indoor sex work venues, licensing bans on

door locking decrease workplace safety by punishing managers with fines or licence

revocation if they attempt to protect workers from theft or unwanted clients.

Regulations on lighting and windows

Licences for body rub salons or studios also require bright lighting and unobstructed

windows or doors into the massage rooms. This venue-based physical requirement

generates considerable stress, fear of exposure and lack of privacy for workers, which can

undermine a worker’s capacity to manage their risk environment:

[I]f we could cover the windows, then the worker would be safe and healthy, because she’s no
longer worried. And she wouldn’t be in a rush, to provide extra services to get customers to
ejaculate sooner and leave. (Participant 2, Worker/Owner, Body Rub Salon, Burnaby)

I think it is unreasonable to ask us not to hang towels in front of windows. It not only invades
my privacy but also my clients’. (Participant 38, Worker, Body Rub Salon, Burnaby)

Licensing and the social features of indoor sex work venues

Safety and risk management benefits of owner/managers with experience

A municipal licence regime can significantly influence managerial practices within indoor

sex work venues by determining the necessary qualifications of the business’ licence

holder. Although some Greater Vancouver Area licences require that the licence holder

demonstrate therapeutic skill (e.g., massage therapy), there is no requirement that owners

or managers of indoor sex work venues have experience, skill, knowledge or training in

sex work, sexual health or violence prevention. On the contrary, several licences stipulate

that the licence holder cannot have a record of a conviction of a sex-work-related offence.

This requirement has the potential to discriminate against experienced sex workers, who

are invariably more likely to have sex-work-related convictions, compared to those with

limited or no experience of sex work.

Although current licensing regimes do not require licence holders to have sex work

experience or knowledge and training in sexual health or violence prevention, participants

in our study repeatedly highlighted the health and safety benefits of owner/managers who

have direct experience:

If I had any issues, whether it’s inside the rooms, or if we were short on condoms,
[the current owners] would always listen to me . . . because they’ve worked in the trade.
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The parlours before, [the owners] hadn’t. It’s completely different . . . even if we were in
danger, we weren’t able to call the police. (Participant 28, Worker, Beauty Salon, North
Vancouver)

I think it’s better for the manager to have previous experience. She will have a better
judgement on clients and . . . she would know how to better protect the working women.
(Participant 3, Worker, Beauty and Wellness, Vancouver)

If the manager worked as a working woman before, she will tell us about safe sex practices.
If she has no prior experience, she will not. (Participant 45, Worker, Body Rub Studio,
Richmond)

Workers reported that owner/managers without sex work experience were more likely to

pressure workers to provide higher-risk services (e.g., sex without a condom) and

undervalue the physical demands of sex work. Owner/managers who had not previously

worked in the sex industry conceded that their lack of experience limited their ability to

train workers or provide job-related health and safety information:

I only have limited knowledge [about safety, hygiene, difficult clients], because I don’t work
myself . . . I only started learning after I bought this business . . . . Since the girls have that
experience, I might as well let them teach each other. (Participant 29, Owner, Body Rub
Studio, Richmond)

Safety and risk management benefits of working with others

As a social feature of indoor sex work venues, participants reported that co-workers play

an important role in collectively deterring violence, de-escalating conflict and sharing

information about dangerous clients:

Working here, there are a few women working together; if anything happened, they just
scream and all the other women would be there. We can at least hold him off. (Participant 10,
Worker/Owner, Body Rub Salon, Burnaby)

This place is safe in every aspect . . . there is always more than one person working in the
parlour . . . the clients wouldn’t do anything to us. (Participant 35, Worker, Health and
Wellness, Vancouver)

Current licensing regimes in the Greater Vancouver Area do not encourage licence holders

to ensure that more than one person is present to deter and assist in case of violence,

robbery or client conflict. In fact, several participants reported that larger, busier parlours

were more likely to attract police raids, often resulting in fines and licence revocation,

despite the safety benefits of working alongside others in a larger parlour. Some

participants expressed reservations, however, about the possibility of licensing that

required the presence of multiple employees during operating hours, noting that this could

infringe on the flexibility of workers and their ability to leave the workplace to pick up

children from school or run errands.

Licensing as a potential source of safety

While participants criticised existing prohibitive licensing requirements, many reported

that working in a licensed business enhanced overall workplace safety. In contrast to

working on the street or in unlicensed spaces (e.g., client’s homes, hotels or micro-

brothels), workers in licensed venues perceived that they were less vulnerable to robbery

and more likely to be treated professionally and respectfully by clients: ‘I feel safe . . .

[t]he parlour has a business licence, a government-issued licence, so it is protected’
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(Participant 39, Worker, Body Rub Salon, Burnaby). Comparing the safety of working in a

licensed venue to working in a micro-brothel, another participant stated:

[I]f you’re working here, at the very least . . . there is a licence. Even though it’s not a sexual
service licence, it is at least a licence, so that the clients won’t mess around. (Participant 10,
Worker/Owner, Body Rub Salon, Burnaby)

In addition to deterring client violence, one participant maintained that her employee

licence registration protected her from police harassment: ‘I don’t worry about the police,

and they would not have any questions of me, since I am registered with City Hall’

(Participant 43, Worker, Body Rub Studio, Richmond).

Stigma, privacy and employee registration

While a licence’s symbolic authority can reduce the risk of workplace violence, licences

that require individual employee registration can also increase workers’ risk of social

harm. Given the social stigma surrounding sex work, participants stressed the importance

of occupational privacy and a reluctance to register with city hall or have their photographs

or addresses recorded by the police:

[I]f I have to be registered as a worker of this industry, I would be too ashamed . . . I have just
been doing this work for one or two years to cover my basic expenses, I don’t want to have a
record for doing this work. (Participant 38, Worker, Body Rub Salon, Burnaby)

Workers feared that individual registration of names and addresses would restrict future

employment opportunities. As one participant explained, ‘any form of record may affect

us when looking for other jobs down the road’ (Participant 38, Worker, Body Rub Salon,

Burnaby). More immediately, workers sought to avoid registration in order to prevent

police harassment at their homes and the disclosure of their work to the public or family

members. In the words of one worker, ‘I’m afraid of working in Richmond because

I don’t want to be registered as a sex worker and [have this] affect the life of my child’

(Participant 33, Worker, Beauty and Wellness, Vancouver).

Those currently working under business licences that require employee registration

also expressed frustration over the burdensome and expensive registration process.

Rather than professionally integrate workers within the standard municipal licensing of

other businesses, the registration process heightened many workers’ sense of

marginalisation: ‘I don’t think [registration and criminal record checks] are necessary

and it makes me feel there is prejudice against working women’ (Participant 45, Worker,

Body Rub Studio, Richmond). Owners also found it difficult to adhere to strict

registration requirements in light of high, worker-driven rates of staff turnover in the

industry. As many workers prefer to set their own work schedules and/or rotate among

parlours to seek out new clients or safer workplaces, owners struggled both financially

and logistically to register and pay registration fees (CA$124 per worker) for constantly

shifting staff.

Licensing, policing and the social environment of indoor sex work venues

Impact of police raids on safety and violence

Although sexual services are sold in businesses operating under a wide variety of licences,

those owners who register for costly licences that most align with sex work services (e.g.,

Body Rub Salons) attract the most frequent police raids, city inspections and fines and

licence revocations for violations of the licence’s burdensome requirements.2 Many
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owners felt betrayed by municipalities that charged CA$3000 $9000 annually for body

rub licences:

It is quite unfair to have such differences in licence fees . . . . Right now, it seems that
everyone is running this type of sex business: micro brothels, beauty salons, acupuncture
clinics . . . and yet only massage parlours are heavily targeted [by police]. (Participant 46,
Owner, Body Rub Studio, Richmond)

In addition to providing policewith a list of venues to target for inspection and raids, existing

licensing regimes reinforce and exacerbate police targeting of sex workers and managers

within a criminalised environment. Participants observed that during raids, police target sex

workers and managers through licence-related fines and licence revocations, as opposed to

attempting to curtail sex work through the more direct but onerous process of obtaining a

warrant, collecting evidence, laying criminal charges and bringing a case to court:

I think that bylaw [requiring unobstructed doorways into the massage rooms] is not good at
all. [When we were raided, the police] . . . gave me a ticket not for the sex; they gave a ticket
. . . [because] I covered the window of the door with a towel. (Participant 28, Worker, Beauty
Salon, North Vancouver)

By targeting body rub salons for licensing violations and closing parlours, fining owners

and scaring away clients, police make it harder for workers to use licensed indoor venues

as a safe workplace. Frequent police inspections also undermine the income security of

workers and owners:

As soon as we opened, the police came and caused a ruckus all around us, which immediately
affected our business: We never saw anyone [any clients] after that. (Participant 5, Beauty and
Wellness, Worker/Owner, Vancouver)

In addition to negatively impacting sex workers’ income security, police raids increase

workplace stress and the likelihood of police harassment. Many participants ranked the

psychological stress of police raids as the most difficult part of their work:

After the massage, [the client and I] began to have sex, and halfway through intercourse, the
police came in. There was about five of them . . . all the police were looking at me naked . . .
staring at me, and I felt embarrassed. (Participant 28, Worker, Beauty Salon, North
Vancouver)

I’m afraid that they would put [the police raid] up in the news, so then everyone would know
. . . I’ve heard that this would definitely affect my [immigration] status. The biggest concern
is that my child . . . or my family finds out. (Participant 21, Worker, Acupressure, Surrey)

Police raids, usually conducted without translators, compound pressures experienced by

workers who, as a migrants and new immigrant workers, must manage considerable stress

related to economic insecurity, language barriers, immigration obstacles and social

isolation resulting from the stigma of sex work.

Violence and the inability to rely on police support

The business costs of losing clients and workers due to police attention and the fear of fines

or licence revocation motivated many owners to forbid workers to call the police in the

event of client violence:

I am not afraid of contacting the police, but most owners do not want you to, because they are
afraid of troubles, or attention . . . that results in licence checks. (Participant 38, Worker,
Body Rub Salon, Burnaby)

Consequently, workers cannot rely on calling police for support or protection in response

to violent attacks:
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[After] we caught the client strangling the working woman, we didn’t call police because we
were afraid. (Participant 33, Worker, Beauty and Wellness, Vancouver)

[A client] was penetrating me it was very painful . . . he was treating me very violently.
I asked him to be more gentle and he refused, and he insisted I finish service . . . . The manager
outside didn’t help me, and we also couldn’t call the police. (Participant 28, Worker, Beauty
Salon, North Vancouver)

At the same time, the uncertain legal and regulatory status of these businesses as

premises for sex work can enable clients to coerce workers into providing free or unsafe

services by threatening to report a parlour to the police:

If anything happens, it’s difficult or impossible to report anything to the police because we’re
working illegally. We can’t really seek protection. [Clients] can still call the police on us if
they want to threaten us. (Participant 44, Worker, Body Rub Studio, Richmond)

Policing, licensing and displacement

While all our participants expressed a safety-motivated preference for working in licensed

venues, burdensome licensing regimes and stress and lost income caused by police raids

can displace workers to informal work venues, such as micro-brothels, a worker’s home or

outcalls in a hotel:

If massage parlours are always being inspected and shut down . . . [this will] lead to an
increase of micro brothels. In comparison, massage parlours provide a safe environment. The
micro brothels will not call the police if anything bad happens because they are illegal.
(Participant 46, Body Rub Studio, Richmond)

Another micro-brothel owner/worker explained that, while she would prefer to work in

a licensed massage parlour for safety reasons, difficulties posed by city inspections and

criminalisation meant that this was not an option:

In a [licenced] parlour there are more people, so relatively speaking it is a bit safer. [Then why
do you operate here by yourself?] No, I do want to open a parlour, but I fear that it’s a lot of
hassle: city hall inspections, being shut down, or other things . . . . We would face many losses,
because ultimately it isn’t a legal trade. (Participant 13, Worker/Owner, Micro Brothel,
Vancouver)

Similarly, in order to avoid the expensive and invasive requirements of body rub

licences, many workers opt to work in licensed venues such as beauty salons, spas or

acupressure clinics, which are less likely to attract police scrutiny: ‘since it is known that

businesses with massage licence may be targeted by the city and police, then people will

look for other business venues to do this work, like spas’ (Participant 38, Worker, Body

Rub Salon, Burnaby). While operating under other licences shields workers from police

raids, the incongruity between a business’ licence and the services offered increases the

potential for conflict between clients and workers regarding service expectations:

Once a client comes in, it is . . . difficult to tell whether they are simply looking for beauty and
spa services or if they would want to demand more. We may be exhausted and accept clients
into a room and start a massage only to realise that they might expect us to offer those types of
services. (Participant 31, Owner, Health and Wellness, Vancouver)

Within this ambiguity, workers assume the full burden of negotiating services and safety

conditions, such as condom use, with clients, in the absence of explicit managerial or

venue-based support (e.g., the manager providing condoms and/or communicating

condom use expectations to clients), which heightens the risk of conflict and situational

violence between workers and clients (Lowman 2000; O’Doherty 2011). As we report

elsewhere, managers of licensed sex work venues often restrict workers’ access to
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condoms and sexual health services, out of fear that police or city inspectors will use these

as evidence of criminal activity or licence violation (Anderson et al., forthcoming).

Discussion

This is one of the first comprehensive examinations of how municipal licensing regimes

shape the safety of indoor sex work transactions in a higher-income setting where most

aspects of sex work are criminalised. Findings indicate that current policing practices and

prohibitive licensing requirements increase sex workers’ risk of violence, robbery and

conflict with clients, and result in increased stress, an inability to rely on police support,

lost income and the displacement of sex workers to more hidden work venues, such as

micro-brothels, or less explicitly licensed venues, such as spas and beauty salons.

We found that licences with descriptions that most closely aligned with sex work services

(e.g., body rub) had more onerous requirements and were more likely to attract police

raids, all of which increased the risk of workplace violence. By contrast, sex work venues

operating under standard licences (e.g., beauty salons, health enhancement centres)

attracted less police attention and allowed managers and workers greater autonomy in

promoting workplace safety.

Drawing on a structural determinants framework (Shannon et al. 2014), our findings

suggest that features of indoor sex work environments, including physical layout, safety

measures and manager-sex worker relations, are determined by the overriding structures of

licensing and criminalisation, which leave managers, owners and workers with little

autonomy to create safer working conditions. As noted in a number of narratives,

managers are often forced to adopt measures that place sex workers at increased risk for

violence either as a direct result of licensing (e.g., restrictions on locking front doors) or as

a means to avoid increased scrutiny by licensing and policing authorities (e.g., managerial

policies that prohibit calls to police in response to client-perpetrated violence).

Corroborating O’Doherty (2011) and Bungay et al.’s (2011) research on indoor sex work

in Vancouver, our findings suggest that violence is not an inherent risk of sex work; rather,

the risk of violence varies according to the socio-structural factors (e.g., laws, licensing)

that shape the social, physical and economic characteristics of the workplace.

Furthermore, while efforts to control, regulate or prohibit sex work persist the world

over, researchers have identified sex worker autonomy and the ability to control one’s

work environment and manage related risks as the single most important determinant of

workplace safety (Lewis et al. 2005; O’Doherty 2011; Krüsi et al. 2012). Given the

correlation between autonomy and workplace safety, the negative safety consequences of

punitive and restrictive licensing regimes found in this study are unfortunately predictable.

Despite the adverse impacts of prohibitive licensing regimes and policing practices,

our findings also indicate that municipal licensing, alongside legislative change

(e.g., sex work decriminalisation), have the potential to dismantle some of the stigma

associated with sex work. While participants were critical of prohibitive licensing regimes,

many maintained that they were less vulnerable to violence and more likely to be treated

professionally and respectfully by clients while working in a licensed business.

By legitimising sex work within a normalised business context, licensing disrupts the

dominant ‘discourse of disposability’ (Lowman 2000) that underlies violence against sex

workers. Insofar as a business licence symbolically dismantles the stigma and

marginalisation that engenders violence against sex workers, licensing regimes can

reshape the structural framework of sex work and serve an important intervention to

support violence prevention. We echo the caution put forward by Bruckert and Hannem
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(2013), however, in noting that sex-work-specific regulation regimes can structurally

reinforce the stigma attached to sex work, particularly when based on ideologically driven

misassumptions about the health and safety risks of sex work. Furthermore, our findings

confirm existing research on sex work regulation and decriminalisation models (Donovan

et al. 2012) and suggest that the violence prevention capacity of a licensing regime is

severely undermined if businesses are unable to promote the true nature of services offered

or if licensing includes prohibitive requirements, such as high annual fees or worker

registration, which exclude or displace workers to more hidden sex work venues.

These findings should be interpreted in light of the following limitations. This sample

drew from female-identified foreign-born migrant and immigrant sex workers (and one

male manager/owner). Canadian-born sex workers may have different experiences

(Bungay et al. 2012) and greater research and outreach efforts are needed to understand

and respond to the safety needs of male sex workers, as well as sex workers working in

more hidden, informal venues, such as private homes, hotels and micro-brothels. Finally,

due to potential self-selection sampling bias, this study may underestimate the impact of

policing and licensing on safety and the risk of violence in indoor sex work venues.

Several participants reported that managers and workers who have had negative

experiences with police are more likely to decline interactions with health outreach

workers or researchers.

Conclusion

In December 2013, the Supreme Court of Canada made a historic decision to strike down

all criminal code provisions related to sex work in Canada, giving the Canadian

government a year to bring the laws in line with their decision (i.e., by December 2014).

Ultimately, the decriminalisation of sex work in Canada would position municipalities to

more formally regulate indoor sex work establishments, as has happened in New Zealand

and New South Wales, Australia. Many municipal licensing regimes in Canada essentially

regulate sex work as it would in a legalised environment (e.g., Nevada), that is, through

regulation specific to sex work business, such as the body rub licences studied here and

escort licensing studied elsewhere (Maticka-Tyndale et al. 1999; Lewis et al. 2005; van der

Meulen and Durisin 2008). Increasing evidence suggests that such sex-work-specific

regulation models are punitive to sex workers and may increase harms, including

displacing more marginalised sex workers underground (Kilvington, Day, andWard 2001;

Weitzer 2009; Sullivan 2010; McCarthy et al. 2012). Similarly, the licensing of escorts in

Windsor, Canada (Lewis and Maticka-Tyndale 2000) and massage parlours in Vancouver

(Bungay et al. 2011) has been found to increase city and police surveillance of sex

workers, with negative health and safety impacts.

As a result, and in line with calls by international bodies such as the World Health

Organization and the Joint United Nations Programme on HIV/AIDS, the full

decriminalisation of sex work (as in New Zealand and New South Wales, Australia)

has been proposed, in which sex work would be subject to the same regulatory and

workplace health and safety standards applied to other businesses and professions.

Research on the decriminalisation of sex work in New South Wales, Australia, suggests

that sex worker health and safety is best promoted when sex work venues are regulated

like other businesses as ‘home occupations’, rather than regulated separately as sex-

worker-specific ‘brothels’ (Crofts and Prior 2012). Our study supports this model,

providing critical evidence of how prohibitive municipal licensing explicitly targeting and

regulating sex work indoor venues limit sex workers, managers and owners from
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adopting safer workplace measures and directly exacerbates health and safety risks for sex

workers.

Recent moves in the City of Vancouver suggest some momentum towards change,

including the creation of a city-wide Sex Work Taskforce, intended to redress some of the

negative consequences of the existing licensing regime (City of Vancouver 2013). While

substantial municipal licensing and federal legal reform remains in the hands of policy

makers, this research offers critical evidence to inform reforms that may better promote

health and safety in sex work venues. Specifically, our results suggest the elimination of

obstacles that displace workers from licensed venues, including disproportionately high

fees for licences, criminal record restrictions, door lock restrictions and employee

registration requirements. Accounting for the pervasiveness of stigma against sex workers

(Weitzer 2009; Lazarus et al. 2012), our findings warn against the use of sex worker

registration systems, which limit a worker’s ability to work with a sense of personal

security and privacy and to move between venues to achieve better working conditions.

Finally, as police raids on sex work venues prevent sex workers from being able to call the

police in the event of client violence, we support the use of city inspectors with translators,

rather than police, to conduct any necessary licence inspections. This recommendation is

also sustained by research on supportive venue-based interventions in a range of low- and

middle-income settings, including many Asian countries as well as Brazil and Dominican

Republic, which indicates that the success of such policies depends on the cessation of

police targeting of sex work venues (Kerrigan et al. 2003; Lippman et al. 2010; Hong,

Poon, and Zhang 2011; Jeffreys and Su 2011). The negative impact of police raids is of

particular concern within some migrant and immigrant communities, in which language

barriers and immigration status concerns may result in increased vulnerability to police

harassment and alienation from police services (Nemoto et al. 2004). Finally, in light of

the potential for sex work regulations to infringe on sex worker rights, our research

highlights the critical importance of including sex workers in the design of any policy or

legal shift that may impact upon their work.
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Notes

1. In December 2013, the Supreme Court of Canada struck down all criminal code provisions
related to sex work, giving the Canadian government a year to bring the laws in line with their
decision. Data for this study was collected in 2011, prior to these legal changes.
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2. In addition to requirements discussed above regarding door locks, windows and bright lighting,
some body rub licences include strict clothing requirements, for example, that worker’s
shirtsleeves extend past their elbows (City of Surrey 1999; City of Richmond 2006)
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Bruckert, C., and T. Law. 2013. Beyond Pimps, Procurers and Parasites: Mapping Third Parties in the
Incall/Outcall Sex Industry. Ottawa: RethinkingManagement in theAdult and Sex Industry Project.

Bungay, V., M. Halpin, C. Atchison, and C. Johnston. 2011. “Structure and Agency: Reflections
from an Exploratory Study of Vancouver Indoor Sex Workers.” Culture, Health & Sexuality
13 (1): 15 29.

Bungay, V., M. Halpin, P. F. Halpin, C. Johnston, and D. M. Patrick. 2012. “Violence in the Massage
Parlor Industry: Experiences of Canadian born and Immigrant Women.” Health Care for
Women International 33 (3): 262 284.

City of Burnaby. 2001. “Burnaby Adult Services Regulation Bylaw No. 11254.” Accessed 15
August 2014. https://burnaby.civicweb.net/Documents/DocumentDisplay.aspx?Id¼9910

City of North Vancouver. 2013. “Business License Bylaw, 2004, No. 7584.” Accessed August 15,
2014. http://www.cnv.org/, /media/8B9E0C04E0B94B06AEE2D4BCC2DD73A1.pdf

City of Richmond. 2006. “License Chapter 834 Body Rub Parlour.” Accessed 2 January 2015. http://
code.municipalworld.com/richmondhill/834.pdf

City of Surrey. 1999. “Business License By law, No. 13680.” Accessed 15 August 2014. http://
www.surrey.ca/bylawsandcouncillibrary/BYL reg 13680.pdf

City of Vancouver. 2013. “Report Back on Missing Women Commission of Inquiry and City Task
Force on Sex Work and Sexual Exploitation.” In Policy Report: Social Development, 1 11.
Vancouver: City of Vancouver.

City of Vancouver. 2013a. “License By Law No. 4450.” Accessed 15 August 2014. http://former.
vancouver.ca/bylaws/4450c.PDF

Craig, E. 2011. “Sex Work by Law: Bedford’s Impact on Municipal Approaches to Regulating the
Sex Trade.” Review of Constitutional Studies 16: 97 120.

Crofts, P., and J. Prior. 2012. “Home Occupation or Brothel? Selling Sex from Home in New South
Wales.” Urban Policy and Research 30 (2): 127 143.

Deering, K., A. Nesbitt, P. Duff, E. Argento, J. Shoveller, A. Amind, C. Moreno Garcia, and
K. Shannon. 2014. “A Systematic Review of the Correlates of Violence against Sex Workers.”
American Journal of Public Health 104 (5): e42 e54.

Donovan, B., C. Harcourt, S. Egger, L. Watchirs Smith, K. Schneider, H. Wandan, and J. M. Kaldor.
2012. The Sex Industry in New South Wales: A Report to the NSW Ministry of Health. Sydney:
Kirby institute, University of New South Wales.

Hanger, A., and J. D. Maloney. 2006. The Challenge of Change: A Study of Canada’s Criminal
Prostitution Laws. Ottawa: House of Commons Canada.

Hong, Y., A. N. Poon, and C. Zhang. 2011. “HIV/STI Prevention Interventions Targeting FSWs in
China: A Systematic Literature Review.” AIDS Care 23 (sup1): 54 65.

Culture, Health & Sexuality 839

147



Jeffreys, E., and G. Su. 2011. “China’s 100 Per Cent Condom Use Program: Customising the Thai
Experience.” Asian Studies Review 35 (3): 315 333.

Katsulis, Y., V. Lopez, A.Durfee, andA. Robillard. 2010. “Female SexWorkers and the Social Context
of Workplace Violence in Tijuana, Mexico.”Medical Anthropology Quarterly 24 (3): 344 362.

Kerrigan, D., J. M. Ellen, L. Moreno, S. Rosario, J. Katz, D. D. Celentano, and M. Sweat. 2003.
“Environmental structural Factors Significantly Associated with Consistent CondomUse among
Female Sex Workers in the Dominican Republic.” AIDS 17 (3): 415 423.

Kilvington, J., S. Day, and H. Ward. 2001. “Prostitution Policy in Europe: A Time of Change?”
Feminist Review 67 (1): 78 93.

Krüsi, A., J. Chettiar, A. Ridgway, J. Abbott, S. A. Strathdee, and K. Shannon. 2012. “Negotiating
Safety and Sexual Risk Reduction with Clients in Unsanctioned Safer Indoor Sex Work
Environments: A Qualitative Study.” American Journal of Public Health 102 (6): 1154 1159.

Lazarus, L., K. N. Deering, R. Nabess, K. Gibson, M. W. Tyndall, and K. Shannon. 2012.
“Occupational Stigma as a Primary Barrier to Health Care for Street based Sex Workers in
Canada.” Culture, Health & Sexuality 14 (2): 139 150.

Lewis, J., and E. Maticka Tyndale. 2000. “Licensing Sex Work: Public Policy and Women’s Lives.”
Canadian Public Policy / Analyse De Politiques 26 (4): 437 449.

Lewis, J., E. Maticka Tyndale, F. Shaver, and H. Schramm. 2005. “Managing Risk and Safety on the
Job: The Experiences of Canadian Sex Workers.” Journal of Psychology & Human Sexuality
17 (1 2): 147 167.

Lippman, S. A., A. Donini, J. Diaz, M. Chinaglia, A. Reingold, and D. Kerrigan. 2010. “Social
environmental Factors and Protective Sexual Behavior among Sex Workers: The Encontros
Intervention in Brazil.” American Journal of Public Health 100 (S1): S216 S223.

Lowman, J. 2000. “Violence and the Outlaw Status of (Street) Prostitution in Canada.” Violence
Against Women 6 (9): 987 1011.

Maher, L., J. Mooney Somers, P. Phlong, M. C. Couture, E. Stein, J. Evans, M. Cockroft,
N. Sansothy, T. Nemoto, and K. Page. 2011. “Selling Sex in Unsafe Spaces: Sex Work Risk
Environments in Phnom Penh, Cambodia.” Harm Reduction Journal 8 (1): 30.

Maticka Tyndale, E., J. Lewis, J. Clark, J. Zubick, and S. Young. 1999. “Social and Cultural
Vulnerability to Sexually Transmitted Infection: The Work of Exotic Dancers.” Canadian
Journal of Public Health 90 (1): 19 22.

McCarthy, B., C. Benoit, M. Jansson, and K. Kolar. 2012. “Regulating Sex Work: Heterogeneity in
Legal Strategies.” Annual Review of Law and Social Science 8 (1): 255 271.

Nemoto, T., M. Iwamoto, S. Wong, M. N. Le, and D. Operario. 2004. “Social Factors Related to Risk
for Violence and Sexually Transmitted Infections/HIV among Asian Massage Parlor Workers in
San Francisco.” AIDS & Behavior 8 (4): 475 483.

O’Doherty, T. 2011. “Victimization in Off street Sex Industry Work.” Violence Against Women
17 (7): 944 963.

Rekart, M. L. 2005. “Sex work Harm Reduction.” The Lancet 366 (9503): 2123 2134.
Remple, V. P., D. M. Patrick, C. Johnston, M. W. Tyndall, and A. M. Jolly. 2007. “Clients of Indoor

Commercial Sex Workers: Heterogeneity in Patronage Patterns and Implications for HIV and
STI Propagation through Sexual Networks.” Sexually Transmitted Diseases 34 (10): 754 760.

Sanders, T., and R. Campbell. 2007. “Designing out Vulnerability, Building in Respect: Violence,
Safety and Sex Work Policy.” The British Journal of Sociology 58 (1): 1 19.

Shannon, K., V. Bright, S. Allinott, D. Alexson, K. Gibson, and M. W. Tyndall. 2007. “Community
Based HIV Prevention Research among Substance using Women in Survival Sex Work: The
Maka Project Partnership.” Harm Reduction Journal 4 (1): 20.

Shannon, K., and J. Csete. 2010. “Violence, Condom Negotiation, and HIV/STI Risk among Sex
Workers.” JAMA 304 (5): 573 574.

Shannon, K., S. M. Goldenberg, K. N. Deering, and S. A. Strathdee. 2014. “HIV Infection among
Female Sex Workers in Concentrated and High Prevalence Epidemics: Why a Structural
Determinants Framework is Needed.” Current Opinion in HIV and AIDS 9 (2): 174 182.

Shannon, K., T. Kerr, S. Allinott, J. Chettiar, J. Shoveller, and M. W. Tyndall. 2008. “Social and
Structural Violence and Power Relations in Mitigating HIV Risk of Drug using Women in
Survival Sex Work.” Social Science & Medicine 66 (4): 911 921.

Statistics Canada. 2009. “B.C. Immigration Trends: 2009 Highlights.” Accessed. http://www.
welcomebc.ca/welcome bc/media/Media Gallery/docs/communities/immigrationtrends2009.
pdf

840 S. Anderson et al.

148



Statistics Canada. 2011. “National Household Survey Focus on Geography Series Vancouver.”
Statistics Canada, Accessed Sept 13, 2013. http://www12.statcan.gc.ca/nhs enm/2011/as sa/
fogs spg/Pages/FOG.cfm?lang¼E&level¼3&GeoCode¼933

Sullivan, B. 2010. “When (Some) Prostitution is Legal: The Impact of Law Reform on Sex Work in
Australia.” Journal of Law and Society 37 (1): 85 104.

van der Meulen, E., and E. M. Durisin. 2008. “Why Decriminalize?: How Canada’s Municipal and
Federal Regulations Increase SexWorkers’ Vulnerability.” Canadian Journal of Women and the
Law 20 (2): 289 311.

Weitzer, R. 2009. “Sociology of Sex Work.” Annual Review of Sociology 35: 213 234.
Whittaker, D., and G. Hart. 1996. “Research Note: Managing Risks: The Social Organisation of

Indoor Sex Work.” Sociology of Health and Illness 18 (3): 399 414.
Yi, H. S., T. T. Zheng, Y. H. Wan, J. E. Mantell, M. Park, and J. Csete. 2012. “Occupational Safety

and HIV Risk among Female Sex Workers in China: A Mixed methods Analysis of Sex work
Harms and Mommies.” Global Public Health 7 (8): 840 855.

Résumé

En s’appuyant sur un cadre socio écologique et basé sur des déterminants structurels, cette étude
évalue l’impact des politiques municipales d’octroi des licences et de maintien de l’ordre dans le
Grand Vancouver, sur le risque de violence au sein des établissements de prostitution. Des entretiens
qualitatifs ont été conduits avec 46 migrantes travailleuses du sexe, les gérants et les propriétaires
d’établissements de prostitution à huis clos et de « micro bordels ». Les résultats indiquent que les
pratiques de maintien de l’ordre et les critères d’obtention des licences augmentent le risque de
violence et de conflits avec les clients pour les travailleuses du sexe, avec pour conséquences un
niveau de stress important, l’incapacité de compter sur l’aide de la police, une baisse des revenus et
le déménagement vers des établissements plus discrets et informels. Les licences prohibitives et les
pratiques de maintien de l’ordre empêchent aux travailleuses du sexe, aux gérants et aux
propriétaires d’adopter des mesures pour garantir un environnement de travail plus sûr et augmentent
les risques pour la santé et la sécurité des travailleuses du sexe. Cette étude fournit des preuves
critiques des implications négatives, en matière de santé publique, de la politique municipale
d’octroi des licences dans une approche de pénalisation et de contrôle du travail du sexe. Nous
recommandations pour un environnement sûr du travail du sexe incluent la dépénalisation du travail
du sexe; et la suppression des redevances très élevées pour les licences, des restrictions fondées sur
les casiers judiciaires, de l’obligation de la « porte fermée », des exigences pour l’immatriculation
des employés et du recours à la police pour l’inspection des licences.

Resumen

A partir de un marco socioecológico de determinantes estructurales, en este estudio evaluamos cómo
afectan las polı́ticas municipales de licencias y las prácticas policiales relacionadas del área
metropolitana de Vancouver (Canadá) al riesgo de violencia en los centros de trabajo sexual. Se
llevaron a cabo entrevistas cualitativas con 46 trabajadoras sexuales inmigrantes, gerentes y
propietarios de establecimientos y micro burdeles dedicados al trabajo sexual autorizado. Los
resultados indican que las prácticas policiales y los requisitos de licencias hacen aumentar el riesgo
de violencia y de conflictos con los clientes para las trabajadoras sexuales, causando por tanto mayor
tensión, incapacidad de confiar en el apoyo policial, pérdida de ingresos y el desplazamiento de las
trabajadoras sexuales a locales ocultos e informales de trabajo. Los requisitos prohibitivos para las
licencias y las prácticas policiales impiden que las trabajadoras sexuales, los gestores y los
propietarios puedan adoptar medidas para un lugar de trabajo más seguro y agravan los riesgos para
la salud y seguridad de las trabajadoras sexuales. En este estudio se demuestra desde una perspectiva
crı́tica que los requisitos prohibitivos para las licencias municipales tienen repercusiones negativas
en la salud pública en el contexto de un enfoque en el trabajo sexual que se basa en la penalización y
aplicación de normativas. Las recomendaciones de seguridad en el lugar de trabajo incluyen la
despenalización del trabajo sexual y eliminar las tasas desproporcionadamente altas de las licencias,
las restricciones de antecedentes penales, las limitaciones al cierre de puertas, la necesidad de llevar
un registro de los empleados y el uso de la policı́a como inspectores de licencias.
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Maureen Harvey

From: Hope Jamieson
Sent: Thursday, October 31, 2019 3:13 PM
To: Maureen Harvey
Subject: Fwd: In Support of Councillor Burton's Motion to Lift Moratorium on Massage Parlours
Attachments: Research Brief   Safety, Violence Prevention & Municipal Licensing of Indoor Sex Work 

Establishments.pdf; Violence prevention and municipal licensing of indoor sex work venues in the 
Greater Vancouver Area.pdf

 

 

From: SWAN Vancouver   

Sent: Wednesday, September 25, 2019 9:42:25 PM 

To: CouncilGroup <councilgroup@stjohns.ca> 

Cc: Heather Jarvis   

Subject: In Support of Councillor Burton's Motion to Lift Moratorium on Massage Parlours  

  

 Dear City Councillors, 

  

I am writing as Executive Director of SWAN Vancouver Society, a Vancouver sex work organization, which for 

over 15 years has provided services and advocacy to women working in massage parlours. I am also 

Community Developer for Living in Community and was involved for several years with the initial 

implementation of Living in Community in St.John's.  I am writing to support and applaud Councillor Burton’s 

forthcoming motion to lift the moratorium on new massage parlours. 

  

Much research has been carried out in Vancouver in regards to the municipal licensing of massage parlours. 

This research unequivocally states that “prohibitive licensing (and police practices) prevent sex workers, 

managers, and owners from adopting safer workplace measures and exacerbate health and safety risks for 

sex workers.” (full study attached). SWAN’s extensive on-the-ground experience working with multiple 

municipal licensing frameworks throughout Greater Vancouver supports the research findings. Prohibitive 

licensing increases vulnerability to violence when women are forced to work in isolation. Maintaining the 

moratorium on new massage parlours is not in the best interests of sex workers nor the communities as a 

whole in which they live and work. 

  

Standing in solidarity with sex workers in your community is work that requires courage in the face of criticism 

from those who do not work directly with sex workers and/or seek to eradicate the sex industry entirely. I 
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encourage you to stay the course and take direction from the women these changes will impact the most, 

women such as those who access SHOP’s services and programs. I encourage you to pass Councillor 

Burton's motion and implement evidence-based policy.  By doing so, you demonstrate leadership in choosing 

evidence over anti-sex work misinformation, something few other municipalities in Canada are courageous 

enough to do.   

 

Best Regards, 

 

 

 

SWAN Vancouver 

101-1101 Seymour Street, Vancouver, BC   V6B 0R1 

PH: 604-719-6343   

Website / CanadaHelps / Facebook / Twitter / WeChat ("SWANnetreach") 

  

With gratitude for the wisdom of all First Peoples, we acknowledge that we live & work on the stolen lands of 

the Musqueam, Squamish & Tsleil-Waututh Nations.   

 

  

 

  

Disclaimer: This email may contain confidential and/or privileged information intended only for the individual(s) 

addressed in the message. If you are not the intended recipient, any other distribution, copying, or disclosure is 

strictly prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please notify me immediately by return email and 

delete the original message.  
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Maureen Harvey

From: Hope Jamieson
Sent: Thursday, October 31, 2019 3:05 PM
To: Maureen Harvey
Subject: Fwd: Massage Parlour Moratorium

 

 

From:   

Sent: Monday, September 30, 2019 10:20:17 AM 

To: CouncilGroup <councilgroup@stjohns.ca> 

Subject: Massage Parlour Moratorium  

  

Hello,  
 
 
I am writing to share my support for lifting the moratorium that is currently in place for massage parlours in St. 
John's. I would like you to take the time to read the report published by Safe Harbour Outreach Project on how 
the ban affects sex workers in our city.  
 

 

“...we support repealing the ban on massage parlour permits as an important first step towards sex workers in 
our City having access to both safe conditions and options within their work, and we would look forward to 
enacting more safe and supportive regulations around massage parlours. We have and continue to hear, time 
and again, from our sex working community that working indoors is inherently safer, provides diverse 
opportunities for choice, and increases their agency and control over working conditions. Sex workers who we 
have connected with in our city are overwhelmingly in favour of lifting the ban, ending this moratorium and want 
to be involved in the decisions that impact their day to day lives. We have an opportunity to work towards an 
innovative approach in St. John’s and our province, that upholds and prioritizes the safety, protections and 
human rights of sex workers’, and recommits to safer regulations guided by the ongoing expertise and 
consultation of the very communities they impact" 
 

 

You can find the full report here: 
https://sjwomenscentre.ca/wp-content/uploads/2019/09/Lifting-the-Ban-SHOP-Report-for-City-Council.pdf 
 

Thanks for your hard work, time, and consideration.  

 

Best,  
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Disclaimer: This email may contain confidential and/or privileged information intended only for the individual(s) 

addressed in the message. If you are not the intended recipient, any other distribution, copying, or disclosure is 

strictly prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please notify me immediately by return email and 

delete the original message.  
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Maureen Harvey

From: Hope Jamieson
Sent: Thursday, October 31, 2019 3:05 PM
To: Maureen Harvey
Subject: Fwd: Lifting the ban on massage parlours

 

 

From:   

Sent: Monday, September 30, 2019 10:37:38 AM 

To: CouncilGroup <councilgroup@stjohns.ca> 

Subject: Lifting the ban on massage parlours  

  

Dear Councillors, 

  

I understand that there will be a vote this afternoon as to whether to repeal the ban on new massage parlours. I want to 

write to express my support for repealing the ban. 

  

A few years ago, I lived on York Street, around the corner from a massage parlour, Kendra’s Red House. We could see 

the building from our front door. For the first 8 months that we lived there, we had no idea that the building housed a 

massage parlour. In fact, the only reason it came to our attention was that someone made a joke that folks in our 

neighbourhood must all have smiles on their faces from all the happy endings. On seeing our confused faces, the 

individual informed us of the local business in the vicinity. We believed it was a BnB and the impacts on the 

neighbourhood were very similar, i.e. occasionally there were more cars parked in the area. That’s about it. We did not 

hear yelling, fights, nor did we see evidence of drug use. By contrast, when we lived on the other side of town, in the 

Long’s Hill area, where street‐based sex work is more prevalent, the impact on the neighbourhood was more 

observable.  

  

All this to say that massage parlours operate like other small businesses and, in my experience, have no negative impacts

on the neighbourhoods they are a part of. On the other hand, they provide safety and agency to the workers and 

customers. In my view, the benefits far exceed the costs. 

  

I would encourage you all to vote in favour of repealing the ban. 
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Thank you, 

 

This e-mail message (including attachments, if any) is confidential and may be privileged. Any unauthorized distribution or disclosure is 
prohibited. Disclosure to anyone other than the intended recipient does not constitute waiver of privilege. If you have received this e-mail in 
error, please notify us and delete the message and any attachments from your computer system and records. 

  

  

  

Disclaimer: This email may contain confidential and/or privileged information intended only for the individual(s) 

addressed in the message. If you are not the intended recipient, any other distribution, copying, or disclosure is 

strictly prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please notify me immediately by return email and 

delete the original message.  
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Maureen Harvey

From: Hope Jamieson
Sent: Thursday, October 31, 2019 3:12 PM
To: Maureen Harvey
Subject: Fwd: In Support of the Lift On Moratorium for Massage Parlours

 

 

From:   

Sent: Monday, September 30, 2019 1:12:52 AM 

To: CouncilGroup <councilgroup@stjohns.ca> 

Subject: In Support of the Lift On Moratorium for Massage Parlours  

  

Dear Councillor,  

 

I am writing to share my support for lifting the moratorium that is currently in place for massage parlours in our 

city. There is ample credible research and personal stories that show restricting massage parlours affects the 

safety of sex workers. I encourage you to read the report completed by the Safe Harbour Outreach Project 

prior to deciding how to vote on the motion being brought forward at the meeting this week: 

 

“Alternative to the belief that massage parlours are gateways to violence and exploitation – a belief that is often 

based in defining sex work and sexual exploitation as one and the same – we counter the concern that lifting 

the moratorium will create an environment for increased risk for sexual exploitation of youth or adults, or 

increased risk of human trafficking for the purpose of sexual exploitation. Across municipalities in Canada, 

there is no evidence that bans on permits like this moratorium act to quell exploitation or increase the safety 

and protections of sex workers. Both locally and historically, punitive laws and legislation instead push sex 

work underground and create the very conditions where sex workers and people at risk of being exploited have 

been targeted and victimized” 

 

You can find the full report here: 

https://can01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fsjwomenscentre.ca%2Fwp-

content%2Fuploads%2F2019%2F09%2FLifting-the-Ban-SHOP-Report-for-City-

Council.pdf&amp;data=02%7C01%7C%7C51f87efbdb114b31bfdb08d74558482f%7C77d442ceddc64c9ba7ed

f2fb67444bdb%7C0%7C1%7C637054117777660923&amp;sdata=CzlmnA12Iodj%2FAiYCMvFvQA5ic%2FUD

Ddk9Bf5i9E7O48%3D&amp;reserved=0 
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Thank you  

 

 

 

 

Sent from my iPhone 

  

Disclaimer: This email may contain confidential and/or privileged information intended only for the individual(s) 

addressed in the message. If you are not the intended recipient, any other distribution, copying, or disclosure is 

strictly prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please notify me immediately by return email and 

delete the original message.  
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Maureen Harvey

From: CityClerk
Sent: Wednesday, November 6, 2019 4:51 PM
To: CityClerk
Cc: Maureen Harvey; Andrea Roberts; Ann-Marie Cashin; Ashley Murray; Dave Wadden; Gerard Doran; 

Jason Sinyard; Karen Chafe; Ken O'Brien; Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett; Planning
Subject: RE: Reg: Body Rub Parlour Regulations

Good Afternoon: 
 
We thank you for your feedback and advise that your submission, along with all others, will be 
presented to Council for consideration prior to a final decision being reached on this matter. 
 
 
 
Elaine Henley 

 
Elaine Henley 
City Clerk 
t. 576-8202 
c. 691-0451 
 
From:    
Sent: Wednesday, November 6, 2019 2:41 PM 
To: CityClerk <cityclerk@stjohns.ca> 
Subject: Reg: Body Rub Parlour Regulations 
 

2019.11.06 
  
Good day, 
  
In regards to the St. John’s Development Regulations of Massage Parlour Regulations, I would wish to raise my 
concerns. 
  
We have heard testimonies from sex workers, current and former, describing the hidden violence that occurs 
in these premises. These women are describing horrendous situations in which they are not in control but 
instead at the mercy of the john(s) and the business owner(s). We have been told that business deals are done 
without the workers approval and they are often signed up for sex work they are uncomfortable with and 
business deals are not done with the consent of the worker. We have also heard multiple times that underage 
girls are working on these premises. This is completely unacceptable and not a business model that our city 
should be supportive of.  
  
With proposed regulation, I wish to include the following questions and concerns before you are moving 
forward: 
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 Safety: It has become clear in this debate that many of the sex workers in our province are already part of a 
marginalized and a vulnerable population. Those who run their own sex work business, from their homes or 
hotels, will most likely continue to do so, i.e. the body rub parlours will be a place for marginalized workers. We 
have heard testimonies from sex workers issuing this as a problem as they feel safer on the street, where they 
are in control, they are visible and where they choose their own clients and further, can call out for help and be 
heard. Controlling the location and destination for services seem to be a key factor in the workers safety. Can 
body rub parlours provide same? 
  

 Who are you proposing will do the regulation checks on the businesses? City workers? Law enforcement? Will 
the regulators receive specific training in order to comprehend and spot potential human trafficking and minors 
working in these businesses? Will they receive training on how to detect hidden and unwanted violence 
performed? If city workers detect illegal activities, what will be their actions? 
  

 If regulators identify the issues raised above, what is the city proposing as support services for its victims?  
  

 How will the city regulate that all sex work in these parlours is performed with consent from both parties? Will 
legal contracts be signed between worker and client? 

  

 Will there be a standardized “menu” of services with price regulations? Who will ensure the consistency of this 
across the city? It will be important that both the business owner, the client and the sex worker are following 
procedure in order to ensure the safety and health of the sex workers. 
  

 Public Health: Will sex workers with addiction issues be allowed to work in these premises? Research shows that 
sex workers often experience depression, drug dependence and PTDS. How will this be assessed and monitored, 
and by whom? Will a medical professional work with them to ensure their safety and health?  
  

 Public Health: Can you ensure that the sex workers are tested regularly for STD’s and BBV’s?  
  

 Public Health: Will alcohol be allowed to be sold in these premises? 
  

 Public Health: Will indoor smoking be allowed in these premises? 
  

 Ownership: Will individuals with a criminal record be allowed to be a business owner of a body rub parlour? 

  

Additionally, I have questions to Ms. Maggie Burton. 

 Ms. Burton, as you are the main advocate on this topic, I would like to remind you that although sex‐work is 
legal in Canada, purchasing sexual service is not. Let us be clear about Body Rub Parlours and call them for 
what they are: a place where johns can purchase sexual activities. By allowing Body Rub Parlours, you suggest 
that performing illegal activity is suitable and acceptable. Do you think this is an appropriate suggestion as a 
city counselor? If so, are there any other illegal activities that you support?  
  
Further, several descriptive news articles informs us that you are working closely with a group called SHOP. 
Spoke persons for this group have been very vocal in media and argue that they speak out for sex workers 
wanting to stay in the trade. I find it extremely concerning that you as a city councilor are collaborating and 
taking side with SHOP, whose main goal seem to be targeting an extremely vulnerable part of our population, 
i.e. a population with seeming severe mental health issues and drug dependences, and most importantly; are 
keeping these extremely vulnerable women in the trade instead of helping them exciting and form a healthy 
life. I live downtown, I see these women every day. There is no way you can convince me that they are doing 
this line of work because they want to. It is out of necessity and addiction.  
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Further, I have a question for the representatives for SHOP, saying they are speaking for sex workers. As you 
are pushing this along, saying you are supportive of the sex workers, then why have you not suggested to the 
workers that they form a union that the city can consult with directly? Is it perhaps so that they are too 
vulnerable to speak for themselves? If so,  would you not agree that this idea, as proposed, is a disaster and 
awfully unethical? 
  
  
Kind regards, 
A Concerned St. John’s Citizen 
  
  
Disclaimer: This email may contain confidential and/or privileged information intended only for the individual(s) 
addressed in the message. If you are not the intended recipient, any other distribution, copying, or disclosure is strictly 
prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please notify me immediately by return email and delete the original 
message.  
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The Coalition Against the Sexual Exploitation of Youth (CASEY), which represents over 20 

community, government and police organizations as well as individuals with lived experience, is 

asking the City of St. John’s to pause its motion to lift the moratorium on massage parlours. It is 

our understanding that the city supported lifting the moratorium in order to provide safer work 

conditions for individuals engaged in the sex industry. It is also our understanding that the City 

states it has no authority to create regulations that may improve safety, and the provincial 

government currently has no regulation in place.  

 

The Canadian Human Trafficking hotline was established in 2019, and therefore is unable to 

produce reliable data on the amount of calls they receive pertaining to exploitation and 

trafficking in massage parlours. However, the Manager of Research & Policy, Julie Drydyk, views 

massage parlours as “hotspots” for trafficking. For example, between 2009 -2016 there were 

962 human trafficking violations within Ontario, Quebec and Alberta (Statistics Canada, 2016). 

The 2013 RCMP Report, Domestic Human Trafficking for Sexual Exploitation report found that 

victims were “increasingly being forced to provide sexual services in massage parlours” 

however the massage parlours were typically owned and operated by personnel other than a 

trafficker. Therefore, it seems very reasonable to make the correlation between sexual 

exploitation and massage parlours. So without any means of regulation or oversight, what steps 

will be taken to prevent the exploitation of individuals within these venues?  

 

Youth also have to be considered in this decision. Research notes that youth under the age of 

18 who have experienced trauma such as abuse, witnessing violence, family dysfunction, 

involvement in the child protection system etc. can be predisposed to sexual exploitation.  For 

example, in the BC Medical Journal (2004) it reports that approximately 50 to 80% of child sex 

trade in BC is carried out in massage parlors, karaoke bars and trick pads. How is the City of St. 

John’s going to ensure that underage individuals will not be exploited in these parlors? Will 

parlors be allowed to set up close to Group homes? What safeguards will be established? 
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Through interviews with 101 sex buyers and 101 non sex buyers in 2017 researchers found 

major differences between the two groups that suggest sex buyers exercise violence towards 

women including greater hostile masculinity, greater self reported likelihood of sexual 

aggression including rape.  Research into violence in the massage parlour industry in Vancouver 

found that 68.9% experienced the deceptive removal of a condom during sexual activities, 68% 

experienced financial exploitation, 58.1% were verbally assaulted and 42.5% reported being 

sexually assaulted. The participants of this study discussed methods of staying safe; however, 

violence was also described as an inevitable part of the job. In summarizing the findings, the 

authors said there is an urgent need for health and social service policy and programming to 

address violence against indoor commercial sex workers. Another research report that 

interviewed 65 participants of women and transwomen who were seeking support to leave the 

industry found that of the 65 people interviewed, 40 had sustained head injuries during their 

sex work/exploitation. 39 had been hit in the head and 30 had their head shoved into an object.  

 

The research is clear, massage parlours provide a venue for traffickers, exploitation and 

violence. When reviewing research from Authors in a 2018 research paper, the findings from 

this study suggested that violence is indeed occurring within every realm of the sex industry; 

this violence may take different shapes and forms with devastating and long-lasting effects. Yet 

the city is willing to open up the licencing for these venues without taking any responsibility to 

prevent exploitation or violence. Is there a proposed limit on the number of licences that would 

be approved? Will the city, at the very minimum screen people who are applying for licences, or 

would someone with a history of violence against women be able to obtain a licence?  Will the 

city provide any supports or services to those harmed/exploited as a result of this expanding 

market?  
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Question 1: Is there evidence that when there is an increase in massage 

parlours there is also an increase in sexual exploitation and/or trafficking? 

 
General Information of Findings  
 

While the polarizing topic of massage parlours/body rub parlours (BRP) is 

strongly debated, a large number of stakeholders throughout Canada and internationally 

are wanting to move away from an increase in massage parlours. For example, in a 

recent open letter titled “Survivors Say No to Full Decriminalization of Prostitution” 

directed at US presidential candidates, survivors of prostitution and trafficking plead to 

candidates to abolish prostitution due to their witnessing of connections between 

decriminalization and expansion of prostitution and exploitation/trafficking. The letter is 

signed by hundreds of stakeholders. The authors of this letter note that “full 

decriminalization means allowing pimps, sex buyers, and brothel owners to operate with 

impunity. Sex trafficking (including that of children) and organized crime increases when 

pimping and sex buying are legalized” (Bender, SPACE International, Hatcher, 2019, 

par. 4). They also argue that most “survivors of prostitution and trafficking want to put an 

end to the buying and selling of vulnerable people and know first-hand that the best way 

to do so is to ensure that pimping and sex buying remain behaviours that aren’t 

encouraged or tolerated” (Bender, SPACE International, Hatcher, June 25, 2019par. 6)   

Throughout Canada, human trafficking is a systemic issue that is increasing at an 

alarming rate with the highest amounts of violations taking place in provinces with the 

largest populations. For instance, between 2009- 2016, there were 723 human 

trafficking violations in Ontario, 149 human trafficking violations in Quebec and 90 

human trafficking violations in Alberta (Statistics Canada, 2016). While human 

trafficking is being monitored, intervened and recorded as a result of urgency and the 

development of human trafficking task forces, understanding the direct link between 

human trafficking for sexual exploitation in Canada and massage parlours is unclear. 

However, the concern is very much clear and there is a significant amount of anecdotal 

evidence along with lived experience of survivors as fact that suggests that human 

trafficking for sexual exploitation is taking place in massage parlours. Considering the 
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fact that in “Canada, it has been estimated that 80% of all female sex workers work 

within indoor venues” (Bungay, Halpin, Halpin, Johnston & Patrick, 2012, p. 264) the 

correlation between sexual exploitation and massage parlours can be somewhat 

illustrated.  

The Canadian Human Trafficking Hotline was established in early 2019 and due 

to this it is currently unable to produce reliable data on the amount of calls they receive 

pertaining to exploitation and trafficking in massage parlours. However, the hotline does 

receive calls pertaining to human trafficking for sexual exploitation in relation to 

massage parlours and as a result the Canadian Centre to End Human Trafficking views 

massage/body rub parlours as “hotspots” for human trafficking. (personal 

communication, Julie Drydyk, Manager of Research and Policy, Canadian Centre to 

End Human Trafficking, October 2019) Due to the fact that human trafficking only 

becomes known data when it is in the top 5 charges that a person or organized entity 

receives, the data that is known is not necessarily representative of the amount of 

trafficking taking place. In addition, while it is known that trafficking rates are higher in 

Ontario and Quebec, as mentioned above, these provinces have human trafficking task 

forces and therefore they have better access to reporting rates. Other provinces are 

indeed infused with trafficking and could have similar rates that are not being monitored 

and/or addressed. (personal communication, Julie Drydyk, Manager of Research and 

Policy, Canadian Centre to End Human Trafficking, October 2019) The Canadian 

Human Trafficking Hotline and research and policy department takes the position that 

whether policies and legislation lean towards decriminalization, the Nordic model or a 

full ban, the focus needs to be about increasing supports for survivors and those 

working within the industry or currently being trafficked.  

What is known throughout Canada is that human trafficking for sexual 

exploitation is taking place throughout all aspects of the sex industry. According to 

Montreal’s 2014-2016 National Action Plan on Prostitution and Human Trafficking 

for Sexual Exploitation, the prostitution settings in which human trafficking for sexual 

exploitation takes place “are varied (escort agencies, strip clubs, massage parlours, the 

street, etc.)” and “all the evidence suggests that the people who work as prostitutes are 
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generally recruited locally – are largely women and teenage girls who are forced to work 

in the sex trade and gravely exploited by criminals acting as procurers” (p. 6)  

 

The Polaris Report on Human Trafficking in Illicit Massage Parlours 

A recent report titled Human Trafficking in Illicit Massage Businesses from 

the US organization, Polaris, looked into dangerous risk factors of illegal massage 

businesses (IMBs) operating throughout the US and the occurrence of human trafficking 

taking place within them. The authors of this report capture quantitative and qualitative 

data obtained through literature reviews of law enforcement data, public reports, media 

articles, jurisdictional scans, focus groups, interviews with service providers, analysis of 

cases brought forward to the National Human Trafficking Hotline and google searches 

of media sites and advertisements. “Polaris created the term “illicit massage business” 

to describe a very specific type of exploitative organized, commercial-front trafficking 

venue that [they] saw implicated over and over in cases reported to the Hotline.” (p. 8)  

The authors note that women are not blatantly trafficked in IMBs, which 

increases the difficulty of monitoring and intervening with this widespread issue. 

“Traffickers operate in the shadows, and the tools they use to exploit victims are such 

that the victims themselves often do not know that what is happening to them is against 

the law” (Polaris, 2018, p. 12). While it is difficult to capture the exact amount of human 

trafficking for sexual exploitation taking place within IMBs, as many women working 

within tend to state they choose to do so, “evidence suggests that of the thousands of 

women engaging in commercial sex in IMBs or “massage parlors” are victims of human 

trafficking.” (p. 7)  

Through in-depth analysis of the “booming” massage parlour industry in the US, 

the authors of the Polaris posit that licensing these establishments can actually be used 

as a tactic for trafficking. “Licensing and regulation of these businesses is an easily 

exploitable patchwork of state and local laws and ordinances that allows this blatantly 

illegal industry to survive and thrive in such a public way.” (p. 11)  

Also noted in this report is the occurrence of sex buyers, most of whom in the US 

are said to be predominately white, affluent males, who become traffickers themselves 

and examples were provided wherein the buyers/traffickers assaulted and harassed the 
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workers throughout their time as both buyers and traffickers; they exploit and profit from 

the women in IMBs. (p.38)  

 

The External Variable Perpetuating Exploitation: The Internet  

Websites associated with illicit massage parlours that allow men to rate and 

review women while discussing methods to coerce them into providing sexual acts 

contribute to the risks of human trafficking. They are known as “review boards” and the 

sites specifically connected to IMBs in the US are RubMaps.com, usasexguide.com, 

MPReviews.com, aampmaps.com, and spahunters.com. According to the Polaris 

report, “aspects of the sites include advise on ways to, for example, pressure a woman 

for additional sexual activity than she is initially willing to provide. Unfortunately, the very 

existence of these review boards normalizes and empowers sex buying, giving buyers a 

sense of community and invincibility that feeds this harmful behaviour.” (2018, p. 15) 

RubMaps.com is the most popular site amongst these review boards and it allows paid 

subscribers to easily search IMBs by state and city in the US. (p. 15) Sometimes buyers 

who are refused services often retaliate on these websites and will tell other buyers to 

harass the women who refused them, which has also been known to lead to forms of 

assault. (p. 53) The use of review boards in the US is also said to be a form of control 

by managers of massage parlours. “Managers monitor the customer reviews on sites 

like Rubmaps.com, ready to punish any woman receiving bad reviews from unhappy 

buyers by forcing them to accept dangerous buyers.” (p. 32) While the above review 

boards are specific to the US, Yelp can also be used for the same purposes, is 

accessed in Canada and may allow sex buyers and traffickers to remain anonymous 

while searching and reviewing women working in massage parlours. An important note 

throughout the Polaris report also outlines how the mere existence of such online 

practices and sites legitimize massage parlours and perpetuate sexual exploitation and 

trafficking – these sites circumvent the law and regulations and even though some have 

been shut down and are monitored, traffickers quickly shift their tactics (e.g.: when 

Craigslist shut down its “adult services adds”, the ads quickly moved to Backpage.com 

and other sections of Craigslist)” (pp. 66-68). 
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Makin and Bye (2018) explored factors connected with online activity that 

influence sex crimes as well as how the general population is connected with 

prostitution and sex crimes through the internet. They did this by analyzing the amount 

of interest towards Backpage.com in regard to strip clubs and massage parlours. The 

authors use a data tracking system through Google to measure the amount of time 

spent on review sites as well as the high amount of searching requests for massage 

parlours and strip clubs through Backpage.com. The authors found a strong correlation 

between Backpage.com and the use of massage parlours. The important take away 

from this correlation is that Backpage.com has since been shut down due to proof that it 

was facilitating human trafficking for sexual exploitation. 

(https://www.reuters.com/article/us-usa-backpage-justice/sex-ads-website-backpage-

shut-down-by-u-s-authorities-idUSKCN1HD2QP) 

Other websites similar to Backpage.com still exist and are not easily regulated or 

addressed by government enforcement. (p. 49).  

Recruitment strategies also take place online. According to the 2013 RCMP 

report, Domestic Human Trafficking for Sexual Exploitation in Canada, “Traffickers 

occasionally advertise false employment opportunities, usually in the music business 

and as waitresses, models, or masseuses, with large salaries on Internet websites such 

as Kijiji and Craigslist” (p. 18). It seems that while massage parlours are not operating 

specifically as a result of the usage of review sites and online recruitment related to 

trafficking, but there is still a connection. The fact that online platforms can circumvent 

the law and are being used for both trafficking and massage parlours is indeed a 

concerning connection.  

 

Immigrant Women in Massage Parlours: Proof of Exploitation  

Provinces throughout Canada are varied with regards to immigration and thus 

each province is different in how human trafficking for sexual exploitation in massage 

parlours occurs in relation to immigration. Kate Quinn from the Centre to End All Sexual 

Exploitation states:  

“One big concern re: licensing and lifting the moratorium is that this makes it 

easy for organized criminal elements to buy or set up businesses and circulate 
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women through different cities. In our Edmonton experience, this includes a high 

percentage of Asian women. We have seen a shift from 2006 where there were 

no Asian owned or Asian-themed parlours and now half of the 32 parlours are 

Asian. We know women move every two weeks or so. We know women eat, 

sleep and live in these parlours. They are isolated, and usually only speak 

enough English to talk with men about sex services and prices.” (personal 

communication, October 2019)  

 

Devon Hill from Freedom Catalysts in Regina also discussed a similar concern, as 18 of 

the 20 massage parlours in Regina are Asian owned or themed parlours and it appears 

that exploitation is taking place within them as well. (personal communication, October 

2019) Furthermore, during consultations with all sources of information for this report, 

the complex combination of Asian immigrants and increasing amounts of massage 

parlours was noted as a sign of sexual exploitation in massage parlours throughout 

Canada, as there are added components of vulnerability – language barriers, debt and 

threats of deportation. (personal communication, Hill, October 2019; Farley, 2019; 

Quinn, 2019; Drydyk, October 2019)  

It seems that with an increase in massage parlours there is always a forthcoming 

increase in locations that advertise Asian women with both suspicious and overt 

exploitation taking place. Drawing from other occurrences and sources of information 

pertaining to immigration and massage parlours (Polaris, 2018; 

https://www.ctvnews.ca/canada/rcmp-breaks-up-canada-wide-prostitution-ring-

1.2308275) , there is evidence that human trafficking and exploitation are extensions of 

the expansion of prostitution including massage parlours and BRPs. According to the 

Polaris report, most of the trafficked women working in IMBs in the US are from China 

and South Korea. They are recruited through false advertisements online through social 

media and/or other websites, and they are controlled through fear of law enforcement, 

debt, fear of deportation, threats to family and shame. (Polaris, 2018)  
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Perspectives of Sex Buyers and Non-Sex Buyers as Sources of Information 

Regarding Exploitation   

Farley, Golding, Matthews, Malamuth and Jarrett (2017) interviewed 101 men 

who buy sex (SB) and 101 who do not buy sex (NSB) in Boston. In doing so, they 

looked at variables such as perceptions, sexual aggression, hyper masculinity and 

informal sex partners in relation to buying sex. Informing the correlation between 

prostitution and exploitation/trafficking, the authors found direct connections. “Forty-one 

percent of SB had used a woman in prostitution who was controlled by a pimp”. In 

addition, both groups of men seemed to have awareness of human trafficking in 

connection with women involved with prostitution: “Two thirds of SB (66%) and NSB 

(66%) stated that a majority of women are lured, tricked, or trafficked into prostitution” 

(p. 3611). Furthermore, both groups of men had an overwhelming level of awareness of 

sexual exploitation of children and youth taking place is in various places: “SB (96%) 

and NSB (97%) shared the opinion that minor children are almost always available for 

prostitution in bars, massage parlours, escort, and other prostitution in Boston. An SB 

reported that pimps had sought his help in recruiting women, asking him to “find them 

certain types of girls in the psych hospital…”” (p. 3614).  

 
Case Study of Toronto 
 

Body Rub Parlours (BRP) in Toronto are capped at 25; however, there are 410 

licensed holistic centres, 107 of which appear to be offering unauthorized sexual 

services. (Auditor General, 2017) While it is unknown how many human trafficking 

charges are related to BRPs, “the Human Trafficking Enforcement Team has charged 

295 people with charges related to human trafficking over the last six years, resulting in 

56 convictions, and identification of 250 victims” (Social Development, Finance and 

Administration, Toronto, 2019, p.12). A review of holistic centres and their governing 

organizations was conducted by the Auditor General in 2017 and sparked concern in 

the City of Toronto. As a result, consultations and reviews of the current state of holistic 

centres in relation to the bylaws associated with BRPs within the city took place and 

stakeholders disussed whether opening up BRP licenses to holistic centrers would 

reduce exploitation and create safer experiences for women. “Aside from potentially 
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being a violation to the licensing and zoning bylaws, these centres could potentially 

pose an array of health, safety and community issues, including the risk of human 

trafficking” (p. 3). Further, throughout the consultation on how to approach BRPs and 

holistic centres in Toronto, the occurrence of human trafficking was of major concern:  

 

 “From the available data and anecdotal information, which includes information 

provided by survivors of human trafficking, sex workers, and the Toronto Police 

Service, it is clear that human trafficking occurs throughout Toronto, in licensed 

establishments, as well as unlicensed establishments, hotels, condos, short-term 

rentals, cars, streets, private residences, and several other locations. 

Consensual sex work occurs in most of these locations as well.” (Social 

Development, Finance and Administration, Toronto, 2019, p.4) 

 

This information was continuously echoed through all consultations and was notably 

expressed by people with lived experience of consensual sex work as well as survivors 

of human trafficking; they revealed “significant exploitation, grooming, and trafficking is 

occurring in licensed Body Rub Parlours and holistic centres as well as other sites, such 

as schools and group homes” (Social Development, Finance and Administration, 

Toronto, 2019, p.5) People with lived experienced consulted through this process also 

stated that “Governments are licensing businesses in which illegal, dangerous sex work 

and trafficking are occurring.” (Social Development, Finance and Administration, 

Toronto, 2019, p. 5) 

According to the 2013 RCMP Report, Domestic Human Trafficking for Sexual 

Exploitation, which reviewed domestic human trafficking cases for sexual exploitation 

between 2007-2013, victims were “increasingly being forced to provide sexual services 

in massage parlours, particularly in the areas of York and Toronto. In these cases, the 

massage parlours [were] typically owned and operated by personnel other than the 

traffickers” (p. 29). While there isn’t concrete data pertaining to whether sexual 

exploitation increases with the expansion of massage parlours/BRPs in this area, there 

is a significant amount of anecdotal information: “The Toronto Police Service indicates 

that it has anecdotal information that there is human trafficking and consensual sex 
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work occurring in licensed Body Rub Parlours, holistic centres, and locations throughout 

the city.” (Social Development, Finance and Administration, Toronto, 2019, p.7)  

If an increase in massage parlours or BRPs is to take place through expansion, 

licensing, regulations etc., the stakeholders in the consultations of Toronto provide 

important advice: ensuring supports are in place for those who may be vulnerable to 

human trafficking is paramount. For instance, “identifying specific approaches to 

supporting Indigenous people who are survivors of human trafficking, as well as those 

who may be traffickers. It is essential to work with community partners that serve First 

Nations, Inuit and Metis peoples” (Social Development, Finance and Administration, 

Toronto, 2019, p. 16). 

There has currently been no concrete movement on changing the BRP and 

holistic centre bylaws in Toronto, but updates were scheduled to take place in the 4th 

quarter of this year. (personal communication, Julie Drydyk, Manager of Research and 

Policy, Canadian Centre to End Human Trafficking, October 2019) 

 

A Global Perspective of Expansion and Decriminalization of Prostitution  

The Netherlands  

Renate van der Zee, a feminist journalist from the Netherlans, addressed the 

2019 Coalition to End Sexual Exploitation Global Summit and stated that it’s been 

almost 20 years after the legalization of prostitution in the Netherlands and the problems 

experienced by women have not been solved. She states that she discovered this 

through her 10 years of research which allowed her to spend time with survivors and 

work with prostituted women currently in the red-light district of Amsterdam. Through 

her research, van der Zee also consulted police, aid workers and policy makers. A 

significant amount of these stakeholders informed her that legislation didn’t make the 

prostitution business a better place for women. She goes as far as to state that almost 

every prostituted woman is being exploited by a man. van der Zee explains that in 2007 

there was a governmental evaluation of the country’s legislation, which suggested a 

mildly positive industry and that the well-being of women only slightly deteriorated. 

However, in 2008 the national police seized the biggest human trafficking case the 

country had ever experienced: a gang of Turkish pimps who came to the Netherlands in 
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the late 90’s was found to have exploited 120 women over the years and their methods 

were brutal – forced breast enlargements, forced abortion and all forms of abuse. van 

der Zee points to the fact that this took place in a legalized industry – one that 

progressively sought to make conditions safer for women in prositution. Through her 

work, van der Zee has found that brothel keepers are often not pimps; rather, pimps 

work outside of the brothels and are thus exempt from the governing laws.  

 

Link to video presentation:  https://endsexualexploitation.org/articles/the-failure-of-

legalization-of-prostitution-in-the-netherlands/  

 

Germany  

Prostitution has been legal in Germany since the 19th century. In 2002, the 

invention of the Prostitution Act, which “legalized prostitution even more than before and 

decriminalized most aspects of pimping” and contributed to the lack of data pertaining to 

“what legalization means to women involved in prostitution”. (Schon, 2019, par. 8) 

Manuela Schon (2019), a sociologist and activist for the Nordic Model of Prostitution, 

quotes the governmental evaluation of the Prostitution Act:  

“The Prostitution Act has not been able to create any measureable real 

improvement in the social security situation of prostitutes. As regards the working 

conditions in prostitution hardly any measurable effects could be identified in 

practice. {…} Exit possibilities from prostitution have not been improved by the 

prostitution act. There are no viable indicators of the Prostitution Act having had 

any crime-minimalizing effect.” (par. 37)  

Schon also conducted research on the amount of prostitution murders and murder 

attempts that have taken place in Germany since 2002. She discovered 84 murders and 

47 murder attempts. (https://sexindustry-kills.de/doku.php?id=prostitutionmurders:de) 

 

Link to blog: http://manuela-schon.de/en/2019/10/22/the-myth-of-legal-makes-it-safe/ 
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Question 2: Is there any data on reports of violence/assaults related to 

massage parlours and/or the sex industry? 

Through reviewing literature and research pertaining to massage parlours and 

the sex industry as a whole, it seems that a staggering amount of violence is taking 

place. This violence is most often perpetrated by sex buyers and clearly directed 

towards women and other vulnerable people working in the industry. Throughout the 

research, reoccurring and overlapping types of violence have emerged. 

In order to address violence that takes place in existing BRPs, a 

recommendation pertaining to safety measures was brought forward by Toronto city 

council for consultations regarding licensing BRPs and holistic centres. City council 

suggested that alert systems/panic buttons be mandatory for BRP rooms. However, 

anti-human trafficking advocates and survivors stated that these are already in place in 

some cases and they do not make a difference, as management and other workers are 

fearful of intervening in violent situations. (Municipal Licensing and Standards, Toronto, 

2019, p. 7) 

The 2018 Polaris report corroborates the fact that violence is perpetrated by sex 

buyers. The authors of this report state that “physical violence is not as frequently used 

by management of IMBs to control women as in other types of trafficking, but violence 

against IMB victims from customers place a role in other forms of coercion and control” 

(p. 32). The authors discuss instances of violence from their reviews of news stories in 

the US and state that sex buyers have a history of “acts of violence including sexual 

assault, rape, punching, slapping, and assault with weapons or fire (e.g. lit cigarettes), 

and insist on not using a condom.” (p. 32) The authors further note that massage 

therapists who work in non-sex service massage parlours and who do not engage in 

selling sex are also subjected to violence as a result of the violence that takes place in 

IMBs. “When men perceive massage therapists as potentially open to sexual advances, 

the massage work environment becomes dangerous.” (p. 53)  

Through interviews with 101 sex buyers and 101 non-sex-buyers, Farley, 

Golding, Matthews, Malamuth and Jarrett (2017) found major differences reported 

between the two groups that suggest sex buyers exercise violence towards women: 

“sex buyers had more sex partners, were more likely to express preference for 
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impersonal sex, had greater hostile masculinity, had greater self-reported likelihood of 

raping, and had a greater history of sexual aggression.” (p. 3616) In addition, “SB (15%) 

were more likely than NSB (2%) to report that they would force a woman to have sex or 

rape a woman if they could get away with it and no one knew about it” (Farley et al., 

2017, p. 3611) 

Bungay, Halpin, Halpin, Johnston and Patrick (2012) looked into violence in the 

massage parlour industry in Vancouver, BC, which was (and still is) home to “an 

extensive indoor sex market that operates under the guise of legitimate licensed 

businesses including massage parlours, escort agencies and exotic dance clubs” (p. 

264). At the time of the study, Bungay et al. (2012) interviewed 129 Canadian born and 

immigrant women in order to understand their “experiences of violence and associated 

structural and interpersonal factors within 39 commercial sex venues” (p. 263). The 

findings demonstrated that “the majority of participants had experienced at least one 

form of structural, interpersonal, or both types of violence, with the attempted removal of 

a condom during sexual services being sited most frequently” (p. 263). Both Canadian 

born and immigrant women combined experienced financial exploitation (68%), verbal 

assault (58.1%), sexual assault (42.5%), and the deceptive removal of condoms during 

sexual activities (68.9%) (Bungay et al, 2012, p. 270).  With regards to the deceptive 

removal of condoms by sex buyers, “women reported being able to “convince” many of 

their clients of the need for a condom, they also experienced situations where the client 

would attempt to deceptively remove a condom during sexual activities thereby violating 

women’s sexual health rights and increasing their risk for STI and unplanned 

pregnancies” (p. 272). Aggression was also noted as a reoccurring issue within this 

study. “In some instances, clients became aggressive and violent when “they were not 

getting what they wanted,” which is a phrase used by women to describe clients’ 

requests for services that they were uncomfortable performing due to personal 

preference or, in many instances, put them at significant risk for sexual assault.” 

(Bungay et al., 2012, p. 271) In summarizing the findings of this study, the authors 

“illustrated the urgent need for health and social service policy and programming to 

address violence against indoor commercial sex workers.” (p. 276)   
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While engaging with 85 sex workers in Vancouver, BC, Bungay and Guta (2018) 

explored their strategies and challenges in preventing violence. “Clients and landlords 

were the most frequently discussed perpetrators of workplace violence. Deceptive 

condom removal, sex without a condom, engaging in uncomfortable sex practices, 

being hit, being pushed, not being paid for service, and having personal belongings 

stolen were the common forms of client-related violence” (p. 394). The participants of 

this study discussed various methods of staying safe; however, violence was also 

“described as an inevitable part of the job” (p. 394).  

In an attempt to capture the occurrence of violence in massage parlours in 

Edmonton from June – August 2016, the Centre to End All Exploitation conducted 

surveys with 42 women working in BRPs. “Of the 42 respondents, 24 (57%) identified 

some form of physical and/or sexual violence that was perpetuated against them by 

men who sought to buy their services” (par. 2). Moran and Farley (2018) also examined 

perceptions of violence in prostitution and state that throughout “thousands of 

interviews, we have heard prostituted women, men, and transwomen describe 

prostitution as paid rape, voluntary slavery, signing a contract to be raped (in legal 

prostitution), the choice that is not a choice, and as domestic violence taken to the 

extreme” (Moran & Farley, 2018, p. 2). 

With regards to chronic injuries associated with violence experienced in the sex 

industry as a whole, Farley, Banks, Ackerman and Golding (2018) looked into the 

prevalence of traumatic brain injury among 65 prostituted women and transwomen. The 

authors interviewed participants through services for exiting the sex trade offered at 

organizations in San Francisco, Chicago and Toronto. “Of the 65 women, 40 (61%) had 

sustained head injuries during prostitution. This represents 65% of the 62 women with 

any lifetime head injury. Of the 40 women who had sustained head injuries during 

prostitution, 39 (98%) had been hit in the head, and 30 (77%) had their head shoved 

into an object” (p. 7). The authors further describe the specific methods of which the 

women had experienced head injuries. “Of the 40 women who had been hit in the head 

during prostitution, 46% had been hit with hands or fists. These women also reported 

being hit with sticks, bats, bottles, hammers, canes, screwdrivers, guns, telephones, 

belts, bed slats, and steel tubes” (p.7) With regards to the women having their head 
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shoved into objects, the authors further describe the specifics: “One third of the 30 

women who had their head shoved into objects during prostitution had been shoved into 

walls, with others reporting having their heads slammed into the floor; against furniture 

or sinks; against dashboards, steering wheels, or windows of cars; against another 

person; or against vehicles, buildings, doors, or stairs” (p. 7). After describing their 

experiences of violence, the women then described their ongoing symptoms as a result 

of sustaining head injuries, which “included dizziness (80%), depressed mood (77%), 

and headaches (73%)” among other chronic and intersecting health issues (p. 9). The 

findings from this study suggest that violence is indeed occurring within every realm of 

the sex industry; this violence may take different shapes and forms with devastating and 

long-lasting effects.  
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1

Elaine Henley

From:
Sent: Wednesday, November 6, 2019 12:49 PM
To: CityClerk
Subject: Statement - Public Meeting - Massage Parlours

The City has no right to promote the sexual exploitation of marginalized and abused women and girls. The fact that a 
small number of women choose to engage in prostitution does not negate the fact that almost all women caught in this 
abuse wish to exit but are incapable due to many factors such as financial constraints and drug abuse. Many women 
caught in sexual exploitation have a history of being subjected to male violence, often during childhood, and they have 
been utterly failed by society. Legitimizing the renting of their bodies by men is yet another profound failure.  
 
Pimps in this country often target the most vulnerable underage females such as those who live in foster care. Many 
women who enter prostitution did so as minors. All of these women need, and have a right to, health care, housing, and 
support. They do not need governmental bodies to facilitate their exploitation. I strongly suggest that the Council 
consult with mental health professionals who have a background treating marginalized women with complex PTSD.  
 
The City Council is lying when you refer to these places as "massage parlours'. The City Council is lying when you refer to 
these places as "body rub parlours". What you are actually talking about are brothels. It is deeply unethical to attempt to 
white wash the sexual exploitation of women.  
 
The Council appears unaware, or hostile, to the fact that in Canada we operate under the Nordic Model. This approach 
decriminalizes all prostituted persons, provides them with support to exit, and makes buying people for sex a criminal 
offense. This is absolutely necessary because it is humane and it drives down demand. What the Council seeks to do 
right now is increase demand for sexual exploitation. The Nordic model was implemented in Canada under Bill C‐36 
 
If the Council proceeds with the promotion of the sexual exploitation of women you can expect strong and sustained 
opposition from real feminists who understand that in Canada women are full citizens and not receptacles for violent 
men.  
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To the St. John’s City Council,  
 
Since 2017, the Living in Community St. John’s Steering Committee has been working to bring 
together our community to discuss the safety concerns of folks with past and current experiences of 
sex work and sexual exploitation. Much of this work has involved listening to the many concerned 
residents, sex workers, and organizations whose work supports marginalized groups and share the 
common goal of ensuring St. John’s is a safe, and welcoming, place for all to live and work.  
 
The recent lifting of the moratorium on massage parlours has been a positive step in ensuring safe 
working environments for sex workers and their clients; freedom of choice in the type and number of 
massage parlours in which to work prioritizes the rights of sex workers.  
 
As this conversation evolves into discussions about zoning regulations and formal re-naming, the 
Living in Community Steering Committee makes the following recommendations:  
 

● Any further decisions about issues related to sex workers must include sex workers. Noting 
that it is often dangerous for a sex worker to identify themselves as such, their engagement 
must be encouraged through more than an open, public engagement session. Their right to 
privacy, to affirm their safety, should be respected through redactions, anonymous online 
submission, and any other possible means.  

● To this end, as the process to identify the suggested name change to date has not included 
consultation with those who work in or avail of massage parlour services, we would advise 
that further engagement is necessary. We recommend developing a list of possible names, 
shared with time for public response. It is our concern that the suggested revision of “Body 
Rub Parlour” would further stigmatize sex workers and that even though it may only be used 
in city documentation as such, it sends a message that the City of St. John’s is not mindful 
of the possible harmful language used when discussing it’s citizens.  

● To move forward, we suggest that the text remain as is (current as of 1994 development 
regulations) and that the planned name change is adopted into the final editing of the new 
development regulations (2020) to allow for more time for further engagement.  

 
Living in Community St. John’s values safe space for open dialogue from all stakeholders 
(community organizations, government, sex workers, businesses, and residents) and believes that a 
rights-based approach ensures that voices often missing from our policy, processes, and procedures 
are centred. We are grateful to the City Council for being open to conversation about what is often a 
difficult subject. Your willingness to grow along with us as we explore what supporting all parts of 
our community means is an invaluable step toward equality.  
 
Respectfully,  
The Living in Community St. John’s Steering Committee 
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What is Living in Community St. John’s? 
Living in Community St. John’s is a project informed by the initiative of the same name in 
Vancouver. It’s a city-wide initiative that brings together representatives from government, 
service providers, law enforcement, community, and sex workers in a facilitated process aimed 
at creating safer communities for all. Our vision is to create respectful communities of health, 
safety and belonging for everyone in relation to sex work and youth sexual exploitation. This can 
only happen by bringing the wide range of voices involved to the table for solutions-focused 
engagement, as systemic change only happens when groups work collaboratively. 
 
Our Values 

● Embracing diversity and being respectful of everyone 
● Encouraging learning and self-growth as a path to change 
● Active involvement of sex workers 
● Taking a stance against youth sexual exploitation and for social justice 
● Enabling equitable participation, understanding and building community 
● Listening and being open to different perspectives 
● Do no harm - not making decisions that put sex workers at greater risk 
● Maintaining the confidentiality of committee members 

 
This project is supported by Happy City St. John’s as an independent community organization 
dedicated to community dialogue around issues affecting our city.  
 
Learn more about Living in Community Vancouver: https://livingincommunity.ca/ 
Learn more about Living in Community St. John’s: https://www.livingincommunityyyt.com/ 
Learn more about Happy City St. John’s: http://happycity.ca/ 
 
Questions? 
Mica McCurdy 
Community Developer, Happy City St. John’s 
(Living in Community Facilitator) 
livingincommunity@happycity.ca  

185



1

Elaine Henley

From:
Sent: Wednesday, November 6, 2019 8:24 PM
To: CityClerk
Cc:
Subject: Massage Parlours

Definition.  A brothel is where sex is purchased. Why not name it properly? ie St. John's want to expand 'legal' brothels?
 
 
Also, buying sex is illegal in Canada.  Why is our provincial capital not recognizing this or enforcing it and is now seeking 
to expand purchasing opportunities? 
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1

Elaine Henley

From:
Sent: Wednesday, November 6, 2019 1:35 AM
To: CityClerk
Subject: Massage Parlours

Hi, 
I am a resident of St. John’s and strongly disagreed (as do most) about opening massage parlours in 
NL. This will only bring trouble, more domestic disputes, crime, more drugs and unwanted/ unlawful 
types of people into our community. We want to raise the bar with our community, be a community we 
are proud of. And no one can be proud of this.  
I hope you strongly reconsider opening these types of businesses or any business that could possibly 
support crime in our community (which these types of places will bring around). We have enough 
crime and unwanted “activities” going on in our town.  We don’t need anymore.  
 
Thank you, 
 

  
 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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NOTICES PUBLISHED 
 

Applications which have been advertised in accordance with the requirements of Section 5.5 of the St. John's Development Regulations 
and which are to be considered for approval by Council at the Regular Meeting of Council on March 30, 2020. 

Ref 
# 

Property Location/ 
Zone Designation 

 And Ward 

Application Details 
Submissions 

Received 

Planning and 
Development Division 

Notes 

 
1 

 
239 Major’s Path 

Commercial Industrial (C1) 
Zone 

 
Ward 1 

 
Application 
A Discretionary Use application has been submitted to occupy 
239 Major’s Path as a Chiropractic Clinic. 
 
Description 
The clinic will operate Mondays and Wednesdays 8:30 a.m. – 
5:00 p.m., Tuesdays and Thursdays 12:00 p.m. – 7:00 p.m., 
and Fridays 8:30 a.m. – 1:00 p.m. The clinic will employee 3 
employees. 

 

 
1 

Submission 
Received 
(attached) 

 
It is recommended to 

approve the 
application subject to 

all applicable City 
requirements 

 
2 

 
42 Bannerman Street 

Institutional (INST) 
Zone 

 
 

Ward 2 

 
Application 
An application has been submitted by First Light St. John’s 
Friendship Centre for text amendments to the St. John’s 
Development Regulations.   
 
Description 
The City of St. John's is considering text amendments to the 
St. John’s Development Regulations to update the definition of 
Heritage Use and to add Heritage Use as a Discretionary Use 
to both the Institutional (INST) Zone and Institutional 
Downtown (INST-D) Zone. 
 
In conjunction with the above amendment, the City is also 
advertising Heritage Use at 42 Bannerman Street (a 
designated Heritage Building) as a Discretionary Use. The 
applicant has requested that Council consider food preparation 
(commercial and community-based) within the Heritage Use. 
The hours of operation will be 7a.m. to 11 p.m., 7 days a 
week.  
 

 
11 

Submissions 
Received 
(attached) 

 
Refer to Planning 
Decision Note 42 
Bannerman Street 

REZ1900014 
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Page 2 
 
 
The Office of the City Clerk and the Department of Planning, Engineering and Regulatory Services, in joint effort, have sent written 
notification of the applications to property owners and occupants of buildings located within a minimum 150-metre radius of the application 
sites.  Applications have also been advertised in The Telegram newspaper on at least one occasion and applications are also posted on the 
City's website.  Where written representations on an application have been received by the City Clerk’s Department, these representations 
have been included in the agenda for the Regular Meeting of Council. 

   
G:\Planning and Development\Planning\Notices Published\2020\05- March 17 2020.docx 
 

 

Jason Sinyard, P. Eng, MBA 
Deputy City Manager, Planning, Engineering and Regulatory Services 
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City of St. John’s  PO Box 908  St. John’s, NL  Canada  A1C 5M2  www.stjohns.ca 

 
 
Title:       42 Bannerman Street REZ1900014  
 
Date Prepared:  March 25, 2020   
 
Report To:    His Worship the Mayor and Members of Council    
 
Councillor and Role: Councillor Maggie Burton, Planning & Development 
 
Ward:    Ward 2    
  

Decision/Direction Required: 
That Council adopt the attached resolution for St. John’s Development Regulations 
Amendment Number 707, 2020. 
 
Discussion – Background and Current Status:  
The City has received an application from First Light St. John’s Friendship Centre requesting 
that Heritage Use be added as a use to the Institutional (INST) Zone. In January 2019, First 
Light entered into a formal partnership with Cochrane Centre, located at 42 Bannerman Street 
(duel civic address 81 Cochrane Street), to take on its operations. It is their belief that the 
current INST zoning regulations do not support the innovative venture that is underway at this 
site and the addition of Heritage Use to this zone could provide flexibility. A Municipal Plan 
amendment would not be required. 
 
The subject property is located in Heritage Area 1, the Institutional District of the St. John’s 
Municipal Plan and is zoned Institutional (INST). Cochrane Street United Church, which now 
includes Cochrane Centre and First Light, is designated by Council as a Heritage Building.  
 
St. John’s Development Regulations Amendment 707, 2020 
City staff have evaluated this application in two parts: 

1. The request to add Heritage Use to the INST and INST-D Zones.  
2. The request to approve the Discretionary Use of 42 Bannerman Street as a Heritage 

Use for food preparation. 
 
While the proposed amendment was prompted by First Light’s application, it is recommended 
that Council adopt the amendment, regardless of Council’s decision on the Discretionary Use 
proposed at 42 Bannerman Street. 
 
In the past, Designated Heritage Buildings in the INST Zone would typically be limited to uses 
such as Churches and their associated buildings. As congregations are decreasing, places of 
worship are seeking innovative ways to diversify uses within the historic buildings. By adding 
Heritage Use to the INST and INST-D Zones, Council could permit Designated Heritage 
Buildings to have additional uses not normally found in these zones which will allow more 
flexibility and adaptive reuse of Heritage Buildings.  

DECISION/DIRECTION NOTE 
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Decision/Direction Note  Page 2 
42 Bannerman Street 
 

If Council proceeds with this amendment, Heritage Use would be added as a Discretionary 
Use, which means all applications of this type would require Council’s approval. This would 
allow adaptive reuse of these buildings while maintaining Council’s ability to turn down an 
application should the use not be appropriate for the area.  
 
From the St. John’s Development Regulations, “Heritage Use means the Discretionary Use of 
a Heritage Building for two or more Dwelling Units; a Boarding or Lodging House; an Office; a 
Bed and Breakfast; a Handcraft Use; a Restaurant; and/or other uses, which are, in Council’s 
opinion, compatible with adjoining Residential Uses”. Under the draft Envision Development 
Regulations, adopted-in-principle by Council, Heritage Use is defined as “any use of a 
Designated Heritage Building which is, in Council’s opinion, compatible with the adjoining 
uses”. It is recommended that Council amend the Development Regulations to implement the 
Envision definition at this time. The current definition is limiting because uses are listed, while 
the new definition allows more flexibility and reduces the potential need for alterations to the 
definition to add more uses. As Heritage Use is discretionary, the use proposed in each 
application would be evaluated by Council on a case by case basis. 
 
First Light’s Application for Food Preparation 
Should Council decide to add Heritage Use as a Discretionary Use in the INST Zone, First 
Light St. John’s Friendship Centre has requested that Council consider food preparation 
(commercial and community-based) as a Heritage Use at 42 Bannerman Street. The 
requested hours of operation are 7am to 11pm, seven days a week.  
 
For clarity, in 2016 Cochrane Street United Church applied to renovate the existing annex for 
housing and a parish hall/outreach and performance centre. This included affordable housing 
units, outreach programming and associated offices. The kitchen previously existed and was 
renovated at that time to include a commercial kitchen with an exhaust fan. Regardless of 
Council’s decision on the application at hand, the kitchen will be able to be used for a parish 
hall/outreach programming as already approved. For example, the kitchen may be used for 
events in the hall associated with the outreach programming.  
 
The request at hand is for the use of the commercial kitchen solely for food preparation. This 
use of the commercial kitchen would not be associated with outreach programming. For 
example, the commercial kitchen could be used to prepare food for sale at an alternate 
location.  
 
Additionally, should Council approve the Discretionary Use, food preparation or similar uses 
like Bakery are not listed in the General Parking Requirements of the Development 
Regulations. Therefore, the parking requirements are to be determined by Council. Further, 
Council has the ability to exempt Heritage Building from parking requirements. As the kitchen 
would often be used at a time that does not conflict with other uses within the building 
(evenings or early mornings), it is recommended that Council exempt the parking requirements 
as per Section 9.1.2(4) of the Development Regulations. 
 
The proposed St. John’s Development Regulations amendment was advertised on two 
occasions in The Telegram newspaper and was posted on the City’s website. Property owners 
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Decision/Direction Note  Page 3 
42 Bannerman Street 
 

within 150 metres of the application site were notified. Written submissions were received by 
the City Clerk and are included in the agenda for the Regular Meeting of Council. The written 
submission raised a number of concerns, however, most residents cited noise as being their 
major concern against this proposed use.  

 Noise 
o Concerns have been raised that the exhaust fan connected to the kitchen is too 

loud. The exhaust fan has been inspected by City staff and staff determined that 
the fan was installed in compliance with the Building Code. Many residents had 
specific concerns regarding the operation of the exhaust fan during the night. 
Many stated that the fan is too loud and is impacting their ability to sleep. While 
the fan is not in violation of the St. John’s Noise By-Law, it is important to note 
that the By-Law is silent on noise from exhaust fans.  

 Commercial Vehicle 
o Residents have raised concerns that Stewart Avenue is being blocked by 

commercial trucks being parked to load and unload at the Cochrane Centre, 
using the kitchen exterior door. There is also concern that this is happening on 
the parking lot of 55 Military Road, which is not part of the Cochrane Centre. 

 Parking 
o Complaints were received that parking is limited in this neighbourhood and that 

visitors of Cochrane Centre are using adjoining parking lots.  

 Commercial presence 
o Concerns were raised that the commercial presence would increase traffic to the 

area. However, sale of goods would not be permitted at the site. Any goods 
prepared at the site would be sold off-site.  

 Commercial Waste Bin 
o Concerns were raised regarding a commercial waste bin that may be located on 

an adjacent property. This issue has been forwarded to the City’s Inspections 
Division for investigation.  

 Inaccurate “Subject Property” Attached to Amendment Notice 
o A concern was raised that the area shown as “Subject Property” on the City’ 

public notice is inaccurate. This matter has been forwarded to the City’s Land 
Information Services Division for investigation and correction if required. 

 
While the City wishes to accommodate innovative use in Heritage Buildings, we must also 
respect neighbouring residential areas and take all concerns into consideration prior to making 
a recommendation. The City also received a submission that was in support of the proposed 
use. The resident believes that First Light provides vital programs and services that strengthen 
our community, and there will be positive results should the application be approved.  
 
Given the concerns raised by neighbouring residents, should Council wish to permit food 
preparation as a Heritage Use at 42 Bannerman Street, it is recommended that conditions be 
placed on the development. It is recommended that the exhaust fan be limited to the hours of 
9am to 5pm, that Council set a maximum decibel level of 70 dB. Issues regarding the 
commercial vehicle will be assessed prior to development approval.   
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Decision/Direction Note  Page 4 
42 Bannerman Street 
 

 
Key Considerations/Implications: 
 

1. Budget/Financial Implications: Not applicable.  
 

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

3. Alignment with Strategic Directions/Adopted Plans: A Sustainable City – Plan for land 
use and preserve and enhance the natural and built environment where we live.  
 

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

5. Privacy Implications: Not applicable.  
 

6. Engagement and Communications Considerations: Not applicable.  
 

7. Human Resource Implications:  Not applicable.  
 

8. Procurement Implications: Not applicable.  
 

9. Information Technology Implications: Not applicable.  
 

10. Other Implications: Parking exemption is recommended.  
 
Recommendation: 
That Council adopt the attached resolution for St. John’s Development Regulation Amendment 
Number 707, 2020.    
 
That Council approve Heritage Use (food preparation) at 42 Bannerman Street as a 
Discretionary Use with the following conditions: 

 The exhaust fan shall only be operated between the hours of 9am and 5pm 

 The exhaust fan to not exceed 70 dB 
 
That Council exempt parking requirements for the Heritage Building, as per Section 9.1.2(4) of 
the St. John’s Development Regulations.  
 
Prepared by:  
Ann-Marie Cashin, MCIP 
 
Approved by:  
Jason Sinyard, P.Eng., MBA – Deputy City Manager, Planning, Engineering and Regulatory Services 
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Decision/Direction Note  Page 5 
42 Bannerman Street 
 

Report Approval Details 

Document Title: 42 Bannerman Street REZ1900014.docx 

Attachments: - 42 Bannerman Street - Attachments.pdf 

Final Approval Date: Mar 26, 2020 

 

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

Ken O'Brien - Mar 26, 2020 - 10:44 AM 

Jason Sinyard - Mar 26, 2020 - 12:56 PM 
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RESOLUTION 
ST. JOHN’S DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS 

AMENDMENT NUMBER 707, 2020 
 

WHEREAS the City of St. John’s wishes to allow consideration of Heritage Use in the 
Institutional (INST) and Institutional Downtown (INST-D) Zones.   
 
BE IT THEREFORE RESOLVED that the City of St. John’s hereby adopts the following 
text amendment to the St. John’s Development Regulations in accordance with the 
provisions of the Urban and Rural Planning Act: 
 

1) Repeal the Definition of “HERITAGE USE” in Section 2 – Definitions and 
replace with the following: 
 
“HERITAGE USE means any Use of a designated heritage building which 
is, in Council’s opinion, compatible with the adjoining Uses.” 
 

2) Add Section 10.32.2 Discretionary Uses: 
 
“(e) Heritage Use” 

 
3) Add Section 10.32(A).2 Discretionary Uses: 

 
“(d) Heritage Use” 

 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the City of St. John’s requests the Minister of 
Municipal Affairs and Environment to register the proposed amendment in accordance 
with the requirements of the Urban and Rural Planning Act, 2000. 
 
IN WITNESS THEREOF the Seal of the City of St. John’s has been hereunto affixed 
and this Resolution has been signed by the Mayor and the City Clerk on behalf of 
Council this ___ day of _______________, 2020. 
 
 
 
 
__________________________   __________________________ 
Mayor       MCIP 

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

 
 
______________________________                                                     
City Clerk 
 
 
 
 
             
Council Adoption     Provincial Registration 202
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Karen Chafe

From: CityClerk
Sent: Tuesday, March 17, 2020 10:22 AM
To: ; CityClerk
Cc: Andrea Roberts; Ann-Marie Cashin; Ashley Murray; Dave Wadden; Gerard Doran; Jason Sinyard; 

Karen Chafe; Ken O'Brien; Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett; Planning
Subject: RE: REVISED: 42 Bannerman Street (Cochrane Centre)

Good Morning : 
 
We thank you for your feedback and advise that all submissions will be presented to Council for 
consideration prior to a final decision being reached on this application. 
 
 
 
Elaine Henley 

 
Elaine Henley 
City Clerk 
t. 576-8202 
c. 691-0451 
 
From:    
Sent: Friday, March 13, 2020 5:12 PM 
To: CityClerk <cityclerk@stjohns.ca> 
Subject: re: REVISED: 42 Bannerman Street (Cochrane Centre) 
 
I am a resident of   for the last  .I have listened,I have complained constantly (out of concern);I 
have had many phone conversations and discussions SO here I am a year plus later with no results. I think it's time for 
this City Council to take into consideration what the RESIDENTS have been going through.  
   Fresh air is supposed to be free but when you Can't open your windows(especially at nightime)because of the noise 
from the FAN it becomes unbearable. No matter where I am at whether it is up on the 3rd floor or in the basement 
there is no escape from the noise.The noise decibels are above normal range. 
          Simple questions like people having to sleep during daytime because of night shifts,people not feeling well and 
needing their rest. The hours of operation‐7 days a week‐7am‐11pm‐....HOW can one function?Sleep Deprivation sets in 
and for me it has caused medical issues.I find it unreal that the Council would even consider allowing such a business to 
exist in such a small scale area when SO many issues has been brought forth. 
   I can only hope that Great Consideration will prevail for RESIDENTS of  .and we can all have our Quiet 
Street BACK....This should  not become a  Business area.  
 
                                                   
  
Disclaimer: This email may contain confidential and/or privileged information intended only for the individual(s) 
addressed in the message. If you are not the intended recipient, any other distribution, copying, or disclosure is strictly 
prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please notify me immediately by return email and delete the original 
message. 
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Any correspondence with employees, agents, or elected officials of the City of St. John’s may be subject to disclosure 
under the provisions of the Access to Information and Protection of Privacy Act, 2015, S.N.L. 2015, c.A‐1.2.  
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Karen Chafe

From: CityClerk
Sent: Tuesday, March 24, 2020 11:07 AM
To: ; CityClerk
Cc: Andrea Roberts; Ann-Marie Cashin; Ashley Murray; Dave Wadden; Gerard Doran; Jason Sinyard; 

Karen Chafe; Ken O'Brien; Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett; Planning
Subject: RE: 42 Bannerman Street

Good Morning  
 
We acknowledge receipt of your feedback and advise that all submissions will be presented to 
Council for consideration prior to a final decision being reached on this application. 
 
 
 
Elaine Henley 

 
Elaine Henley 
City Clerk 
t. 576-8202 
c. 691-0451 
 

From:    
Sent: Monday, March 23, 2020 1:50 PM 
To: CityClerk <cityclerk@stjohns.ca> 
Subject: 42 Bannerman Street 
 

To Whom it May Concern: 

 
I am writing to address concern with the following item: 
 
An application has been submitted by First Light St. John’s Friendship Centre for text amendments to the St. 
John’s Development Regulations. The City of St. John's is considering text amendments to the St. John’s 
Development Regulations to update the definition of Heritage Use and to add Heritage Use as a Discretionary 
Use to both the Institutional (INST) Zone and Institutional Downtown (INST‐D) Zone. 
 
In conjunction with the above amendment, the City is also advertising Heritage Use at 42 Bannerman Street (a 
designated Heritage Building) as a Discretionary Use. The applicant has requested that Council consider food 
preparation (commercial and community‐based) within the Heritage Use. The hours of operation will be 7 a.m. 
to 11 p.m., 7 days a week. 
 
As a resident of  , our street being blocked is an everyday occurrence. Vehicles pulling into our 
street are having to back out on to Military Road. I have witnessed many missed calls with large delivery trucks 
almost striking parked cars and the drivers visibly irritated with those blocking the road. A large no parking 
sign should be placed and enforced at the junction of   street and the ARNL parking lot. This area is used by 
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the Go Bus, and residents being dropped off/picked up and is the only exit from our street. Having a business 
operate out of the kitchen makes this noticeably worse. 
 
The industrial fan that comes from the kitchen is also incredibly loud. It has actually become a sound in my 
dreams, before waking me up. When I show people the video of the noise and the street blocking, they can't 
believe its even been allowed at anytime already. If your attention hasn't been drawn to the facebook page 
created with these videos on it, please take a look at the link below. There are endless reasons why this is not 
a good idea, and because there are so many reasons, I found it shocking that it was even being considered. I 
want to support small business, but this is very disruptive to the neighbourhood, and made even worse by 
being in a heritage building. 

 
I would also like to note that I was unaware of this application and found out through my neighbours, as I am 
renting the house and not the owner. I only found out yesterday that the property owner received a 
notification. This makes me question how many people who are renting in the affected area are unaware of 
this plan. 
 
https://www.facebook.com/stewartave/ 

Facebook 
See posts, photos and more on Facebook. 

www.facebook.com 

 
Thank you for your time! 

 
 

 
  
Disclaimer: This email may contain confidential and/or privileged information intended only for the individual(s) 
addressed in the message. If you are not the intended recipient, any other distribution, copying, or disclosure is strictly 
prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please notify me immediately by return email and delete the original 
message. 
  
Any correspondence with employees, agents, or elected officials of the City of St. John’s may be subject to disclosure 
under the provisions of the Access to Information and Protection of Privacy Act, 2015, S.N.L. 2015, c.A‐1.2.  

206



From: Karen Chafe
To: Shanna Fitzgerald
Subject: Fwd: Excessive noise coming from industrial fan at 42 Bannerman Street
Date: Tuesday, March 10, 2020 3:51:30 PM

March 30th folder
Get Outlook for iOS

From: CityClerk <cityclerk@stjohns.ca>
Sent: Tuesday, March 10, 2020 3:42:39 PM
To:  Hope Jamieson <hjamieson@stjohns.ca>
Cc: CityClerk <cityclerk@stjohns.ca>; Andrea Roberts <aroberts@stjohns.ca>; Ann-Marie Cashin
<acashin@stjohns.ca>; Ashley Murray <amurray@stjohns.ca>; Dave Wadden
<dwadden@stjohns.ca>; Gerard Doran <gdoran@stjohns.ca>; Jason Sinyard <jsinyard@stjohns.ca>;
Karen Chafe <kchafe@stjohns.ca>; Ken O'Brien <kobrien@stjohns.ca>; Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett
<LLyghtleBrushett@stjohns.ca>; Planning <planning@stjohns.ca>
Subject: RE: Excessive noise coming from industrial fan at 42 Bannerman Street
 
Good Afternoon 
 
We thank you for your feedback and advise that we have forwarded the same to the
City’s Department of Planning, Engineering and Regulatory Services.
 
All submissions will be presented to Council for consideration prior to a final decision
being reached on this application.
 
 
 
Elaine Henley
 

Elaine Henley
City Clerk
t. 576-8202
c. 691-0451
 
From:  
Sent: Tuesday, March 10, 2020 3:34 PM
To: Hope Jamieson <hjamieson@stjohns.ca>
Cc: CityClerk <cityclerk@stjohns.ca>
Subject: Excessive noise coming from industrial fan at 42 Bannerman Street
 
Hello Hope,
 
I am writing you today on behalf of the residents of Stewart Avenue, in regards to the current
application for rezoning of 42 Bannerman Street (1 Stewart Avenue).
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The residents of Stewart avenue have been making numerous noise complaints about the noise
emanating from the industrial fan located at 42 Bannerman street for the past year or more, with
very little response - only recently did the group running the kitchen agree to limit nighttime
operations, and I am glad to see that the zoning application has been updated to range from 7am to
11pm, however, this is not good enough.

The fan on this building is not functioning properly. I invite you to view the following video which
shows the decibel reading on this fan being 82dB (that is louder than both a freeway and a
freight train): https://www.facebook.com/stewartave/videos/495760164420203/
 
The worst part is that they turn on this fan and leave it on, its not just a passing noise. It is truly
worst late in the evening when the city has quieted down, but this fan is still belting out the 82dB
which can be heard inside our homes. How are children supposed to sleep in such a situation?
 
If you are unable to view that video, please just check out the Stewart Avenue Residents Association
Group on Facebook, it is posted there.
 
No permit should be granted to 42 Bannerman street until this fan is fixed or replaced (its my view
that the location of the fan is acting to amplify the noise out towards the residential houses -
perhaps it should be located on the centers roof, pointing towards the sky, instead of directly at our
houses).
 
Thank you for your time.
 
 
 
 
--

--

 
Disclaimer: This email may contain confidential and/or privileged information intended only
for the individual(s) addressed in the message. If you are not the intended recipient, any other
distribution, copying, or disclosure is strictly prohibited. If you have received this email in
error, please notify me immediately by return email and delete the original message.
 
Any correspondence with employees, agents, or elected officials of the City of St. John’s may
be subject to disclosure under the provisions of the Access to Information and Protection of
Privacy Act, 2015, S.N.L. 2015, c.A-1.2.
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Karen Chafe

From: CityClerk
Sent: Tuesday, March 24, 2020 11:16 AM
To:
Cc: Andrea Roberts; Ann-Marie Cashin; Ashley Murray; Dave Wadden; Gerard Doran; Jason Sinyard; 

Karen Chafe; Ken O'Brien; Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett; Planning
Subject: FW: Letter to City of St. John’s Council regarding text amendments to St. John’s Development 

Regulations concerning 42 Bannerman Street
Attachments: Letter to City of St. Johns Regarding Development Regulations Amendment and 42 Bannerman 

Street.pdf

Good Morning  
 
We thank you for your feedback and advise that all submissions will be presented to Council for 
consideration prior to a final decision being reached on this application. 
 
 
 
Elaine Henley 

 
Elaine Henley 
City Clerk 
t. 576-8202 
c. 691-0451 
 
From:    
Sent: Monday, March 23, 2020 10:50 PM 
To: CityClerk <cityclerk@stjohns.ca> 
Cc:   
Subject: Letter to City of St. John’s Council regarding text amendments to St. John’s Development Regulations 
concerning 42 Bannerman Street 
 
Hi, 
 
As per the notice i received in the mail regarding the application to the City of St. John’s Council for text 
amendments to St. John’s Development Regulations concerning 42 Bannerman Street, attached is my letter 
on this matter. I own a home on Stewart Avenue which i rent out that is being affected by this application, but 
my permanent residence is listed below.  
 
Please respond that you did receive this letter as the deadline is 9:30am Tuesday March 24th.  
 
thanks,  
 
‐‐  
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Disclaimer: This email may contain confidential and/or privileged information intended only for the individual(s) 
addressed in the message. If you are not the intended recipient, any other distribution, copying, or disclosure is strictly 
prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please notify me immediately by return email and delete the original 
message. 
  
Any correspondence with employees, agents, or elected officials of the City of St. John’s may be subject to disclosure 
under the provisions of the Access to Information and Protection of Privacy Act, 2015, S.N.L. 2015, c.A‐1.2.  
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amended time on the application of 7am-11pm. It is all bad enough in the colder months when 

this can be heard through closed doors and windows, but just imagine trying to sleep or just live 

with this going when your windows are open or you are simply in your back yard trying to enjoy 

a peaceful meal, garden, read, relax, etc…  

This deafening fan is seriously impacting the entire neighbourhood. I have had several 

conversations with residents on my street and in the area and they assure me that their sleep, 

health, and overall well being have all been harmfully affected. One elderly neighbour who has 

lived on this street for the better part of 30 years has broken down crying several times to me 

about not being able to sleep at night and not knowing what to do about it after making several 

complaints to the city to no avail.  

The 2nd major issue from this business is the dangers its operating behaviour is posing on 

residents and passersby. If you look at the map you provided in the notice to home owners you 

can see that Stewart Avenue is basically a small road of 1 house wrapping around from Military 

road and 5 houses on Stewart Ave, all on the same side. This road then joins into the College of 

Registered Nurses of Newfoundland & Labrador parking lot which in turn opens onto Military 

road. Anyone who comes in our road and even into the CRNNL parking lot knows to enter onto 

Stewart and exit through the parking lot as kind of an unwritten one-way street as all the 

parked cars on Stewart face in that direction. The Dublin Bakery has trucks doing shipping and 

receiving drop offs right in the middle of the connection between Stewart Avenue and the 

CRNNL parking lot. Again, this is finely demonstrated on the facebook page 

https://tinyurl.com/vzcolyj including time lapse video showing just how long they stay there 

and just how disruptive and dangerous they are. You will see them blocking residents, patrons 

of the CRNNL, and visitors alike for long periods of time forcing them to back up into normally 

oncoming traffic on Stewart Avenue and then into traffic coming around a turn on Military 

Road. This is a completely ignorant and dangerous act which they repeatedly do. The CRNNL is 

a private parking lot and the Bakery has no business or permission to idle there for 20+ minutes 

at a time blocking traffic and creating both a danger and fire hazard to the residents of Stewart 

Avenue.  

Finally, this personally is affecting my ability as a landlord to provide a safe and respectable 

place for my tenants to live and thus could also affect the much needed income that this rental 

property provides. My tenants have expressed already that they don’t believe they will stay 

through another summer of not being able to sleep and enjoy the property and as a taxpaying 

citizen of two homes in the City of St. John’s, this is unacceptable that they and others have to 

make that choice. Naturally, other landlords would be in the same situation as I am and the 

same goes for any home owner period in this area looking to sell their property right now or in 

the near future. How appealing is a loud industrial fan going all day and night to a prospective 

buyer or renter, I would ask? The answer to that question is painfully clear.  

I would also like to point out that as this is a Heritage Area, home owners are bound by a 

number of strict guidelines as to what we can and can’t do with our properties so I would also 
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put the question to you of why is this Heritage zoned building been allowed to install and 

operate this blaring fan. I find it hard to believe that this was done so under the appropriate 

guidelines and restrictions of the city’s Heritage rules and regulations.  

I will close by saying that this is simply a quality of life issue. Every resident in St. John’s has the 

right to enjoy and utilize their own property in peace and without undue duress or danger to 

their health and well being. Can any one of you argue against that belief and then in the same 

instance can any one of you listen to and watch the video of the industrial fan and the blocking 

of traffic and honestly say that this should not only be permitted to continue, but that a special 

amendment will be made to the St. John’s Development Regulations to allow it so? 

I implore you to vote AGAINST this application and consider the collective voice of residents in 

this area as a plea to do the right thing here and allow our neighbourhood to be safe, peaceful, 

and prosperous for us all.  

 

Sincerely, 
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Karen Chafe

From: Mayor
Sent: Wednesday, March 18, 2020 3:28 PM
To: CityClerk; Karen Chafe
Subject: Fwd: 42 BANNERMAN STREET

 
Get Outlook for iOS 

From: Mayor <mayor@stjohns.ca> 
Sent: Wednesday, March 18, 2020 3:26:57 PM 
To:   
Subject: Re: 42 BANNERMAN STREET  
  
Thank you for your email.  We will forward same to the City Clerks office to ensure it is placed on the agenda for all of 
Council. 
 
 
 
Get Outlook for iOS 

From:   
Sent: Wednesday, March 18, 2020 3:21:43 PM 
To: Mayor <mayor@stjohns.ca> 
Subject: 42 BANNERMAN STREET  
  
Mayor Breen, I ask that you please review my letter of objection to the application submitted to Council for the property 
at 42 Bannerman Street. 
 

Good Day 

  

I am writing this email to voice my objection to the application by First Light St. John’s 
Friendship Centre related to 42 Bannerman Street.  The City is considering text 
amendments to the Regulations to update the definition of Heritage Use as it pertains to 
this property, a designated Heritage Building.   

The applicant has requested that Council consider food preparation (commercial and 
community-based) within the Heritage Use. The proposed hours of operation will be 7 
a.m. to 11 p.m., 7 days per week, a minor adjustment from the original request that the 
kitchen operate for 24 hours, 365 days of the year.  

If the City makes these proposed changes to the St. John’s Development Regulations, 
future developers could introduce similar uses in their historic properties. Established 
residents within the historic sections of St. John’s, will lose their rights to quiet enjoyment 
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of their properties.  If this City Council surrenders to developers by approving these 
zoning changes, it will risk the destruction of heritage buildings all over this city. 

Originally, First Light St. John’s was given permission to develop “subsidized housing 
units” at 42 Bannerman Street and to have a “Centre for Performance and 
Creativity”.  When did the original intent of this building change and why was this 
alteration permitted without notice to neighbouring residents?  The First Light St. John’s 
website now states that the building is “ideal for meetings, workshops, receptions, 
recitals, rehearsals and weddings”.  

First Light displays rental forms on their website boasting of “access to our commercial 
kitchen”.  The initial approval for First Light permitted an “ARTS” area at 42 Bannerman. 
Why did the City allow this group to install an industrial kitchen in that facility when it is 
not consistent with that mandate? According to the Stewart Avenue residents, First Light 
St. John’s has already begun to illegally operate a commercial kitchen on this site.  Their 
activities, trucks and exhaust fans have been running nighttime hours, disrupting the lives 
of these nearby residents.    

The First Light group has not respected the rights of the neighbouring residents and has 
openly contravened existing municipal rules.  They demonstrate a blatant disregard for 
proper permits and zoning protocols and should not be rewarded for flouting the law. I 
am asking the City to refuse to modify Heritage Use Guidelines and to remain firm in 
defence of our historic buildings and the residents who maintain our traditional 
neighbourhoods.  

There are several major problems related to this proposed change of permitted use for 
heritage properties in St. John’s, especially with the building at 42 Bannerman Street.   

TRAFFIC:  Bannerman Street is a very small, narrow street, in desperate need of repair, 
so adding to the traffic congestion in this area would be folly.  This facility will increase 
traffic in our entire area of one-way streets, with trucks coming and going to that site for 
16 hours of every day.  This situation should never be allowed to come about. 

PARKING:  On their website First Light states that there is “limited parking at the 
Bannerman Street entrance, but on-street parking on many of the streets in the 
area”.  This is blatantly untrue!  Our area is already overwhelmed with cars parking all day 
long, while the owners work at the Revenue Canada Building downtown!  In spite of the 
signage requiring permits for on-street parking, bylaw enforcement has not been 
responsive to neighbourhood complaints about this abuse.  We should not be further 
burdened as First Light creates additional demand for parking spaces and creates 
problems for the entire neighbourhood.   

NOISE:  Besides the problem of fans from the commercial kitchen spewing odours into the 
air, there is the noise level of these exhaust fans running for 16 hours every day of every 
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week.  Keeping the area clear for the increased traffic, especially in winter, will mean 
additional noise and disturbance as plows and trucks deal with snow removal from the 
facility access areas. 

FIRES:  Over the years that I have lived in my home on  
Street, I have seen a lot of development but also, a lot of 
fires!   My biggest worry is with untrained groups using this 
commercial kitchen and the frightening potential of a major fire in 
that old building.  First Light clearly does not appear to be too 
concerned for the safety and comfort of their own tenants in that 
building.  I see no evidence that they are concerned about the 
noise, the parking problems or the safety of the citizens who live 
nearby. 
Ours is primarily a residential neighbourhood, and we have invested a lot of money into 
our homes.  We take pride in maintaining our traditional houses and that effort is 
recognized by the thousands of tourists who flock to our area each summer.   

It is time for the City to recognize that tax payers in the historic area want to 
experience “peaceful enjoyment of our properties,” a statement publicly proclaimed by 
our Mayors (both past and present) as they boast about the old City of St. John’s 

We want the City to acknowledge their obligation to protect all citizens 
and to ensure that rules and exemptions for developers do not negatively impact our 
rights to the peace and safety of our homes! 
I strongly disagree with this application and request that this action be 
rejected by all members of Council. 

.   

Regards 

 

 

 

Virus-free. www.avast.com  

  
Disclaimer: This email may contain confidential and/or privileged information intended only for the individual(s) 
addressed in the message. If you are not the intended recipient, any other distribution, copying, or disclosure is strictly 
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prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please notify me immediately by return email and delete the original 
message. 
  
Any correspondence with employees, agents, or elected officials of the City of St. John’s may be subject to disclosure 
under the provisions of the Access to Information and Protection of Privacy Act, 2015, S.N.L. 2015, c.A‐1.2.  
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Karen Chafe

From: CityClerk
Sent: Tuesday, March 3, 2020 2:13 PM
To: ; CityClerk
Cc: Andrea Roberts; Ann-Marie Cashin; Ashley Murray; Dave Wadden; Gerard Doran; Jason Sinyard; 

Karen Chafe; Ken O'Brien; Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett; Planning
Subject: RE: First Light application

Good Afternoon  
 
We thank you for your feedback and advise that all submissions will be presented to Council for 
consideration prior to a final decision being reached on this application. 
 
 
 
Elaine Henley 

 
Elaine Henley 
City Clerk 
t. 576-8202 
c. 691-0451 
 
From:    
Sent: Sunday, March 1, 2020 9:51 AM 
To: CityClerk <cityclerk@stjohns.ca> 
Subject: First Light application 
 
Hello! 
My name is   and I live at  . I received a notice that First Light St. John's Friendship Centre 
has made an application to amend Heritage Use at 42 Bannerman Street in order to consider food preparation. 
 
First Light St. John's Friendship Centre provides vital programs and services that strengthen our community. They do 
amazing work and I fully support this application. It will reap positive results and should be green‐lit. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
  
Disclaimer: This email may contain confidential and/or privileged information intended only for the individual(s) 
addressed in the message. If you are not the intended recipient, any other distribution, copying, or disclosure is strictly 
prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please notify me immediately by return email and delete the original 
message. 
  
Any correspondence with employees, agents, or elected officials of the City of St. John’s may be subject to disclosure 
under the provisions of the Access to Information and Protection of Privacy Act, 2015, S.N.L. 2015, c.A‐1.2.  
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Karen Chafe

From: CityClerk
Sent: Tuesday, March 24, 2020 11:14 AM
To: ; CityClerk
Cc: Andrea Roberts; Ann-Marie Cashin; Ashley Murray; Dave Wadden; Gerard Doran; Jason Sinyard; 

Karen Chafe; Ken O'Brien; Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett; Planning
Subject: RE: 42 Bannerman Street

Good Morning : 
 
We thank you for your feedback and advise that all submissions will be presented to Council for 
consideration prior to a final decision being reached on this application. 
 
 
 
Elaine Henley 

 
Elaine Henley 
City Clerk 
t. 576-8202 
c. 691-0451 
 

From:    
Sent: Monday, March 23, 2020 7:18 PM 
To: CityClerk <cityclerk@stjohns.ca> 
Subject: 42 Bannerman Street 
 
Dear Mayor Danny Breen and St. John’s Councillors: 
 
I’m writing to express my opposition to this application. My wife wrote earlier, but I should express my concerns 
too. 
 
This is more than "not-in-my-backyard". Citizens should never find themselves suddenly living next door to a 
factory. This is close to what we’ve experienced. 
 
First Light St. John’s Friendship Centre been renting this space for businesses for well over a year, long before this 
zoning application. 
 
The noise from this kitchen fan is unacceptably loud for a residential area. It's over 80-decibels, which is comparable 
to a freight train. Children play basketball only feet away from this fan, doing damage to their developing ears. We 
can hear it in our bedrooms, from our back yards, and over our TVs. 
 
This noise alone is intolerable. 
 
And just as bad, this area is not suited for the extra-large trucks, which block all traffic. Multiple times a day, we're 
literally trapped. The streets here just aren’t big enough. We were already at capacity before all this. 
 
There’s already an abundance of commercial zoning throughout St. John’s. Businesses can operate in any of these 
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spaces already zoned for such things. But not in areas where people live and children play. 
 
There’s a petition to oppose this, and it currently has 100 signatures. (https://www.change.org/42-bannerman) 
 
For every voice you’re hearing, there are even more who don’t have the time or resources to write. We’re all active 
voters, and we’re all watching very closely how this vote goes. Please do the right thing, and stop the destruction of a 
beautiful residential area. 
 
Thank you for taking the time to hear us out. We really appreciate your consideration, especially given the global 
situation we’re all dealing with. 

Regards, 
 

 
 
  
Disclaimer: This email may contain confidential and/or privileged information intended only for the individual(s) 
addressed in the message. If you are not the intended recipient, any other distribution, copying, or disclosure is strictly 
prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please notify me immediately by return email and delete the original 
message. 
  
Any correspondence with employees, agents, or elected officials of the City of St. John’s may be subject to disclosure 
under the provisions of the Access to Information and Protection of Privacy Act, 2015, S.N.L. 2015, c.A‐1.2.  
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Karen Chafe

From: CityClerk
Sent: Friday, March 20, 2020 12:22 PM
To: ; CityClerk
Cc: Danny Breen; Sheilagh O'Leary; Hope Jamieson; Maggie Burton; Debbie Hanlon; Dave Lane; Sandy 

Hickman; Andrea Roberts; Ann-Marie Cashin; Ashley Murray; Dave Wadden; Gerard Doran; Jason 
Sinyard; Karen Chafe; Ken O'Brien; Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett; Planning

Subject: RE: 42 Bannerman Street

Good Afternoon: 
 
We acknowledge receipt of your email and advise that all submissions will be presented to Council for 
consideration prior to a final decision being reached on this application. 
 
 
 
Elaine Henley 

 
Elaine Henley 
City Clerk 
t. 576-8202 
c. 691-0451 
 

From:    
Sent: Thursday, March 19, 2020 6:47 PM 
To: CityClerk <cityclerk@stjohns.ca> 
Cc: Danny Breen <dbreen@stjohns.ca>; Sheilagh O'Leary <soleary@stjohns.ca>; Hope Jamieson 
<hjamieson@stjohns.ca>; Maggie Burton <mburton@stjohns.ca>; Debbie Hanlon <dhanlon@stjohns.ca>; Dave Lane 
<dlane@stjohns.ca>; Sandy Hickman <shickman@stjohns.ca> 
Subject: 42 Bannerman Street 
 
Dear Mesdames and Sirs: 
 
This letter is written to oppose the application by First Light to rezone the affordable housing building at 42 Bannerman 
Street for commercial use. 
 

The Stewart Ave Residents Association represents the small community that lives on and around Stewart Ave. This 
proposal impacts us directly. In fact, the industrial kitchen in question has a large “1 Stewart Ave” sign on it. This is a 
quiet, residential area. Until First Light arrived. 
 

At the time of this writing, over 80 people have signed our petition to oppose this, and stop all commercial operations at 
42 Bannerman Street. You can see this here: https://www.change.org/42‐bannerman 
 
Rezoning will permit First Light to continue operation of a commercial kitchen in this affordable housing building — a 
heritage building renovated using taxpayer dollars. 
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In effect, First Light proposes Council retroactively sanction the unapproved change in building use. This is a classic 
example of the expression "It's easier to ask forgiveness than ask permission”. 
 
The presumption that city councils generally grant retroactive approvals only encourages inappropriate behaviour and 
applications such as this. 
 

Operating their kitchen for commercial purposes has been far too disruptive to the nearby community. In reflecting 
upon the application by First Light, there are a number of points for Council to consider, as follows. 
 
 

First, this is not a viable street for shipping/receiving commercial goods 
 
This street is too small. Stewart Avenue is a short and narrow finger street off Military Road. During the operation of its 
commercial kitchen, trucks are required on the street for pickup/delivery purposes, as recently as March, 2020. 
 
Any commercial shipping/receiving truck is large enough to disrupt, or block entirely, residents’ use of the street. 
 
This photo shows the truck blocking the road. This truck is always left idling and without a driver. Sometimes for half an 
hour, cars cannot pass. Such an inconvenience to residents is common now, and would continue unabated if the area 
were rezoned. This is a fire hazard, a safety hazard, and a total disruption to the community. 
 

 
 
This video shows several instances of this, as well as why this street can’t handle any operation of this nature: 
https://www.facebook.com/stewartave/videos/642635603216552/ 
 
First Light still has commercial rental forms available on their website today, where they boast “access to our 
commercial kitchen”. They go on to admit that there’s “limited parking at the Bannerman Street entrance” and suggest 
using our community’s limited on‐street parking. Most of the parking in this area is by permit only, and is used in its 
entirety by residents. Suggesting in promotional materials that this space could be used for commercial purposes is yet 
another example of total disregard for our residents. 
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Second, the noise from the kitchen's industrial fan is unacceptable 
 
The loud noise produced from the industrial kitchen fan is well beyond any reasonable level for a residential area. We 
can hear the fan inside our homes, with all doors and windows closed, and over the usual volume of our televisions. 
 
During the past year the fan would turn on and off at intermittent intervals, day and night, all days of the week. 
Residents are constantly disturbed by the loud start‐up bang, followed by hours of droning hum from this fan. It’s like 
living next to a factory. Because we are. 
 
A test with a decibel meter revealed that First Light’s fan operates at over 82‐decibels. This video shows the 
measurement of the fan’s noise, as well as instances of it running at unreasonable hours, such as 5:10 AM: 
https://www.facebook.com/stewartave/videos/495760164420203/ 
 
If City Council is willing to discuss at great length concerns about noise from a proposed rooftop lounge across from the 
Bannerman Brewing Co, (The Telegram, page A8, Tuesday March 10, 2020) then there should be great concern about 
First Light’s attempt to rezone affordable housing into commercial space for any for‐profit business. At least with the 
Brewdock Bar & Eatery it’s estimated the sound will be under 70‐decibels, they’ll turn off speakers at 9pm, and only 
operate about 45 days a year. First Light’s proposal is to sanction an even louder fan, from 7am to 11pm, 365 days a year 
— on a quiet residential‐only street. 
 
 

Third, a total disregard for the community 
 
First Light is currently renting out this space to commercial businesses right now. They’ve been doing so for well over a 
year. No city approval. No community discussion. Because they think it's easier to ask forgiveness than to ask for 
approval. 
 
At all hours of the night, the giant industrial fan would echo down the quiet street, vibrating our windows and walls. 
Late‐night use only stopped because of public backlash. 
 
First Light’s response to the community’s cries wasn’t to stop this behaviour — it was to apply for this rezoning to make 
it legal, while still continuing to operate. 
 
In summary, we strongly oppose the application made to Council by First Light and respectfully request its rejection. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
The Stewart Ave Residents Association 
 

  
Disclaimer: This email may contain confidential and/or privileged information intended only for the individual(s) 
addressed in the message. If you are not the intended recipient, any other distribution, copying, or disclosure is strictly 
prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please notify me immediately by return email and delete the original 
message. 
  
Any correspondence with employees, agents, or elected officials of the City of St. John’s may be subject to disclosure 
under the provisions of the Access to Information and Protection of Privacy Act, 2015, S.N.L. 2015, c.A‐1.2.  
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Karen Chafe

From: CityClerk
Sent: Monday, March 23, 2020 9:12 AM
To: ; CityClerk
Cc: Andrea Roberts; Ann-Marie Cashin; Ashley Murray; Dave Wadden; Gerard Doran; Jason Sinyard; 

Karen Chafe; Ken O'Brien; Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett; Planning
Subject: RE: 42 Bannerman Street

 
Good Morning  
 
We thank your feedback and advise that all submissions will be presented to Council for 
consideration prior to a final decision being reached on this application. 
 
 
Elaine Henley 

 
Elaine Henley 
City Clerk 
t. 576-8202 
c. 691-0451 
 

From:    
Sent: Saturday, March 21, 2020 7:12 PM 
To: CityClerk <cityclerk@stjohns.ca> 
Subject: 42 Bannerman Street 
 
Members of the St. John’s City Council: 
 
The application for re-classifying 42 Bannerman Street into a commercial operation is unbelievable. In the 
application it states that they wish to bypass the parking requirements. Has there been a parking or traffic study on 
how this facility will affect the narrow streets surrounding this building? There is very little parking available, even for 
the people living in the area. 
 
A commercial kitchen has been illegally operating here for over a year; in a building zoned for residential use and 
community space. 42 Bannerman Street was renovated using taxpayer dollars for the sole purpose of providing 
community space and affordable housing. The primary entrance being used by the illegal commercial venture, is 1 
Stewart Ave. 
 
Delivery trucks often park blocking the roadway on Stewart Ave, a narrow side street next to the building in question. 
This increased traffic blocks the exiting of Stewart Ave, making it a fire and safety hazard.   
 
My husband and I live on  — it’s a small quiet narrow little street. Or at least it was. Before the huge 
industrial-grade fan was installed, creating a public nuisance, with unreasonably high noise levels for the residents. 
This fan has kept us awake at night, and caused undue stress in our daily lives. 
 
I urge all members of council to reject this application, and investigate the behaviour of this so-called non-profit, and 
their blatant disregard for the community.  
 
Sincerely, 
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Disclaimer: This email may contain confidential and/or privileged information intended only for the individual(s) 
addressed in the message. If you are not the intended recipient, any other distribution, copying, or disclosure is strictly 
prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please notify me immediately by return email and delete the original 
message. 
  
Any correspondence with employees, agents, or elected officials of the City of St. John’s may be subject to disclosure 
under the provisions of the Access to Information and Protection of Privacy Act, 2015, S.N.L. 2015, c.A‐1.2.  
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Karen Chafe

From: CityClerk
Sent: Monday, March 9, 2020 10:01 AM
To: ; CityClerk
Cc: Andrea Roberts; Ann-Marie Cashin; Ashley Murray; Dave Wadden; Gerard Doran; Jason Sinyard; 

Karen Chafe; Ken O'Brien; Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett; Planning
Subject: RE: 42 Bannerman Street

Good Morning   
 
We thank you for your feedback and advise that all submissions will be presented to Council for consideration prior to a 
final decision being reached on this application. 
 
 
 
Elaine Henley 
 
Elaine Henley 
City Clerk 
t. 576‐8202 
c. 691‐0451 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From:   
Sent: Friday, March 6, 2020 11:02 PM 
To: CityClerk <cityclerk@stjohns.ca> 
Subject: 42 Bannerman Street 
 
Hi, 
 
I live on   and I do have concerns around the new proposal. We moved on   because we 
really enjoyed the peaceful nature of the street there was no business but there were kids as it’s close to bishop Feild. I 
have concerns about operations in this building especially considering they are 24 hours and food operations. It will be 
unwanted traffic to our peaceful street. It’s a residential zone and a family zone. I would really like to keep it that way. 
It’s so wonderful to see all the kids playing on our street increased traffic would prevent this. 
 
Thanks 

 
 
 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
 
Disclaimer: This email may contain confidential and/or privileged information intended only for the individual(s) 
addressed in the message. If you are not the intended recipient, any other distribution, copying, or disclosure is strictly 
prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please notify me immediately by return email and delete the original 
message. 
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Any correspondence with employees, agents, or elected officials of the City of St. John’s may be subject to disclosure 
under the provisions of the Access to Information and Protection of Privacy Act, 2015, S.N.L. 2015, c.A‐1.2. 
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Report of Committee of the Whole - City Council 

Council Chambers, 4th Floor, City Hall 

 
March 11, 2020, 9:00 a.m. 
 
Present: Mayor Danny Breen 

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

  
Regrets: Councillor Maggie Burton 
  
Staff: Kevin Breen, City Manager 

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

  
Others Brian Head, Manager Parks & Open Spaces 

Garrett Donaher, Manager Transportation Engineering 
_____________________________________________________________________ 

 

Public Works & Sustainability - Councillor Ian Froude 

Environment and Sustainability Expert Panel Public Membership 
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Recommendation 
Moved By Councillor Froude 
Seconded By Councillor Lane 

That Council approve the proposed composition of the Public Membership 
for the Environment and Sustainability Expert Panel: 

Public Member and Expertise 

Joel Finnis, PhD - Climate Science & Resilience 
Dennis Knight, MSc, MCIP - Sustainable Urban Planning & Economic 
Growth 
Kieran Hanley, MBA - Sustainable Economic Growth 
Krista Langthorne, BA, SEBT -  Resilience & Natural Resources 
Pablo Navarro - Socio-cultural & Quality of Life 
Joseph Daraio, PhD, PEng - Sustainable Urban Planning & Resilience 
Michel Wawrzkow, PEng, PGeo - Natural Environment & Resilience 

For (9): Mayor Breen, Deputy Mayor O'Leary, Councillor Lane, Councillor Hickman, 
Councillor Hanlon, Councillor Jamieson, Councillor Korab, Councillor Froude, and 
Councillor Collins 
 

MOTION CARRIED (9 to 0) 
 

Robin Hood Bay Landfill Gas Collection and Covering System 
Expansion 2020 

Recommendation 
Moved By Councillor Froude 
Seconded By Councillor Jamieson 

That Council approve proceeding with the next phase of the landfill gas 
collection and covering system expansion in 2020. Further, that Council 
approve accessing the Robin Hood Bay Operational Reserve and Closure 
Funds to fund this capital works project. 

For (9): Mayor Breen, Deputy Mayor O'Leary, Councillor Lane, Councillor Hickman, 
Councillor Hanlon, Councillor Jamieson, Councillor Korab, Councillor Froude, and 
Councillor Collins 
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MOTION CARRIED (9 to 0) 
 

Robin Hood Bay (RHB) Equipment Reserve 

Recommendation 
Moved By Councillor Froude 
Seconded By Councillor Collins 

That Council proceed with a purchase to supply and deliver new roll off 
bins for the Residential Drop-Off (RDO) facility and replace three site 
vehicles through the RHB Equipment Reserve with funding made 
available through the RHB Equipment Reserve. 

For (9): Mayor Breen, Deputy Mayor O'Leary, Councillor Lane, Councillor Hickman, 
Councillor Hanlon, Councillor Jamieson, Councillor Korab, Councillor Froude, and 
Councillor Collins 
 

MOTION CARRIED (9 to 0) 
 

Transportation and Regulatory Services - Councillor Sandy Hickman 

2018 Traffic Pilot Projects 

Councillor Hickman withdrew the motion moved by him and seconded by 
Councillor Hanlon, to remove the pilot curb extensions and marked 
crosswalk at Ladysmith Drive and Kiwanis Street and monitor Ladysmith 
Drive for future warranted crosswalk improvements, and moved a new 
motion as follows: 

Recommendation 
Moved By Councillor Hickman 
Seconded By Councillor Hanlon 

That Council direct staff to initiate a permanent crosswalk and curb 
extensions at Ladysmith Drive and Kiwanis Street. 

For (10): Mayor Breen, Deputy Mayor O'Leary, Councillor Lane, Councillor Hickman, 
Councillor Hanlon, Councillor Stapleton, Councillor Jamieson, Councillor Korab, 
Councillor Froude, and Councillor Collins 
 

MOTION CARRIED (10 to 0) 
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Recommendation 
Moved By Councillor Hickman 
Seconded By Councillor Hanlon 

That Council direct staff to: 

• proceed with design and implementation of a permanent traffic circle 
configuration for Rawlins Cross; 

• include the closed portion of Military, the existing parking lot, and the 
existing green space within the centre of Rawlins Cross in the scope 
for the public space design; 

For (4): Councillor Lane, Councillor Hickman, Councillor Hanlon, and Councillor Froude 
Against (5): Mayor Breen, Deputy Mayor O'Leary, Councillor Jamieson, Councillor 
Korab, and Councillor Collins 
 

MOTION LOST (4 to 5) 
 

Recommendation 
Moved By Councillor Hickman 
Seconded By Councillor Jamieson 

That Council expand the Key 2 Access pilot project to include the two 
crosswalks at Rawlins Cross currently equipped with Rectangular Rapid 
Flashing Beacons (RRFBs). 

For (9): Mayor Breen, Deputy Mayor O'Leary, Councillor Lane, Councillor Hickman, 
Councillor Hanlon, Councillor Jamieson, Councillor Korab, Councillor Froude, and 
Councillor Collins 
 

MOTION CARRIED (9 to 0) 
 

 
 

_________________________ 

Mayor 
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Title: Environment and Sustainability Expert Panel Public Membership 

Date Prepared:  February 21, 2019 

Report To: Committee of the Whole 

Councillor and Role: Council 

Decision/Direction Required: To approve and finalize the selection of members for the 
Environment and Sustainability Expert Panel of the City of St. John’s. 

Discussion – Background and Current Status: On September 30, 2019 council 
formed The Environmental and Sustainability Expert Panel. The panel will be comprised 
of three main components: 

• A Lead Staff appointed by the relevant City executive or senior manager, 
• A spokesperson appointed by Council, 
• Up to 7 expert residents serving as public members.  

The terms of reference established that the panel’s public membership will include at 
least one representative with expertise in each of the following areas: 

• Climate Science & Resilience – To support the City in mitigating greenhouse gas 
emissions, while fostering its overall resilience. 

• Natural Environment & Resources – To support the City in protecting and 
conserving ecosystems and natural resources now and into the future. 

• Socio-cultural – To support the City in creating inclusivity and continue to 
improve quality of life. 

• Economic – To support the City in attaining sustainable economic growth, 
prosperity and competitiveness while achieving its environmental and 
sustainability goals. 

• Urban Planning – to support the City in progressing integrated and sustainable 
urban development. 

The application process occurred during the period November 2019 to February 2020. 

Key Considerations/Implications: 

1. Budget/Financial Implications: N/A 
2. Partners or Other Stakeholders: N/A 

 

DECISION/DIRECTION NOTE 

235



 

 

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

3. Alignment with Strategic Directions/Adopted Plans: A Sustainable City; A City 
That Moves; A Connected City; An Effective City. 

4. Legal or Policy Implications:  
• St. John’s Urban Forest Management Master Plan 2006 
• A Watershed Management Plan, St. John’s Regional Water Supply Study, 

1996 
• Envision St. John’s (draft) Municipal Plan, 2014 
• Parks and Open Spaces Master Plan, 2014 
• Significant Waterways and Wetlands Study (1993) 
• City of St. John’s Sustainability Plan 

5. Privacy Implications: N/A 
6. Engagement and Communications Considerations: N/A 
7. Human Resource Implications: N/A 
8. Procurement Implications: N/A 
9. Information Technology Implications: N/A 
10. Other Implications: N/A 

Recommendation: 

Approve the proposed composition of the Public Membership for the Environment and 
Sustainability Expert Panel: 

Public Member Expertise 
Joel Finnis, PhD Climate Science & Resilience 
Dennis Knight, MSc, MCIP Sustainable Urban Planning & Economic Growth 
Kieran Hanley, MBA Sustainable Economic Growth 
Krista Langthorne, BA, SEBT Resilience & Natural Resources 
Pablo Navarro Socio-cultural & Quality of Life 
Joseph Daraio, PhD, PEng Sustainable Urban Planning & Resilience 
Michel Wawrzkow, PEng, PGeo Natural Environment & Resilience  

 

Prepared by/Date: 

Edmundo Fausto / February 21, 2019 

Approved by/Date: 

Lynnann Winsor / March 3, 2019 
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Title: Robin Hood Bay Landfill Gas Collection and Covering System Expansion 2020 

Date Prepared: February 19, 2020 

Report To: Committee of the Whole 

Councilor & Role: Councilor Ian Froude, Public Works and Sustainability Lead 

Ward: Not ward specific 

Decision/Direction Required: 

Commitment and approval from Council to proceed with a capital works initiative to expand the 
landfill gas and covering system, and begin with installation of a final covering system at Robin 
Hood Bay Waste Management Facility. In order to proceed with this project, the City will need to 
access funds in the Robin Hood Bay Operating Reserve Fund, and potentially the Closure Fund. 

Discussion - Background and Current Status: 

The existing landfill gas collection and covering systems have been installed in four phases 
between 2008 and 2018. Presently, there are forty-three (43) landfill gas collection wells and 

approximately thirty-four (34) hectares of interim cover in place at Robin Hood Bay. The purpose 
of these systems is to eliminate and minimize passive venting of landfill gases to the atmosphere, 
increase collection of landfill gas, reduction of leachate generation, and improve aesthetics at the 
site. 

Interim cover is intended for areas of the landfill that will be inactive for an extended period of 
time but will eventually be used again for landfill activities. Final cover is intended for areas of 
the landfill where no future landfilling is expected to occur in the future. There is currently no final 
covering system in place at RHB. 

Landfilling at RHB has progressed to a point where a significant area (approximately 10 hectares) 
of the landfill can be placed under an interim or final cover. The City plans to work with a 
consultant in the coming months to determine which areas can be placed under final cover and 
which areas should be placed under interim cover. 

The proposed expansion project for 2020 includes the addition of approximately ten (10) hectares 
of covering materials and addition of six to eight landfill gas collections wells. This project will 

result in an increase in greenhouse gas collection, reduce potential off-site odour impacts and 
reduce leachate generated. 

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

1. Budget/Financial Implications 
The total estimated project cost is approximately $4.0M. There are funds available for 
this project through the Robin Hood Bay Operations Reserve Fund. This reserve was 
created to meet the capital investment needs of the RHB site without having to adjust 

tipping fees. As of the end of 2019, the balance of the RHB operating reserve fund was 
$7.2M. 

There are also funds in the Robin Hood Bay Closure Fund which could potentially be 

used for any final cover needs. 

2. Partners or Other Stakeholders 

Eastern Regional Services Board 

3. Alignment with Strategic Directions/ Adopted Plans 

• Strategic Plan 2019-2029 Goal: A Sustainable City 
Environmental benefits include a reduction in greenhouse gas emissions from Robin 
Hood Bay. This project supports progressive land use planning by keeping up with 
modern landfill development practices. Demonstrated value for money for residents 
include improvements to off-site air quality from a reduction in landfill gas 
emissions, which could lead to odours if not properly managed. 

This project also follows objectives set out in a Landfill Gas Management Plan that 
was completed in 2018. The landfill gas management plan was developed as a tool 
for landfill management staff to use for long-term landfill development planning. 

4. Legal or Policy Implications 
NIA 

5. Engagement and Communications Considerations 
NIA 

6. Human Resource Implications 
NIA 

7. Procurement Implications 
The timeline for this project is to have completion by the end of 2020. Various open calls 
for bids will be issued over the course of the project for design services, procurement of 

materials and construction services. 
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Procurement of materials and services will follow the requirements of the Public 

Procurement Act, 2018. 

8. Information Technology Implications 
NIA 

9. Other Implications 
NIA 

Recommendation: 

Council approve proceeding with the next phase of the landfill gas collection and covering system 

expansion in 2020. 

Council approve accessing the Robin Hood Bay Operational Reserve and Closure Funds to fund 

this capital works project. 

Prepared by/Signature: 

Jonathan Murphy, P. Eng. 
Waste Management Engineer 

Signature:iff'-~ 

Approved by/Date/Signature: 

Lynnann Winsor, P.Eng., M.A.Sc. 

Deputy City Manager, Public Works 

Signature: _______________ _ 
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Title: Robin Hood Bay (RHB) Equipment Reserve  
   
Date Prepared:   January 10, 2020 
 
Report To:   Committee of the Whole   
 
Councillor and Role:  Councilor Ian Froude, Public Works and Sustainability Lead 
 
Ward:    Not ward specific 
 
 
Decision/Direction Required:   
 
To seek Council decision to proceed with a purchase to supply and deliver new roll off bins for the Residential 
Drop-Off (RDO) facility and replace three site vehicles through the RHB Equipment Reserve. 
 
Discussion – Background and Current Status:   
 
Funding from the RHB Equipment Reserve is requested to be utilized for the purchase of 17 new roll off bins to 
replace the existing bins at the RDO facility.  The bins currently being utilized are original to the site and are 
reaching the end of their serviceable life.  In addition to the new bins, we will need to repair or replace the guides 
that the roll off bins use for proper placement.  These are in the concrete pad where the bins sit.  The total 
estimated cost to supply and deliver these bins and to replace or repair the guides is approximately $210,000.   
 
Funding from the RHB reserve is also requested to be utilized to purchase three (3) new diesel 4x4 vehicles to 
replace existing site vehicles.  The City’s Fleet Division has assessed that the existing vehicles are beyond their 
useful life.   The request for diesel vehicles is because the Robin Hood Bay site has diesel fuel pumps but no 
regular fuel on site.  The total estimated cost to supply and deliver these vehicles to site is approximately 
$140,000. 
 
 
Key Considerations/Implications: 
 

1. Budget/Financial Implications  
Robin Hood Bay has identified sufficient funds within the RHB Equipment Reserve to support the 
purchase of this equipment. A detailed breakdown of 2016-2019 contributions made through the program 
with current reserve balance is provided as follows: 
 
0000-36885 Reserve for Robin Hood Bay Equipment Replacement 
2016 Contribution                              $325,958  
2017 Contribution                              $524,679  
2018 Contribution                              $643,714  
2019 Contribution (Interest Only) $57,444 
2019 Purchases $199,750 
Balance                            $4,988,599  

DECISION/DIRECTION NOTE 
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Decision/Direction Note  Page 2 
Robin Hood Bay (RHB) Equipment Reserve  
Supply and Deliver One Compact Wheel Loader and One Skid Steer for RHB Material Recovery Facility 
 
 

 
 

2. Partners or Other Stakeholders  
N/A 
 

3. Alignment with Strategic Directions/Adopted Plans  
Fiscally Responsible 
Development of the equipment reserve provides the Robin Hood Bay Waste Management Facility the 
ability to replace essential equipment in a timely manner. 
 

4. Legal or Policy Implications  
N/A 
 

5. Engagement and Communications Considerations  
N/A 
 

6. Human Resource Implications 
N/A 
 

7. Procurement Implications 
Procurement process will follow the requirements of the provincial Public Procurement Act, 2018. 
 

8. Information Technology Implications 
N/A 
 

9. Other Implications 
N/A 

 
 
Recommendation:  
 
It is recommended that funding be made available through the RHB Equipment Reserve to support the supply and 
delivery of this equipment.  
 
 

Prepared by/Signature: 

Andrew Niblock, B.Sc. 
Director, Environmental Services 

Signature:       

Approved by/Date/Signature: 

Lynnann Winsor, M.A.Sc., P.Eng. 
Deputy City Manager, Public Works 
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Robin Hood Bay (RHB) Equipment Reserve  
Supply and Deliver One Compact Wheel Loader and One Skid Steer for RHB Material Recovery Facility 
 
 
 

Signature:       
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Title:    2018 Traffic Pilot Projects 

Date Prepared:  March 5, 2020 

Report To:   Committee of the Whole 

Councillor and Role: Sandy Hickman - Transportation 

Ward:    Ward 2 & 4 

 

Decision/Direction Required: 

Decision is required on whether the City of St. John’s should permanently implement the 

changes tested in the 2018 traffic pilot projects. 

Discussion – Background and Current Status: 

In February/March of 2018 City Council Directives R2018-02-19/13 and R2018-03-05/11 

approved the implementation of the following transportation pilot projects. These projects 

were developed in response to specific local traffic concerns and were intended to test 

effectiveness of new treatments, improve overall traffic flow, enhance pedestrian safety, 

and reduce the number of potential conflict points between vehicles and/or pedestrians in 

project areas. 

1. Rawlins Cross – Unsignalized Traffic Circulation 

2. Ladysmith Drive at Kiwanis Street – Curb extensions and crosswalk 

 

3. Freshwater Road at Pennywell Road, Cookstown Road, and Field Street – Guide 

Islands 

4. Military Road at Bannerman Park – Curb extensions and crosswalk 

5. Terra Nova Road and Wishingwell Road – Curb extensions 

6. Tree Top Drive – Neighbourhood Street Art Painting 

Council decided that unlike pilot projects previously completed, the 2018 pilot projects 

would remain in place over the winter and until evaluation of the projects was completed. 

There was some initial delay in implementing these projects as the initial designs were 

reviewed to ensure the temporary configurations would accommodate winter maintenance 

operations.  

The first two projects on this list were completed in 2018. Subsequently, the Tree Top Drive 

street painting project was canceled in absence of community support (Council Directive 

R2018-11-19/12) and installation of the other pilot projects was deferred (City Council 

Directive R2018-12-03/1) until such time as those that were already in progress were 

completed and implemented. 
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2018 Traffic Pilot Projects 

 

Prior to making any changes, background data (such as speed, traffic counts, pedestrian 

counts) was collected at the Rawlins Cross and Ladysmith Drive/Kiwanis Street project 

locations. The City issued a media release, YouTube video, multiple PSAs regarding the 

projects, and held a public information session on the Rawlins Cross project at the 

Bannerman Park Pool House on July 25, 2018 to provide more information for people 

interested in the project and an opportunity to ask questions of staff. 

The Ladysmith Drive/Kiwanis Street and Rawlins Cross pilot projects were implemented in 

June 2018 and in August 2018 respectively. They have been monitored since by the City’s 

Transportation Engineering group. General feedback on the projects was collected and a 

public survey on the projects was conducted from April 16, 2019 to May 15, 2019. 

Approximately 2,500 people responded in total with 685 of these commenting on the 

Ladysmith pilot project and about 2,150 commenting on the Rawlins Cross pilot. 

Over the course of the pilot the crosswalk at Ladysmith and Kiwanis did attract new 

pedestrian traffic. Unfortunately, the pedestrian volume still falls well below technical 

warrants for a marked crosswalk. A majority of feedback on this project was also negative, 

primarily from drivers who felt the curb extensions impacted them negatively. 

The traffic circle configuration of Rawlins Cross was successful in achieving low speeds 

and reducing collisions. Vehicle delays were slightly higher on some approaches at peak 

times but otherwise delay through the area was also lower. Pedestrian volumes did not 

appear to be affected and pedestrian delay was reduced. 

There was a significant amount of feedback expressing concerns for pedestrian safety as 

part of the Rawlins Cross pilot. There was also a substantial amount of unsolicited 

feedback indicating support for the project and a preference for the pilot configuration. 

Many comments also took the form of “ I like the pilot project but…” and went on to specify 

a personal concern with an aspect of Rawlins Cross such as pedestrian safety or driver 

behaviour. 

Key Considerations/Implications 

1. Budget/Financial Implications 

For Rawlins Cross a provisional budget of $1M has been identified to address the 

changes required to make the traffic circle configuration permanent. This budget 

would need to be supplemented by rehabilitation funding to address current 

pavement conditions, possibly additional capital funding to improve underground 

infrastructure, and another allocation would need to be made for the costs 

associated with any public space improvements. 

Council has reserved $150,000 in the 2020 capital budget to complete design work 

on Rawlins Cross if the traffic circle configuration is to become permanent. 
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2018 Traffic Pilot Projects 

 

2. Partners or Other Stakeholders 

There are many community stakeholders that would be involved if Rawlins Cross 

were to become a traffic circle permanently. 

3. Alignment with Strategic Directions/Adopted Plans 

These pilot projects predate the current strategic plan. However, they directly 

support the goal to improve safety for all users on a well-maintained street network. 

Which falls under the strategic direction “A City that Moves”. 

4. Legal or Policy Implication 

N/A 

5. Privacy Implications 

N/A 

6. Engagement and Communications Considerations 

Community engagement will form a part of the design process for Rawlins Cross 

should Council decide to permanently implement the traffic circle configuration. 

City advisory bodies, such as the Inclusion Advisory Committee (IAC) and the Built 

Heritage Experts Panel (BHEP) as well as people who live in and travel through the 

area will play a key role in providing input to the design process. 

It is important to note that the pilot configuration represents a proof of concept and, if 

the traffic circle configuration at Rawlins Cross were to be made permanent, that 

significant changes to the design of the area would occur with the express intent of 

further improving safety and addressing community concerns. 

The city will communicate the final decision of council and next steps for the area via 

Public Service Announcement on the city’s website. Information that is posted on the 

city website will also be shared on the city’s social media accounts. Traffic advisories 

will also be published as required. 

7. Human Resource Implications 

N/A 

8. Procurement Implications 

If Rawlins Cross were to become a traffic circle permanently an RFP for design 

services would need to be issued as the next step. 

9. Information Technology Implications  

N/A 
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2018 Traffic Pilot Projects 

 

10. Other Implications:  

N/A 

 

 

Recommendations: 

That council direct staff to: 

1. remove the pilot curb extensions and marked crosswalk at Ladysmith Drive and 

Kiwanis Street and monitor Ladysmith Drive for future warranted crosswalk 

improvements; 

2. proceed with design and implementation of a permanent traffic circle configuration 

for Rawlins Cross; 

3. include the closed portion of Military, the existing parking lot, and the existing green 

space within the centre of Rawlins Cross in the scope for the public space design; 

and, 

4. expand the Key 2 Access pilot project to include the two crosswalks at Rawlins 

Cross currently equipped with Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacons (RRFBs). 

 

Prepared by/Date: 

Anna Snook, Transportation System Engineer 

 

Approved by/Date: 

Garrett Donaher, Manager, Transportation Engineering  

 

Attachments: 

2018 Traffic Pilot Projects - Final Report 
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2018 Traffic Pilot Projects – Final Report 

 

Ladysmith Drive at Kiwanis Street – Curb Extensions and Crosswalk 

Background 

In response to community requests for a crosswalk on Ladysmith Drive, this pilot 

trialed a marked crosswalk enhanced with curb extensions created using temporary 

traffic control islands. Past studies have indicated that a crosswalk is not warranted 

but feedback from the community has indicated that it would be used if available. 

This project would test this “if you build it, they will come” premise – the latent 

pedestrian crossing demand. Figure 1 illustrates the proposed pilot implementation 

in plan view and Figure 2 shows an isometric aerial view of the installation.  

By installing the temporary curb extensions and crosswalk, the crossing distance at 

the intersection was shortened for pedestrians and visibility was improved. The 

justification for this project assumed that these changes would attract more 

pedestrians to the crosswalk (as indicated by community commentary) and slow 

vehicles down at the crossing, improving safety for all road users. 

Figure 1: Ladysmith Drive at Kiwanis Street Pilot Plan 
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Figure 2: Ladysmith Drive at Kiwanis Street Implemented 

 

Before and After Data Collection 

The key performance indicators for this pilot project was the number of pedestrians 

crossing at the location and the effect on speed along Ladysmith Drive in the area of 

the intersection.  

Speeds along Ladysmith Drive were captures approximately 100m upstream of 

crossing before and after the pilot project was installed. Four days of speed data 

was collected in May of 2018 before the pilot was installed and four days of speed 

data was collected in August of 2019 after the pilot was installed. Although there was 

evidence of a small reduction in speed northbound on Ladysmith it was not 

conclusive. 

Turning movement counts for traffic and pedestrians were completed on 

Wednesday, September 21, 2016 and again on Wednesday, October 4, 2017 before 

the pilot project was implemented during mild weather. Observations were made 

throughout the early months of implementation and again during the warmer months 

of 2019. A follow-up traffic and pedestrian count was completed on Wednesday, 

October 9, 2019. The table below summarizes the 7-hour count of pedestrians 

crossing Ladysmith Drive at the intersection for each count completed: 
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Table 1: Ladysmith 7-Hour Pedestrian Crossing Volume  

Counted 8:00 - 9:00 AM, 11:00 
AM - 1:00 PM, and 2:00 - 6:00 PM 

Before After 

September 
2016 

October 
2017 

October 
2019 

Ladysmith Dr. at Kiwanis St. 0 3 36 

 

As shown, the 7-hour pedestrian crossing volume on Ladysmith Drive increased in 

2019. This increased demand may be a result of the pilot crosswalk and/or may also 

be attributed to a growing number of pedestrians in the area. The volume of 

pedestrian crossings observed was an average of one person crossing every 12 

minutes or five people every hour. 

A crosswalk warrant assessment is an engineering tool that provides guidance as to 

when a crosswalk should be marked (painted and signed) and/or enhanced (with 

lights, signals, or other treatments). The typical minimum pedestrian volume 

threshold for warranting a marked crosswalk is an average of 15 EAU (Equivalent 

Adult Units) per hour over a 7-hour count. The pedestrian volumes captured in 2019 

(once factored into EAUs) is approximately 42 crossings or an average of 6 EAUs 

per hour which is still well below the minimum volume threshold.  

Public Survey and Resident/Stakeholder Feedback 

A total of 685 survey participants provided feedback on the Ladysmith Drive and 

Kiwanis Street pilot project through the online survey. Of the folks who responded, 

43% said they had used the pilot crosswalk or had crossed at another spot as a 

pedestrian in the area and 92% said they had driven through the pilot project 

intersection. 

Figure 3 shows a large majority of participants who identified as pedestrians used 

the pilot location. When asked whether the location selected was the best spot for a 

marked crosswalk only 55% agreed that it was. Others suggested having multiple 

crossings, having the crossing located mid-block further up Ladysmith Drive, or 

locating the crossing at Great Eastern Avenue.  
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Figure 3: Survey response on crossing location 

 

Participants who identified as drivers in the area were asked how the trial crosswalk 

impacted them and 78% responded that pilot had made their travel somewhat less 

convenient while 11% reported no impact and 11% reported that it made their travel 

somewhat easier.  

General comments on the project submitted by survey participants expressed 

frustration with increased driver delay at the intersection, particularly for drivers 

turning onto Ladysmith Drive from Kiwanis Street. Concerns were also expressed 

with the maintenance of the pilot treatment during the winter and displeasure with 

the unappealing look of the temporary extensions. 

All survey participants who provided feedback on the pilot project were asked if they 

thought a permanent design of this pilot project, including the construction of formal 

curb extensions, should be implemented.  

As shown in Figure 4, 69% of all survey participants felt the pilot project should be 

removed while 31% felt it should be permanently implemented. It is noted that of the 

survey participants who said they had used the crosswalk as a pedestrian, 70% felt 

the pilot should be removed and 30% felt it should be permanently implemented.  

 

Other location
15%

At Kiwanis
85%

Ladysmith pedestrian crossings
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Figure 4: Ladysmith Overall Response 

 

Considerations for Permanent Installation 

Although the minimum volume threshold for a marked crosswalk is not met at this 

time, this crossing location may still be a candidate for a marked crossing in the 

future. The observed increase in pedestrian crossing volume indicates this crossing 

location falls on a pedestrian desire line and the crosswalk may warrant 

improvement as pedestrian demand grows. 

Conclusion 

This project did not enjoy great success. There was some increase in pedestrian 

traffic, but it was generally poorly received. As the observed pedestrian volumes 

have not grown to the point of warranting a marked crosswalk at this location, it is 

recommended that the pilot crosswalk and extensions be removed and that 

pedestrian volumes at the intersection are monitored for consideration of 

improvements in the future.  

The curb ramp added at this location is not planned to be removed if the pilot is 

discontinued. 

Under the Highway Traffic Act, a crosswalk includes a crossing between sidewalks 

on opposite sides of a roadway at any intersection, even if not painted or signed. It 

should be recognized that removing the pilot extensions and crosswalk paint and 

signs does not change a driver’s legal obligation to yield to pedestrians that are 

within the crosswalk. 
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Rawlins Cross – Unsignalized Traffic Circulation 

Background 

Historically, the area of Rawlins Cross has been a collision hot spot. 

The project aimed to: 

• Improve safety in the area through shorter pedestrian crossings, better 

visibility, and reducing the possibility of severe right-angle vehicle collisions; 

• Reduce delay and time spent waiting at traffic lights for all modes of 

transportation; and, 

• Simplify circulation and possible conflicts with consistent rules for all vehicles 

entering the area. 

Figure 5 shows an aerial photo of the Rawlins Cross area in 2015 before any 

changes were made and Figure 6 shows a plan of the reconfiguration.  

Figure 5: Rawlins Cross Before Pilot Project Changes 
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Figure 6: Rawlins Cross Pilot ‘Traffic Circle’ Installation 

 

In addition to changing traffic control to yield on all intersection approaches for 

vehicles, some changes were made to pedestrian crossings. Before the pilot project 

configuration was implemented there were a total of 11 marked crosswalks at the 

intersections in the Rawlins Cross area. Implementation of the pilot project made the 

following crosswalk changes:  

• six crosswalks were changed from traffic signal control to yield control at the 

Military Road intersections with Monkstown Road and King’s Road 

• one crosswalk on Military Road at Monkstown Road/Prescott Street was 

closed to vehicle traffic within the centre segment of Military Road 

• two crosswalks on Queen’s Road and on Flavin Street were reconfigured and 

shortened using temporary curb extensions 

• two marked crosswalks were added (one two-stage crossing on the 

Monkstown Road approach and one on the Prescott Street exit at Queen’s 

Road) 
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• two crosswalks remained unchanged (on the Rennie’s Mill Road approach 

and on the Queen’s Road approach) 

Before the pilot project was installed, the changes were advertised to the public 

through a media release, YouTube video, multiple PSAs, and a public open house 

was hosted on July 25, 2018 at the Bannerman Park Pool House to provide more 

information and an opportunity for folks to ask questions and discuss the project with 

City staff. The pilot reconfiguration was activated on August 29, 2018. 

General public feedback received by the City following the pilot project installation 

identified concern for pedestrian safety in the area, particularly at the crosswalks on 

Monkstown Road and King’s Road that cross into the centre of the area (along 

Military Road). A permanent design, if approved, would include Rapid Rectangular 

Flashing Beacons (RRFB) enhancements at these crosswalks in addition to other 

geometric and landscape improvements. This information which shared with 

participants who took the online public feedback survey was conducted in April/May 

of 2019 after the pilot projects had been in place for about eight months. The 

majority of survey participants supported the installation of the RRFB equipment as 

soon as possible.  

In the fall of 2019, Council was presented with an opportunity to make an early 

purchase of beacon equipment that would be used at future warranted crosswalk 

locations. Council voted to purchase the equipment and install it at the Rawlins 

Cross crosswalks in the interim with the understanding that it could be reused 

elsewhere depending on the outcome of the pilot project. The equipment was 

purchased, and installation of the beacons at Rawlins Cross was completed on 

December 23, 2019.  

Before and After Data Evaluation 

While public opinion is an important consideration in this pilot project, there are 

several objective measures that were used to evaluate the project from a technical 

perspective. Key indicators for this pilot project were the impact of the 

reconfiguration on the number of collisions in the area as well as the measured 

traffic speeds in the area post-conversion. These metrics provide insight into the 

potential overall impact of the reconfiguration on road safety in the area. Other 

important data included traffic and pedestrian volumes as well as Metrobus travel 

time data as a surrogate for traffic delays. 

Traffic and Pedestrian Volumes 

Vehicle traffic and pedestrian volumes were counted at the intersections of Rawlins 

Cross before the reconfiguration was implemented on March 21, 2018 and after 

implementation on September 20, 2018 and again on May 14, 2019. Morning and 
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evening peak hour volumes of vehicles entering and exiting the area from the 

primary streets and pedestrian crossing volumes were compared.   

It is noted that during the September 2018 count, construction to replace water 

transmission mains along Portugal Cove Road was being completed. This work 

created traffic disruptions in the area and interrupted typical travel patterns.  

Figure 7 and Table 2 summarize the morning and evening peak hour two-way 

entry/exit traffic volumes while Figure 8 and Table 3 provide circulating traffic 

volumes observed in the Rawlins Cross area. 

The traffic data collected shows that total traffic volumes entering/exiting the area 

decreased after the implementation of the pilot project by a bit less than 10%. This 

magnitude of variation can be typical of daily traffic fluctuations. Some of this 

decrease, particularly during September of 2018, could be related to construction 

interruptions in the area while some drivers may have changed their travel patterns 

to avoid the pilot project area.  

The observed increase in peak hour traffic on the Rennie’s Mill Road approach 

between September 2018 and May 2019 with a corresponding decrease in volume 

on Monkstown Road supports the assumption of influence by construction on 

Portugal Cove Road.  

Circulating volumes on the one-way segments of Rennie’s Mill, Monkstown, and 

Queen’s Road increased post-conversion by about 200 to 400 vehicles per hour 

during the morning peak and between 300 to 540 vehicles per hour during the 

evening peak. These increases are in line with the expected volume of traffic from 

the centre segment of Military Road reassigned around the circulating streets as a 

result of the detour. 

Overall there are no significant causes for concern based on the evaluation of traffic 

volumes. 
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Figure 7: Rawlins Cross Entry/Exit Traffic Volumes 

 

Table 2: Two-way Entry/Exit Volumes (vehicles/hour) 

AM Peak Hour 

Count 
Date 

Military 
West 

Queen's Prescott 
Military 
East 

Rennie's 
Mill 

Monkstown TOTAL 

Mar-18 1048 731 416 944 674 653 4466 

Sep-18 837 772 340 910 348 771 3978 

May-19 879 851 312 853 615 580 4090 

PM Peak Hour 

Count 
Date 

Military 
West 

Queen's Prescott 
Military 
East 

Rennie's 
Mill 

Monkstown TOTAL 

Mar-18 1090 753 435 1043 682 492 4495 

Sep-18 826 811 389 988 386 675 4075 

May-19 799 878 355 998 638 460 4128 
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Figure 8: Rawlins Cross Circulating Traffic Volumes 

 

Table 3: Circulating Volumes (vehicles/hour) 

AM Peak Hour 

Count 
Date 

Rennie's 
Mill 

Monkstown Prescott Queen's 
Military 
Westbound 

Military 
Eastbound 

Mar-18 559 747 630 736 474 305 

Sep-18 905 1044 893 937 n/a n/a 

May-19 948 1155 904 935 n/a n/a 

PM Peak Hour 

Count 
Date 

Rennie's 
Mill 

Monkstown Prescott Queens 
Military 
Westbound 

Military 
Eastbound 

Mar-18 568 654 626 771 512 370 

Sep-18 1034 1051 951 1013 n/a n/a 

May-19 1106 1015 934 1109 n/a n/a 
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Figure 9 summarizes the 7-hour pedestrian volumes counted at area crosswalks 

before and after the pilot project was implemented.  

The total number of pedestrian crossings in the area remained relatively consistent 

between the March 2018 count and the count completed after the project installation 

in September 2018 while crossing volumes in the area increased in May 2019 by 

about 14%. The weather during the counts was generally mild for those dates with 

some light rain showers observed during the September count. One of the primary 

causes of variations in pedestrian activity is seasonality. It is not uncommon to see 

large fluctuations in pedestrian volumes depending on the weather and 

environmental conditions. The increase in pedestrian activity between September 

2018 and May 2019 could be typical and due to better weather.  

Pedestrian volumes crossing Military Road (crosswalks D and J) decreased after the 

pilot project installation. There is a somewhat corresponding change in crossing 

pattens for Monkstown and King’s along Military (crosswalks I&K and C&E). This 

indicates support for the observation that some pedestrians who need to cross 

Military Road are choosing to do so in the area of Military Road that was closed to 

vehicle traffic. However, the drop in volume on Military East (crosswalk D) in 

particular, suggests that this location has experienced a change that can’t be so 

easily explained. Some feedback also indicated that this crossing is felt to be less 

safe than previously. Special attention to the design of this crosswalk would be 

required to address these concerns if the pilot configuration were to be made 

permanent. 

It should be noted that the post-conversion pedestrian counts were completed 

before the installation of the RRFB equipment on the Monkstown at Military West 

and the Kings at Military East crosswalks. 
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Figure 9: Rawlins Cross 7-Hour Pedestrian Crossing Volumes 

 

Table 4: 7-Hour Pedestrian Crossing Volume 

Counted 8:00 - 9:00 AM, 11:00 
AM - 1:00 PM, and 2:00 - 6:00 PM 

Before After 

March 
2018 

September 
2018 

May 
2019 

A - Monkstown 23 99 134 

B - Rennie's Mill 126 144 182 

C - Rennie's Mill at Military East 151 137 156 

D - Military East 125 54 84 

E - Kings at Military East 147 161 167 

F - Queen's at Prescott 79 58 66 

G - Prescott at Queen's 44 41 79 

H - Queen's 143 139 155 

I - Prescott at Military West 140 132 133 

J - Military West 169 151 154 

K - Monkstown at Military West 198 210 236 

Area Total 1345 1326 1546 
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Metrobus GPS Data 

In order to measure the change in delay for vehicles travelling through Rawlins 

Cross, GPS data from Metrobus was used as a surrogate. Time stamps from buses 

that stopped on either side of Rawlings Cross were paired and compared for before 

and after periods. The difference in travel time before and after was then adjusted to 

account for the slightly longer travel path that is taken going around the traffic circle 

as opposed to through. The final result was an increase (or decrease) in the time 

taken to travel through the Rawlins Cross area that can be attributed to the change 

from traffic signals to the yield on entry traffic circle. 

Figure 10 shows the additional delay experienced on average at different key times 

of day. Westbound generally experienced less delay during the pilot than before the 

change. Eastbound experienced a small reduction in travel time during the less busy 

times of day but saw an increase during the busiest times of day. This supports the 

observation of longer queues eastbound on Military Road during the evening 

commute, and to a lesser extent other times of day. 

 

Figure 10: Vehicle Delay 
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While this data only covers the two Military Road approaches, observations and 

feedback point to: 

• delays continuing (or increasing) at peak times on the Queen’s Road 

approach 

• fewer delays on Prescot, Rennie’s Mill, and Monkstown approaches 

• fewer delays in general outside the busy commuter periods. 

 

Traffic Speeds 

Speed data was collected on Wednesday, May 1, 2019 after pilot project 

implementation to determine the operating speeds of vehicles travelling within the 

traffic circle. Locations on Monkstown Road and Rennie’s Mill Road, as shown in 

Figure 11, were selected as the road alignment is relatively straight and vehicles can 

accelerate to near their maximum speed while in Rawlins Cross at these points. 

The speed data collected, Table 5, indicates that typical operating speeds in these 

areas where vehicles are approaching the crosswalks along Military Road are in the 

low 30 km/hr range.  

Vehicle speeds play a critical role in the safety of our streets. Reduced vehicle 

speed increases safety for all road users: drivers, pedestrians and cyclists alike. 

When drivers are moving more slowly there are several benefits: 

• objects at 40m distant appear to be four times larger within the visual field 

than objects at 80m 

• breaking distances are shorter giving driver more time to see and react to 

their surroundings and avoid potential collisions, see Table 6 

• drivers are perceptive to a larger visual field, see Figure 12 

• in the event of a collision, the slower the vehicle is travelling the greater the 

chance of survival and reduced injury severity for those involved, particularly 

for cyclists and pedestrians who are vulnerable road users, see Figure 13 

 

Table 5: Typical vehicle speeds in Rawlins Cross 

Count Location 

Operating speed 

(85th Percentile Speed) 

Average Speed 

(Mean) 

Vehicles 

>50km/hr 

Monkstown Road 33 km/hr 28 km/hr less than 1% 

Rennie’s Mill Road 31 km/hr 24 km/hr less than 1% 
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Figure 11: Speed survey locations 

 

 

Table 6: Stopping Sight Distance 

Design speed Stopping distance used in design Comparison to object size 

20 km/hr 20m  

30 km/hr 35m size at 40m is four times  

40 km/hr 50m  

50 km/hr 65m  

60 km/hr 85m larger than size at 80m 

 

262



2018 Traffic Pilot Projects Page 17 
Final Report 

 

Figure 12: Driver visual field and attention1 

16-24 
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32-40 
km/hr 

 

48-56 
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>64 
km/hr 

 
 

 
1 Adapted from NACTO Urban Streets Design Guide 
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Figure 13: Survival Rates of Exposed Persons Struck by Motor Vehicle 

 

Prior to the pilot reconfiguration, vehicles travelling through the area along Military 

Road with a green light had opportunity to reach speeds above the posted 50 km/hr 

limit. The change in traffic control to yield on approach and the geometry of the 

Rawlins Cross reconfiguration requires vehicles to reduce speed in order to navigate 

through the intersections.  

Collision Data 

Collision data was assessed over an 8-year period from January 2012 to December 

2019. Data from January 2012 to August 2018 falls into the before category (a total 

of 80 months). Data from September 2018 to December 2019 falls into the after 

category (a total of 16 months). Ideally, 3 to 5 years worth of “after” data would be 

assessed in order to provide as robust an evaluation as possible. The nature of a 

short term pilot project precludes such a long data collection period. 

Figure 14 shows the number of collisions that occurred in each month for the 8 years 

assessed. In all there were a total of 148 collisions before (1.850 per month) and 14 

after (0.875 per month). This total includes four pedestrian collisions before, and one 

pedestrian collision after the pilot configuration was implemented. 

Weather often plays a roll in the number of collisions experienced. Figure 15 shows 

the average number of collisions that occurred at Rawlins Cross during each month 

over the entire 8 year period assessed. It also shows the general pattern of fewer 

collisions in the summer. 

The severity of collisions is recorded in one of three ways “Property Damage Only” 

(PDO), “Non-fatal Injury” (INJ), and “Fatal”. Thankfully there were no fatalities at 

Rawlins Cross in this data set. The proportion of INJ collisions to PDO collisions, as 

shown in Figure 16, is an indicator of collision severity overall at a given location. 

With the traffic circle configuration, we see the injury rate fall by 25%. Put another 

way, 7% of all collisions no longer involve an injury. 

 

264



2018 Traffic Pilot Projects Page 19 
Final Report 

 

Figure 14: Number of collisions in each month 

 

Figure 15: Average number of collisions in each month of the year 

 

Figure 16: Proportion of injury collisions 
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It is important to recognize that minor incidents do happen that are not reported to 

the police or do not warrant a police file. These incidents are considered “not 

reportable” and are absent from both the before and after data. Unfortunately, many 

anecdotes about safety rely on these unreported incidents. Because nothing is 

reported there can be no objective conclusions drawn from anecdotes such as this. 

While not part of the data analysis, the experience of individuals involved in 

unreported incidents is valid and should not be dismissed. 

The information presented above supports the conclusion that there are fewer 

collisions at Rawlins Cross and that the collisions that do happen are less severe. 

This is quantified with the collision rates presented in Table 7. 

Table 7: Collision rates 

Intersection Estimated 
annual traffic 

Average collisions 
per year#  

Collisions per million 
entering vehicles (MEV) 

Rawlings Cross 
(Before) 

8,560,000 22.2 2.59 

Rawlings Cross 
(After) 

7,520,000 10.5 1.40 

 

When assessing the value of collision mitigation measures a value is assigned to 

different collision types. These values vary and can include “direct costs”, “human 

capital costs”, and “willingness to pay” values. A robust study from Alberta published 

in 20182 determines the average values indicated in Table 8 in 2017 dollars. 

Table 8: Collision values from research 

Type Direct Costs Human Capital  Willingness to Pay 

Fatal $225,558 $2,224,580 $6,707,228 

Injury $48,341 $89,408 $158,654 

Property Damage Only $14,065 $0 $0 

 

Fatal collision rates have not been developed for Rawlins Cross but the value of INJ 

and PDO collisions can be used to estimate the costs that would be justified to 

realize the collision reduction observed. Adjusting for inflation Table 9 gives a range 

of values that are appropriate for this type of analysis with a base year of 2020. 

 

 
2 P de Leur, Collision Cost Study Update FINAL Report, Capital Region Intersection Safety Partnership, 2018 
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Table 9: Collision values used for analysis 

Type Direct Direct + Human Capital Direct + Willingness to Pay 

INJ $51,000 $146,000 $219,000 

PDO $15,000 $15,000 $15,000 

 

Finally, Table 10 assesses the improvement in safety at Rawlins Cross based on the 

change in INJ and PDO collisions experienced as part of this pilot project. This 

shows that, depending on how you value collisions, between $300,000 and $1M is 

saved each year  

Table 10: Value of collisions mitigated annually 

Type Before After Change Value D Value D+HC Value D+WtP 

INJ 6.3 2.3 -4.0 $204,000 $585,000 $878,000 

PDO 15.9 8.3 -7.7 $115,000 $115,000 $115,000 

Total 22.2 10.5 -11.7 $319,000 $700,000 $993,000 

 

The present value of these savings over a 20-year project lifetime at 2% assumed 

inflation is between $5M and $16M. 

Public and Stakeholder Feedback 

Public Opinion Survey 

The online pilot project feedback survey included questions for folks who have 

experienced the Rawlins Cross pilot project as pedestrians, as cyclists, and as 

drivers. The survey asked up to a total of 67 questions to participants regarding 

Rawlins Cross, depending on how they said they had experienced the project. Of 

these questions, 20 were specific to cyclist experience, 26 were specific to 

pedestrian experience, and 16 were specific to driver experience. The survey was 

structured so that people would see questions relevant to the different travel modes 

they had experienced. All respondents were given an open-ended opportunity to 

provide more information in their own words on their experience. 

Approximately 2,150 survey participants indicated they wished to provide feedback 

on the Rawlins Cross pilot project through the online survey. Of these participants, 

95% had travelled through the project area as a driver, 44% as a pedestrian, and 5% 

riding a bike. Participants were asked questions about their travel patterns, when 

they typically make trips through the area, and if their feeling of safety and travel 

time has changed. Figure 17 provides the number of responses in each group of 

travel mode. Table 1Table 11 gives the overall response for each of these groups 

totalling a 63.7% preference for permanent installation. 

267



2018 Traffic Pilot Projects Page 22 
Final Report 

 

Figure 17: Number of respondents by travel mode 

 

 

Table 11: Overall response to pilot by travel mode 

Travel mode Number of 
responses 

Yes, a permanent 
design should be 
implemented. 

No, we should return 
to the old design (with 
traffic signals). 

Did not travel through 11 36.4% 63.6% 

Drive only 1,020 62.4% 37.6% 

Drive and Bike 11 81.8% 18.2% 

Drive and Pedestrian 688 65.3% 34.7% 

Pedestrian only 30 40.0% 60.0% 

Drive, Pedestrian, and Bike 74 78.4% 21.6% 

Pedestrian and Bike 4 50.0% 50.0% 

Grand Total 1,838 63.7% 36.3% 
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Cyclist Feedback 

Of the participants who identified as having ridden a bike through the area, 66% said 

they do so on the road while 23% said their route includes a combination of 

crosswalks and on-road riding and 12% said they used crosswalks to travel through 

the area. 

When making trips through the area on their bike, respondents said their feeling of 

safety stayed the same or improved for 49% of trips and that 51% of trips felt less 

safe. Overall, respondents said the time it takes to travel through the area has 

decreased for about 57% of trips.  

When asked what features could be added to the design of the area to improve how 

they travel through on their bike some respondents mentioned the addition of a bike 

lane, increasing the awareness of drivers to share the road, and improving the road 

surface. 

Overall, cyclists were 78% in favour of the pilot configuration becoming permanent. 

Pedestrian Feedback 

Survey respondent who identified as travelling through the area as a pedestrian 

were asked about their experience in terms of both safety and travel time at each of 

13 different crossing locations. 

Overall 54% of responses indicated a feeling of being less safe. This was strongly 

correlated with overall opinion on the project with only 34% of responses indicating 

feeling less safe among those who ultimately were in favour of the project and 87% 

of responses indicating feeling less safe among those who ultimately were opposed 

to the project. 

The crosswalks along Military Road at Monkstown and at Kings were consistently 

reported as feeling the least safe among all crosswalks. These two locations were 

provided with rapid flashing beacons in December 2019. 

As expected, reports on travel time were more positive with 69% of responses 

indicating that travel time about the same or faster. Again, this was skewed with 85% 

of responses reporting about the same or faster among those who ultimately were in 

favour of the project and only 42% of responses being about the same or faster 

among those who ultimately were opposed to the project. 

The crosswalks along Military Road at Monkstown and at Kings were consistently 

reported as taking longer to cross as well. The feeling of less safety likely 

contributed to people waiting longer for an acceptable opportunity to cross.  
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At various times throughout the pilot project period there has been significant 

concerns raised by residents about pedestrian safety in particular at Rawlins Cross. 

Specific concerns raised often include: 

• Failure of drivers to yield (note that under the HTA drivers are not required to 

yield to a pedestrian until they are within the crosswalk). 

• Failure of drivers in the second lane to yield when a driver has already 

stopped to allow a pedestrian to cross. This occurs most commonly at Military 

crossing Monkstown. In this case the driver not yielding is committing an 

offense under the HTA. 

• Poor visibility of pedestrians, particularly at the southwest corner of King’s 

and Military. 

Of the 311 calls that were received pertaining to the Rawlins Cross pilot project, the 

majority expressed concern for safety in the area with particular concern for 

pedestrians.  

It is important to recognize that the feeling of safety and the experience of being safe 

are not the same thing. In fact, people often behave more carefully in situations that 

feel less safe resulting in a paradoxical increase in real safety. That said, it can not 

be overstated how strongly some people feel pedestrian safety has diminished with 

the traffic circle in place. These are valid feelings and should not be dismissed out of 

hand. Rather, these feelings should be weighed against the data collected in 

context. 

Driver Feedback 

Survey respondents who identified as travelling through the area as a driver were 

asked about their experience in terms of both safety and travel time for up to three 

typical trips entering Rawlins Cross at one of 7 locations.  

Overall most people (54%) indicated that they felt as safe or safer travelling through 

the area. This varied based on location. Those locations where drivers would be 

expected to yield more often (Military Road or northbound on Prescott) generally 

indicated feeling less safe while those with less yielding expected (Rennie’s Mill or 

Queen’s) indicated feeling safer. 

As expected drivers felt that overall, they were able to navigate through the area with 

less delay than with the traffic signals in place. Drivers reported about the same or 

less delay for 73% of their trips through Rawlins Cross. This also varied as low as 

65% at Military Road eastbound which matches the results of the Metrobus GPS 

data analysis. 

Specific concerns raised by drivers include: 
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• Signage remains unclear 

• Some residential driveways are more difficult to enter/exit 

• Attention to the driving task is insufficient among many 

• The concept of making Rennie’s Mill and Monkstown a one-way pair. This 

was considered but is not feasible given the importance of the Rennie’s Mill 

Road / Portugal Cove Road connection in the city street network. 

Metrobus 

Metrobus was asked to provide feedback on the Rawlins Cross pilot project 

reconfiguration. Metrobus staff did not have any issues with the new configuration or 

the further addition of the flashing crosswalk beacons. Bus operators said that they 

felt the new configuration is working better than the previous signalized 

intersections. They expressed that in off-peak times the flow of traffic through the 

area is much smoother and takes less time to get through. They observed that 

initially after the reconfiguration there was some confusion for other vehicles 

entering/exiting the area but over time this has been resolved as people have gotten 

used to the reconfiguration. 

Emergency Services 

While feedback from emergency services has been positive, no official statement 

has been provided. 

RNC  

The RNC has indicated that they are not in a position to provide an official statement 

at this time. They have however, cooperated greatly with City staff to provide the 

details and commentary necessary to ensure our evaluation of safety is as accurate 

as can be. 

Bishop Feild Elementary 

Bishop Feild Elementary is located nearby Rawlins Cross on Bond Street. The 

school has been closed and under repair since October 2017, before the pilot project 

began. School operation have been temporarily moved to the former School for the 

Deaf on Topsail Road. As of writing, the school is expected to reopen for September 

2020. The catchment area of Bishop Feild is such that only students who opt in (for 

French Immersion or other reasons) may need to pass through Rawlins Cross. 

The City met with concerned parents of students who attend the school as well as 

representatives of the School Council to discuss the project. Concerns regarding 

pedestrian safety, particularly once school is back in session on Bond Street, were 

raised by some of the parents.  
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An information note3 was presented to Committee of the Whole on December 11 to 

discuss the concerns and demands raised. As part of this note a commitment was 

made to meet with the school council in the new year. 

Although school has not been in session at the Bond Street location during the pilot 

project, families that live in the area of Rawlins Cross that attend Bishop Feild 

elementary have likely had some experience of the reconfiguration while travelling 

through their neighbourhood. The students that are currently bussed from the Bond 

Street school to the Topsail Road location may have also had experience with the 

reconfiguration during their trips to/from school. While the re-opening of the Bond 

Street school will have some influence on travel patterns in the Rawlins Cross area, 

the majority of the additional trips to/from the school will fall primarily outside of the 

typical daily peak traffic hours. 

On February 18, 2020 City staff and Councillors met with the school council to 

answer questions and listen to feedback. The primary concerns remain the safety of 

school children as they travel between home and school. Discussion of next steps, 

the types of improvements that would be made if the traffic circle became 

permanent, and preliminary findings of the before and after evaluation were well 

received and satisfied many present. There is however a continued desire for further 

changes to be made such as additional beacons and a crossing guard. The crossing 

of Military at King’s and Rennie’s Mill was noted as being of particular concern. (This 

intersection ranked 9th out of 13 as being a safety concern in the public opinion 

survey.) 

Inclusion Advisory Committee 

On August 29, 2018 a media briefing was held to provide an opportunity for local 

media to experience and understand the pilot configuration of Rawlings Cross. 

Following this, concerns were raised that the temporary configuration of the pilot 

project did not include a new curb ramp to accompany the crosswalk that was added 

on Monkstown Road. The City responded quickly and on September 4, 2018 

construction work was undertaken to add a curb ramp to the new crosswalk on 

Monkstown Road. 

On September 10, 2018 Transportation Engineering and Community Services staff 

met with representatives from City Council and CNIB. This meeting reviewed 

concerns about the overall accessibility of the reconfiguration. 

One of the lessons learned through this pilot installation was that earlier consultation 

with the inclusion community would have benefited the project. The City has since 

 
3 https://pub-stjohns.escribemeetings.com/filestream.ashx?DocumentId=4150 

272

https://pub-stjohns.escribemeetings.com/filestream.ashx?DocumentId=4150


2018 Traffic Pilot Projects Page 27 
Final Report 

 

adopted a policy to ensure that the Inclusion Advisory Committee is informed of and 

consulted on relevant major projects before any physical work is undertaken. 

Transportation Engineering staff have also provided updates to the Inclusion 

Advisory Committee over the course of the pilot period. As part of this, staff have 

been able to share information on the ongoing operations and to discuss how best to 

improve accessibility in the area depending on the outcome of the project.  

On November 21, 2019 Transportation Engineering and Community Services staff 

again met with representatives from City Council and CNIB to discuss the status of 

Rawlins Cross and the steps that were planned to improve accessibility, particularly 

for those with vision loss. 

Key 2 Access technology is currently being piloted at enhanced crosswalks in the 

City. The opportunity to expand this pilot to the crosswalks in Rawlins Cross where 

flashing beacons were installed in December of 2019 has been explored. If the 

reconfiguration is approved for permanent installation, Key 2 Access could be added 

at these two crosswalks at a cost of approximately $2,700 plus installation costs. 

This improvement could be made in the short term in advance of the detailed design 

for a permanent reconfiguration.  

If the pilot reconfiguration is approved for permanent installation, the City will engage 

with the Inclusion Advisory Committee as part of the detailed design process. The 

City will continue to look for opportunities to improve accessibility in the Rawlins 

Cross area regardless of the outcome of the pilot project. 

On March 5, 2020 City staff presented the results of this report to the Inclusion 

Advisory Committee. The committee passed a resolution endorsing the 

recommendation to pursue a permanent installation of the traffic circle with two 

caveats related to continued consultation and winter maintenance. 

Considerations for a permanent installation 

In the public opinion survey, respondents were asked if they would like to see two 

short term changes if the pilot configuration were approved for permanent 

installation. These were an improved entry angle on Monkstown Road and flashing 

crosswalk beacons along Military Road (both shown in Figure 18) as well as a 

redesigned centre plaza area. Overall 73% of responses were in favour of making 

these improvements as soon as possible. Both those in favour of a permanent 

installation (79%) and those opposed to permanent installation (61%) preferred to 

see these changes made early if the project proceeds. As mentioned above the 

flashing beacons were installed in December 2020.  
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Figure 18: Key improvements for implementation as soon as possible 

 

Other considerations include: 

• Coordinating needed civil upgrades and street rehabilitation in the area. 

• Considering the bicycle route on Military Road identified as part of the Bike 

Master Plan network. 

• Including public engagement/consultation as part of the design process, 

particularly for the public space.  

• Adding the existing green space and parking lot in the center of Rawlins 

Cross to the subject area for the public space. 

• Making changes where possible at crosswalks such as: 

o Reducing exposure (shorten crossings) 

o Improving visibility of pedestrians by drivers 

o Providing crossing enhancements (such as flashing beacons) 

Conclusion 

This pilot demonstrated that significant safety benefits are possible with a traffic 

circle configuration. By working to further improve the design, especially with respect 

to accessibility and pedestrian accommodation, a traffic circle would be a sound 

transportation safety investment and is recommended for permanent installation. 
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Lessons Learned 

The 2018 projects were the second round of traffic pilot installations attempted in the City of 

St. John’s. Lessons learned from the first round of pilot installations in 2017 were 

considered to improve on the delivery of these new projects. Changes made included: 

• More public information in advance of the pilot implementation 

• More pre-work to make the changeover happen faster with less interruption of 

normal traffic flow. 

A new challenge posed for the 2018 projects was Council’s decision to keep the trial 

reconfigurations in place until their evaluation was completed and a final decision was 

made regarding their permanent installation. The pilot projects had to be completed with 

semi-permanent materials that would stand up to winter conditions and maintenance but 

would not carry a big capital cost for installation and could still be removed at the end of the 

trial period. This meant that temporary mobile signage, cones, barrels, and delineators 

were no longer appropriate materials for the project designs and needed to be replaced 

with measures that were more permanent and durable. This decision also required 

communication with the public that, unlike the past year’s projects, the 2018 pilot projects 

would remain in place longer term. 

Over the course of the pilot period more lessons were learned in addition to those 

experienced in 2017 that will contribute to more successful pilot projects in the future 

including:  

• Maintenance needs of the semi-permeant materials and configurations   

• Implementation timelines and resources required for longer-term installations 

• Communication regarding changes to the project timelines and cancellation of 

planned projects 

• Accessibility considerations and engagement for longer-term installations 

• Determining ideal locations for pre and post installation data collection 

To further elaborate this last point, a comparison of the speed data on Ladysmith indicated 

that the installation of the pilot project has had little influence on speeds at the location 

where the data was collected. There was a small reduction in the measured speeds of 

vehicles travelling away from the pilot intersection. It is noted that the chosen point of data 

collection was approximately 100m away from the crosswalk. If vehicles are slowing at the 

intersection closer to the point of the crosswalk as a result of the pilot curb extensions this 

would not be reflected in this data. Traffic calming measures such as the curb extensions 

used often lose their effectiveness within 100m to 200m. 
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Report of Audit and Accountability Standing Committee 

 
March 4, 2020 
12:00 p.m. 
Conference Room A, 4th Floor City Hall 
 
Present: Boyd Chislett, Citizen Representative - Chair 

Mayor Danny Breen 
Councillor Deanne Stapleton 

  
Staff: Kevin Breen, City Manager 

Derek Coffey, Deputy City Manager of Finance and 
Administration 
Sean Janes, City Internal Auditor 
Tanya Haywood, Deputy City Manager Community Services 
Sean McGrath, Senior Internal Auditor 
Shanna Fitzgerald, Legislative Assistant 
Shelley Traverse, Manager of Financial Services 

  
Others: Adam Fitzpatrick and Kelsie Montgomery of BDO Canada 
 
 
 

Three-year Audit Plan (2020 – 2022) 

The City Internal Auditor outlined the three-year audit plan. It was noted that Continuous 
Improvement are reviewing permitting processes. 

Moved By Deanne Stapleton 
Seconded By Danny Breen 

That the three-year audit plan be approved. 

MOTION CARRIED 
 

 

 

276



2020-03-04 

 Page 2 

Travel Authorization – IIA Canada National Conference 

Moved By Deanne Stapleton 
Seconded By Danny Breen 

That the travel request for the City Internal Auditor to attend the IIA 
Canada National Conference in Calgary, Alberta from September 13-16, 
2020 be approved. 

MOTION CARRIED 
 

 
_________________________ 

CHAIR, BOYD CHISLETT 
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City of St. John’s  PO Box 908  St. John’s, NL  Canada  A1C 5M2  www.stjohns.ca 

 

Title:    Three-year Audit Plan (2020 – 2022) 

Date Prepared:   February 4, 2020 

Report To:   Audit Committee 

Councillor and Role: N/A 

Ward:    N/A 
______________________________________________________________________ 

Decision/Direction Required: To approve the three-year audit plan  

Discussion – Background and Current Status: 

Audit Objectives 

In accordance with audit standards prescribed by the Institute of Internal Auditors, each 

full program review conducted by the Office of the City Internal Auditor will have three 

main objectives: 

1. To ensure services are managed with due regard to significant risks that could 

possibly have a negative impact on the ability of the division or department to 

meet its objectives. 

2. To ensure services are delivered in accordance with prescribed policies, 

procedures and Council or Board directives. 

3. To ensure that processes are implemented to inform, direct, manage and monitor 

activities that are intended to facilitate the achievement of the City’s strategic 

goals. 

 

In addition to program reviews, follow-up reviews and reporting will be conducted in 

accordance with generally accepted internal auditing standards on areas that were the 

subject of a prior program review to evaluate the effectiveness of changes made in 

response to the recommendations of the initial report. 

 

Selection of Areas for Review 

The three-year audit plan has been developed using a combination of the previous, 

council approved, three-year audit plan, discussions with Senior Management, 

observation and professional judgement.  As the plan includes a comprehensive update 

to the audit risk assessment for this year no audits have been identified for 2022.  In 

DECISION/DIRECTION NOTE 

278



 

 

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

addition, audits listed for 2021 may change depending on the results of the audit risk 

assessment.   The audit plan is attached for your review. 

 

 

Key Considerations/Implications: 

1. Budget/Financial Implications – N/A 

 

2. Partners or Other Stakeholders – N/A 

 

3. Alignment with Strategic Directions/Adopted Plans – N/A 

 

4. Legal or Policy Implications – N/A 

 

5. Privacy Implications – N/A 

 

6. Engagement and Communications Considerations – N/A 

 

7. Human Resource Implications – N/A 

 

8. Procurement Implications – N/A 

 

9. Information Technology Implications – N/A 

 

10. Other Implications – N/A 

 
Recommendation: 

To approve the three-year audit plan. 

Prepared and Approved by/Signature:  Sean Janes, City Internal Auditor 

Reviewed by: Sean McGrath, Senior Internal Auditor 

Attachments:  Three-year Audit Plan 
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Year 1 (2020) Year 2 (2021) Year 3 (2022)

Program Reviews: Program Reviews: Program Reviews:

- Maintenance of  Water Distribution (Public 

Works) (Started in 2019)
- Permitting Process (PE&RS)

- To be determined based on outcome of 

updated Risk Assessment and Fraud 

Assessment Workshop(s)

- Vendor Masterfile and Electronic Funds 

Transfer Review (Finance & Admin.) (Started in 

2019)

- Assessments (Finance & Admin.)

- Equipment Fuel Process (Finance & Admin.)
- Purchasing - Competitive Procurement 

Process (Finance & Admin.)

- Fleet Services - Maintenance (Public Works)

- LVPO Review - (Finance & Admin.)

Consultations/Investigations: Consultations/Investigations: Consultations/Investigations:
Management/Committee Requests Management/Committee Requests Management/Committee Requests

- Upon Request - Upon Request - Upon Request

- Update Internal Audit Risk Assessment - Depot Fraud Assessment Workshop(s)

Administration: Administration: Administration:

- Implement and Maintain Whistleblower Hotline - Maintain Whistleblower Hotline

- Update Internal Audit Procedures Manual 

(time permitting)

Follow-up Reviews: Follow-up Reviews: Follow-up Reviews:
- All Recommendations due from previous 

Program Reviews

- All Recommendations due from previous 

Program Reviews

- All Recommendations due from previous 

Program Reviews

Note 1:  Beginning in 2020 investigations into complaints made through the whistleblower hotline will require an unknown amount of Internal  

            Audit resources.  This could potentially impact the audit plan.

Note 2:  It is likely that at least one of the planned 2020 reviews will continue into 2021.

Note 3:  This plan does not leave time for management or council requests.  Any request should be evaluated by the committee to determine if it should

The City of St. John's
Office of the City Internal Auditor

Update to Three Year Audit Plan

            replace a scheduled program review.
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City of St. John’s  PO Box 908  St. John’s, NL  Canada  A1C 5M2  www.stjohns.ca 

 

Title:    Travel Authorization – IIA Canada National Conference 

Date Prepared:   February 14, 2020 

Report To:   Audit Committee 

Councillor and Role: N/A 

Ward:    N/A 
______________________________________________________________________ 

Decision/Direction Required: Seeking approval for the City Internal Auditor to 

attend the Institute of Internal Auditors of Canada National Conference in Calgary, 

Alberta on September 13-16, 2020.  The cost of attendance is estimated at $3,500.  

Discussion – Background and Current Status: 

The City Internal Auditor is a member of the Institute of Internal Auditors and as a 

Certified Internal Auditor (CIA), Certified Fraud Examiner (CFE), and Chartered Public 

Accountant (CPA) requires 40 hours of verifiable professional development each year.  

The IIA Canada National Conference provides auditors an opportunity to develop and 

further their skillset, keep up to date with best practices and network with other internal 

auditors across North America. 

 

Key Considerations/Implications: 

1. Budget/Financial Implications: 

• The cost to attend this conference has been budgeted for. 

 

2. Partners or Other Stakeholders: 

• N/A 

 

3. Alignment with Strategic Directions/Adopted Plans:  

• N/A 

 

4. Legal or Policy Implications: 

• N/A 
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5. Privacy Implications: 

• N/A 

 

6. Engagement and Communications Considerations: 

• N/A 

 

7. Human Resource Implications: 

• N/A 

 

8. Procurement Implications: 

• N/A 

 

9. Information Technology Implications: 

• N/A 

 

10. Other Implications: 

• N/A 

 
Recommendation: 

That the committee approve the travel request for the City Internal Auditor to attend the 

IIA Canada National Conference in Calgary, Alberta from September 13-16, 2020. 

 

Prepared and Approved by/Signature:  Sean Janes, City Internal Auditor 
 
Reviewed by:  Sean McGrath, Senior Internal Auditor 
 
Attachments:  None 
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Title:       Request for Parking Relief                                                                        

147-149 Thorburn Road                                                                                              
DEV2000031  

 
Date Prepared:  March 24, 2020   
 
Report To:    His Worship the Mayor and Members of Council   
    
Councillor and Role: Councillor Maggie Burton, Planning & Development 
` 
Ward:    Ward 4    
  

Decision/Direction Required: 
To request parking relief for the construction of a new 17 unit apartment building.  
 
Discussion – Background and Current Status: An application has been submitted to 
construct a 17 unit apartment building in the Apartment Medium-Density (A2) Zone.  
 
The proposed development will require 22 parking spaces based on the requirements of 
Section 9 of the Development Regulations. The proposed site will provide 20 parking spaces 
and therefore will require relief for 2 parking spaces.  
 
The applicant has advised that they anticipate that 4 - 6 of the potential occupants will not 
operate a vehicle and will not require a designated parking space.  This property is also 
situated within walking distance of the Kenmount Road / O’Leary Park business and industrial 
area.  Potential tenants will be drawn from people employed nearby.  The Memorial Universiy 
is also within a few kilometers and the public transit system has stops nearby on Goldstone 
Street.   
 
Council may relieve an applicant of all or part of the parking required under Section 9.1.1, 
provided that the applicant is able to show that because of the characteristics of the development 
that the actual parking requirements within the foreseeable future are expected to be lower than 
those required by the City standard. 
 
 
Key Considerations/Implications: 
 

1. Budget/Financial Implications: Not Applicable 
 

2. Partners or Other Stakeholders: Not Applicable 
 

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

DECISION/DIRECTION NOTE 
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147-149 Thorburn Road  Page 2 
 

 

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

5. Privacy Implications: Not Applicable 
 

6. Engagement and Communications Considerations: Not Applicable 
 

7. Human Resource Implications:  Not Applicable 
 

8. Procurement Implications: Not Applicable 
 

9. Information Technology Implications: Not Applicable 
 

10. Other Implications: Not Applicable 
 
Recommendation: 
That Council  approve the parking relief for the 2 required spaces to allow the development of 
the 17 unit apartment building at 147-149 Thorburn Road.  
 
 
Prepared by:  

Ashley Murray, Assistant Development Officer 

Approved by:  

Jason Sinyard, P.Eng., MBA – Deputy City Manager, Planning, Engineering and Regulatory Services  
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Report Approval Details 

Document Title: Parking Relief Request for 147-149 Thorburn Road.docx 

Attachments: - 147-149 THORBURN ROAD.pdf 

Final Approval Date: Mar 26, 2020 

 

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

Gerard Doran - Mar 24, 2020 - 4:06 PM 

Dave Wadden - Mar 24, 2020 - 4:07 PM 

Jason Sinyard - Mar 26, 2020 - 9:26 AM 
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Title:       Crown land Grant for Residenital Dwelling                                 

CRW2000007                                                                               
Hipditch Hill  

 
Date Prepared:  March 24, 2020   
 
Report To:    His Worship the Mayor and Members of Council   
    
Councillor and Role: Councillor Maggie Burton, Planning & Development 
 
Ward:    Ward 2    
  

Decision/Direction Required: 
Consideration for a Crown Land Grant comprising of 0.0435 hectares of land for a Residetial 
Building Lot.  
 
Discussion – Background and Current Status:  
The Provincial Department of Fisheries and Land Resources has referred an application 
requesting a grant for a parcel of land comprising of an area of 0.0435 hectares which is 
located in the Residential Battery (RB) Zone. The proposed use of land is for Residential Use. 
 
Key Considerations/Implications: 
 

1. Budget/Financial Implications: Not Applicable. 
 

2. Partners or Other Stakeholders: Not Applicable. 
 

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

4. Legal or Policy Implications: Not Applicable. 
 

5. Privacy Implications: Not Applicable. 
 

6. Engagement and Communications Considerations: Not Applicable. 
 

7. Human Resource Implications:  Not Applicable. 
 

8. Procurement Implications: Not Applicable. 
 

9. Information Technology Implications: Not Applicable. 
 

10. Other Implications: Not Applicable. 
 

DECISION/DIRECTION NOTE 
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Recommendation: 
That Council  approved the Crown land Grant on Hipditch Hill, the purpose of which is a 
Residential Building Lot.  
 
Prepared by:  

Ashley Murray, Assistant Development Officer 

Approved by:  

Jason Sinyard, P.Eng., MBA – Deputy City Manager, Planning, Engineering and Regulatory Services  
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Report Approval Details 

Document Title: Crown Land Grant for Hipditch Hill -CRW2000007.docx 

Attachments: - 156586 - 1500 Map.pdf 

Final Approval Date: Mar 26, 2020 

 

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

Dave Wadden - Mar 25, 2020 - 4:28 PM 

Jason Sinyard - Mar 26, 2020 - 9:24 AM 
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Keith Doran
Application #: 156586
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DEVELOPMENT PERMITS LIST 
DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING, ENGINEERING AND REGULATORY SERVICES 

       FOR THE PERIOD OF March 12, 2020 TO March 18, 2020 
           

       

 
Code  

 
Applicant 

 
Application 

 
Location 

 
Ward 

 
Development 

Officer’s 
Decision 

 
Date 

COM Karwood 
Contracting 
Ltd 

Laboratory 
Building 

5 Sea Rose 
Avenue 

1 Approved 20-03-12 

RES  Home Office for 
Online Sales 

12A Mountainview 
Drive 

5 Approved 20-03-13 

       

       

       

       

       

       

 
 
 
* Code Classification: 

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

 
 

 

Gerard Doran 
Development 
Supervisor 
Planning, Engineering 
and Regulatory 
Services 
 
 
 
 
 

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

     

Council's March 30, 2020 Regular Meeting   
 

       Permits Issued: 2020/03/19 to 2020/03/25 
 

     

 

BUILDING PERMITS ISSUED 

Residential 

 Location Permit Type Structure Type  

 25 Earhart St Renovations Single Detached Dwelling  

 5 Campbell Ave Renovations Single Detached Dwelling  

 9 Kerry St Renovations Single Detached Dwelling  

   This Week: $200,000.00 

Commercial 

 Location Permit Type Structure Type  

 
134 Airport Heights Dr 

Change of 

Occupancy/Renovations 
Eating Establishment 

 

 
140 Water St 

Change of 

Occupancy/Renovations 
Office 

 

 
145 Aberdeen Ave 

Change of 

Occupancy/Renovations 
Office 

 

 160 Southlands Blvd New Construction Home For The Aged  

 18 International Pl Change of Occupancy Transportation Depot  

 48 Kenmount Rd Sign Retail Store  

 58 Kenmount Rd Renovations Retail Store  

   This Week: $17,802,749.00 

Government/Institutional 

 Location Permit Type Structure Type  

 
10 Barter's Hill 

Change of 

Occupancy/Renovations 
Office 

 

 18 Springdale St Sign Lodging House  

 35 Barnes Rd Deck Patio Deck  

   This Week: $113,000.00 

Industrial 

 Location Permit Type Structure Type  

     

   This Week: $0.00 

Demolition 

 Location Permit Type Structure Type  
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   This Week: $0.00 

   This Week's Total: $18,115,749.00 
 

    

REPAIR PERMITS ISSUED:  
 

 

$0.00 
  

     

   

NO REJECTIONS 

 

 

  
 

 

     

    

YEAR TO DATE COMPARISONS 

March 30, 2020 

 

TYPE 2019 2020 
% Variance  

(+/-) 

Residential $5,626,736.00 $3,946,316.94 -30 

Commercial $38,948,949.00 $30,779,088.22 -21 

Government/Institutional $0.00 $131,000.00 na 

Industrial $0.00 $0.00 0 

Repairs $171,750.00 $75,000.00 -56 

TOTAL $44,747,435.00 $34,931,405.16 -22 
 

  

Housing Units (1 & 2 Family 

Dwelling) 
6 4  

 

  

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 March 25, 2020  
 

 
 
 

Payroll 
 
 
Public Works $     549,350.15 
 
Bi-Weekly Casual $       39,848.60 
 
 
Accounts Payable $  3,692,212.17 
 

 
 
 

                                              Total:               $   4,281,410.92 
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NAME DESCRIPTION AMOUNT
INTERNATIONAL MUNICIPAL SIGNAL ASSOCIATION (IMSA) MEMBERSHIP RENEWAL 556.28
JORDAN BANNISTER LEGAL CLAIM 5,000.00
ST. JOHN'S FARMERS MARKET COOPERATIVE LTD. 2020 COMMUNITY MARKET GRANT 50,000.00
KELLOWAY CONSTRUCTION LIMITED CLEANING SERVICES 11,544.65
NOVELTY ENGRAVERS PLUS INC. NAME PLATES 86.25
NEWFOUNDLAND EXCHEQUER ACCOUNT DRIVERS ABSTRACT FEES 495.00
CHARLES R. BELL LTD. APPLIANCES 1,705.45
LEXISNEXIS CANADA INC. PUBLICATION 604.28
CLEAN ST. JOHN'S NLHC FOR CLEAN ST. JOHN'S 10,000.00
CANAVAN'S AUTO APPRAISERS LTD. PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 278.72
DRIVE PRODUCTS INC. REPAIR PARTS 247.25
NEWLAB OXYGEN LIMITED REPAIR PARTS 77.63
EMM HARDCHROME & HYDRAULIC LTD REPAIR PARTS 2,702.73
BUTTON SHOP PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 128.80
NL ASSOCIATION OF FIRE SERVICE SEMINAR FEES 100.00
CANADIAN EVALUATION SOCIETY, SEMINAR FEES 65.00
IDEXX LABORATORIES VETERINARY SUPPLIES 1,127.18
HICKEY'S TIMBER MART BUILDING SUPPLIES 45.06
STAPLES ADVANTAGE OFFICE SUPPLIES 427.70
ROCK SAFETY INDUSTRIAL LTD. CHEMICALS 8,982.42
WHOLESALE CLUB SUPPLIES FOR RECREATION PROGRAM 384.26
CANADIAN ASSOCIATION OF MUNICIPAL FLEET MANAGERS MEMBERSHIP RENEWAL 500.00
VELMA GREEN RECREATION PROGRAM CANCELLED 30.00
RONALD CARROLL RECREATION PROGRAM CANCELLED 150.00
COMPASS SENIORS SERVICES SUPPORTIVE REFERRAL CLAIM 358.19
IFLY AERIAL ARTS YOUTH NON-SPORT TRAVEL GRANT 500.00
MEGAN COOMBS GARBAGE BIN 90.00
MORGAN JANES RECREATION PROGRAM CANCELLED 170.00
MARK FRADSHAM RECREATION PROGRAM CANCELLED 170.00
STEPHANIE KEEZER RECREATION PROGRAM CANCELLED 200.00
KAREN BURTON RECREATION PROGRAM CANCELLED 150.00
NATASHA WELLON RECREATION PROGRAM CANCELLED 90.00
MARGARET EVANS RECREATION PROGRAM CANCELLED 22.00
GERTRUDE RENDELL RECREATION PROGRAM CANCELLED 44.00
JASON FRENCH RECREATION PROGRAM CANCELLED 90.00
BIANCA GOSSE RECREATION PROGRAM CANCELLED 60.00
MELISSA WALL RECREATION PROGRAM CANCELLED 90.00
KIM OSMOND RECREATION PROGRAM CANCELLED 151.00
IRIS GENT RECREATION PROGRAM CANCELLED 22.00
JOAN ANGEL RECREATION PROGRAM CANCELLED 44.00
FLORENCE ROGERS RECREATION PROGRAM CANCELLED 22.00
BRENDA MORRIS RECREATION PROGRAM CANCELLED 44.00
SHAWN MILLER RECREATION PROGRAM CANCELLED 200.00
ABIGAIL MATCHIM RECREATION PROGRAM CANCELLED 140.00
SHEENA CHAFE RECREATION PROGRAM CANCELLED 151.00
TIFFANY HODDER RECREATION PROGRAM CANCELLED 140.00
DAVID WRIGHT REFUND SECURITY DEPOSIT 100.00
SHANE KAVANAGH REFUND SECURITY DEPOSIT 100.00
JUMPING BEAN COFFEE INC. REFRESHMENTS 67.28
LEWIS ELECTRICAL LIMITED REFUND SECURITY DEPOSIT 181.50
ECONOMIC DEVELOPERS ASSOCIATION OF NEWFOUNDLAND & LAMEMBERSHIP RENEWAL 250.00
MARSH, DAWN RECREATION PROGRAM CANCELLED 170.00
MCCARTHY'S PARTY TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 1,296.05
THE ROTARY CLUB OF ST. J0HN'S LUNCHEON 168.00
PROVINCIAL INVESTMENTS INC. COURIER SERVICES 461.50
MOUNT PEARL SCHOOL OF MARTIAL ARTS REAL PROGRAM 125.00
CYNTHIA SNOOK RECREATION PROGRAM CANCELLED 170.00
CANADA DAMAGE RECOVERY LEGAL CLAIM 1,107.15
JOAN PATEY RECREATION PROGRAM CANCELLED 22.00
ELSIE AYLWARD RECREATION PROGRAM CANCELLED 30.00
LYNDSAY TAYLOR RECREATION PROGRAM CANCELLED 140.00
DMG CONSULTING PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 11,866.56
THE HONEST COBBLER PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 1,150.00
PUBLIC SERVICE CREDIT UNION PAYROLL DEDUCTIONS 3,996.41
NEWFOUNDLAND POWER ELECTRICAL SERVICES 52,000.44
SSQ INSURANCE COMPANY INC. PAYROLL DEDUCTIONS 5,358.53
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NAME DESCRIPTION AMOUNT
DESJARDINS FINANCIAL SECURITY PAYROLL DEDUCTIONS 734,608.70
TELUS MOBILE SERVICES 13,222.61
ACKLANDS-GRAINGER INDUSTRIAL SUPPLIES 1,389.73
ACTION CAR AND TRUCK ACCESSORIES AUTO PARTS 3,309.88
ALTERNATOR EXCHANGE LTD. ALTERNATOR REPAIRS 969.45
ATLANTIC OFFSHORE MEDICAL SERV MEDICAL SERVICES 2,599.77
ATLANTIC PURIFICATION SYSTEM LTD WATER PURIFICATION SUPPLIES 418.15
BABB SECURITY SYSTEMS SECURITY SERVICES 113.85
RDM INDUSTRIAL LTD. INDUSTRIAL SUPPLIES 166.06
NEWFOUNDLAND EXCHEQUER ACCOUNT ANNUAL OPERATING EXPENSES 759.00
HERCULES SLR INC. REPAIR PARTS 1,014.80
DONALD C PECKHAM COMMISSIONER - ASSESSMENT REVIEW COURT 100.00
TOWN OF CONCEPTION BAY SOUTH GARBAGE COLLECTION 500.00
BELBIN'S GROCERY CATERING SERVICES 453.65
SMS EQUIPMENT REPAIR PARTS 132.76
JENKINS POWER SHEET METALS INC PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 4,715.00
CABOT PEST CONTROL PEST CONTROL 394.45
DULUX PAINTS PAINT SUPPLIES 162.29
ROCKWATER PROFESSIONAL PRODUCT CHEMICALS   7,121.95
PROTEK INDUSTRIES LTD PROTEK COLD PATCH BULK 18,247.05
MSC INDUSTRIAL SUPPLY ULC REPAIR PARTS 900.49
BROWNE'S AUTO SUPPLIES LTD. AUTOMOTIVE REPAIR PARTS 802.39
WESTERN HYDRAULIC 2000 LTD REPAIR PARTS 2,961.25
BDI CANADA INC CHEMICALS 80.80
ATLANTIC TRAILER & EQUIPMENT REPAIR PARTS 6,410.97
LEVITT SAFETY SAFETY SUPPLIES 1,228.00
LIFE SAFETY SYSTEMS SPRINKLER SYSTEM MODIFICATIONS 202.40
PRECISION EXCAVATION LTD. PROGRESS PAYMENT 117,075.28
CANADA POST CORPORATION POSTAGE SERVICES 962.08
AIR LIQUIDE CANADA INC. CHEMICALS AND WELDING PRODUCTS 2,957.68
HISCOCK'S SPRING SERVICE HARDWARE SUPPLIES 3,210.03
COASTAL ENTRANCE SOLUTIONS REPAIR PARTS 134.55
SOBEY'S INC PET SUPPLIES 26.15
NORTH ATLANTIC SYSTEMS REPAIR PARTS 1,061.45
LAT49 ARCHITECTURE INC. PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 8,961.81
MAC TOOLS TOOLS 2,007.84
NORTH ATLANTIC SUPPLIES INC. REPAIR PARTS 1,489.36
KENT BUILDING SUPPLIES 1,124.14
CBCL LIMITED PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 14,103.31
CANADIAN RED CROSS CPR RECERTIFICATION 30.00
COLONIAL GARAGE & DIST. LTD. AUTO PARTS 1,891.46
CONSTRUCTION SIGNS LTD. SIGNAGE 4,146.90
CRANE SUPPLY LTD. PLUMBING SUPPLIES 166.25
JAMES G CRAWFORD LTD. PLUMBING SUPPLIES 2,421.38
ENVIROSYSTEMS INC. PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 4,860.25
FASTENAL CANADA REPAIR PARTS 251.96
ATLANTIC RECREATION AUTO PARTS 6,800.00
AUTO TRIM DESIGN DECALS 115.00
CRAWFORD & COMPANY CANADA INC ADJUSTING FEES 1,804.00
DICKS & COMPANY LIMITED OFFICE SUPPLIES 3,326.98
WAJAX POWER SYSTEMS REPAIR PARTS 187.92
EAST COAST HYDRAULICS REPAIR PARTS 389.16
CAHILL TECHNICAL SERVICES PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 6,518.43
RUSSEL METALS INC. METALS 885.50
CANADIAN TIRE CORP.-HEBRON WAY MISCELLANEOUS SUPPLIES 1,689.04
CANADIAN TIRE CORP.-KELSEY DR. MISCELLANEOUS SUPPLIES 264.47
EASTERN MEDICAL SUPPLIES MEDICAL SUPPLIES 181.13
ELECTRIC MOTOR & PUMP DIV. REPAIR PARTS 4,072.96
ENVIROMED ANALYTICAL INC. REPAIR PARTS AND LABOUR 342.70
HOME DEPOT OF CANADA INC. BUILDING SUPPLIES 131.99
EMERGENCY REPAIR LIMITED AUTO PARTS AND LABOUR 11,559.87
IMPACT SIGNS AND GRAPHICS SIGNAGE 28.75
LSW WEAR PARTS LIMITED REPAIR PARTS 9,625.50
HARRIS & ROOME SUPPLY LIMITED ELECTRICAL SUPPLIES 3,410.44
A HARVEY & CO. LTD. ROAD SALT 118,280.20
HARVEY'S OIL LTD. PETROLEUM PRODUCTS 4,068.79
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NAME DESCRIPTION AMOUNT
GUILLEVIN INTERNATIONAL CO. ELECTRICAL SUPPLIES 1,846.19
BRENNTAG CANADA INC CHLORINE 59,299.44
HOLDEN'S TRANSPORT LTD. RENTAL OF EQUIPMENT 3,323.50
FLEET READY LTD. REPAIR PARTS 4,566.81
SOURCE ATLANTIC INDUSTRIAL DISTRIBUTION REPAIR PARTS 436.08
CH2M HILL PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 15,561.60
HICKMAN DODGE JEEP CHRYSLER AUTO PARTS 2,935.83
CHRIS SQUIRES ENTERPRISES INC., RENTAL OF EQUIPMENT 7,743.08
BOSCH REXROTH CANADA CORP. REPAIR PARTS 1,424.85
KAVANAGH &  ASSOCIATES PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 19,664.08
KEAN'S PUMP SHOP LTD. REPAIR PARTS 172.50
WORK AUTHORITY CLOTHING ALLOWANCE 34.50
KENT BUILDING SUPPLIES-STAVANGER DR BUILDING MATERIALS 100.47
VOHL INC., REPAIR PARTS 211.42
WATER & ICE NORTH AMERICA REPAIR PARTS 300.77
CARMICHAEL ENGINEERING LTD. PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 4,826.55
J.A. LARUE REPAIR PARTS 5,598.88
ALYSSA'S PROPERTY SERVICES PRO INC. PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 5,060.00
REXEL CANADA ELECTRICAL INC., REPAIR PARTS 72.30
JJ MACKAY CANADA LTD. PARKING METER KEYS 10,082.63
MCLOUGHLAN SUPPLIES LTD. ELECTRICAL SUPPLIES 3,517.54
MIKAN SCIENTIFIC INC. REPAIR PARTS 2,567.45
CUTTING EDGE EXCAVATION INC., SNOW CLEARING SERVICES 4,761.00
TOROMONT CAT AUTO PARTS 2,090.28
NORTH ATLANTIC PETROLEUM PETROLEUM PRODUCTS 293,172.23
PENNECON HYDRAULIC SYSTEMS LTD PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 5,666.66
ARIVA PAPER PRODUCTS 979.80
GCR TIRE CENTRE TIRES 6,462.70
K & D PRATT LTD. REPAIR PARTS AND CHEMICALS 562.66
NAPA ST. JOHN'S 371 AUTO PARTS 469.06
ST. JOHN'S PORT AUTHORITY SECURITY CLEARANCE 120.75
SAUNDERS EQUIPMENT LIMITED REPAIR PARTS 154.74
CHANDLER PROTECTIVE CLOTHING 1,115.50
TRACTION DIV OF UAP REPAIR PARTS 6,490.18
CANADIAN HOME BUILDERS' ASSOCIATION HOME SHOW 2020 BOOTH RENTAL 118.00
EASTERN WASTE MANAGEMENT Q2 2020 PAYMENT 825,000.00
GFL ENVIRONMENTAL INC. PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 15,675.04
HAYWARD, ELIZABETH MILEAGE 33.67
MACKENZIE, NEIL MILEAGE 24.20
WINSOR, LYNNANN MILEAGE 171.62
LAMBERT, DAVID EMPLOYMENT RELATED EXPENSES 1,500.00
WILLIAMSON, HELEN EMPLOYMENT RELATED EXPENSES 540.86
BENNETT, RICK EMPLOYMENT RELATED EXPENSES 65.73
WELLS, SHERRY EMPLOYMENT RELATED EXPENSES 70.73
ROSE, JENNIFER VEHICLE BUSINESS INSURANCE 37.27
KATIE CROMWELL MILEAGE 47.60
HAYE, SHAWN MILEAGE 247.21
HILLIER, HEATHER EMPLOYMENT RELATED EXPENSES 378.89
LAWRENCE, SUSAN EMPLOYMENT RELATED EXPENSES 11.50
KRISTA GLADNEY EMPLOYMENT RELATED EXPENSES 134.45
LEON ORGAN VEHICLE BUSINESS INSURANCE 190.00
RENEE DEVEREAUX MILEAGE 102.30
SARAH NICHOLS MILEAGE 123.32
CISCO SYSTEMS CAPITAL CANADA CO. SOFTWARE MAINTENANCE 9,004.05
CWB NATIONAL LEASING PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 1,100.71
VALLEN REPAIR PARTS 168.20
FLEETMIND SOLUTIONS LTD. PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 10,691.55
PARSONS PAVING LTD. SNOW CLEARING SERVICES 567,134.00
IGGY'S CLEANING SERVICES LTD. CLEANING SERVICES 10,902.00
PAYBYPHONE TECHNOLOGIES INC. PARKING METERS 1,661.34
HARBOURSIDE ENGINEERING CONSULTANTS PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 30,072.50
KENMOUNT ROAD ANIMAL HOSPITAL PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 405.00
C&E GROUP PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 15,324.33
GOWLING WLG (CANADA) LLP PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 258.75
D'COSTA MARKETING LIMITED PROTECTIVE CLOTHING 207.00
BRANDT TRACTOR LTD PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 3,186.50
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NAME DESCRIPTION AMOUNT
FATHOM STUDIO INC. PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 18,041.61
SMITH STOCKLEY LTD. PLUMBING SUPPLIES 220.78
WATERWORKS SUPPLIES DIV OF EMCO LTD REPAIR PARTS 1,322.99
KELLOWAY CONSTRUCTION LIMITED CLEANING SERVICES 7,696.43
REDWOOD CONSTRUCTION LIMITED PROGRESS PAYMENT 20,554.36
JMJ HOLDINGS LTD PROGRESS PAYMENT 182,294.42
HARVEY & COMPANY LIMITED REPAIR PARTS 5,649.81
CIBC MELLON GLOBAL SECURITIES EMPLOYEE DEDUCTIONS 4,061.94
METALFAB LTD. REPAIR PARTS 162,644.50
NEWFOUNDLAND POWER ELECTRICAL SERVICES 3,247.55

TOTAL: 3,692,212.17$    
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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: 2020020 - Paper Supply - Standing Offer Agreement 

Date Prepared:   Thursday, March 26, 2020 

Report To:   Regular Meeting 

Councillor and Role: Councillor Dave Lane, Finance & Administration 

Ward:    N/A  

 
Department:   Office of the City Manager  

Division:   Marketing & Communications  

Quotes Obtained By: Sherry Kieley    

Budget Code:  Various – Used by multiple end user departments   

Source of Funding: Operating 

Purpose:    
This open call was issued to establish a standing offer agreement for the supply of paper. 
 

Results: ☐ As attached ☒ As noted below  

 

Vendor Name Bid Amount 

Ariva - Division of Domtar Inc. $73,319.69 

Dicks and Company Basics $76,588.68 

Grand & Toy Ltd. $83,333.26 

 

Expected Value: ☐ As above 

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

    not guarantee to buy specific quantities or dollar value. 
 
Contract Duration:  2 years, with option to renew for 1 additional 1-year period 
 

Bid Exception:  None 

 
Recommendation:  
THAT Council award this open call 202020 – Paper Supply to the lowest bidder meeting 
specification, Ariva - Division of Domtar Inc., as per the Public Procurement Act, for 
$73,319.69, including HST. 
 
Attachments: 
  

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

 

Report Approval Details 

Document Title: 2020020 - Paper Supply - Standing Offer Agreement .docx 

Attachments:  

Final Approval Date: Mar 26, 2020 

 

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

Rick Squires - Mar 26, 2020 - 10:33 AM 

Derek Coffey - Mar 26, 2020 - 10:39 AM 
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City of St. John’s  PO Box 908  St. John’s, NL  Canada  A1C 5M2  www.stjohns.ca 

 
 
Title:       St. John’s Sports & Entertainment / Board of Directors (New 

Member)  
 
Date Prepared:  March 25, 2020   
 
Report To:    Regular Meeting of Council       
 
Councillor and Role: Mayor Danny Breen, Governance & Strategic Priorities 
 
Ward:    N/A    
  

Decision/Direction Required: 
Seeking Council’s approval to appoint Christian Somerton to the Board of Directors of St. 
John’s Sports and Entertainment. 
 
Discussion – Background and Current Status:  
 
Due to the recent resignation of one member from the Board of Directors of St. John’s Sports 
& Entertainment, the City advertised for a new member and received 16 applications. 
 
Based on the current needs of the Board, the City is recommending the appointment of 
Christian Somerton. 
 
Key Considerations/Implications: 
 

1. Budget/Financial Implications: N/A 
 

2. Partners or Other Stakeholders:  

 St. John’s Sports & Entertainment 
 

3. Alignment with Strategic Directions/Adopted Plans: N/A 
 

4. Legal or Policy Implications:  

 St. John’s Sports & Entertainment Ltd. General Operating By-Law 
 

5. Privacy Implications: N/A 
 

6. Engagement and Communications Considerations: N/A 
 

7. Human Resource Implications:  N/A 
 
 

 

DECISION/DIRECTION NOTE 
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Decision/Direction Note  Page 2 
St. John’s Sports & Entertainment Board of Directors 

 

8. Procurement Implications: N/A 
 

9. Information Technology Implications: N/A 
 

10. Other Implications: N/A 
 
Recommendation: 
That Council appoint Christian Somerton to the Board of Directors of St. John’s Sports & 
Entertainment.   
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Decision/Direction Note  Page 3 
St. John’s Sports & Entertainment Board of Directors 

 

Report Approval Details 

Document Title: St. John's Sports and Entertainment Board of Directors (New 

Member).docx 

Attachments:  

Final Approval Date: Mar 26, 2020 

 

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

Kevin Breen - Mar 26, 2020 - 12:16 PM 
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City of St. John’s  PO Box 908  St. John’s, NL  Canada  A1C 5M2  www.stjohns.ca 

 
 
Title:       11 Ropewalk Lane -Temporary Bell Mobility Cell Tower 

Installation INT20000022  
 
Date Prepared:  March 18, 2020   
 
Report To:    Councillor Maggie Burton       
 
Councillor and Role: Development Committee Lead 
 
Ward:    Ward 3    
  

Decision/Direction Required: Seek approval of temporary cell tower installation. 
 
Discussion – Background and Current Status: Bell Mobility has made application to erect 

and install a cell tower at 11 Ropewalk Place. Wireless installation is subject to the City’s 

Sitting Protocol for Wireless Facilities. The tower is necessary as the result of the collapse of a 

wireless installation at 49 Blackmarsh Road. It’s anticipated that this temporary installation will 

be for approximalely three months. Where the proposed temporary tower is exempt from Land 

use Authority and Public Consulation, as regulated by Innovation, Science, Economic 

Development Canada CPC-2-0-03, the application would also be exempt from the Sitting 

Protocol for Wireless Facilities.    

Key Considerations/Implications: 
 

1. Budget/Financial Implications: Not applicable. 
 

2. Partners or Other Stakeholders: No applicable. 
 

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

4. Legal or Policy Implications: Protocol for Wireles Facilities 
 

5. Privacy Implications: Not applicable.  
 

6. Engagement and Communications Considerations:Not applicable.   
 

7. Human Resource Implications:  Not applicable 
 

8. Procurement Implications: Not applicable.  
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Decision/Direction Note 
11 Ropewalk Lane  Page 2 
 

 

 

9. Information Technology Implications:Not applicable. 
 

10. Other Implications: Not applicable. 
 
Recommendation: 
That Council approve the temporary installation of cell tower at 11 Ropewalk Place, the 
purpose of which is to alleviate the loss of the collapsed tower at Blackmarch Road.   
 
Prepared by – Gerard Doran-Development Supervisor 
 
Approved by – Jason Sinyard-Deputy City Manager, Planning, Engineering and Regulatory 
Services.  
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Decision/Direction Note 
11 Ropewalk Lane  Page 3 
 

 

 

Report Approval Details 

Document Title: Bell Mobility Tempoary Wireless Communication Tower.docx 

Attachments: - Ropewalk Tower.jpg 

Final Approval Date: Mar 18, 2020 

 

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

Dave Wadden - Mar 18, 2020 - 2:18 PM 

Jason Sinyard - Mar 18, 2020 - 2:22 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 for Parking Relief for Additional Occupancy                                      

17 Elizabeth Avenue                                                                                   
INT2000014  

  
Date Prepared:   March 18, 2020   
  
Report To:     His Worship the Mayor and Members of Council   
    
 
Councillor and Role:  Councillor Maggie Burton, Planning and Development Lead 
 
Ward:     4    
  

Decision/Direction Required: To request parking relief for a new occupancy in an 
existing building located at 17 Elizabeth Avenue. 
 
Discussion – Background and Current Status: An application was submitted to add a 
massage therapy clinic to the existing building on this commercial property. There are currently 
2 other occupancies in this building. 
 
There are 45 parking spaces provided on site for the building, however there is an existing 
informal agreement for shared parking in this area. There are 2 other occupancies in this 
building, a hair salon and an Eating Establishment. The total parking required for this building 
is 82 spaces, based on the requirements of Section 9 of the Development Regulations. The 
applicant has indicated that this requirement is excessive, based on the following justification: 
 
Wedgewood Café: Based on the seating area of the Eating Establishment, 22 spaces would 
be required. However, it has been advised that based on actual usage, there are an average of 
only 11 people per hour in the restaurant between the hours of 11am-3pm. Many of these 
people arrive together, so a maximum of 11 parking spaces would be required for this 
occupancy. 
 
Urban Salon: Based on 12 chairs in the salon, the business would require 36 parking spaces. 
Based on actual usage, there are only 9 chairs typically in use at any time, with 1 person 
waiting. As the maximum number of clients can be 12, with 1 person waiting, a maximum of 24 
spaces would be required for this business. 
 
Massage Therapy: Based on 8 treatment rooms, this business would require 24 parking 
spaces. Based on actual usage, there are typically a maximum of 5 rooms being used at one 
time, the other used for turnover for the next client. Based on business patterns of this 
franchise, they typically treat 3 clients per hour, 5 during peak times, a maximum of 5 spaces 
would be required for this business. 
 

DECISION/DIRECTION NOTE 
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Decision/Direction Note  Page 2 
17 Elizabeth Avenue 
 

 

 
While the maximum required parking for this business is 82 spaces, given the justification 
above for the 40 space requirement, 45 spaces is adequate for this site at this time.  
 
Please note that future change of occupancies for the lot may have to be submitted for review 
for parking relief. 
 
Council may relieve an applicant of all or part of the parking required under Section 9.1.1, 
provided that the applicant is able to show that because of the particular characteristics of the 
development, that the actual parking requirements within the foreseeable future are expected to 
be lower than those required by the City standard. 
 
Key Considerations/Implications: 
 

1. Budget/Financial Implications: Not applicable. 
 

2. Partners or Other Stakeholders: Not applicable. 
 

3. Alignment with Strategic Directions/Adopted Plans:  
Legal or Policy Implications: Section 9 of the St. John’s Development Regulations. 
 

4. Privacy Implications: Not applicable. 
 

5. Engagement and Communications Considerations: Not applicable. 
 

6. Human Resource Implications: Not applicable. 
 

7. Procurement Implications: Not applicable. 
 

8. Information Technology Implications: Not applicable. 
 

9. Other Implications: Not applicable. 
 
Recommendation: 
That Council approve the request for parking relief at 17 Elizabeth Avenue for the 37 
required spaces, as the existing 45 spaces are adequate for this site as opposed to the 
82 required by the regulations. 
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17 Elizabeth Avenue 
 

 

Report Approval Details 

Document Title: Request for Parking Relief for 17 Elizabeth Avenue.docx 

Attachments: - ElizabethAve17.pdf 

Final Approval Date: Mar 19, 2020 

 

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

Gerard Doran - Mar 18, 2020 - 2:39 PM 

Dave Wadden - Mar 18, 2020 - 2:41 PM 

Jason Sinyard - Mar 19, 2020 - 3:06 PM 

310



9

7

8

6

4

11

27

12

10

11

14

13

22

18

20

16

15

"h

"h

18166.176858

6305.7652546305.765254

2914.360759

2188.3441062188.344106

7999.91728

631.514184

816.532898

607.946123

633.383008

502.079155

486.457474

467.748112

465.821344

458.087388

439.411234

471.314165

435.130213

475.532379

7557.368243

438.917295

833.989991

564.059976

562.218899

648.610255

423.991375

445.993149 839.562683

620.82932

EL
IZA

BE
TH

 AV
E

DU
NF

IEL
D S

T

CG

RLD

CN

CN

R1

R1

17 Elizabeth Avenue

311



 

 

 

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

 
 
Title:       55 Duffett’s Road -Crown Land Grant application for extension 

to private property-CRW1900010  
 
Date Prepared:   March 18, 2020   
 
Report To:    His Worship the Mayor and Members of Council    
    
 
Councillor and Role: Councillor Maggie Burton, Planning & Development 
 
Ward:    Ward 5    
  

Decision/Direction Required: Seek approval for a Crown Land Grant for 0.73 hectares of 
land.  
 
Discussion – Background and Current Status: An application has been referred by the 
Department of Fisheries and Land Resources for a parcel of Crown Land at 55 Duffett’s Road 
which is located in the Rural (R) Zone. The former use of this part of subject property was a 
trail. This trail is not longer used and it’s original purpose is redundant.The intended use of the 
property is an extension to private land.  
 
Key Considerations/Implications: 
 

1. Budget/Financial Implications: Not applicable. 
 

2. Partners or Other Stakeholders: Not applicable. 
 

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

4. Legal or Policy Implications: Not applicable. 
 

5. Privacy Implications:Not applicable.  
 

6. Engagement and Communications Considerations: Not applicable. 
 

7. Human Resource Implications:Not applicable.   
 

8. Procurement Implications:Not applicable. 
 

9. Information Technology Implications: Not applicable. 
 

10. Other Implications: Not applicable. 
 

DECISION/DIRECTION NOTE 
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Decision/Direction Note  Page 2 
 

 

Recommendation: 
That Council approve the Crown Land Grant at 55 Duffett’s Road, the purpose of which 
is for private use as an extension to private property.  
 
 
Prepared by:  Gerard Doran-Development Supervisor  
Approved by:  Jason Sinyard-Deputy City Manager, Planning,Engineering and Regulatory Services  
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Decision/Direction Note  Page 3 
 

 

Report Approval Details 

Document Title: Crown Land Grant Application .docx 

Attachments:  

Final Approval Date: Mar 19, 2020 

 

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

Dave Wadden - Mar 19, 2020 - 10:28 AM 

Jason Sinyard - Mar 19, 2020 - 3:05 PM 
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City of St. John’s  PO Box 908  St. John’s, NL  Canada  A1C 5M2  www.stjohns.ca 

 
 
Title:       55 Duffett’s Road – Crown Land Grant for extension to private 

property- CRW1900011  
 
Date Prepared:  March 18, 2020   
 
Report To:    Councillor Maggie Burton       
 
Councillor and Role: Development Committee Lead 
 
Ward:    5    
  

Decision/Direction Required: Seek rejection of request for Crown Land Grant comprises 
1.54 hectares of land.  
 
Discussion – Background and Current Status: The Provincial Department of Fisheries and 
Land Resources has referred an application requesting a grant for a parcel of Crown Land 
which is located in the Rural (R) Zone. The proposed use of the land is for extension to private 
property. A water way has been identified on the land where the application is referenced and 
located. The Water Resources Management Division of the Provincial Department of Municipal 
Affairs and Environment upon reviewing the application has stated that the body of water 
should be maintained in its natural state. Water Resources Management Division is 
recommending against the application for the Crown Land.   
 
Key Considerations/Implications: 
 

1. Budget/Financial Implications: Not applicable. 
 

2. Partners or Other Stakeholders: Provincial Department of Municipal Affairs and 
Environment and City of St.John’s. 
 

3. Alignment with Strategic Directions/Adopted Plans: City of St.John’s Wetland Study. 
 

4. Legal or Policy Implications: Not applicable. 
 

5. Privacy Implications: Not applicable. 
 

6. Engagement and Communications Considerations: Not applicable. 
 

7. Human Resource Implications: Not applicable.   
 

8. Procurement Implications:Not applicable. 
 
 

DECISION/DIRECTION NOTE 
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Decision/Direction Note 
55 Duffett’s Road  Page 2 
 

 

9. Information Technology Implications:Not applicable. 
 

10. Other Implications: Not applicable. 
 
Recommendation: 
That Council reject the Crown Land Grant application at 55 Duffett’s Road, the purpose 
of which is for private use.   
 
 
Prepared by – Gerard Doran-Development Supervisor 
 
Approved by – Jason Sinyard-Deputy City Manager, Planning, Engineering and Regulatory 
Services.  
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Decision/Direction Note 
55 Duffett’s Road  Page 3 
 

 

Report Approval Details 

Document Title: Crown Land Grant Application.docx 

Attachments:  

Final Approval Date: Mar 19, 2020 

 

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

Dave Wadden - Mar 19, 2020 - 10:29 AM 

Jason Sinyard - Mar 19, 2020 - 3:04 PM 
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Permits List  
 

     

Council's March 23, 2020 Regular Meeting   
 

       Permits Issued: 2020/03/12 to 2020/03/18 
 

     

 

BUILDING PERMITS ISSUED 

Residential 

 Location Permit Type Structure Type  

 15 First Ave Renovations Single Detached Dwelling  

 41 Oxen Pond Rd Site Work Single Detached Dwelling  

 
6 Caribou Pl 

Change of 

Occupancy/Renovations 
Subsidiary Apartment 

 

   This Week: $60,000.00 

Commercial 

 Location Permit Type Structure Type  

 103 Mount Scio Rd Renovations Other  

 315 Kenmount Rd Sign Retail Store  

 
48 Kenmount Rd 

Change of 

Occupancy/Renovations 
Retail Store 

 

 
5 Sea Rose Ave 

Change of 

Occupancy/Renovations 
Other 

 

 50 Captain Prim Dr New Construction Other  

 65a Lemarchant Rd Change of Occupancy Office  

 67 Lemarchant Rd Change of Occupancy Office  

   This Week: $482,598.79 

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  

     

   This Week: $0.00 

   This Week's Total: $542,598.79 
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REPAIR PERMITS ISSUED:  
 

 

$0.00 
  

     

   

NO REJECTIONS 

 

 

  
 

 

     

    

YEAR TO DATE COMPARISONS 

March 23, 2020 

 

TYPE 2019 2020 
% Variance  

(+/-) 

Residential $4,809,303.00 $3,746,316.94 -22 

Commercial $35,397,492.00 $12,976,339.22 -63 

Government/Institutional $0.00 $18,000.00 NA 

Industrial $0.00 $0.00 0 

Repairs $153,750.00 $75,000.00 -51 

TOTAL $40,360,545.00 $16,815,656.16 -58 
 

  

Housing Units (1 & 2 Family 

Dwelling) 
4 4  

 

  

Respectfully Submitted, 
 

 

 

_______________________________________ 

Jason Sinyard, P.Eng., MBA 

Deputy City Manager 

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

Bid #  

Bid Name  

Department  Division  

Budget Code  

Source of Funding  Operating   Capital   Multiyear Capital 

Purpose 

 

Results 

 As attached  As noted below 

Vendor Name Bid Amount 

  

  

  

  

Expected Value 
 As above  Value shown is an estimate only for a        year period. 
   The City does not guarantee to buy any specific  
   quantities or dollar value. 

Contract Duration  

Bid Exception 
             None              Contract Award Without Open Call           Professional  
        Services 

Recommendation 

 
 
 

Supply Chain Buyer  

Supply Chain Manager   Date  

Deputy City Manager*  Date  

*Only required for a bid exception (contract award without open call or professional services). 

BID APPROVAL NOTE 

N/A

Microsoft Enterprise Agreement

1272-52533

36 Months

Sherri HIggins

We currently use Microsoft Office 365 for our email and Office
productivity suite of tools.

It is recommended to extend the existing contract for Microsoft
Enterprise Agreement, under the Public Tender Act as the contract
commenced prior to the Public Procurement Act, for $884,412.72
(HST not included).

Rick Squires Digitally signed by Rick Squires 
Date: 2020.03.17 12:51:17 
-02'30'

2020/03/17

Finance & Administration Corporate Info. Services

Microsoft Canada $884,412.72
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