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Minutes of Regular Meeting - City Council 

Council Chamber, 4th Floor, City Hall 

 

June 8, 2020, 3:00 p.m. 

 

Present: Mayor Danny Breen 

Deputy Mayor Sheilagh O'Leary 

Councillor Maggie Burton 

Councillor Dave Lane 

Councillor Sandy Hickman 

Councillor Debbie Hanlon 

Councillor Deanne Stapleton 

Councillor Hope Jamieson 

Councillor Jamie Korab 

Councillor Ian Froude 

Councillor Wally Collins 

  

Staff: Kevin Breen, City Manager 

Derek Coffey, Deputy City Manager of Finance & Administration 

Tanya Haywood, Deputy City Manager of Community Services 

Jason Sinyard, Deputy City Manager of Planning, Engineering & 

Regulatory Services 

Lynnann Winsor, Deputy City Manager of Public Works 

Cheryl Mullett, City Solicitor 

Elaine Henley, City Clerk 

Ken O'Brien, Chief Municipal Planner 

Maureen Harvey, Legislative Assistant 

Susan Bonnell, Manager - Communications & Office Services 

  

 

Land Acknowledgement 

The following statement was read into the record: 

“We respectfully acknowledge the Province of Newfoundland & Labrador, of 

which the City of St. John’s is the capital City, as the ancestral homelands of the 

Beothuk. Today, these lands are home to a diverse population of indigenous and 

other peoples. We would also like to acknowledge with respect the diverse 
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Regular Meeting - June 8, 2020 2 

 

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

Province.” 

 

1. CALL TO ORDER 

2. PROCLAMATIONS/PRESENTATIONS 

2.1 Senior of the Year Award 

Mayor Breen announced the recipient of this year's Senior of the Year 

Award. This award, sponsored by Kenny's Pond Retirement Home, 

recognizes an outstanding senior who is making a difference in our 

community through leadership, volunteering, or improving the quality of life 

for our citizens through community involvement in a variety of activities 

such as music, sport, recreation, art, or community service.  

This year's award recipient is Margaret Thorne.  This inspirational lady is 

94 years young and has dedicated every week for the last 14 years to 

volunteering at Saint Luke’s Home.  She provides support to the residents 

during meal time, helping with prayer service, and to watering plants; you 

name it and she’s helped. During Christmas, Margaret and her friends will 

go above and beyond to provide the residents that don’t have much with a 

little gift bag on behalf of St. Vincent De Paul. She offers volunteer time by 

helping with Church services in her community and food banks at Corpus 

Christi Parish. And what is most amazing is that Margaret travels by foot 

everywhere she goes and keeps a smile on her face while she does it. 

Recogition was also given to other nominees for their volunteer efforts, 

namely Janice Baird and James Collins.  

3. APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA 

3.1 Adoption of Agenda 

SJMC-R-2020-06-08/260 

Moved By Councillor Hanlon 

Seconded By Deputy Mayor O'Leary 

That the agenda be adopted as presented. 

For (11): Mayor Breen, Deputy Mayor O'Leary, Councillor Burton, 

Councillor Lane, Councillor Hickman, Councillor Hanlon, Councillor 

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

Councillor Collins 
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MOTION CARRIED (11 to 0) 

 

4. ADOPTION OF THE MINUTES 

4.1 Adoption of Minutes - May 25, 2020 

SJMC-R-2020-06-08/261 

Moved By Councillor Froude 

Seconded By Councillor Lane 

That the minutes of May 25, 2020 be adopted as presented. 

For (11): Mayor Breen, Deputy Mayor O'Leary, Councillor Burton, 

Councillor Lane, Councillor Hickman, Councillor Hanlon, Councillor 

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

Councillor Collins 

MOTION CARRIED (11 to 0) 

 

5. BUSINESS ARISING FROM THE MINUTES 

5.1 Notice of Motion - 1 Clift's-Baird's Cove 

At the May 25, 2020 meeting of Council Deputy Mayor Sheilagh O'Leary 

gave notice of her intent to bring forward a motion rescinding the following 

resolution from the Regular Meeting of May 11, 2020: 

1 Clift’s-Baird’s Cove, MPA1900005 

SJMC-R-2020-05-11/236 

Moved By Councillor Burton 

Seconded By Councillor Hickman 

That Council approve the attached resolutions for St. John’s Municipal 

Plan Amendment Number 147, 2020 and St. John’s Development 

Regulations Amendment Number 680, 2020, as adopted.  

 

That Council approve the Discretionary Use of 1 Clift’s-Baird’s Cove as a 

Hotel located on the 9th and/or higher Storeys of a Building in the A.P. 

Parking Garage Zone.  

 

That Council approve the Discretionary Use of 1 Clift’s-Baird’s Cove as 

ground floor Retail Store or Office in the A.P. Parking Garage Zone, as 

proposed in the November 2019 Land Use Assessment Report for 1 
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Clift’s-Baird’s Cove.  

 

That Council approve parking relief for 21 spaces for the proposed use of 

1 Clift’s-Baird’s Cove, as per Section 9.1.2(1) of the Development 

Regulations. 

MOTION CARRIED (6 to 5) 

SJMC-R-2020-06-08/262 

Moved By Deputy Mayor O'Leary 

Seconded By Councillor Burton 

That Council rescind Resolution No. SJMC-R-2020-05-11/236 giving 

approval for the application at 1 Clift’s-Baird’s Cove, MPA1900005 for 

the following: 

Resolutions for St. John’s Municipal Plan Amendment Number 147, 2020 

and St. John’s Development Regulations Amendment Number 680, 2020, 

as adopted. 

Discretionary Use of 1 Clift’s-Baird’s Cove as a Hotel located on the 9th 

and/or higher Storeys of a Building in the A.P. Parking Garage Zone. 

Discretionary Use of 1 Clift’s-Baird’s Cove as ground floor Retail Store or 

Office in the A.P. Parking Garage Zone, as proposed in the November 

2019 Land Use Assessment Report for 1 Clift’s-Baird’s Cove. 

Parking relief for 21 spaces for the proposed use of 1 Clift’s-Baird’s Cove, 

as per Section 9.1.2(1) of the Development Regulations. 

For (1): Deputy Mayor O'Leary 

Against (10): Mayor Breen, Councillor Burton, Councillor Lane, Councillor 

Hickman, Councillor Hanlon, Councillor Stapleton, Councillor Jamieson, 

Councillor Korab, Councillor Froude, and Councillor Collins 

MOTION LOST (1 to 10) 

 

6. NOTICES PUBLISHED 

6.1         Notices Published June 8, 2020 

1. 150 New Gower Street 

Discretionary Use Application submitted by Hilton Garden Inn for an 

Outdoor Eating and Lounge Area at 150 New Gower Street 
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Description 

The area will be approximately 75.3m2 and be located along New 

Gower Street at ground level on the exiting patio. The hours for the 

Outdoor Area will be 6 am to 11 pm daily. 

SJMC-R-2020-06-08/263 

Moved By Councillor Jamieson 

Seconded By Councillor Hanlon 

That Council approve a Discretionary Use Application submitted by 

Hilton Garden Inn for an Outdoor Eating and Lounge Area at 150 

New Gower Street subject to all applicable regulatory requirements. 

For (11): Mayor Breen, Deputy Mayor O'Leary, Councillor Burton, 

Councillor Lane, Councillor Hickman, Councillor Hanlon, Councillor 

Stapleton, Councillor Jamieson, Councillor Korab, Councillor 

Froude, and Councillor Collins 

MOTION CARRIED (11 to 0) 

 

7. COMMITTEE REPORTS 

7.1 Development Committee Report 

1. Request 10% Lot Frontage Variance                                                     

45 Ryan’s Place – Rural Residential Infill (RRI) Zone                             

DEV1800211 

SJMC-R-2020-06-08/264 

Moved By Councillor Burton 

Seconded By Councillor Collins 

That Council approve the 10% lot frontage variance for the 

proposed new building lot at 45 Ryan’s Place. 

For (11): Mayor Breen, Deputy Mayor O'Leary, Councillor Burton, 

Councillor Lane, Councillor Hickman, Councillor Hanlon, Councillor 

Stapleton, Councillor Jamieson, Councillor Korab, Councillor 

Froude, and Councillor Collins 

MOTION CARRIED (11 to 0) 

 

7.2 Committee of the Whole Report - May 27, 2020 

1. Residential and Commercial Permits Fees 
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SJMC-R-2020-06-08/265 

Moved By Councillor Lane 

Seconded By Councillor Hanlon 

That Council ratify an e-poll conducted which, effective May 27, 

2020, Council approved waiving residential and commercial permit 

fees for the following construction projects for the remainder of the 

calendar year: 

• Patios and decks 

• Fences 

• Accessory buildings (such as sheds) 

• General Repairs 

Residents will still be required to make a permit application for 

decks, fences, accessory buildings and general repairs and must 

comply with all applicable regulations and bylaws, however the 

minimum fee of $50 for these permits and the additional $9 fee per 

$1000 in construction value is waived for the 2020 construction 

season. 

In addition, the renewal of expired residential parking permits has 

been further deferred until July 1, 2020. The City will not issue 

tickets to vehicles that are displaying expired 2019 residential 

parking permits, provided permits are used in the correct area. 

As of July 1, residents will be given the opportunity to renew their 

2019 permits and a further announcement on the process will be 

made closer to that date. 

  

For (11): Mayor Breen, Deputy Mayor O'Leary, Councillor Burton, 

Councillor Lane, Councillor Hickman, Councillor Hanlon, Councillor 

Stapleton, Councillor Jamieson, Councillor Korab, Councillor 

Froude, and Councillor Collins 

MOTION CARRIED (11 to 0) 

 

2. Streets Rehabilitation Program Contract #2 

SJMC-R-2020-06-08/266 

Moved By Councillor Froude 

Seconded By Councillor Collins 
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That Council maintain the previously approved level of spending of 

$360,000 for grind & patch which lists the following streets: Bay 

Bull's Road, Brookfield Road, Columbus Drive, Cowan Avenue, 

Doyle's Road,  Main Road, Old Petty Harbour Road,  Pearltown 

Road, Petty Harbour Road, Ruby Line, Southlands Boulevard, 

Teakwood Drive, Topsail Road, Waterford Bridge Road 

For (11): Mayor Breen, Deputy Mayor O'Leary, Councillor Burton, 

Councillor Lane, Councillor Hickman, Councillor Hanlon, Councillor 

Stapleton, Councillor Jamieson, Councillor Korab, Councillor 

Froude, and Councillor Collins 

MOTION CARRIED (11 to 0) 

 

3. Regular, Special and COTW Meetings – Summer Schedule 

Council considered the following schedule of meetings for the 

summer of 2020. 

Regular/Special Meetings 

 Monday, June 8, 2020 

 Tuesday, June 23, 2020 

 Monday, July 6, 2020 

 Monday, July 20, 2020 

 Tuesday, August 4, 2020 

 Monday, August 17, 2020 

 Monday, August 31, 2020 

Committee of the Whole Meetings 

 Wednesday, June 10, 2020 

 Wednesday, June 24, 2020 

 Wednesday, July 8, 2020 

 Wednesday, July 22, 2020 

 Wednesday, August 5, 2020 

 Wednesday, August 19, 2020 
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 Wednesday, September 2, 2020 

SJMC-R-2020-06-08/267 

Moved By Deputy Mayor O'Leary 

Seconded By Councillor Jamieson 

That Council approve the proposed summer schedule for Regular, 

Special and Committee of the Whole (COTW) meetings.  

For (11): Mayor Breen, Deputy Mayor O'Leary, Councillor Burton, 

Councillor Lane, Councillor Hickman, Councillor Hanlon, Councillor 

Stapleton, Councillor Jamieson, Councillor Korab, Councillor 

Froude, and Councillor Collins 

MOTION CARRIED (11 to 0) 

 

4. 5 Church Hill – Application for a Roof Deck 

SJMC-R-2020-06-08/268 

Moved By Councillor Burton 

Seconded By Councillor Hanlon 

That Council approve the roof deck at 5 Church Hill, as proposed 

and further that staff be directed to research the history of 

moratoriums on the construction of roof top decks and provide 

Council with a report. 

For (11): Mayor Breen, Deputy Mayor O'Leary, Councillor Burton, 

Councillor Lane, Councillor Hickman, Councillor Hanlon, Councillor 

Stapleton, Councillor Jamieson, Councillor Korab, Councillor 

Froude, and Councillor Collins 

MOTION CARRIED (11 to 0) 

 

8. DEVELOPMENT PERMITS LIST  (FOR INFORMATION ONLY)  

8.1 Development Permits List for the period of May 21, 2020 to June 3, 

2020 

9. BUILDING PERMITS LIST 

9.1         Building Permits List for Week ending June 3, 2020 
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SJMC-R-2020-06-08/269 

Moved By Councillor Stapleton 

Seconded By Deputy Mayor O'Leary 

That Council approve the Building Permits List for the period ending June 

3, 2020. 

For (11): Mayor Breen, Deputy Mayor O'Leary, Councillor Burton, 

Councillor Lane, Councillor Hickman, Councillor Hanlon, Councillor 

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

Councillor Collins 

MOTION CARRIED (11 to 0) 

 

10. REQUISITIONS, PAYROLLS AND ACCOUNTS 

10.1 Weekly Payment Vouchers for the Week Ending May 27, 2020 

SJMC-R-2020-06-08/270 

Moved By Councillor Stapleton 

Seconded By Councillor Hickman 

That Council approve the weekly payment vouchers for the week ending 

May 27, 2020 in the amount of $3,689,741.21  

For (11): Mayor Breen, Deputy Mayor O'Leary, Councillor Burton, 

Councillor Lane, Councillor Hickman, Councillor Hanlon, Councillor 

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

Councillor Collins 

MOTION CARRIED (11 to 0) 

 

10.2 Weekly Payment Vouchers for the Week Ending June 3, 2020 

SJMC-R-2020-06-08/271 

Moved By Councillor Lane 

Seconded By Councillor Hanlon 

That Council approve the weekly payment vouchers for the week ending 

June 3, 2020 in the amount of $ 4,854,454.07 
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For (11): Mayor Breen, Deputy Mayor O'Leary, Councillor Burton, 

Councillor Lane, Councillor Hickman, Councillor Hanlon, Councillor 

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

Councillor Collins 

MOTION CARRIED (11 to 0) 

 

11. TENDERS/RFPS 

11.1 2020067 - 2020 Infrastructure Maintenance Contract #1 – Manhole 

and Catch Basin Repairs 

SJMC-R-2020-06-08/272 

Moved By Councillor Froude 

Seconded By Councillor Lane 

That Council award this open call 2020 Infrastructure Maintenance 

Contract #1 to Infinity Construction Ltd. for the sum of $ 2,840,607.81 

(HST Included) the lowest qualified bidder meeting specifications as per 

the Public Procurement Act 

For (11): Mayor Breen, Deputy Mayor O'Leary, Councillor Burton, 

Councillor Lane, Councillor Hickman, Councillor Hanlon, Councillor 

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

Councillor Collins 

MOTION CARRIED (11 to 0) 

 

11.2 2020085 - CCTV Services 

SJMC-R-2020-06-08/273 

Moved By Councillor Froude 

Seconded By Deputy Mayor O'Leary 

That Council award open call 2020085 – CCTV Services to the lowest, 

and sole bidder, meeting specifications, Afonso Group Limited, for 

$547,112.50 including HST as per the Public Procurement Act 

For (11): Mayor Breen, Deputy Mayor O'Leary, Councillor Burton, 

Councillor Lane, Councillor Hickman, Councillor Hanlon, Councillor 

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

Councillor Collins 
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MOTION CARRIED (11 to 0) 

 

11.3 2020066 - Infrastructure Maintenance Contract 3 

SJMC-R-2020-06-08/274 

Moved By Councillor Froude 

Seconded By Councillor Stapleton 

That Council award this open call 2020066 - Infrastructure Maintenance 

Contract 3 to Parsons Paving Ltd. for the sum of $ 3,641,747.55 (HST 

Included) to the lowest qualified bidder meeting specifications as per the 

Public Procurement Act. 

For (11): Mayor Breen, Deputy Mayor O'Leary, Councillor Burton, 

Councillor Lane, Councillor Hickman, Councillor Hanlon, Councillor 

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

Councillor Collins 

MOTION CARRIED (11 to 0) 

 

11.4 2020077 2020 Streets Rehab Contract 2 

SJMC-R-2020-06-08/275 

Moved By Councillor Froude 

Seconded By Councillor Collins 

That Council award open call 2020077 Streets Rehab #2 2020 to the 

lowest bidder meeting specifications Parsons Paving Ltd. for the sum of 

$3,429,77.48 (HST included), as per the Public Procurement Act. 

For (11): Mayor Breen, Deputy Mayor O'Leary, Councillor Burton, 

Councillor Lane, Councillor Hickman, Councillor Hanlon, Councillor 

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

Councillor Collins 

MOTION CARRIED (11 to 0) 

 

11.5 2020069 – Supply and Delivery of Trackless Parts 

SJMC-R-2020-06-08/276 

Moved By Councillor Froude 

Seconded By Councillor Burton 
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That Council award this open call 2020069 - The Supply and Delivery of 

Trackless Parts to the lowest qualified bidders meeting the specifications, 

on an item by item basis, as per the Public Procurement Act. Items 

underlined on the attached spreadsheet are being recommended for 

award.  There was a total of 275 items on this open call, but only 261 to be 

awarded on this open call, with no bids received on 14 items.  

For (11): Mayor Breen, Deputy Mayor O'Leary, Councillor Burton, 

Councillor Lane, Councillor Hickman, Councillor Hanlon, Councillor 

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

Councillor Collins 

MOTION CARRIED (11 to 0) 

 

12. NOTICES OF MOTION, RESOLUTIONS QUESTIONS AND PETITIONS 

13. OTHER BUSINESS 

13.1 20 Gower Street, Designated Heritage Building Window Replacement 

SJMC-R-2020-06-08/277 

Moved By Councillor Burton 

Seconded By Councillor Jamieson 

That Council approve the window replacement at 20 Gower Street, as 

proposed. 

For (11): Mayor Breen, Deputy Mayor O'Leary, Councillor Burton, 

Councillor Lane, Councillor Hickman, Councillor Hanlon, Councillor 

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

Councillor Collins 

MOTION CARRIED (11 to 0) 

 

14. ADJOURNMENT 

There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at 4:22 pm 

 

 

_________________________ 

MAYOR 
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_________________________ 

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

 
 
Title:       68 Queen’s Road, Revised LUAR Public Consultation, 

MPA1900002  
 
Date Prepared:  June 15, 2020   
 
Report To:    Regular Meeting of Council     
 
Councillor and Role: Councillor Maggie Burton, Planning & Development 
 
Ward:    Ward 2    
  

Decision/Direction Required: 
To consider the public consultation required for the revised 68 Queen’s Road Land Use 
Assessment Report.   
 
Discussion – Background and Current Status:  
In January 2019, Parish Lane Development Inc. applied for a rezoning to the Commercial 
Central Mixed Use (CCM) Zone to accommodate a 40-unit residential development with two 
buildings: one on Queen’s Road and another on Harvey Road, with a shared parking garage. 
The property is currently zoned Institutional (INST) at the front of the property along Queen’s 
Road and Open Space (O) at the rear of the property along Harvey Road; these zones do not 
permit this type of residential development. The subject property is designated Institutional and 
Open Space under the St. John’s Municipal Plan, and rezoning would also require a Municipal 
Plan amendment. 
 
The property is located within Heritage Area 1, and the Cathedral Parish Hall at 68 Queen’s 
Road (formerly owned by the nearby Anglican Cathedral of St. John the Baptist) is designated 
by Council as a Heritage Building. Council decided to consider the amendment and set terms 
of reference for a Land Use Assessment Report (LUAR). Following completion of the LUAR, 
the application was advertised for a public meeting.  
 
The proposed rezoning was advertised on two occasions in The Telegram newspaper and was 
posted on the City’s website. Property owners within 150 metres of the application site were 
notified in writing and a public meeting was held on November 27, 2019. Approximately 135 
people attended. Written submissions were received by the City Clerk and are included in the 
agenda for the regular meeting of Council. 
 
After hearing feedback from the public meeting, the applicants decided to do more consultation 
and revise their application. The additional consultation included a public session at The 
Rooms with stakeholders; and in partnership with Happy City St. John’s and Heritage NL, the 
applicants carried out an online survey, a focus group meeting with stakeholders, and a design 
charrette lead by ERA Partners (an architectural firm from Toronto). The information received 
during the various sessions helped shape the revised design.  

DECISION/DIRECTION NOTE 

18



Decision/Direction Note  Page 2 
68 Queen’s Road 
 

 
In the revised design, 40 residential units remain, but the apartment building on Queen’s Road 
has been changed to townhouses. The building on Harvey Road has been rotated 90 degrees 
so it is narrower along the road and goes back deeper into the property.  The Queen’s Road 
townhouses are proposed to use traditional materials like brick, while the Harvey Road building 
will use modern materials like calcium silicate rain screen. The revised LUAR is being 
reviewed by staff for compliance with Council’s terms of reference and with the St. John’s 
Development Regulations and applicable policies. Once the review is finished, the report will 
be ready for public review.  Therefore, at this time staff seek Council’s direction on the desired 
public consultation.  
 
Given that the design has changed substantially since the public meeting in November, it is 
recommended that additional consultation be carried out to inform residents about the revised 
design. Further, with the change in proposed building types, staff are recommending a different 
zone than previously advertised. A Residential Mixed (RM) Zone would be appropriate for the 
townhouses and would allow the possible inclusion of some non-residential uses should the 
need or desire arise in the future. The desire for non-residential uses at this site was raised 
during the developer’s consultation. 
 
Given the concerns regarding the height of the building along Harvey Road and the proximity 
to the houses on Garrison Hill, staff are proposing a site-specific Apartment zone at the rear of 
the lot that would only allow the Harvey Road building form as proposed in the LUAR. This 
site-specific zone would be based on the Apartment Hight Density (A3) Zone but with different 
setbacks and lower building height to match those proposed in the LUAR. Staff have prepared 
additional imagery of the building form for Council’s review (attached); these show the view 
from the public viewing area of The Rooms, looking toward downtown and the Narrows.  
 
Taking into consideration the consultation that has already occurred regarding this application, 
staff recommend that the revised LUAR and proposed zoning be advertised for public review 
as per Section 5.5 of the Development Regulations.  This includes advertising the application 
on the City’s website, in The Telegram, and sending a notice to property owners within 150 
metres of the subject property. Should Council require additional consultation, staff seek 
Council’s direction on the type desired. At the time of writing this memo, the Province has not 
released the regulations regarding public gatherings during Alert Level 2 of the current public 
health state of emergency regarding the covid-19 pandemic. 
 
Open Space Designation 
Since the application was submitted, staff have identified that the Harvey Road portion of this 
site is designated as Public Open Space under the St. John’s Urban Region Regional Plan 
(SJURRP).  When the Regional Plan map was digitized several years ago, it inadvertently 
introduced an additional level of detail that was not original to the map.  The City has 
approached the Province about this problem, which affects a large number of properties 
throughout St. John’s.  Until the problem is corrected, we must apply for a Regional Plan 
amendment here. 
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To consider this amendment, the Regional Plan will need to be amended from Public Open 
Space to Urban Development. A request has been sent to the Minister of Municipal Affairs and 
Environment to consider this amendment. Should the Minister agree, the Regional Plan 
amendment will be advertised alongside the City’s proposed amendments. As required, a 
notice will be sent to the 14 other municipalities in the St. John’s Urban Region.  
 
Heritage Designation / Design of the Proposed Buildings 
Cathedral Parish Hall is designated by Council as a Heritage Building; the designation is 
confined to the footprint of the building. The main entrance is designed in the Classical Revival 
style with arched transom, pilasters, keystone decoration, dentils and quoining. From the 
Statement of Significance, the character-defining elements of the building include the original 
main entrance, the house-like addition on the left (western) end of the building, and the size, 
dimension and location of the building. Further, the site is located in Heritage Area 1 and within 
the St. John’s Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site of Canada. 
 
For this application to proceed, it would be necessary to remove the heritage designation and 
allow demolition of the Cathedral Parish Hall. Originally the applicant proposed to restore the 
Residence (the house at the western end, dating from 1893) and incorporate the character-
defining elements of the Hall (that is, the archway) into the new building.  However, in the 
revised drawings, the applicants only propose to restore the Residence. They state that 
materials from the Hall could be used in an interpretive sculpture on the site.  
 
The City’s Built Heritage Experts Panel reviewed the revised LUAR and made the following 
comments/recommendations: 

 As Cathedral Parish Hall is a designated Heritage Building and the arch is a character-
defining element, they believe that there should be a stronger commitment to preserve, 
retain and use the existing arch in the new design. They recommend that the original 
materials of the archway should be incorporated into the new design in the original 
arrangement. Otherwise, they recommend that the arch to remain in its current location. 

 
This recommendation was forwarded to the applicants, who disagree with it.  They state that 
the archway was not considered an important item in the public sessions and that it does not 
translate well into the smaller scale townhouse massing that was suggested in their public 
consultations. The applicants have digitally recorded the structure and propose to incorporate 
salvageable pieces of it into the interpretive sculpture.  
 
The Parish Hall has been heavily altered and little original material remains, aside from the 
arch and surrounding materials. While staff do not object with the removal of heritage 
designation should the rezoning be approved, staff agree with the BHEP that the archway and 
character-defining elements should be incorporated into the new design in a more meaningful 
way. The interpretive structure would not give an indication of the building that once stood at 
the site. The City identifies character-defining elements in heritage statements of significance 
as important elements that should be protected. Even if the site is to be used for new buildings, 
staff recommend that the character-defining elements be protected. Staff will seek feedback 
from the public during the LUAR review prior to bringing this issue back to Council for a 
decision.  
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Concerns have also been raised about the potential negative impacts the development would 
have on the St. John’s Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site designation.  There was an 
assertion made that the Cathedral Parish Hall is itself a national historic site but Parks Canada 
have confirmed that this is not so.  There was also an appeal to not allow the demolition of the 
building, as it could jeopardize the work of a group of volunteers who seek to nominate the 
Ecclesiastical District as a World Heritage Site with UNESCO.  This is a laudable goal, and 
again the latest information from Parks Canada does not affirm that jeopardy. 
 
After the public consultation, the application will come back to Council to consider adoption of 
the amendments, including consideration of whether to remove or alter the municipal heritage 
designation.  Then Council would appoint an independent commissioner to hold a public 
hearing.  If the Minister of Municipal Affairs and Environment agrees to consider a Regional 
Plan amendment, the same person would be appointed for the Regional Plan amendment. 
 
Key Considerations/Implications: 
 

1. Budget/Financial Implications: Not applicable.  
 

2. Partners or Other Stakeholders: Neighbouring property owners and residents; members 
of the heritage community; Parks Canada as the administrator of the St. John’s 
Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site of Canada. 
 

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: Amendments to the St. John’s Municipal Plan and 
Development Regulations are required; removal or alteration of the Cathedral Parish 
Hall’s designated Heritage Building footprint; Regional Plan amendment. 
 

5. Privacy Implications: Not applicable.  
 

6. Engagement and Communications Considerations: Further public consultation is 
recommended.  
 

7. Human Resource Implications: Not applicable.  
 

8. Procurement Implications: Not applicable.  
 

9. Information Technology Implications: Not applicable.  
 

10. Other Implications: Not applicable. 
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Recommendation: 
That Council advertise the proposed amendments and the revised Land Use Assessment 
Report (LUAR) for 68 Queen’s Road as per Section 5.5 of the St. John’s Development 
Regulations, once the staff review is completed.     
 
Prepared by: Ann-Marie Cashin, MCIP, Planner III – Urban Design & Heritage 
Approved by: Ken O’Brien, MCIP, Chief Municipal Planner   
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Report Approval Details 

Document Title: 68 Queen's Road, Revised LUAR Public Consultation, 

MPA1900002.docx 

Attachments: - 68 Queen's Road - Attachments June 2020.pdf 

Final Approval Date: Jun 19, 2020 

 

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

Ken O'Brien - Jun 18, 2020 - 9:39 AM 

Jason Sinyard - Jun 19, 2020 - 10:14 AM 
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Skyline prior to proposed 
development. 
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Skyline with proposed 
development. 
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LUAR Revision 5 A, June 3, 2020 5

PARISH
LANE Introduction | Project History

Original Proposal

Parish Lane Project History1

• This development was introduced to the City of St John’s during the 
fall of 2018. The first formal meeting was held on November 22, 
2018 with the Built Heritage Experts Panel (BHEP).

• During the first quarter of 2019, the development proposal was 
refined and a formal application was submitted to the City on January 
31, 2019.

• The City issued a Terms of Reference for a Land Use Assessment 
Report (LUAR) on May 19, 2019.

• Four revisions of the LUAR were submitted to the City and Revision 
4 was published for public review via a public meeting held on 
November 27, 2019.

• Based on the feedback from the public meeting, an extensive public 
consultation process was undertaken.

• Key elements of the public consultation process included:
a. Meetings with The Rooms, culminating with a public session 

with Rooms’ stakeholders
b. In partnership with Happy City St. John’s and Heritage NL, a 

three-phased public engagement process was undertaken:
i. An on-line survey was initiated (attached as Appendix G)
ii. Focus groups were held with stakeholders
iii. Design charrette lead by ERA Partners was undertaken 

(attached as Appendix H) 

1. The full time line for the development is attached as Appendix F. 27
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PARISH
LANE Introduction | The Redesign

Outcome of the Public Consultation Process

• The public consultation process brought forward many 
thoughtful and helpful suggestions.  While not all suggestions  
can be accommodated, several design themes evolved.  

• The scope of recommended changes has resulted in a 
significant redesign of the project.

• The key recommendations were:
1. Increase the setback from Garrison Hill
2. Improve the view from The Rooms and Harvey Road
3. Reduce parking surface area
4. Increase the landscaped area adjacent to Garrison Hill
5. Provide a more residential feeling on Queen’s Road
6. Coordinate access with The Kirk
7. Develop measures whereby the proposal can be codified

• The full set of recommendations and suggestions and the 
proponent's response is attached as Appendix I.

• Several alternatives were prepared and discussed, though the 
Kirk ultimately decided not to participate in joint access 
measures.

• This Revision R5 A incorporates City comments dated May 
22nd, 2020.

Revised Proposal

28
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PARISH
LANE Land Use Assessment Report | A4  Building Use

Phase 2: Queen’s Road Townhouses (3)
As a result of concerns and suggestions from the 
design charrette, the Queen’s Road building is 
changed from a 14-unit apartment building to 
three townhouses.

Phase 3: Parish Lane Residences (36)
Based on the public consultation process, the upper 
building has been rotated and the design modified
The number of residences increases from 25 to 36.

Total number of proposed residences on the site 
matches the initial proposal (40).

Phase 2

Phase 3

Phase 1

Phase 1: Renovation of the Residence (1)
The Residence is being renovated as Phase 1. Work 
is being carried out in accordance with City 
standards. This includes a balance between code and 
Heritage requirements.

Legal Construct for Property Ownership
Given the three-phase approach to the development, 
and the planned combination of freehold and 
condominium real property ownership structures, 
Appendix J outlines the proposed legal constructs to 
ensure property rights are appropriately established.
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PARISH
LANE Land Use Assessment Report | B2  Elevation and Building Materials

Phase 1
Up to 25 Residences

Dropoff

Sitting and 
Viewing

Building Massing

Schematic Imagery

Cladding technology is evolving. 
In addition to traditional material choices 
that provide superior durability, thermal 
and weather protection are available.
Solid Materials 
Calcium silicate masonry (CSMU), 
cultured stone, brick.
Rain Screen 
Composite panels, fibre cement, CSMU 
Architecturally consistent choices will be 
made from a wide range of surface colour, 
texture and patterns.

Roof: Asphalt shingles to match the residence

Phase 2: Queen’s Road Townhouse’s Materials
• The building will be of combustible and non 

combustible construction.
• Cladding is solid and rainscreen masonry, 

composite panel rainscreen, glass, and 
machine coated aluminum.

• Colours and textures of exterior materials will 
be selected to blend with and complement 
the existing residence. 

Glass window wall and punched windows
• Machine coated aluminum.

Patios and balconies will be integral with the 
structure.
Railings will be glass and aluminum.

Materials
B1 Clay stack brick, Shaw red range
C1 Composite rainscreen
G1 Clear glass
A1 Machine coated aluminum
E1 Existing brick
S1 Natural and cultured stone

B1

C1

B1

E1

E 1

S1

C1 C2

E 1

E 1

B1

A1

A1
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PARISH
LANE Land Use Assessment Report | B3  Elevation and Building Materials

Dropoff

Sitting and 
Viewing

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

Schematic Imagery

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

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

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

M1 M2

G1

M1

M2

M2

G1

A1

M1

A1

M2

R1
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10.7 RESIDENTIAL MIXED (RM) ZONE 

 

  (See Section 5.1.4 - Development Above the 190 Metre Contour Elevation) 

 

10.7.1 Permitted Uses 

 

  Residential: 

 

 (a) Accessory Building (subject to Section 8.3.6)     (1995-06-09) 

(b) Apartment House 

(c) Bed and Breakfast (subject to Section 7.27)    (1998-10-23) (2008-01-25)

  (d) Boarding or Lodging House 

  (accommodating between five (5) and sixteen (16) persons)   (1999-04-16) 

(e) Duplex Dwelling 

(f) Home Office (subject to Section 7.9)      (1997-08-08) 

(g) Semi-Detached Dwelling 

(h) Single-Detached Dwelling 

(i) Subsidiary Apartment 

(j) Townhousing 

 

  Private/Commercial: 

 

  (k) Clinic 

  (l) Club 

  (m) Commercial School 

  (n) Converted Building (Subject to Section 7.21).     (2003-12-12) 

  (o) Office 

  (p) Pharmacy 

  (q) Parking Area Accessory to the Foregoing Uses 

  (r) Service Shop 

 

Recreational: 

 

  (s) Park 

 

  Other: 

 

 (t) Family Home Child Care Service (subject to Section 7.6)  (2004-05-14) 

 

 

10.7.2 Discretionary Uses (subject to Section 5.8) 

 

  (a) Adult Day Care Facility (subject to Section 7.3) 

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

(c) Heritage Use 

(d) Home Occupation (subject to Section 7.8)     (1997-08-08) 

(e) Parking Lot (subject to Section 7.13) 

(f) Personal Care Home          (1999-02-26) 

(g) Planned Unit Development (subject to Section 5.10.3) 

 

RM 
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(h) Private Park          (2007-10-05) 

(i) Public Utility 

(j) School and Church 

 

 

10.7.3 Zone Requirements 

 

  The following requirements shall apply to: 

 

  (1) Apartment House: 

 

   (a) Lot Area (minimum)     750 m2  

(b) Lot Coverage (maximum)     35% 

(c) Lot Frontage (minimum)     20 m 

(d) Floor Area Ratio (maximum)    1.0 

(e) Density       Not more than 1 Dwelling 

            Unit per 120 m2 of Lot Area 

(f) Building Height (maximum)    3 Storeys 

(g) Building Line (minimum)     7 m 

(h) Side Yards (minimum)     1 m per Storey 

(i) Side Yard on Flanking Road (minimum)  7 m 

(j) Rear Yard (minimum)     6 m 

(k) Number of Parking Spaces per Dwelling Unit (min) 1.2 

 

  (2) Bed and Breakfast:     (subject to Section 7.27) (2008-01-25) 

 

   Same requirements as established for the Dwelling types in this Zone. (1998-10-23) 

 

  (3) Boarding or Lodging House: 

 

   Same requirements as established for the Dwelling types in this Zone. 

 

  (4) Duplex Dwelling: 

 

(a) Lot Area (minimum)     350 m2 

(b) Lot Frontage (minimum)     14 m 

(c) Building Line (minimum)     4.5 m 

(d) Side Yards (minimum)     Two of 1.2 m (1994-11-04) 

(e) Side Yard on Flanking Road (minimum)  4.5 m 

(f) Rear Yard (minimum)     6 m 

 

  (5) Personal Care Home: 

 

   Same requirements as established for the Dwelling types in this zone  (1999-02-26) 

 

  (6) Semi-Detached Dwelling: 

 

(a) Lot Area (minimum)     188 m2 per Dwelling Unit 

              (1997-03-07) 

(b) Lot Frontage (minimum)     18 m; 9 m per Dwelling Unit 

RM 
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(c) Building Line (minimum)     4.5 m 

(d) Side Yards  (minimum)     Two of 1.2m (1994-11-04) 

(e) Side Yard on Flanking Road (minimum)   4.5 m 

(f) Rear Yard (minimum)      6 m 

 

(7) Single Detached Dwelling: 

 

(a) Lot Area (minimum)     300 m2 

(b) Lot Frontage (minimum)     10 m   (1994-11-04) 

(c) Building Line (minimum)     4.5 m 

(d) Side Yards (minimum)     1.2 m   (1994-11-04) 

(e) Side Yard on Flanking Road (minimum)  4.5 m 

(f) Rear Yard (minimum)     6 m 

 

(8) Townhousing: 

 

(a) Lot Area (minimum)     140 m2 per Dwelling Unit 

(b) Lot Frontage (minimum)     5.5 m per Dwelling Unit 

(c) Building Line (minimum)     0 m 

(d) Side Yard for End Unit Townhouses (min)  1.2 metres  (2002-07-05) 

(e) Side Yard on Flanking Road (minimum)  2.4 m 

(f) Rear Yard (minimum)     6 m 

 

(9) Private/Commercial Uses Except Converted Buildings: 

 

   Zone standards shall be in the discretion of Council    (2019-04-26) 

 

(10) Converted Building: 

 

(a) Lot Area (minimum)     560 m2 

(b) Building Height (maximum)    3 Storeys 

(c) Side Yard on Flanking Road (minimum)  2 m 

(d) Rear Yard (minimum)     4.5 m 

(e) Landscaping of Lot (minimum)    20% 

 

(11) Day Care Centre in a non-residential Building: 

 

(a) Lot Size (minimum)     450 m2 

(b) Lot Frontage (minimum)     15 m 

(c) Landscaping on Lot (minimum)    Subject to Section 8.5.1 

           (1998-09-11) 

 

 

 

 

 

RM  
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Public Meeting – 66-68 Queen’s Road 
Wednesday, November 27, 2019 
Canon Stirling Auditorium, St. Mary the Virgin Anglican Church,  
80 Craigmillar Avenue 

Present: Facilitator 
  Marie Ryan 
 

City of St. John’s 
Ken O’Brien, Chief Municipal Planner 
Ann Marie Cashin, Planner III, Urban Design & Heritage 
Deputy Mayor Sheilagh O’Leary 
Hope Jamieson, Councillor – Ward 2 

  Shanna Fitzgerald, Legislative Assistant 
 
  Proponents 

Rick Pardy, Parish Lane Development 
Phillip Pratt, Architect 
Paul Chafe, Architect 
representing the proponent, Parish Lane Development Inc. 

 
There were approximately 135 people in attendance, including Deputy Mayor O’Leary 
and Councillor Jamieson. 
 
CALL TO ORDER AND BACKGROUND PRESENTATIONS 

 
Marie Ryan, Chairperson and Facilitator for tonight’s meeting, called the meeting to 
order at 7:06 pm and outlined the process to ensue. The comments expressed tonight 
will be provided to Council. Any written submissions received prior to referral of this 
report to Council will be appended to this report and all personal information included on 
any submissions will be redacted as per ATIPP legislation. Chairperson Ryan noted that 
people speaking will need to be brief. 
 
The Chair invited staff from the City’s Planning, Engineering & Regulatory Services 
Department to outline the planning review process for the proposed development, 
followed by comments from the developer and feedback from the residents in 
attendance. 
 
Architectural renderings of the proposed development were displayed during the meeting. 
 
PURPOSE OF MEETING 

 
Ann Marie Cashin, Planner III, Urban Design & Heritage for the City, outlined the purpose 
of the meeting which is to consider an application to rezone land to the Commercial 
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Central Mixed Use (CCM) Zone for the purpose of a 40-unit residential development at 
66-68 Queen’s Road. An amendment to the St. John’s Municipal Plan would be required.  
 
Staff Presentation re:  Background and Current Status:   
 
 
City Staff advised that the property is currently zoned Institutional (INST) at the front of 
the property along Queen’s Road and Open Space (O) at the rear of the property along 
Harvey Road, which does not permit the type of residential development proposed. 
 
At the April 29, 2019 Regular Council Meeting, Council considered the amendment and 
set a Terms of Reference for a Land Use Assessment Report so that more information 
about the proposed development could be presented to the public prior to Council 
deciding on the application. The Land Use Assessment Report has now been finalized 
and is available on the City’s website for public viewing. 
 
The applicant is proposing to develop two buildings on the site. The building in Phase 1 
would consist of twenty-five (25) units, is proposed to be located at the rear of the lot and 
would have a main access onto Harvey Road. Given the steep slope of the property, the 
Phase 1 building will be 4 storeys above Harvey Road, but 10 storeys above grade at the 
center of the lot. The Phase 2 building will front onto Queen’s Road, consist of fifteen (15) 
units and is proposed to be 4 storeys in height. The applicant also proposes underground 
and above ground parking, public spaces throughout the property and protection of the 
existing trees at the perimeter of the property.   
 
Ms. Cashin provided background on the current zoning of this property. Dating back to 
the 1955 City Zoning Map, this property, as well as all the institutional lands in this area 
were zoned Open Space. As the Institutional Zone was introduced, the zone was applied 
to the institutional buildings only, leaving sections of Open Space zoning. While the land 
at the rear of the property is zoned Open Space, it is a private open space area and the 
City does not have intentions to purchase this property. 
 
Cathedral Parish Hall is designated as a Heritage Building by Council and the designation 
is confined to the footprint of the building. The main entrance is designed in the Classical 
Revival style. From the Statement of Significance, the character defining elements of this 
building include the original main entrance, the house like addition on the left gable end 
of the building, and the size, dimension and location of the building. Further, the site is 
located in Heritage Area 1 and the St. John’s Ecclesiastical District. 
 
If this proposal proceeds, the applicant is requesting to demolish a large portion of the 
building but will maintain the residential building at the left gable end of the building and 
will incorporate the original arch and adjacent original windows into the new development.  
This property is in one of the few areas of St. John’s that is comprised of primarily brick 
and stone heritage buildings. The materials used will have to be sensitive to the context 
of the site within downtown and the Ecclesiastical District. The applicant met with the Built 
Heritage Experts Panel prior to preparing the Land Use Assessment Report. Comments 
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from the Panel will be provided to Council alongside the information that goes back to 
Council following this meeting.  
 
Following this meeting, minutes will be prepared and presented to Council prior to Council 
deciding whether or not to proceed.  As a Municipal Plan amendment is required, should 
Council decide to proceed with the amendment, a Public Hearing would be set later. 
 
PRESENTATION BY THE DEVELOPER 

 
Rick Pardy introduced himself, Philip Pratt and Paul Chafe to speak on behalf of the 
developer, Parish Lane Development. A presentation was displayed, and the following 
points were noted: 

• Historical perspective – Synod Hall (Cathedral Parish Hall) was an important 
community asset and a vibrant part of the community. It was damaged by fire in 
1966 and rebuilt. It was abandoned in 2016 and offered for sale in 2017.   

• Current situation – this is an untended site. Parish Hall is in semi derelict 
condition. The house can be reused. 

• Housing is logical reuse for this property and an adaptive reuse of site. 
Increasing residential density downtown is supported by the Municipal Plan. 

• Project is viable for the proponent. 
• Feel this project is complimentary to the neighborhood. 

 
Paul Chafe spoke about the design, referencing slides to illustrate the following points: 

• Green space was noted to be important and a key attribute. The intent is to retain 
60% of the mature trees.  

• Pedestrian walkway with seating and viewing area at the top. 
• There is a requirement of a viewing angle of 45 degrees looking upward from the 

back of the adjoining Garrison Hill homes and the proposed Harvey Road 
building is significantly lower than required to keep the 45-degree angle 
unobstructed. 

• Heritage house and remaining arched entrance were brought into the proposed 
development and are key features of the site. 

• New building scale will be similar to the original Synod Hall, before the fire. 
• Imagery of the City was considered from an architectural standpoint – 3 scales 

considered. City scale looking from Signal Hill; and the scale of the streetscape 
on Church Hill, Queen’s Road and Harvey Road, and the scale looking down 
from The Rooms. 

• St. John’s is a mix of older buildings with sloped roofs, dormer windows and 
pitched rooflines. Newer structures have flat roofs and are boxy and square. This 
new design picks up some of the elements from both.  
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• Streetscapes – Queen’s Road and Church Hill relate more to the church and the 
red brick structures in the area, including Gower Street Church. 

• Harvey Road relates to surrounding buildings – The Rooms and the Kirk (St. 
Andrew’s Church). 

 
Phillip Pratt spoke on the Historic Context and the following was noted: 

• Part of the Ecclesiastical District.  
• Buildings, open spaces and walkways in and through the site. 
• Complements red brick churches on Queen’s Road.  
• New walkway will be public laneway connecting Harvey Road to Queen’s Road.  
• The developer is conscious of the view from The Rooms and the view of The 

Rooms. They developed criteria to protect the view from The Rooms. He feels 
they balanced this with some of the other objectives including what the building 
looks like looking down from The Rooms. The roof of the building will be highly 
visible, and they felt the sloped roof has more visual appeal.  

• Impact of height and density - project is balanced in the area. Density of this 
building is 1 residential unit per 120 square metres and is fairly similar to 
residential density surrounding it. Number of units per square metre of land is 
similar to the rest of downtown. The form of the building reduces the visual 
impact. The building was designed to minimize impact on the site. 

• Mix of condo and rental units with different size units. 
• Innovative approaches such as “sharer” units, live-work options. 
• Floor-area ratio (FAR) is a major issue downtown in the sense that buildings tend 

to be built right to the property line. This proposal has an FAR of 1.8. The CCM 
Zone allows an FAR of 3.0 so the buildings are comparably smaller. 

• Project is responsible in terms of its impact on the site and the area. 
 
In summary, the proponents felt it was a thoughtful design which provides an 
appropriate balance in the neighbourhood.  
 
COMMENTS FROM THE FLOOR 

 
Facilitator Marie Ryan invited those who wanted to speak to line up at the center 
microphone. Approximately 28 of the 30 individuals who spoke during the meeting were 
opposed to the development.  
 
The following is a summary of comments that represent the people who spoke and 
opposed the development at the meeting. It is noted that the majority of those opposed 
to the proposed development live near the subject property. 
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• Tree inventory in LUAR has significant errors. The inventory lists 3 species of 
trees:  maple, aspen and poplar, none of which are on the lot. The remaining 
trees on the lot include beech, apple, mountain ash, choke cherry, pin cherry, 
hawthorn, and one spruce which are not mentioned. 

• A study was conducted on November 22, 2019 by a resident who is also a 
science teacher. Forest is densely packed. There is an average density of 24 
trees per square metre - far more than the 36 total trees listed in the LUAR. 

• Claim of developer is to protect the trees over a certain trunk size. Trees in 
Newfoundland have a short growing season. Height and diameter do not give an 
accurate reading on the age of the tree. This forest is a vibrant and changing 
ecosystem. On October 28, Deputy Mayor O’Leary stated we should not be 
cutting down forests for urban growth. 

• There was no community outreach or consideration given to the effect this 
proposed development will have on existing community. 

• This proposal is about getting an unobstructed view of the Narrows from this new 
development at a great cost to the rest of the city. 

• Open space is important to the community. It’s the last naturalized green space 
in downtown St. John’s and should be preserved. 

• Once rezoned, the developer does not have to abide by the proposal. Page 15 of 
LUAR lists the limitations on the CCM zone and the ability of the development to 
be altered.  

• This development is next to 3 story houses and out of scale and goes against the 
City objective to protect the architectural scale of downtown. 

• There is a petition to reject this application. The petition currently has 4000 
signatures and is still growing. 

• The Chair of the Board of Directors of The Rooms read an excerpt from a letter 
submitted against this development:  

Testimonials from our visitors - provincial, national and international - indicate 
that the panoramic view of the cityscape and harbour is a highlight of their 
visit to The Rooms. This magnificent view figures large in our visitors' 
memories, comments and photos. The view from The Rooms is regularly the 
subject of enthusiastic social media posts, inviting visitors from afar to come 
and share this experience, similar to comments we receive about our 
permanent exhibitions. As the custodians of this view, we feel obligated to 
oppose the change in zoning. 

• Development is an important part of the city but there is social change in our city 
that is concerning. There is an increasing wealth gap and there needs to be a 
focus on affordable housing. 
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• Encouraged decision-making to think of this as two separate proposals: the 
rezoning of open space and the rezoning of institutional space. It was noted there 
is support of rezoning the institutional space but not the open space. 

• New objectives in the Envision Municipal Plan reference the protection and 
expansion of the urban forest in existing neighborhoods. The Plan references the 
retention and use of existing privately-owned recreation facilities and open 
spaces to supplement useful parks and facilities. Thought has gone into 
protecting these lands around town so there should be thought about this land. 

• Demolition of the Parish Hall building will happen to allow the construction of the 
Harvey Road building, before the construction of the new Queen’s Road building. 
There will be a vacant lot on Queen’s Road for a few years or potentially 
indefinitely, as the LUAR has an asterisk next to the lower (Queen’s Road) 
building indicating that this will be constructed based on demand. 

• Neighbors do use the area as there is open public access to it. The neighbors tap 
the maple trees, their kids explore, and they clean up the property each year. 

• These suggested revisions to the plan should be considered:  
o Shift some of the massing to protect more of the green space. 
o Cover over the parking lot.  There is more parking there than needed. 
o Shift density so the green space will be an amenity for people who live in that 

building and nearby. 
o Refuse the rezoning of the open space land and allow the rezoning of the 

institutional space. 
• An “accidental forest” downtown is an asset to the community. There should be a 

willingness to sit down and work through more amenable versions of design. 
• Forest is not untended as in the spring the neighbors meet in the back and pick 

up garbage. It’s very much tended space. 
• Kids use this space in the winter, they tap the maple trees, they enjoy the nature 

and they live near some wildness because of the space. 
• This benefits the children of the city as a model of green space. They learn about 

community through the forest. Kids need regular opportunities to play in wild 
space. There is a profound value in access to play in wild natural spaces as it 
gives them open-ended possibilities and allows them to appreciate nature. This 
space can enrich the lives of other kids downtown.  

• A regular renter of 68 Parish Hall spoke on the loss of space. There were artistic 
shows and plays built in that space and it was unrivaled as a big room with a 
kitchen and other spin-off rooms and 2 dance studios. The arts are important to 
the fabric of Downtown St. John’s and there need to be spaces where artists can 
work. 

• The Star of the Sea Hall on Henry Street was a proposed development 
approximately 10 years ago. The original was 71 condos and is now 85 
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apartments. The design of that building changed. Once a decision is made to 
rezone and it is approved, it will move forward and can be changed after the 
zoning is changed. Star of the Sea is still being worked on because they cannot 
sell units. 

• Residents cautioned that this development is disproportionate to neighborhood 
and this economy right now may mean they cannot sell and that would require 
more action down the road that would disrupt the neighborhood. 

• A Historian spoke and identified the Cathedral Parish Hall as a National Historic 
Site in the middle of one of only two Ecclesiastical (Church) National Historic 
Districts in the country. There is an opportunity in future to nominate this district 
as a World Heritage Site under UNESCO.  

• Issue with the process of consultation as there was a decision note sent to 
Committee of the Whole in April 2019 referencing continued consultation with key 
stakeholders. The City process was questioned, as the public did not see that 
document until 3 weeks ago. 

• Currently the area is a National Historic District and the building is a National 
Historic Site and as such, the City must be careful about what goes in that area. 
Inappropriate development could damage the chances of having a World 
Heritage Site as well as damage the commemorative integrity of the National 
Historic District that already exists there. 

• Proposal needs to be considered within the context of being an integral part of 
National Historic Site. This should be treated as a special case and decisions 
should be made about the site as a whole. 

• Archeological study was not done, and it was questioned why it hasn’t been, as 
this is a core piece of property that has not been developed and there is no 
indication of what could have been there 200 years ago. UN, national and 
provincial legislation requires it. 

• Affordable housing in downtown is needed and not more condos.  
• There are large open pits located top of Lime Street at LeMarchant Road and at 

Margaret’s Place behind McPherson School – areas which were previously 
planned and approved for condominium developments which never came to 
fruition.  Regulations should require the open construction pits be remediated 
before another open pit is created. 

• No study was done on the impact of shadowing and the loss of light in the 
gardens of Garrison Hill properties, especially in the winter months because of 
the impact of the new building.  

• A representative of Heritage NL spoke about heritage preservation of this area as 
many buildings have been designated as heritage structures comprising the 
National Historic District. It is an incredible collection of buildings that are 
nationally significant and possibly internationally significant, so decisions should 
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be made with care surrounding this property. To find balance it was noted that 
new developments should not overpower the other significant heritage values 
and should be compatible in scale.  

• There is an increase in new parking facilities downtown and heritage is lost to 
accommodate cars. The development should not exceed the parking 
requirements for the site. 

• Engagement processes are lacking. The neighborhood needs to be consulted 
with it being noted that if there was community buy-in, people would be satisfied 
and more supportive of development, enabling a more fluid process.  Developers 
were encouraged to step back and do more community engagement to find the 
right balance that meets the needs of the city. 

• LUAR terms of reference should have had input from residents. 
• Height restrictions are a concern.  
• Parking layby on Harvey Road to service the rear building will impact traffic. 
• Proposal does not conform to the intent of the Municipal Plan.  
• Reference was made to Section 4.6.9 of the Envision Municipal Plan in relation 

to the requirement of public open space through the development approval 
process where proposed development includes lands identified as part of the St. 
John’s open space master plan or as an open space land for public use.   

• Heritage is a fragile gift and not a renewable resource. 
• This development is not compatible in terms of height or scale with Garrison Hill 

or any other neighboring buildings.  
• This development will shade windows during the day and light up the area during 

the night which will affect the neighboring residents. 
• Pedestrian walkway is metal and will be noisy for the neighbors. Patios and 

balcony will also add noise. 
• The 5-year-plus building schedule will mean children will spend 1/3 of their young 

lives with noise. 
• Tourists spend time with people in the area and take pictures of houses on 

Garrison Hill. This development will affect the tourism in the area. 
• LUAR does not identify the effect to properties on Garrison Hill and neighboring 

properties. Residents of Garrison Hill were not contacted about this development. 
• This space is a peaceful open space and is enjoyed by residents and people 

walking along Harvey Road.  
• Birds in the area will be affected. 
• Traffic is an issue as Queen’s Road is already busy. More cars will create more 

problems. 
• Excavating the hill will create problems as they will lose the natural sponge that 

soaks up the water and the water will pool and cause flooding.  
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• Depiction of the development is inaccurate. The depiction in the Telegram is 
deceptive to the public as it shows more trees than possible. 

• Similar residential units sit empty in the downtown area and empty buildings do 
not increase residential density.  

• Painful lack of engagement for the community. This could have been done in a 
way that was collaborative.  

• Vacancy rate is high. 
• Point of this project is to monetize the view of the Narrows. 
• Not the City Council’s role to consider the financial interests or health of this one 

church above the interests of the whole downtown. 
• The use of open space was questioned, as the remaining trees will be fenced in 

and the walkway will not be open to the public. The residents of the new 
development will not want the public on their ground. 

• An enormous project like this should be evaluated. It was questioned if a gender-
based analysis was done. Development in the city needs to answer questions 
such as how this improves the lives of women and what impact this development 
has on their lives. 

• Red brick does not authenticate as heritage. 
• Old Parish Hall can be redeveloped as community space or art space. 
• A biologist spoke about how the land acts as a sponge and helps reduce urban 

floods. In adaptation to climate change we should be building green spaces and 
not reducing them. In the state of climate emergency declared by City Council, 
this needs to be considered. 

• Market is terrible and condos are not selling so it doesn’t make business sense to 
create another condo development.  

 
The following is a summary of  comments in support of proposed development: 

• A resident spoke in favor of the building but not the location. 
• The Parish Hall is an eyesore and a health hazard that will soon fall down. 
• The Anglican Diocese took over the Parish property with the hope to sell it.  
• “Rather see condos go there than condoms”. Problems with needles and 

condoms in that area.  Weekly clean-ups are done. 
• Not healthy green space. Area should be developed. 
• Historic district does run from the Anglican Cathedral up to and including Mount 

St. Francis Monastery on Merrymeeting Road.  Parish Hall is not a historic 
building, but the footprint of the building is historic. The historic entrance and 
house will be preserved by this development.  
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• No obstruction of view. People losing view of Narrows are people walking on 
Harvey Road. It shows in the slides that the architect considered the view from 
The Rooms. 

• Parish cannot afford to keep property standing. Money would help ministries. 
• Parishioners are decreasing in numbers and the parishes that own these old 

buildings cannot afford to keep them up. 
• Anglican Cathedral Parish made a commitment to the long-term viability of their 

congregation as a downtown congregation. Churches are about people and not 
about buildings. 

• Derelict building with no remaining heritage.  If we count the trees on the site, we 
should also count the varieties of mushrooms and fungi growing inside the Hall. 

• Open space is not public space. 
• Great love of old St. John’s with local support of downtown is important. Unless 

residential downtown exists, the retail stores, coffee shops, restaurants will not 
exist. Downtown life in St. John’s is declining.  

• From a real estate perspective there is a trend where people are selling their 
homes and choosing to rent. People are moving from suburbia to enjoy 
downtown in retirement. 

• This is private land so investment is at the developer’s risk. 
 

The Facilitator acknowledged the many written submissions which will be included in 
this report.  
 
This report highlights the points made without reference to the person responsible for 
making them.  The Chair encouraged those who wished to have their comments 
registered to do so by making written submissions which would be appended to this 
report. 
 
CONCLUDING REMARKS 

 
Facilitator Marie Ryan indicated that once the minutes of this meeting are prepared and 
combined with written redacted submissions, the matter will be included in the published 
Council Agenda in due course. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 

 
The meeting adjourned at 9:04 pm. 
 
 
 
Marie Ryan 
Chairperson/Facilitator 
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[To:	cityclerk@stjohns.ca	CC:	council@stjohns.ca]		

RE:	Application	to	rezone	66-68	Queen's	Road	to	Commercial	Central	Mixed	Use	

	

Dear	City	Councillors:			

	

I,	 ,	a	resident	of	 	St.,	am	very	concerned	about	the	proposed	condominium	
development	at	68	Queen’s	Road.		

	

I	feel	this	development	does	not	meet	the	spirit	of	downtown’s	municipal	and	heritage	plans.	It	would	
be	directly	in	the	view	plane	of	The	Rooms	from	downtown,	and	also	from	the	perspective	of	the	Rooms	
looking	towards	the	narrows.		

As	well,	the	traffic	in	this	area	of	Queen’s	Road	is	already	somewhat	dangerous,	with	the	re-design	of	
Veteran’s	Square.	Even	your	staff	has	acknowledged	(with	me)	the	wish	to	slow	traffic	due	to	the	
volume.	

Our	city	needs	to	be	liveable	for	all	residents,	which	includes	preserving	urban	forests.	Nature	and	
natural	green	spaces	improve	residents’	mental	and	emotional	well-being,	in	addition	to	providing	a	
host	of	ecological	benefits,	including	carbon	sequestration	and	habitat	for	bird	life,	insect	pollinators	and	
other	flora	and	fauna.	Green	spaces	are	good	in	and	of	themselves.	I	urge	council	to	work	towards	both	
your	climate	emergency	pledge	and	duty	to	support	residents’	quality	of	life	by	protecting	the	forested	
portion	of	68	Queen’s	Road	through	maintaining	the	Open	Space	zoning.				

	

I		
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November 18, 2019 

Dear Minister Davis,  
 
First congratulations on your new portfolio as Minister of Tourism,Culture,Innovation and 
Industry. I know it will be an interesting and challenging job. 
I believe one of your first challenges will be to help us protect the Ecclesiastical District in 
the central and core heritage area of old St. John’s. The District is  now under threat by a 
proposal before City Council to construct a 40 unit condo edifice on the Cathedral Parish 
Hall site. 
 
I am writing to you as the former Chair of the Heritage Foundation of NL that 
championed the designation to the Historic Sites and Monuments Board of Canada to 
consider the St. John's Ecclesiastical District to be of national historical significance. I am 
writing to specifically advise you that the proposed Parish Hall condo tower development 
now before City Council will now threaten this designation.  
 
If this precedent setting modern intrusion, in the heart of the City's heritage district, 
proceeds it will impair the heritage integrity of the Ecclesiastical District and this may result 
in the loss of both the Provincial and Federal designations of the Church Precinct, 
eliminating the future possibility of this District putting forward a World Heritage 
designation proposal.  
 
It could also significantly frustrate other Churches access to the Parks Canada's Cost Share 
Program and other federal and private donors funding for the exterior restoration of the 
buildings, their landscapes and for presentation materials that support visitor experiences.  
 
The Parks Canada Cost Share Program alone has provided funding over $3 M into these 
internationally important church properties. If this funding source is put in jeopardy, where 
will the funding come from to conserve the world class majestic and magnificent cathedrals 
this District contains ? The integrity of the District must be maintained to ensure this 
investment continues, as well as other sources available because of the immense heritage 
value of the total District. 
 
The current open space zoning of this site now protects the historical and commemorative 
integrity of the ecclesiastical district. This district is unique in Canada and possesses 
qualities that may meet the criteria for world heritage designation. This vision will not be 
possible if the historic landscape of this property is destroyed.  
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The property is part of the story of the role that the Anglicans and other religions played in 
the educational, social (including youth leadership), political and charity development of 
the Colony and later the Province.  The story includes all the associated heritage features of 
the Precinct including its associated churches, cathedrals, parish halls, convents, schools, 
libraries, cemeteries, open spaces and landscape features. 
 
The City's new Envision Plan 2-10, 2019 exact wording...."The City's Heritage Area 
(including the Ecclesiastical Precinct) as set out by the Historic Sites and Monuments 
Board, will continue to be protected under the new St. John's Heritage ByLaw, and 
Residential districts in the downtown will be preserved to retain the blocks of row housing, 
streetscapes, laneways and public spaces unique to the City". Council’s approval of this 
proposal would contravene its own regulations as well as its moral duty to protect the 
Precinct. 
 
The Developer has stated in their proposal that the Parish Hall “is of no use” therefore 
demolition is necessary. This of course is utterly ridiculous.Heritage buildings across the 
world have been restored and renovated for centuries. 
As this building is located in the prime tourism and heritage neighbourhood district many 
options for adaptive reuse of the current parish hall should have been undertaken by the 
Church and requested by the City prior to entertaining a glass condo tower development. 
For example In Scandinavian countries ecclesiastical buildings are used for educational 
tourism and tourism industry training programs. 
 
Adaptive reuse of our older buildings is the wave of the future as well. We are increasingly 
concerned about our carbon footprint so now we have an opportunity to find new uses for 
the old Parish Hall on the existing site without intruding into the open space zone behind 
that also borders on Harvey Road. The first  phase of the condo construction would be 10 
storeys on Queens Rd ( in contravention of Heritage Area 1  four storey limit) and what 
appears to be about 5 stories off Harvey Rd. Surely as Minister responsible for The Rooms 
this would be of some concern to you. 
 
 
There are numerous other adaptive reuse opportunities for the structure and property 
however the Anglican diocese has proceeded to develop this land without reaching out to 
its other religious affiliates, neighbours or heritage experts to discuss the opportunities this 
site can offer besides an intrusive glass condo tower complex.The need for consultation 
with key stakeholders, and neighbouring property owners is actually a requirement of the 
City's Built Heritage Expert Panel, and this has not been completed for some reason. Why 
not? 
 
They City has also failed to understand the purpose of the original architectural design 
associated with the Parish Hall  The historical importance of ecclesiastical architecture at 
this site and in the district should  have been included by the City under their  " Key 
Considerations and Implications" analysis.  
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For example this building will sit next to a 13 th century Gothic styled Anglican cathedral 
representing the high Church of England in the new world. It's architecture is considered 
the best example of Gothic English style architecture in North America, designed by the 
worlds great architect of the day Sir George Gilbert Scott and later rebuilt by his son 
George Gilbert Scott, JR., after the Great Fire.  
 
The Protestant churches choose architectural styles reflecting their Protestant dissenters 
ambitions. The Gower Street Romanesque architecture was purposeful to demonstrate 
visually a break with the Church Of England. The Presbyterian dissenters chose a 
Romanesque Victorian style Architecture. The Catholics choice of  Italian Romanesque 
style architecture reflected their alliance to Rome. Again a building which is considered one 
of the finest Basilicas in the world . 
 
It is within this backdrop the City is entertaining a common intrusive vertical glass condo 
complex for this splendid architecturally stunning ecclesiastical district. 
 
Parish Halls are also important in this District. The architect for the old Anglican Parish 
Hall, also designed the building to respect the Anglican aspiration to be a visible and 
imposing expression of "High Church of England in Newfoundland". In respect to the 
magnificence of church architecture in this District he was also commissioned to design the 
Masonic Temple which truly symbolizes respect for the ecclesiastical goals of the 
Churches.  
 
 
The glass modern historically unsympathetic architectural style chosen for the Parish Hall 
site in fact detracts from the historical significance of the District. If a suitable 
redevelopment was to proceed for the site the buildings its architecture should be 
complimentary, subordinate and not over powering to the ecclesiastical buildings it will sit 
amongst.A new building should should therefore be appropriated in scale, form and 
massing to the original building, complimentary, yet distinguishable. The proposed condo 
building design could not be any further away from these standards required in historic 
districts. 
 
They History of the Parish Hall site is also important as it was here the Factory was located 
operated by the early Anglican Missionary  Society for the Administration of the Gospel. 
The Parish Hall site is also the location of first Anglican school in the City prior to Bishop 
Field, Spencer and the Model School school being constructed.     
 
The proposed Rezoning of the Open Space to CCM  would therefore destroy the heritage 
characters of the church district and significantly damage the commemorative heritage 
integrity of both the provincial and national historic significance of the District .       
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The setting of a building in a historic district contributes to the historical significance of  its 
cultural landscape helping to explain its origins and subsequent evolution and 
development.  The International Council on Monuments and Sites  (ICOMOS) defines 
the setting of a heritage structure site or area as "the immediate and extended environment 
that is part of and contributes to its significance and distinctive character”. 
 
The preservation of the setting of an historic place also ensures that owners and adjacent 
property owners are aware of the historic value of the property and how interventions can 
affect its historic value. " (Adjacent property owners include the Roman Catholic 
Episcopalian Church, Gower Street United Church, St Andrews Presbyterian Church, 
owners of the Masonic Hall, property owners at Garrison Hill, Church Hill and The 
Rooms). 
 
Given this is a municipal, provincial and nationally designated historic district that will be 
impacted by such an ill informed project and design , the City should have also  the 
formally consulted the neighbouring churches,the Province and key stakeholders before 
accepting this proposal from the Church. 
 
The proposed development will be in contravention of the City’s own heritage objectives 
and impair the Heritage integrity of the site in which The Rooms sits, the Federally 
commemorated Ecclesiastical District and the City’s own Historic downtown 
neighbourhood. 
As former Chair of your Provincial Heritage Foundation and former Vice Chair of 
Heritage Canada I ask you to please assert your professional and moral obligations with the 
City to ensure for a development and design better suited for the Parish Hall site then is 
now proposed. 
 
Yours truly, 
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Karen Chafe

From:
Thursday, November 21, 2019 5:32 PM

To: CityClerk; CityCouncil
Subject: RE: Application to rezone 66-68 Queen's Road to Commercial Central Mixed Use

Dear councilors, and to others this may concern: 

  

Please consider my following argument in support of NOT rezoning the property.  
I do not agree with rezoning of this land so that Parish Lane Development Inc. can build: 

  

      Notably because of the impact on other property owners‐‐ especially the Garrison Hill properties which 
will be deeply affected by construction, loss of light and loss of privacy, as well as loss of green space 
  

      The amount of destruction (digging and possibly blasting rock etc.) to the existing ground and rock to 
allow for the building of such a large property would definitely damage the adjacent heritage buildings. 
Most have plaster work interiors and shifts and vibration in the ground results in the cracking of 
ceilings and walls, never mind possible damage to foundations 

  

      Forty units is a preposterous amount of dwellings to insert on that land in this area‐‐ forty units would 
be detrimental to an already cramped residential area with various issues such as lack of parking, lack 
of green space and lack of road safety  

  

      This area is designated as a significant space, known as St. John’s “Ecclesiastical District” ‐ in the quote 
of the following conclusions by the City of St. John’s, particularly note “openness of landscape”   

 

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

      ‐ formal landscape elements such as walls, fencing, statuary, grave markers, Basilica Arch and 
monuments; 

      ‐ the interrelationship between buildings, such as the nearness of the Presentation Convent, the 
Basilica, the Monastery and St. Bon’s School, and the ability to access each by footpaths marked out for 
more than 175 years, and through back doors and alleyways; 

      ‐ non‐formal and traditional treed footpaths and monuments, including unmarked trails through 
cemeteries; and 
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Karen Chafe

From:
Sent: Monday, November 25, 2019 9:26 AM
To: CityClerk
Subject: Ecclesiastical District Fevelopment 

Do we really need another over priced condo unit in St Johns that very few can afford? No to development of the site . 
  

 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Elaine Henley

From:
Sent: Sunday, November 17, 2019 2:29 PM
To: CityClerk
Cc: Hope Jamieson
Subject: 66-68 Queen's Road

Please be advised that I wish to submit the following comments regarding the proposed development of 66‐68 Queen's 
Road: 
 
1) Modern Design:  The contemporary high rise design in the heart of the St. John's District National Historic Site is not 
compatible with the local historic church buildings and is another encroachment into a designated Heritage Area 1.  
 
2) Destruction of Green Space: The proposed development destroys valuable green space ‐ the last naturalized forest 
space in the downtown core.  In this era of the importance of the environment and mitigating climate change, reducing 
the green space in the City is not desirable to say the least. 
 
3) Blocking the View from The Rooms:  The proposed 10 story building would appear to at least partially block the view 
from The Rooms.  The view currently provides arguably the best view overlooking the downtown and out the narrows 
enjoyed by both tourists and locals alike. 
 
For these reasons along, I would not approve this project. 
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           21 Nov 2019 

   

Dear Councillor Jamieson and other members of City Council: 

I want to tell you how much I value having affordable housing in my neighbourhood.  Garrison Place, at 

the end of my street, is full of great folks who are friendly, generous and always warm with my two 

young daughters. Along with the Howard House, Garrison Place is part of what makes Garrison Hill one 

of the best places to live in the St. John’s.     

Our neighbourhood and city need more safe, affordable and high-density housing.  

I would love to see the currently institutionally zoned portion of the 68 Queen’s Road property zoned to 

accommodate high-density, affordable housing. It would be especially excellent if such housing included 

the necessary partnering organizations that could offer wrap-around services that are unavailable for 

people needing Third Tier emergency shelters (which we have intimately seen as an extremely urgent 

priority for our neighbourhood). This would serve the city’s goals of increasing affordable, high-density 

housing while even potentially re-purposing portions of the Parish Hall facility through greyfield 

development. In tandem with an adjacent community-stewarded, inner-city green space, THIS would be 

a good neighbourhood project.  It could serve as a model of St. John’s prioritizing people and our urban 

environment. 

I also think you would have community support in rezoning the institutional portion of 68 Queen’s Rd to 

accommodate high-density housing. Unfortunately, this is not what is being proposed by Parish Lane 

Residences Inc.  

My neighbours and I started a petition to urge you to NOT rezone the Open Space to Commercial 

Central Mixed. The proposed development and zoning change are inappropriate for the following: 

• The proposed building will effectively destroy a valuable green space (I have another letter 

about that) 

• Under CCM, the developer (who uses the term CDM) has stated on p. 15 of the LUAR that no 

setbacks are required. Meaning that regardless of the presented landscape/building design, 

under CCM zoning there is no obligation to protect a single tree that currently stands. 

• No setbacks required under CCM also means the houses on Garrison Hill could have a 10-storey 

building right alongside our property line, which would drastically reduce our quality of life. 

• The proposed condos will increase gentrification – they are very unlikely to be affordable and 

include parking and driveways on 24% of the property (with the total accommodation for 72 

parking spaces- when only 40 are “required”- LUAR pgs 25 and 29, respectively), which is a 

significant portion of what is currently naturalized green space. Taken collectively, in my 

opinion, the proposed development violates the spirit of the signed Climate Emergency 

declaration because it fails to protect a valuable inner-city environmental asset, it is clearly a 

car-centric development and it fails to serve the most vulnerable members of our community.    

Thank you,  
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Elected Members of St. John’s city Council. I am writing to you regarding the up coming vote to re-zone 
the area of 66-68 Queens rd to a development/residential zone. 

I am a concerned homeowner on Cathedral st. and have very serious concerns and questions regarding 
the proposed 40 unit condo development in the green space of 66-68 Queens st.  

I believe development is critical to a vibrant city and increasing density is important but at what cost? To 
develop a new condo building in this area is disregarding the national historic importance of a truly 
unique corner of our province and the world.  If the city rezones this area and allows development, we 
are truly selling our unique heritage to the highest bidder and if rezoned the developer has full control 
to change design with little to no influence to the city or public. This is unacceptable.  

We are in a time where buildings downtown (on my daily walk) are becoming vacant. The CBC building is 
an eye sore and a significant portion of the office buildings will be moving to outside the downtown 
area. If there is such a desire to create condos every building and already existing condo in the 
downtown area should be at full capacity or at the least a growth model showing an increase in all ready 
existing and built condos! As of now this is not the case.  

The environmental impact of taking a green space and turning it into condos can not be stressed 
enough. This area needs work and the hall needs to be something more than a vacant building but new 
build condos are not the answer. The construction will greatly affect life and traffic and the additional 
condos will cause congestion.  

If the City wants to do something to create density how about focusing on rent control and affordable 
housing in an area where a murder happened just 1 month before and another 3 morths before. There 
is a growing issue with wealth inequality and building condos in this area is only going to increase the 
ever growing wealth inequality in this city.  

As a concerned citizen of downtown St. John’s please vote to NO in the rezoning of 66-68 Queens st.  

 Kind Regards,  
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Karen Chafe

From:
Sent: Thursday, November 21, 2019 1:40 PM
To: CityClerk
Subject: 66-68 Queen’s Road Rezoning

 
I just wanted to add my voice of protest against this development. I like the green space argument, but it is not the main 
issue.  
 
The issue is placing a 10 story building in the middle of an historical precinct ‐ the St. John's Ecclesiastical District 
National Historic Site. It would block the best view in the city from the Rooms, which has a wonderful panorama of the 
entire downtown. That view would now be focused on a modern structure basically across the street, and mostly 
blocked by it.  
 
Furthermore, from most angles looking towards the Rooms from below, the historical precinct would also be focused on 
the condo building, which would dominate nearby structures such as the Kirk, the United Church, and the Anglican 
cathedral.  
 
Does council really want to even consider such a monstrosity, and indelibly alter historic St. John's for the worse?  
 
What is it about our local developers that they have no sense of place? A more modest 4 or 5 story building would be 
almost invisible built into the steep gradient ‐ even if it might be less lucrative. 
 
I count on the City bringing this proposal down to a proper scale. Of course such a building should be designed to reflect 
or build on the architecture of the district around it, even if it is a modern building ‐ that shouldn't be too much to ask of 
a developer invading such an area. (But if the recent proposal for new parish facilities shows, it is all about cost, not 
architecture or community ‐ cheap is best!) 
 
Allow this structure and you might as well stop pretending anyone on Council or in city government pays anything more 
than lip service to "historic" St. John's.  
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St. John’s, NL. A1C 6N8, 

, 

Your Worship and Members of Council, 

 I will be out of the Province and unable to attend the public hearings 
scheduled for the public hearings concerning the rezoning of the Anglican Parish 
Hall site.   

I am writing to express my concern about the proposed spot rezoning of 
the site to accommodate a 40 unit residential development by Parish Lane 
Developments Inc.  

I would like to say at the outset that considered in isolation from the 
proposed location, what I have seen of the development from the renderings in 
the LUAR and the Telegram, it appears to be a well designed and attractive 
development.  That is not my issue.  

It is precisely the proposed location of this development that is one of my   
main concerns. This is not just any area. The site located in the heart of the 
nationally designated Ecclesiastical District, one of only two such National 
designations in Canada. This district itself, the very heart of the designated 
Heritage Conservation Areas of historic St. John’s. Therefore any consideration of 
changes to the Municipal Plan and development regulations deserves very careful 
consideration and care. 

This is not about one site, it is about the cultural landscape of the historic 
downtown core area. The “cultural landscape” is a way of describing  the  
interrelationship of the natural and built environment of the older area of a 
commuity and how they have developed over time. This is the physical evidence 
of our civic history.  Is a very important asset for St. John’s. This important civic 
asset not only contributes to our sense of identity and pride of place, but is an 
accepted factor in the attraction of our city as a place to live, work and do 
business and as a tourism destination. The protection and enhancement of this 
asset is an important civic responsibility.   
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The current open space and institutional zoning provides protection for the 
integrity of the ecclesiastical district. Changing the zoning to CCM represents a 
major up zoning and an increase in height, density and potential uses permitted 
for the site which cannot be reversed once the zoning is approved, whether or 
not this development proceeds. It will create a precedent for other developments 
in the future and has the potential to seriously undermine the integrity of this 
historic area.    

Why is this important?  Because control of the height and density of new 
developments and consistency in the application of municipal regulations are two 
of the most important tools in protecting the cultural landscape of historic places 
within an urban setting.  I believe that the height and density of this proposed 
development are inappropriate for a historic district of this significance and that 
other zoning options should be considered which will provide more adequate 
protection for the district and still allow for a reasonable redevelopment of the 
site..   

I am also deeply concerned about the negative impact of the height of this 
development on the views of historic St. John’s from the Rooms, one of the most 
accessible and sought after views of old St. John’s. These views are public views 
and they belong to the public. They are an important economic asset for the 
Rooms. If this development is approved at the present height it will trade away  
an important  public asset for the benefit of one land owner, one  developer and 
private citizens wealthy enough to live in one of these high end  units.  

If my memory serves, the green space currently zoned open space was 
zoned this way for a reason, not only the protection of one of the remaining 
green areas in the historic downtown but because of the unique topography of 
the area. It was a means to control development which would negatively impact 
the views of and from the City’s historic core area. Lowering the height and 
density requirements for any rezoning of this site could protect these views   

I realize that increasing urban density is a policy in the new municipal plan.  
I recognize the value of increasing density . However, not all sites are appropriate 
for increased density in isolation from other factors such as street and sidewalk 
width, snow storage capacity, availability public transit and on street parking, and 
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the impacts of a site specific increase in density on the livability of adjacent 
neighbourhoods or the viability of other existing structures in an area.  

The downtown has already has the highest density in the city. It also has 
ageing infrastructure, narrow streets and sidewalks and limited snow storage 
capacity.  Downtown business are leaving because of the lack of on street parking 
and efficient public transit.   

I am concerned about the impact of the increased density on this site, and 
possibly others to follow because of the serious limitations of available parking 
already existing in this area. I realize that the developer intends to provide an on- 
site parking structure to serve the needs of the project. This will not serve the 
increased visitor traffic. 

In closing, I urge council to listen to the concerns of citizens about this 
rezoning and to consider possibly alternatives to the plan as presented.  There has 
to be a better way for council to facilitate a more constructive and productive 
dialogue around future developments. Perhaps when sensitive and important 
sites are being considered for redevelopment earlier stakeholder conversations 
could be encouraged.  

 

Sincerely,  
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Karen Chafe

From:
Sent: Sunday, November 24, 2019 8:14 PM
To: CouncilGroup; CityClerk
Subject: letter re: development at 66-68 Queens Road

Dear City Council and Clerk, 
 

I am writing to express my adamant opposition to the proposed condo development on the site of the Anglican 
parish hall and adjacent open space.  This proposal would destroy a wonderful piece of nature and a vibrant community at 
the very heart of St. John’s. Approval of this development would violate the city’s own bylaws, the 2003 Municipal Plan 
and the Draft Envision Municipal Plan. I urge you to deny the rezoning of 66-68 Queen’s Road from open space and 
institutional to commercial mixed. 
 

You may not be familiar with this green space, but I am. I have lived on Garrison Hill for eleven years and my 
house backs onto this area. In the spring this area bursts alive with vivid green cow parsley. The robins hop about and the 
apple and pin cherry trees blossom. Our neighbours tap the maple trees for syrup and the whole street gathers to clean up 
the garbage that has accumulated over the winter. In early summer, the crows choose one of the many towering old linden 
and maple trees to build a nest in and raise their young.  The pollinating insects abound: bumble bees and honey bees, 
butterflies of all sorts, yellow swallowtail, red admiral and painted lady. People are found relaxing in hammocks or 
walking their dogs. Children climb trees. Fall brings the return of the blue jays and our pair of northern flicker 
woodpeckers who overwinter here. The beech trees drop their nuts and it is winter. But there is still life here, the 
chickadees, juncos, and crows stay all year and are joined by flocks of Bohemian Waxwings who rest here on their 
migration. It is an amazing natural ecosystem. It is valuable in and of itself. 
 

This green space provides the wonderful woods that frames the view of and from the Rooms. It gives us all 
oxygen and aids our mental health. It is enjoyed by everyone who passes by. You, as city council have recently declared a 
climate change emergency. Rezoning open space to build condos for rich people and their cars is not remotely consistent 
with this declaration. The rezoning of this open space runs contrary to the following parts of your own Municipal Plans: 

Draft of the Envision Municipal Plan 
3.1 Forested lands within the city provide wildlife habitat, amenity space and opportunities for 
recreation and resource use. A healthy urban forest is also more resilient to the effects of climate change. 
3.1.10 Encourage the retention of natural features, including hilltops that are not included as 
an Environmentally Valuable Area (Z-2 EVA Map) or in the St. John’s Open Space 
Master Plan, and their incorporation into the planning and design of proposed 
development wherever possible.     
3.1.11 Protect and expand the urban forest in existing city neighbourhoods and integrate it into new 
neighbourhoods as they are planned and developed, consistent with the City’s Urban Forest Plan. 
4.6.9 Ensure lands required for public open space are acquired through the development approval process where 
a proposed development includes lands identified as part of the St. John’s Open Space Master Plan (2014) or as 
open space land for neighbourhood use.  
4.6.11  Encourage the retention and use of existing privately-owned recreation facilities and open space to 
supplement municipal parks and facilities.      
The 2003 Municipal Plan 
5.2.3 Preservation of Open Space and Recreation Use 
Where Institutional lands such as schools or churches have traditionally provided open space or 
recreation uses and acquisition is determined not to be desirable or feasible, the City shall encourage the 
provision or open space or recreation use as part of any redevelopment of such lands. 

 

In addition to destroying the natural area, this development would destroy the community around it.  In circulating 
the petition to preserve the open space (which has about 3000 signatures as I write this) I knocked on the doors of the 
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people of Henry Street and Dick’s Square. They have been living with the construction of the Star of the Sea condos for 
years. They were so sad and frustrated. They are unable to live peacefully, or even tolerably in their homes.  They are also 
unable to sell or even rent their homes. Right now, Garrison Hill is a wonderful street to live on. Any of you who have 
been over knows this already. My neighbours are my best friends and I know if this development goes through I will lose 
them and the community I so cherish. My loss would also be the city’s loss, for we are people who support and contribute 
to our downtown with our work, both paid and volunteer, and with our wallets.  
 

The height, scale, and design of this development is completely incompatible with the adjacent properties. It 
would shade our gardens and windows on the west side of the houses on Garrison Hill.  It would light up that same area 
during the night. Once constructed, noise would increase due to the patios, balconies and metal walkway right behind our 
home. The sixty car parking area, far larger than needed in this walkable area, would bring us noise and fumes. The five 
year plus building schedule would mean that the children living here would spend a third of their young lives with 
construction noise.   Our residents in Howard House and Garrison Place who are working so hard to change their lives 
would have yet another challenge to overcome. The unique feel of our historic area would be ruined and the tourists who 
walk up and down our hill by the hundreds every summer would ask “Dear God, what are they doing to this beautiful 
place?!”.  
 

The first line of the terms of reference for the LUAR says “The proponent shall identify significant impacts and, 
where appropriate, also identify measures to mitigate impacts on land uses adjoining the subject property”. In this case the 
LUAR falls short of addressing the full impact on our properties and does very little to mitigate those impacts. The 
shadowing, for example, on page 18 shows the tragic loss of summer light between noon and 4PM and maintains that 
“later than this shadows already occur because of the existing topography, tree cover and buildings.” Then an image of the 
existing shadows is included, rather than show the full shadow this mammoth building will shed. It is true that there are 
existing shadows, but these come from the many existing trees. Whenever it comes to addressing the impact on our 
homes, the LUAR relies on phrases like “Wind generation and mitigation is extremely difficult to predict (p28) and “The 
view from Garrison Hill is difficult to project” (p38).  These things are not difficult to predict. All that was needed was 
some contact with the residents. We have heard nothing from this developer, no knock on our doors, nothing in our 
mailboxes. This from a developer who states, as their Civic Objective, to be “a good neighbour” (p3,34). I know what a 
good neighbour is, I have a street full of them and this is not how a good neighbour behaves. 
 

St. John’s has a host of bylaws and regulations that have been set to preserve neighbourhoods just like this one. 
For example, from the Draft Envision Municipal Plan: 

6.4.1 Recognize and protect established downtown residential neighbourhoods through the 
retention of housing stock or consideration of moderate intensification in a form that 
respects the scale and character of the neighbourhood. 

And this, from the 2003 Municipal Plan: 
2.2.5 Protect the Architectural Scale of Downtown 
The City shall maintain and develop the St. John’s Heritage Area as the historic architectural focus of the City 
and ensure harmonious development of the Downtown by: 
1.adopting regulations to: 
a) protect significant public views from streets and open spaces; 
b) control blockage of sunlight in streets and public open spaces; 
c) control the density, height and siting of buildings; 
d) control the relationship of buildings to streets and open spaces;             

Garrison Hill sits as a little residential strip in the heart of the Eccestiastical District which is a National Historic Site. The 
Anglican parish hall is a designated heritage building in this National Historic Site  and the open space is part of this 
National Historic Site too. I encourage you to look at section 4-7 of the Envision Municipal Plan. It states “Historic 
districts enhance our perspective,understanding and awareness of the past, and contribute to our sense of identity and 
pride. Preservation of historic districts provides tremendous economic benefits,stimulating commercial activity through 
increased tourism activity and spending ...Ultimately, heritage resources are a fragile gift from past generations, and are 
not a renewable resource,therefore we must preserve them for their unique value and the qualities that make St.John’s 
significant for past, present and future generations.Heritage resources will now be protected under the new St. John’s 
Heritage By-law,”. But I do want you to actually see the document, because these statements are actually written under a 
picture of Garrison Hill. 
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Elaine Henley

From:
Sent: Friday, November 15, 2019 10:46 AM
To: CityClerk; Mayor; Sheilagh O'Leary; Maggie Burton; Deanne Stapleton; Ian Froude; Sandy Hickman; 

Debbie Hanlon; Jamie Korab
Subject: Parish lane proposed development

Good morning City Clerk and Councillors,  
This is a letter regarding the proposed development at 66‐68 Queen's road, otherwise known as Parish Lane. I would like 
these comments put into the public record and I would like the opportunity to speak at the public meeting on November 
27th. I have written to other councillors directly and therefore not included them here. 
Thank you, 

 
 
_________________________________________________ 
 

I have lived on Garrison hill for the past 10 years and during that time I have acted as a steward of the 
naturalised green space between Garrison hill and the Kirk, bordered by Harvey Rd. and Queen’s Rd. I 
intimately know the trees, bushes, and other plants growing there. I watch the crows, bluejays, juncos, 
chickadees, flickers, starlings, waxwings, and robins who rely on this haven of natural space for food and 
habitat. I see the countless pollinating insects busy in their work as I pick the apples and beech nuts which 
proliferate there. As a community, we organise annual clean-ups of the litter strewn there by the wind and 
passers-by on Harvey rd. We watched in 2010 as Hurricane Igor toppled one of the oldest maples at the very 
edge of the forest and we continue to watch as its meter-wide stump decomposes and creates new life for 
fungi and lichens. Green spaces are not just for the use of people, but for the benefit of all living things.  

Rick Pardy is seeking a rezoning of this area from open space to commercial central mixed in order to 
trample this forest and erect a 10 story condo development. The St. John’s City Council unanimously voted on 
November 4th, 2019 to recognize a climate change emergency. It is entirely antithetical for this climate change 
emergency motion to be accepted and to allow for the removal of the last naturalised green space in the city’s 
core. Does this council want to be seen as acting globally by denying this rezoning and commercial 
development or as bold faced hypocrites who claim to support real change but refuse to implement it? This is 
an opportunity to make a stand for urban forests, to reinforce a network of green spaces, and to better 
strengthen sustainability in St. John’s.  

I have, and will continue to, support reasonable and appropriate development in our city. I supported 
the construction of Garrison Place run by the John Howard Society, three doors away from my own home, 
because it fits with the character of the neighbourhood and benefits its residents and the surrounding 
community. This new proposed development is ridiculously out of character with the surrounding area and 
would completely alter the community. At 10 stories tall, this glass tower would put Garrison hill in shade hours 
earlier in the day at all times of year and be illuminated all through the night; darkness when light is needed 
and light when it’s not wanted. If this developer should be asking for anything, it should be for residential 
rezoning which would restrict him to three stories. This is a slippery slope. By granting CCM rezoning, he could 
build anything he well pleases at a height and scale more fitting to Calgary than St. John’s. I am not an expert 
on Built Heritage, but any simple mind could tell you that 7 stories higher than the surrounding area is not 
suitable.  

I implore this council, as the stewards of our city, to vote against this rezoning of open space to 
commercial central mixed. By preventing this rezoning you can prevent the permanent loss of this valuable 
environmental asset.  
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Elaine Henley

From:
Sent: Thursday, November 21, 2019 2:36 PM
To: CityClerk; Hope Jamieson
Cc:  CouncilGroup
Subject: submission of Public Comments for agenda of 66-68 Queen's Road Public Hearing
Attachments: Petition public comments to Save the Last naturalized Green Space in St. John's- 21Nov2019.pdf

Good afternoon Elaine, 
 
Please find attached copies of the public comments we have received from the online portion of our petition entitled 
Save the Last Naturalized Green Space in Downtown St. John's.  This is being submitted to you to be included in the 
agenda for the 66‐68 Queen's Road public meeting to be held on the November 27th, 2019.   
 
If you would prefer a hard copy of this, I would be happy to drop it by your office at your convenience. 
 
If you have any questions, please give me a call at   
 
Best regards 
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To: City Clerk 
 
From:   
 
Re: Proposed Condo Development for 66-68 Queen’s Rd      
 
I am writing to express a number of concerns I have related to the development on Queen’s Rd itself 
and its potential impact on other industries and opportunities that could be beneficial to the City’s 
citizens.   I am opposed to the rezoning due to the following reasons: 

1.  It does not contribute to the type of housing stock that the citizens of St John’s, particularly 
those of us who live in the older sections of the City, need; 

2. It could negatively impact tourism and related industries.  
3. It has the potential to impact negatively on the Ecclesiastical Heritage District itself, its national 

designation, and possibility to apply for other advantageous designations, e.g., UNESCO world 
heritage site status.  

The following sections provide the details of my concerns.  

 

 1. Housing/Condos in St John’s   

Reports have shown that the City has seen a significantly decreased interest in condo ownership over 
the past decade particularly in the luxury market, attributed in part to the decrease in the price of oil, 
which shows no indication of increasing anytime soon (see web-page reference following signature). 
My own recent cursory review of the more obvious real estate web-sites showed that as of November 
16th there were some 200 condos for sale in the City.  Many of these have been on the websites for 
more than 6 months.  There are 17 condos ranging from $400,000-$795,000 for sale at 181 Hamilton 
Ave alone.  The “Star of the Sea” condos on Henry St do not appear to be on the market as yet but will 
add to the glut.  The MIX development, originally planned as condos, was converted to apartment 
development (2014) due to the lack of interest in condos.  The rent for these very small units (500 – 800 
sq. ft.) seems to range from about $1500 - $2500.   And there are other recent approvals (e.g., Churchill 
Square’s 6 storey development) yet to hit the market.   There appears to be an overabundance of 
condos.  The prices for rent or purchase of them seem to be out of the range of people beginning their 
working career or workers in the middle income brackets. 
 
One has to wonder why any investor would want to enter into this over-suppled market.  Perhaps the 
Vancouver syndrome where condos are built as investments not as home and sit empty while ordinary 
citizens have no viable places to live?   Since there does not appear to be a demand or need for these 
high-end units, and recent information indicates that these would be at the very top of the local market. 
I would suggest that there be no rush to rezone the area but rather that some consideration be given to 
what could be accomplished within the current categories to actually supply the St John’s need. 
 
The City could not likely question the rationale that a developer would have for entering an 
oversupplied and flat market.  However, it should, I would argue, consider in its decision the housing 
stock that is required in the City and particularly the needs of the citizens living in that neighbourhood.   
We hear frequently that there is a considerable need for affordable and/or modest entry-level housing.  
Could Council not work with the various churches/ parishes in the district to develop some affordable 
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residences with perhaps offices for social justice groups to address needs?   Some of this could likely be 
achieved within the current zonal designation.  The City has programs to encourage this type of activity, 
as does the Federal Government.  Perhaps the Anglican Church could be an active participant in 
addressing the needs of some of its more vulnerable parishioners. 
 
The open space zone could continue to be “wild” space with perhaps some creative use of the wooded 
area to reflect the district’s heritage.  Not a structured environment such as Bannerman Park but a 
hidden treasure in the middle of the city.  There are many little spaces and commons behind houses in 
the old city known largely to the bordering homes and to those of us who walk dogs in sun and rain and 
snow.  They have their value for those who live in the neighbourhood, particularly children who now live 
in an overly structured and mechanised world. 
 

2 Tourism 

Every resident in the older part of the city takes a deep breath towards the end of every June, as we 
know that we will soon be inundated with tourists, including many international visitors who arrive on 
the cruise ships; they come huffing and puffing up Garrison Hill, taking a sitting break on the steps 
before they make the last push to the Basilica. They are engaged, lost souls, bewildered by our 
intersections and “intriguing” street orientations.  We do what we can to help. They come to see historic 
church buildings set amidst rows of colourful clapboarded houses that wind their way around the 
harbour — all a walkable distance from downtown shops, lively bars and world class restaurants.  This is 
what tourists from all over the world come here to experience.   It’s what the municipal and the 
provincial tourism departments promote. 
 
Cultural tourism is a large segment of the market here.  These travellers are drawn to the Churches of St. 
John’s. They take advantage of guided tours, gift shops, tea rooms, plays and concerts that occur in the 
churches and parish halls.  The revenue from these activities helps maintain the historic buildings and 
support parish programs.  At the same time, the spillover effects support many jobs in the City. 
 
Religious tourism is a growing area.  Research suggests the market is more resilient to recessions and is 
more open to repeat business than secular leisure travel. The global faith-based travel sector is worth 
$18 billion and includes 300 million travellers a year.  The majority of these people are well educated 
and with comfortable incomes. 
 
The Ecclesiastical District could be an even larger attraction for religious tourists.  Many European 
religious sites are overcrowded.  St. John’s is well positioned to capture some portion of this market. 
 
This one development will not ruin the town for tourists but every inappropriate modern 
development—and others are planned—takes away from the unique character of the historic 
downtown.  Tourism is one of our few non-resource based, low carbon industries.  Unlike some of the 
others, it has the ability to drive and support other service-based sectors. 
 
 

3.   National Ecclesiastical Heritage District. 

While St John’s citizens are accustomed see the structural beauty of the churches and the ecclesiastical 
district as they go about their everyday lives, this district is unique in Canada.  Therefore in 2008, 
following much work by local citizens and groups, it was designated a national historic site.  The 
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designation was awarded because this cultural landscape represents the breadth of involvement of the 
Anglican, Roman Catholic, Methodist/United and Presbyterian denominations in the establishment and 
evolution of the spiritual, philanthropic, charitable and educational institutions of St. John’s and 
Newfoundland during the 19th and 20th centuries.  Further, the designation noted that it is important 
architecturally as its ecclesiastical buildings and spaces are in unusual proximity to one another and 
located on an outstanding and unique site on a steep hill overlooking St. John’s Harbour, where many of 
them serve as visual landmarks both from the harbour and within the downtown. 
 
This designation has many benefits.  The exposure that comes with the designation can help in 
attracting tourists (see 2 above).  It helps to protect and preserve various aspects of our history.  And it 
comes with the quite tangible benefit of enabling matching funding from federal programmes to pay for 
the necessary restoration of buildings.   The Anglican Cathedral is currently conducting repairs to the 
exterior wall on the Cathedral St side under one such grant.  Other Churches could take advantage of 
this programme as well.   The designation comes with expectations including protection of the built 
heritage, as well as complementary new development.   These districts must portray a "sense of history" 
where intrusive elements are minimal, and the district’s historic character must predominate and set it 
apart from the area that immediately surrounds it. 
 
One wonders how the 10 storey tower component of this development, which would introduce 
contemporary high rise design into the heart of the St. John’s Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site, 
would  impact this nationally recognised site.  It isolates one of the designated historic buildings, 
separating it from the other structures.   Thus it effectively divides the district.  The tower is not 
compatible in style, scale, height nor architectural detail with the church buildings, commercial premises 
or heritage homes that give this area its distinctive character.  Approval of this development could set a 
precedent for other requests for other similar buildings and this type, height and form could cascade 
across the precinct, further compromising its integrity.  While not directly related to this proposal, the 
City has just recently almost completely isolated Gower St United Church making it almost inaccessible.   
Actions like these erode the heritage integrity of the district.  Ultimately they could lead to loss of the 
national designation, and will seriously reduce future opportunity for this district to be considered  for 
other designations such as UNESCO world heritage status.   I feel the City will rue the day that it allows 
this and any similar development to negatively impact the esthetic and economic benefits this district 
brings to the City. 
 

3a. Municipal Heritage Area 
 
This ecclesiastical district is arguably the core of the City’s Heritage Area 1. 
 
The current City of St. John’s Municipal Plan. 2003, pp. 37-38, states: 
 

The built heritage of fine old buildings and streetscapes in St. John’s contributes to the 
enjoyment of its residents and visitors. As the city develops, heritage buildings should retain 
their original features, although their use can and must evolve over time. Heritage areas also 
need to accommodate appropriate new buildings and redevelopment. . . . The City shall ensure 
that renovations and new development are compatible with adjoining buildings in terms of 
style, scale, height, and architectural detail (emphasis added). 
 

The 2019 draft of the Envision St. John’s Municipal Plan, pp. 2-10, states: 
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https://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/newfoundland-labrador/condo-market-rapidly-cooling-off-in-st-john-
s-area-1.2568741   2014 
 
https://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/newfoundland-labrador/sluggish-housing-market-nl-1.5249403  2019 
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Elaine Henley

From: Hope Jamieson
Sent: Wednesday, November 20, 2019 2:21 PM
To: Elaine Henley
Subject: Fwd: Rezoning under the Rooms

Hi Elaine, 

Another one for the package re: 68 Queen’s Rd. Thanks! 

Warmly, 

Hope 

 

From:   

Sent: Monday, November 18, 2019 9:05:25 PM 

To: Hope Jamieson <hjamieson@stjohns.ca> 

Subject: Rezoning under the Rooms  

  

Hi Hope  

I can't attend the public meeting but want to be heard. I think that developing that green space would be a 

mistake. Tough for the owners but we need green space to soak up water when it rains and the snow melts, to 

absorb sound, to clean the air etc. Let's be leaders in city planning. Let's be brave and wait to see if we really 

need more condos downtown at the moment. There are other spots that could redeveloped. Derelict and run 

down areas that are not full of trees. 

 

Thanks for reading 

 

 

  

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

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

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

delete the original message.  
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Elaine Henley

From:
Sent: Wednesday, November 20, 2019 8:47 PM
To: CouncilGroup
Subject: Proposed new condo development

Dear Mr Mayor  and Council members, 
 I have been listening to and reading much discussion on the proposed new condo development in the small forested 
area at the centre of our city. 
I am shocked that such a proposal would even be seriously entertained. I thought we had passed the point of cutting 
down trees in this city where they take so long to grow and are so precious to us. I am sure we all remember with grief 
the wanton destruction of trees along West Water Street and in front of the Old Colonial building on Military Road!! 
Quite apart from all that we have a glut of condo capacity in the city. And a very troubled housing market. The last thing 
we need is another high‐end condo! If we need anything in the housing department it is provision of affordable 
accessible housing. 
And as for that spurious MegaCity argument about density ... while it is an entirely appropriate consideration in many 
contexts it is hardly applicable in our St John's situation and certainly not in historic Central St John's!! 
 
Friends we have had  more than enough development driven inappropriate high‐rise buildings in the core of our city. We 
certainly do not need another one. I hope we who object to this condo development proposal can count on you to reject 
this totally unacceptable proposition. 
 
Thanks for all you do on our behalf 
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Elaine Henley

From:
Sent: Monday, November 18, 2019 8:10 AM
To: CityClerk
Subject: Do not rezone parish Hall greenspace

Hello, 
 
Please take efforts to preserve the green space behind Garrison hill and the parish Hall. The downtown is home to many 
empty condo and apartment buildings but few green spaces. Please do not rezone this space. It has immense value as it 
stands. As you voted yourselves we are in a climate emergency and in the words of Coun. Ian Froude, climate 
mitigation and adaptation must be made a strategic priority and considered in every council decision.  
 
Best, 
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Karen Chafe

From:
Sent: Thursday, November 21, 2019 3:14 PM
To: CityClerk; Mayor; Sheilagh O'Leary; Sandy Hickman; Hope Jamieson; Debbie Hanlon; Ian Froude; 

Dave Lane; Deanne Stapleton; Wally Collins; Maggie Burton; Jamie Korab
Cc: TCIIMinister@gov.nl.ca
Subject: Submission Parish Hall Proposal 
Attachments: Elegant Letter.docx

City Clerk, Mayor, Deputy Mayor and Councillors  
 
Please find my partial submission re the above. It is a letter I recently sent to The Honourable Bernard Davis about the 
significant impact the proposed development will have on the original objectives for the Rooms to become a cultural 
tourism generator for both the Province and the City.  
 
To achieve that objective a significant site selection study was undertaken and other towns were lobbying for its 
placement in their community. The Province decided to place it in the most strategic location possible within the City's 
prime heritage and tourism district to maximize economic benefits for all citizens and your City.  
 
The proposed condo development as now outlined will impact significantly on the historical integrity of the District in 
which the highly successful and world class cultural facility sits.  
 
Thank you for considering this matter 
 

  
 
 

 
 
 
 
Sent from my iPad 
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November 17th 2019  
The Honourable Bernard Davis 
Minister of Tourism, Culture, Innovation and Industry 
 
Dear Minister Davis: 
 
I am writing to ask you to protect the important tourism setting of The  Rooms that will be 
impaired if the rezoning of  "Open Space" occurs and the intrusion of a modern building design is 
allowed as proposed  by the Parish Hall developer now before City Hall.  
 
Under the current municipal zoning of  "Open Space"  The Rooms sits within a protected 
heritage setting strengthening its mandate to be a cultural and heritage iconic tourism facility 
for the Province.  The City and the developer have addressed view planes from the North  in 
their proposal however they have both missed the most important consideration for this 
proposal and that is  of its impact on the heritage setting for The Rooms and its view planes from 
the South. This protection of this view plane and the historic setting of  The Rooms is critical to 
our tourism industry and to a future application for world heritage designation consideration 
for this precinct.  These are the two critical visible features that helped Quebec City achieve their 
world heritage status for their old town district.  
 
As information often gets lost to time the historic infrastructure that this district offers and its 
visibility were the deciding factors in 1999 for the siting of The Rooms at the strategic and 
historically dominant Fort Townsend site.  It was specifically planned for this facility to sit high 
amongst the splendid and sumptuous ecclesiastical churches and properties in the  old town as 
had Fort Townsend.  
 
As your Government knows in December 1999,  at an important Press Conference, the 
Honourable Brian Tobin along with the late Dr. Mary Pratt, co chair of the Premiers Advisory 
Committee for The Rooms,  announced the construction of the new Rooms facility. At that 
conference and in other subsequent press releases the following statements were made: 
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"The site is part of the heritage area, it's development will strengthen cultural tourism in the City 
and by extension the whole Province, 
 
The direct view through the narrows highlights the traditional gateway to and from the province 
and will be instantly visible to visitors arriving by cruise ships and from the downtown,  
 
The building will be a major addition to the skyline, without dominating it, and will fit in well,  
with the other institutional and religious buildings in the neighbourhood, 
 
Culture is expected to become a major economic generator in the 21st century  and The Rooms 
will enhance the future of our economic development and our cultural tourism industry, 
 
Culture is a means of assuring a society in the global marketplace......it helps generate tourism 
and trade activities, and  
 
This will be a landmark project with a memorable presence, celebrating our rich cultural 
heritage. It will serve not only to educate and inspire but also to attract visitors from within and 
outside the Province.  
 
The Rooms have achieved these above-noted outcomes and it is a highly successful and 
unequalled accomplishment by a Liberal Government, and one of your very finest.  
 
 
 
It is therefore concerning that  the importance of the Rooms, and its strategic purpose has not 
been noted in any of the sections of the City in its  Decision and Directions note. It is not 
specifically listed under "Partners or other Stakeholders" or in the section noted "Alignment 
with Strategic Directions and Adopted Plans".   
 
The City's adopted new Envision Plan 2-10, 2019 exact wording states....."The City's Heritage 
Area (including the Ecclesiastical Precinct) as set out by the Historic Sites and Monuments 
Board, will continue to be protected under the new St. John's Heritage ByLaw, and Residential 
districts in the downtown will be preserved to retain the blocks of row housing, streetscapes, 
laneways and public spaces unique to the City".   
 
Modern historically  unsympathetic  disproportionate design as proposed by the Developer, 
does not belong in this heritage area.  
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The need for "consultation with key stakeholders and neighbouring property owner"  is a key 
component however again The Rooms is missing in this section along with other key 
stakeholders such as your Cultural, Tourism and Heritage Divisions,  Heritage NL, City Tourism, 
operators such as Spirit of Newfoundland, the Peter Lewis Gallery as well as players in the 
tourism industry and Parks Canada.  
 
Without this directed consultation the City is silencing yours and the voices of the tourism, 
culture and heritage industries whom rely on this District for their livelihood and the economic 
benefits it creates. The city's  public consultation process does  also not have the structure to 
ensure the above-noted recommended partners are actually heard.  
 
Equally importantly under "Strategic Implications " the City should have recognized all the 
private and Government investments, over the past 30 years, including the $40 million invested 
by the Province in The Rooms, its annual multi-million operating budget, your annual marketing 
costs for the old town and Federal investments.  
 
These investments have all been made by governments, developers,residents and 
neighbourhoods on the basis that the City's objectives and vision for its heritage district would 
be upheld as outlined in its adopted Plan.  
 
St. John's City Plan, Pages 37-38 states that .......the City shall ensure that renovations and new 
development are compatible with adjoining buildings in terms of style, scale, height and 
architectural detail.  The proposed condo tower if approved will be in complete contravention of 
this City objective.  
 
I wanted to bring these matters to your attention to ensure that you or your officials have 
brought these matters to the attention of the City.  
 
The Rooms has been called by the Globe and Mail one of the best small cultural facilities in the 
world.  A recognition of its global appeal and potential to grow as a cultural tourism generator 
for NL. 
 
A glass tower condo development in front of this world class iconic cultural facility  will diminish 
its current and future world class appeal. This setting for such a world class historic and this 
cultural facility should be protected. 
 
You have a choice before you and that is to accept a glass condo tower or ensure for a world 
heritage future, in a district, that is so important to the future of your cultural and tourism 
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industries. There are so many other designs, reuses and proposals that would be a better fit for 
this site.   
 
Thank you for your consideration of this matter.  
 

 
 

 
CC. City Clerk, Mayor, Deputy Mayor and Councillors, City of St John's  
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support retail spaces that provide amenities to improve the quality of life for those who live 
downtown. In addition, we would encourage any new development to recognise the 
community not for profits that were previously housed in that location, and to accommodate 
such services going forward (see Envision, p. 8-7). 


We note that, although the rezoning application is from Institutional/Open Space to CCM, the 
plans do not appear to contemplate the incorporation of retail or service spaces. The street 
facing elements of the building are set back from both Harvey Road and Queen’s Road, which 
has the effect of shielding the entrance from public view. This design is not conducive to the 
use of the space for commercial purposes. If the project does not intend to provide  
opportunities for increased amenities in the neighbourhood, we query whether it would be 
appropriate to approve a rezoning to CCM.


2. Environmental Impacts:


We applaud Council for taking a strong stand to preserve the City’s natural environment and 
combat climate change, through the Climate Mitigation and Adaptation Declaration, and the 
2019 - 2029 Strategic Plan. We see this rezoning application as an opportunity for Council to 
translate these policy goals into positive action.


In our opinion, the proposal to rezone the Open Space directly contradicts Council’s previously 
stated strategic priorities. On November 4th, City Council unanimously voted to declare a 
climate emergency, “for the purpose of deepening our commitment to protecting our 
community, economy, natural assets, and ecosystems from changes in climate” (s. 4). This 
declaration is consistent with the 2019 - 2029 Strategic Plan’s goal of creating “A city that is 
sustainable today and for future generations; economically, environmentally and financially” (s. 
9), including preserving and enhancing “the natural and built environment where we live” (p. 
10). We also note the Envision Draft Municipal Plan’s goal of improving the urban forests “for 
their ecological, aesthetic and economic value” (p. 3-1, 3-2), and the current Municipal Plan 
goal of protecting the natural environment, in particular open spaces (p. III-39) and steep 
slopes (p. III-40).


The application to rezone the Open Space to CCM would mean losing the only natural forest in 
downtown St. John’s. This forest is currently home to numerous 100 year old trees (36 trees 
with a diameter of above 0.2m, according to the Land Use Assessment Report (LUAR) 
(November 6th, 2019), Supplementary Information, p. 5), as well as wildlife and birds. The 
LUAR contemplates that over half of these trees would be removed, while the brush forest 
would be converted to a manicured “buffer” zone. In fact, the LUAR refers to “protecting 
existing trees to the extent possible” (p. 26), which suggests a very low level of commitment to 
saving any existing trees. We note that we find the table on page 25 of the LUAR to be 
misleading - it refers to 50% of the landscaping being maintained, however this number 
includes “hard landscaping”, which appears to include the Harvey Road driveway and 
walkways. If hard landscaping is removed, then much more than half of the green space is 
converted to pavement and buildings. It should also be noted that the numbers used on page 
25 do not appear to align with those provided in Progressive Engineering and Consulting’s 
portion of the submissions (drawings C100 and C101).


Once this forest is damaged, no forestry policy will replace the benefit of this green space, for 
the community, to counter greenhouse gas effects, and for the wildlife that it supports. We 
think that it is the responsibility of council to preserve this forest for future generations. If it is 
replaced with a condominium and parking lot, our children and grandchildren will shake their 
heads at the shortsightedness of this decision. We think that council should consider the 
possibility that this forest could be preserved as a public space, where residents can enjoy a 
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slice of nature in the downtown area. If this rezoning goes ahead then this possibility will be 
gone forever. 


Maintaining the open space for public use is also consistent with Council’s goals of developing 
pedestrian paths in the downtown (Municipal Plan, p. IV-52) and improving open spaces 
(Envision, p. 10-11), as well as acquiring Institutional land in order to maintain its public use 
(Municipal Plan, p. III-32; Envision, p. 4-6; 8-15).


3. Heritage  

We support the efforts of council to preserve the heritage elements of this property, consistent 
with the area’s Heritage 1 designation. The Ecclesiastic District is “one of the oldest sections of 
town” (Master List of Heritage Buildings, p. 306) and we agree that special care should be 
taken the preserve it. However, we are concerned about the impact of this development on the 
scale and liveability of the neighbourhood.


Garrison Hill is a corridor for tourists walking from the Harbour to the Rooms, and is frequently 
photographed. If approved, the Harvey Road phase of this development will loom far above the 
existing houses, undermining the historical feel of the street. Ensuring that new development is 
compatible with existing neighbourhoods is an essential part of preserving those 
neighbourhoods (Envision, p. 10-11). If the quality of life in existing houses downtown is 
harmed through close proximity to large scale development, residents will be unlikely to 
maintain these houses at the same level. The decline of this neighbourhood will mean a 
downtown that is less desirable for everyone - including the potential condo residents. 
Approving the rezoning to CCM would directly contradict Council’s stated goal of protecting 
the architectural scale of downtown (Municipal Plan, p. IV-49; Envision p. 10-9) and respecting 
the spacial relationship of the neighbourhood (Envision, 4-8). Beyond this, the Municipal Plan 
specifically calls for the maintenance of the “unique and special elements that define” the 
Ecclesiastic district, including maintaining “openness of landscape”.


To summarise the above, we ask that Council consider the following:


- Reject the application to rezone the open space as CCM, and preserve the green space 
adjoining Harvey Road for public use, for the enjoyment of future generations and as part of 
the implementation of Council’s climate strategy;


- Ensure that development along Queen’s Road is developed thoughtfully, preserving the 
heritage elements of the Parish Hall, and ensuring that the design improves the walkability of 
downtown by including space for amenities and community outreach. If there is no intent to 
include commercial spaces in the design, then the CCM designation should not be granted.


Thank you for considering our views.


Sincerely, 
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Rezoning application for 66-68 Queen’s Road (Cathedral Parish Hall) 

To the City of St John’s 

 

As a resident adjacent to the proposed application  I OBJECT to proposed rezoning and planned 
building. Currently there is an application to rezone the space and build a 40-unit “luxury” building. This project would 
destroy a mix-growth forested green space which is the only one in the neighborhood. It would also require the 
demolition of a Heritage building. In recent years the City has approved several large building projects (e.g. large 
houses) in heritage areas (Quidi Vidi and The Battery) which have reduced the historical/cultural values of the area. I 
do not want to see the historical/value of our neighborhood diminish.  

Recent investigations have shown that St. John’s has lost a large portion of their historical buildings (“In less than 60 
years, more than half St. John’s historic buildings have been lost.” The Telegram. Juanita Mercer). Community 
activities conducted on this section of Queens Road include: Regular Church services (parking/traffic concerns), 
Military demonstrations and marching band parades, the Ghost Walks. So, there is a considerable noise level 
sporadically throughout the year that these new residents may not be aware and could deter them from purchasing a 
unit. Also, of concern is that it blocks the Rooms. If St. John’s is a city that cares about heritage and heritage 
buildings, then let’s hold the big developers’ feet to the fire or otherwise let homeowners who live in heritage homes 
paint them whatever color they want and put in whatever windows they want. Let’s be honest they aren’t going to 
keep any of the heritage building. They can say they will but I’m sure they will find a structural reason why they can’t 
keep something siting safety and costs as the reason to demolish it. 

In consideration of the units being built and sold in a timely manner. I have seen several condo buildings spring up 
throughout the city over recent years. The Park Place West apartments located at 181 Hamilton Ave took several 
years to complete. I know this because I lived directly across the street for a time and a colleague owned a house 
across the street. The building ruined the view and access to natural sunlight for residents across the street. It took a 
very long time for units to be sold in pre/during the building process and there are still vacant units in the building.  

Also, of concern/consideration is the resale value of the adjacent homes. The condo building located at 16 Water 
Street also has several units for sale and is in an undesirable location (next to an industrial use site). It is a fairly new 
building (<10 years old) and several of the balconies have had to be torn down and rebuilt. One must wonder how 
well these condo buildings are being built and the forethought to go into it. Building next to a huge salt mound and 
having that blow into your “luxury” condo building deteriorating the structure and furniture. I have a friend who bought 
a unit in its first years of being open and had to move out of province for work. They have since had a very difficult 
time finding a buyer and a hard time finding someone to rent it. The MIX is also a new condo building that is has 
several vacancies open. There have also been several failed/cancelled condo buildings in the recent past with 
investors losing their money. 

As an early career adult looking to buy the real estate in the city and have several friends also currently buying 
houses, none of us are remotely considering condos. 

 

Regards, 
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Karen Chafe

From:
Sent: Friday, November 22, 2019 11:45 AM
To: CityClerk
Subject: 66-68 Queen's Road

Hi,  
 
Although I support condo developments of this nature as they increase densification of the downtown, 
discourage car ownership and facilitate use of downtown businesses and services, I question the lot chosen for 
this particular proposal. There are a plethora of empty lots in the vicinity of this location—why are these not 
being considered instead? We should be favouring the redevelopment of existing lots over the destruction of 
more green space.  
 
Examples of lots that could be considered (I fully admit I have no knowledge concerning the land use 
agreements governing these properties): 
 
the old CBC building: an empty, dilapidated structure in a prime dt location 
the neighbouring BellAliant building: another empty, dilapidated structure in a prime dt location 
the empty gravel lot next to the Kirk on Long's Hill: Totally unused space with staircase access to Harvey 
Road, in a low‐traffic area. No removal of green space required, and no impact to neighbouring structures in 
terms of views, etc. 
The old Grace Hospital grounds: A central location between downtown and centre city/west end. Gorgeous 
city views, and a completely empty lot save for the hideous, spooky skeleton of a former hospital 
The Eastern extreme of Water Street: A barren plot of gravel land at the corner of Temperance St. Totally 
empty, and a prime location for Condos, with the Narrows directly in front, and other condo projects 
immediately adjacent. 
 
 
Just curious as to why all of these lots are allowed to sit empty while valuable pieces of land such as the 
grounds of 66‐68 Queens Road are being considered for demolition? The people of St. John's deserve an 
answer. This is our city, our downtown.  
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Elaine Henley

From: Hope Jamieson
Sent: Monday, November 18, 2019 1:22 PM
To: CityClerk
Subject: Fwd: Building a healthy city

Hi Elaine, 

Please see attached for inclusion in the submission to council. Thanks! 

Warmly, 

Hope 

 

From:   

Sent: Sunday, November 17, 2019 1:21:06 PM 

To: Hope Jamieson <hjamieson@stjohns.ca>; Mayor <mayor@stjohns.ca>; Sheilagh O'Leary <soleary@stjohns.ca>; 

Maggie Burton <mburton@stjohns.ca>; Dave Lane <dlane@stjohns.ca>; Sandy Hickman <shickman@stjohns.ca>; Debbie 

Hanlon <dhanlon@stjohns.ca> 

Cc:   

Subject: Building a healthy city  

  

Hello Councillor Hope, Mayor Breen, Deputy Mayor O'Leary and Councillors at large,  

 

I am writing to urge you to protect the naturalized green space between Queen's Road and Harvey Road that 

is being considered for condo development. 

 

There are precious few green spaces in the downtown area of St. John's and it would be a great mistake to 

lose this one. Green spaces in cities are a form of natural capital with multiple benefits for citizens. For 

example, in their review of the importance of greenspace in urban settings, Barton and Rogerson (2017) find:  

 

Individuals have less mental distress, less anxiety and depression, greater wellbeing and healthier cortisol 

profiles when living in urban areas with more greenspace compared with less greenspace. 

 

These aren't just statements of belief or hope. Multiple pathways linking urban greenspace to with health and 

wellbeing have been demonstrated through research, including: improved relaxation and restoration (critical for 

resilience and stress management), improved immune system performance, improved social capital and 

cohesion (Braubach et al., 2017). 
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If the health evidence doesn't persuade you, then the aesthetics and economics should: neighbourhoods with 

greenspaces are perceived as more pleasant and appealing to the eye, and are typically associated with social 

capital and wellbeing. For real. 

 

We know that developed and undeveloped greenspaces are necessary for a healthy built environment. And yet 

St. John's seems to forget this time and again with new suburban developments to the detriment of the families 

that choose to live there. It is much easier to plan these greenspaces into neighbourhood design than it is to 

retrofit them afterwards.  

 

Please don't sell the family silver for a condo development that could go in a bunch of other places. 

 

Sincerely,  

 

 

 

PS: I also think those condos are going to lessen the quality of the view of The Rooms from below, and the 

view from The Rooms of the harbour. Just saying. 

  

  

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

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

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

delete the original message.  
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Elaine Henley

From:
Sunday, November 17, 2019 9:50 AM

To: Sandy Hickman; CityClerk
Subject: Rezoning concerns

Sandy Hickman 
City Councillor 
 
Hello again Sandy 
This past week I attended an information meeting about the proposed development on Queens Road. 
Officials from the City Planning department, Parks Canada, historians and others spoke about the area 
around Garrison Hill…giving me much more context about its history, importance and its potential. 
 
As with the development replacing the Star of the Sea Hall…where I spoke in favour of developing a condo 
on the site and then once it started construction it was changed to an apartment building… 
I am very concerned things will change once rezoning of 66‐68 Queen’s Road is approved. 
 
As I have said before, the proposed development is disproportional (out of synch) with the neighbourhood 
and should not be given approval based upon the development as proposed. 
 
Thank you Sandy for your time. 
 
Regards 
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Karen Chafe

From:
Sent: Saturday, November 23, 2019 1:46 PM
To: CityClerk
Subject: 66-68 Queen’s Road 

I strongly object to the proposed new development at 66‐68 Queens Road.  
 
I object in general because it is completely out of keeping with the Heritage Area of which it is part, and completely at 
odds with the ecclesiastical area to which it belongs.  
 
And in particular, I object because it interferes with the Rooms.  
 
When building the Rooms was first discussed, there was a lot of controversy about where it should be located.  
 
One of the arguments that swayed the decision in favour of the present site was the intention that not only should the 
contents of the Rooms showcase the culture of the Province, but that the Rooms should also highlight the heritage of 
the capital city by providing an expansive, uninterrupted panoramic view of the old city, because that in itself was 
considered an integral part of the culture of the Province.  
 
The present proposal runs exactly contrary to that intention. The present proposal will crudely interrupt the panoramic 
view so beloved by both resident and tourist alike, and should not be allowed.  
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Karen Chafe

From:
Sent: Wednesday, November 20, 2019 11:40 AM
To: CityClerk; Maggie Burton; Deanne Stapleton; Hope Jamieson; jkorqb@stjohns.ca; Ian Froude; Wally 

Collins; Sandy Hickman; Debbie Hanlon; Mayor; Sheilagh O'Leary; Dave Lane
Subject: Cathedral Parish Hall Development 
Attachments: Information Sheet Final.pdf

Mayor and Councillors: 
 

Please find attached an information package about the proposed Cathedral Parish Hall condo development on 
Queen’s Rd. that was prepared by an informed group of residents, culture and heritage advocates, and tourism 
stakeholders for a public meeting held on November 13th. 
 

We are sending this to you because the strategic importance of the district as a tourism attraction and historic 
spiritual centre appears to be absent from the package prepared for the City's upcoming November 27 public 
consultation meeting. 
 

This modern development will sit in the middle of the city's premiere tourism district, in your own designated 
Heritage Area 1 and in the heart of the St. John's Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site — a nationally 
designated historic district with the potential to be a UNESCO World Heritage Site. 
 

As you will read in our background paper, this is not just a municipal matter.  This proposal has implications for 
the provincial Department of Tourism, Culture, Industry and Innovation — particularly for The Rooms — and for 
the federal agency Parks Canada.  
 

Should you approve this precedent setting glass condo tower for the heritage district, you will be in 
contravention of your own municipal plan which outlines your commitment to protect the Ecclesiastical District 
and you will be diminishing the city's world class tourism experience. 
 

The decision you have to make is quite clear.  You can add another glass condo tower to the downtown or you 
can support the establishment of a world heritage site for your premier tourism district in one of North 
America's oldest cities.    
 
 

Yours sincerely, 
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Proposed Development 
for the Cathedral Parish Hall Site

Is this too modern and too tall for the historic downtown?
 
The developer is proposing two buildings at 68 Queen’s Rd. on the Anglican Cathedral Parish Hall site. 

Phase 1 would be a tower block with 25 units located at the rear of the lot and accessed off Harvey Road. 
This building will be 10 storeys above grade on Queen’s Rd. and 4 storeys above Harvey Road. The 
Phase 2 building, fronting onto Queen’s Road, will have 15 units and be 4 storeys in height. 

The 10 storey tower block component of this development would introduce contemporary high rise design 
right into the heart of the St. John’s Ecclesial District National Historic Site and would be yet another 
encroachment into the City’s own designated Heritage Area 1.

It is not compatible in style, scale, height nor architectural detail with the church buildings, commercial 
premises or heritage homes that give this area its distinctive character.

A building this modern and this tall in this part of the city is contrary to the vision that guides the St. John’s 
Municipal Plan and is in contravention of the heritage bylaws — particularly the one that restricts 
residential buildings to maximum of four storeys. 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More about the St. John’s Heritage Areas:

Review of the Project by the Built Heritage Review Panel
http://www.stjohns.ca/sites/default/files/files/agenda/
BHEP%20Agenda%20-May%2015%2C%202019.pdf

St. John’s Municipal Plan. 2003
http://stjohns.ca/sites/default/files/files/publication/St.
%20John's%20Municipal%20Plan%20July%202019.pdf

Envision St. John’s Municipal Plan February 2019 Draft
http://www.stjohns.ca/publications/envision-st-johns-
draft-municipal-plan-february-2019

Heritage Financial Incentives Program 
City Of St. John's
http://www.stjohns.ca/living-st-johns/building-renovation-
and-repairs/heritage/heritage-financial-incentives-
program

Downtown St. John’s Strategy for Economic 
Development and Heritage Preservation
http://www.stjohns.ca/sites/default/files/files/publication/
Downtown%20St.
%20John%27s%20Strategy%20for%20Economic%20D
evelopment%20and%20Heritage%20Preservation.pdf

https://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/newfoundland-
labrador/anglican-church-development-1.5222252

From the City of St. John’s Municipal Plan. 2003. 
 Revised July 2019.  Page lll-23

Buildings in a Residential Downtown District shall 
not exceed three storeys or a Floor Area Ratio of 
1.5. Subject to a Land Use Assessment Report, 
areas may be zoned to allow heights not 
exceeding four storeys or a maximum Floor Area 
Ratio or 3.0, subject to the necessary controls to 
protect the surrounding District.

From the 2019 draft of Envision St. John’s 
Municipal Plan. Page 2-10

The city’s Heritage Area (including the 
Ecclesiastical Precinct set out by the Historic 
Sites and Monuments Board) will continue to 
be protected under the new St. John’s Heritage 
Bylaw. Residential districts in the downtown will 
be preserved to retain the blocks of row 
housing, streetscapes, laneways and public 
spaces that are unique to the city. Urban 
Design Guidelines will be prepared for 
commercial areas in the downtown, addressing 
such things as site specific parameters for 
height, bulk and form of buildings, as well as 
exterior design elements.

From the current City of St. John’s Municipal Plan. 
2003. Pages 37-38

. .  . The built heritage of fine old buildings and 
streetscapes in St. John’s contributes to the 
enjoyment of its residents and visitors. As the city 
develops, heritage buildings should retain their 
original features, although their use can and must 
evolve over time. Heritage areas also need to 
accommodate appropriate new buildings and 
redevelopment. . . . The City shall ensure that 
renovations and new development are compatible 
with adjoining buildings in terms of style, scale, 
height, and architectural detail.
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Could sensitive adaptive reuse save this significant historic building?

The Cathedral Parish Hall and its surrounding property is so much more than a potential building site.

It’s a place of national historic significance designated by the Historic Sites and Monuments Board of 
Canada.

Belonging to the the oldest Anglican parish in North America dating back to1699, the hall is one of a 
related cluster of buildings around the cathedral that make up the Anglican Precinct.

The Anglican Precinct is the oldest part of the only designated ecclesiastical heritage district in 
Canada. This district includes many architecturally rich and symbolically important church buildings and 
landscapes of four religious denominations recognized for the major role they played in the spiritual, 
social, educational and political development of Newfoundland and Labrador.  A district that could well 
become a world heritage site.

Preservation of such an historic site within such an historic district should always be a priority.  Adaptive 
reuse is a way to preserve it by renovating it to serve a whole new purpose.

All over the world, the preservation and adaptive reuse of existing buildings is seen as part of a broader 
context and set of priorities impacting cities.  It can help to create a more livable urban environment that 
retains residents and attracts innovation and investment.  It is a way of making communities more 
attractive for tourists.  It addresses the need to decrease carbon emissions and waste through the 
conservation — a greener option than new construction.

The City of St. John’s certainly recognizes the value of adaptive reuse and the need to do it properly. It is 
outlined in the Municipal Plan on page 38:

In the Heritage Area, the City shall encourage preservation, appropriate renovation, and adaptive reuse of 
buildings.  . . .   The City shall adopt regulations to encourage the conservation and continued use of 
buildings that have architectural or historical significance, and to encourage the preservation of building 
facades and other exterior physical features of architectural or historical significance.  . . . The City shall 
encourage the renovation of existing buildings to their original designs.  . . . The City shall ensure that 
renovations and new development are compatible with adjoining buildings in terms of style, scale, height, 
and architectural detail.

Perhaps other developers could find innovative ways to use this property while respecting the heritage 
values of the site and the district. Here a just a few suggestions:

It could become the site of the new Cathedral Annex.

The existing parish hall building could be renovated to meet the Anglican congregation’s changing 
administrative and community outreach needs and the green space enhanced and incorporated into their 
programming.  Even if they demolished the structure and built new, it would be in keeping with the historic 
use of the site and much of the the natural area could be preserved.  The Gathering Place, the Lantern, 
Stella Burry, the John Howard Society and Cochrane Street Church have all expanded their outreach 
programs while maintaining the historic integrity of their buildings and the historic district. They have not 
run away from their heritage buildings because they needed repairs. Just the opposite, they saw this as 
an opportunity and sought federal and provincial retrofit programs to refurbish and reuse them.
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It could be better incorporated into the proposed residential development.

Perhaps the proponents could be encouraged to make the historic hall a part of their plan.  The building 
could be given a new life with a new purpose while maintaining the scale of the streetscape and the 
historical integrity of the Ecclesiastical District. Just to the east, the Benevolent Irish Society and 
Presentation School buildings were successfully turned into condos. 

It could become affordable downtown housing

An alternative development with a social mandate could be smaller scale and more neighbourhood 
friendly. And more in keeping with the Anglican parish’s philanthropic heritage. 

And all of this could be done in ways that were inspired by the building’s dignified past.

Here’s what the Anglican Cathedral Hall looked like in 1890s when it included the synod and a school. 

This building’s role in Anglican 
eduction has all but been lost. 
The existing structure stands as a 
symbol of the major role the Anglican 
Church played in the denominational 
school system—one important 
chapter in the larger story of the 
essential part religion played in 
education throughout Newfoundland 
and Labrador for over 200 years.  
The Presbyterian school was located 
to its east as was the Methodist 
school, known as Holloway. Bishop 
Feild, the Model School, and Spencer 
College were constructed later as 
Anglican educational institutions.  

More about the historic site:

Heritage Foundation of Newfoundland & Labrador Cathedral Parish Hall 
– City of St. John’s Heritage Site
https://heritagefoundation.ca/heritage-property/cathedral-parish-hall-city-of-st-johns-heritage-site/

A Brief History of the Cathedral and the Parish of St. John the Baptist
http://www.stjohnsanglicancathedral.org/resources/Anglican+Cathedral+Tour.pdf

http://faculty.marianopolis.edu/c.belanger/nfldhistory/NewfoundlandEducation.htm

More about adaptive reuse:

Parks Canada’s Standards & Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places. 
https://www.historicplaces.ca/en/pages/standards-normes
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Will it destroy a valuable green space?

The proposed development would be built on a wooded lot.  Cities all over the world are protecting 
mature trees and planting new ones because they are a cost effective way to mitigate some of the worst 
effects of climate change.  Trees shade heat-absorbing pavement and concrete, absorbing water from the 
earth and releasing it as cooling vapour.  They soak up flood water after severe storms. Even more 
importantly, they take carbon from the air.  Why are we in such a hurry to cut them down?

The climate crises is just one reason to save these trees.  A petition recently circulated by downtown 
residents says it all:

The green space behind the Anglican Parish Hall (68 Queen’s Road – across Harvey Road from The 
Rooms) is the last naturalized forest space in downtown St. John’s. It is home to century-old trees, 
songbirds and other small wildlife – valuable in and of itself – and is part of the historic fabric of 
downtown.

This space offers a sense of nature to residents and to tourists as they visit famous landmarks of the City 
of St. John’s, such as The Basilica and The Rooms.

It would be a tremendous and permanent loss to our city if this ‘Open’ space were re-zoned to 
‘Commercial Mixed’ to allow the construction of a 10-storey condominium (currently under consideration).

Further, changing the zoning of this open space conflicts with stated priorities in the St. John’s Municipal 
Plan (2003) and the Envision St. John’s Municipal Plan (Feb. 2019 – Draft)

More about urban green spaces:

World Heath Organization Urban green space
https://www.who.int/sustainable-development/cities/health-risks/urban-green-space/en/

World Wildlife Fund Objectives for urban environments
https://wwf.panda.org/our work/projects/one planet cities/153

https://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/newfoundland-labrador/green-spaces-make-neighbourhoods-golden-st-
john-s-forum-told-1.2586934

https://www.theglobeandmail.com/featured-reports/article-cities-turn-to-urban-forests-to-combat-climate-
change/
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Could it impact the entire Ecclesiastical Heritage District?

By being out of place in this historic setting?

The tower block’s modern design and glass cladding is not compatible with the stone and brick church 
buildings that surround it.  At 10 storeys, it would physically overpower the Lombard Romanesque Revival 
stone Catholic Basilica, the Gothic Revival stone Anglican Cathedral, the Gothic Victorian brick Kirk and 
the  Romanesque Revival brick Gower Street United Church.  It will also visually impact all the other 
components of this religious precinct — bishop's residencies and manses, libraries, monasteries, 
convents, chapels, schools, museums, archives, religious affiliated social institutions, four cemeteries and 
landscape features including stone walls, arches and statues, iron fencing and archaeological remains.

The tall tower block would also isolate the Kirk and the old Catholic Burial Grounds from the rest of the 
ecclesiastical district. It would block the light and could impede access to their steep driveway impacting 
on future, more appropriate, development.

You would not put a glass tower in the middle of Historic Trinity or Boavista, or in the nationally 
designated Historic Port Union District or at the Battle Harbour National Historic District.  Why would 
anyone think it was appropriate in this nationally designated ecclesiastical district?  Property owners and 
developers who do not have knowledge of or value the historical importance of a building within its 
historic landscape can do great damage.
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By diminishing the district‘s heritage value?

The approval of a tall modern glass tower for the Cathedral Parish Hall property could negatively impact 
both the historical integrity and visual identity of the St. John’s Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site. 

Districts of national historic significance in Canada above all must portray a "sense of history" where 
intrusive elements are minimal, and the district’s historic character must predominate and set it apart from 
the area that immediately surrounds it. Old Quebec City is a great example. 

A historic district is a group of buildings, structures and open spaces none of which singly needs to be of 
national architectural significance, but when taken together, can be identified as a harmonious 
representation of one or more styles of construction types, building types or periods of history. 

The Ecclesiastical District in St. John's is an outstanding harmonious example of stone and masonry 
church buildings and landscapes including schools, residences, parish halls, convents, palaces, 
monasteries, stained glass and other art works, graveyards, libraries and open spaces. 

It was designated in 2008 because this cultural landscape represents the breath of involvement of the 
Anglican, Roman Catholic, Methodist/United and Presbyterian denominations in the establishment and 
evolution of the spiritual, philanthropic, charitable and educational institutions of St. John’s and 
Newfoundland during the 19th and 20th centuries, as well as the political life of the colony; it speaks to 
the evolution of the province’s unique denominational system of education, established in stages from 
1832 to 1879 and lasting until 1998 and especially to the competition among the denominations that 
brought this system about . . .

The commemorative designation documentation also cites that it is important architecturally for its 
ecclesiastical buildings and spaces in unusual proximity to one another and located on an outstanding 
and unique site on a steep hill overlooking St. John’s Harbour, where many of them serve as visual 
landmarks both from the harbour and within the downtown.

The setting — the immediate and extended environment — of each building within an historic district 
contributes to its significance and distinctive character and helps to explain its origins and subsequent 
evolution and development. Interventions within the broader setting, such as the addition of a high rise 
building in the sight lines of a heritage district, impair the ability to interpret the district as a whole for 
tourists, current residents and future generations. 

By negatively affecting future funding?

In the last two years, the Anglican Parish has received $1.3 million from Parks Canada for the exterior 
refurbishment of the Cathedral.  If the ecclesiastical district designation was impaired, the Kirk and Gower 
Street United Church might not be able to apply for funding to maintain their buildings and grounds.   
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By jeopardizing its potential World Heritage Designation?

A tall modern glass building that compromises the integrity of the district, could significantly impact the 
ability of the churches to apply for UNESCO world heritage designation.

The world renowned historic district of Old Quebec is just one example of what this Ecclesiastical 
Heritage District could become. Like Quebec City, it has two parts —a lower historic district and an upper 
historic precinct — with cathedrals and churches constructed on a hill overlooking a harbour with 
unfettered views from both upper and lower sections.  Like Quebec City, our Ecclesiastical District bears 
eloquent testimony to an important stage in British and European interests in the New World.  Like 
Quebec City, the District has a well preserved historic urban ensemble authentic in terms of architectural 
form, design, materials, substance and landscape settings. 

While over the years restoration and redevelopment have been carried out in Old Quebec, the projects 
have been done in ways that have not compromised the historical and architectural integrity of the district. 

The value of the ecclesiastical heritage district is further enhanced by the fact that it sits in the middle of 
largely intact 19th century neighbourhoods and blends seamlessly into the historic downtown judicial and 
commercial districts.Could it negatively Impact tourism in the city?

More about the Ecclesiastical District:

The St. John’s Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site
https://www.pc.gc.ca/apps/dfhd/page nhs eng.aspx?id=11843

Architectural Design for Buildings in a Historic District
Parks Canada’s Standards & Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places.  Pages 50, 131-133
https://www.historicplaces.ca/en/pages/standards-normes

The Historic District of Old Quebec -UNESCO World Heritage Site
https://whc.unesco.org/en/list/300/

Religion and Politics, 1832-1855
https://www.heritage.nf.ca/articles/politics/religion-politics-1832-to-1855.php

Old Quebec                                                             Old St. John’s
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Could it negatively impact tourism in the city?

Awe-inspiring church buildings set amidst rows of colourful clapboarded houses winding their way around 
the harbour — all a walkable distance from downtown shops, lively bars and world class restaurants.  
That’s what sets St. John’s apart.  It’s what the municipal and the provincial tourism departments 
promote.  It’s what tourists from all over the world come here to experience.  

This one development may not ruin the town for tourists but every inappropriate modern development — 
there are many and more are planned — takes away from the unique character of the historic downtown.  
Building by building, we are losing our built heritage.  And it’s a nonrenewable resource. 

Tourism in the Ecclesiastical District

Cultural tourists, a large segment of the market here, are drawn to the Churches of St. John’s. They make 
their way up from cruise ships. They visit by the bus load.  They come by taxi, car and on foot. They take 
advantage of guided tours, gift shops, tea rooms, plays and concerts.  The revenue from these activities 
helps maintain the historic buildings and support parish programs. 

Hospitality Newfoundland and Labrador 2014
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Growing the religious tourism market

The Ecclesiastical District could be an even bigger attraction, especially for religious tourists.  Many 
European religious sites are over crowded.  We need to be ahead of the curve in North America to 
capture some of this market. The Ecclesiastical District is well positioned to attract even more people from 
other countries — Ireland, Scotland, the UK, Portugal, France and Spain for example — who share a 
common Christian heritage. 

To take advantage of such opportunities, all the churches within the Ecclesiastical District could work 
together to promote each others’ activities, to develop joint programs and interpretation, to encourage the 
municipal and provincial tourism departments to market the district as a whole to this potentially lucrative 
niche market.

Religious tourism is big. And it’s getting bigger. Researchers suggest the market is more resilient to 
recessions and is more open to repeat business than secular leisure travel.  The global faith-based travel 
sector is worth $18 billion and includes 300 million travellers a year, the majority well educated and with 
comfortable incomes. 

More about tourism:

The Canadian Vacation Travel Market
https://www.tcii.gov.nl.ca/publications/recreation/2014/summary canadian travel market.pdf

Tourism After Confederation 
https://www.heritage.nf.ca/articles/economy/tourism-post-confederation.php
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Will it block the public views?

The development will include a 10 storey tower that would block one of the last public views of the 
downtown and the harbour from Harvey Road — view that’s now softened by a stand of mature trees.

A building that tall would also intrude into the cascading views of row houses and architecturally splendid 
church buildings throughout the historic downtown that tourists admire and residents cherish. Church 
steeples rising to heaven are inspiring. A massive apartment block looming over the houses may be just 
too tall. And against the City’s own height restrictions for the heritage area.

Will it block views of and from The Rooms?

In 2005, the Government of Newfoundland and Labrador opened The Rooms — a $40 million world class 
cultural and heritage institution in the historic downtown that references the fishing rooms of the past.  
This facility was seen as a tourism generator that could grow the cultural and heritage industries in the 
capital city and around the province. Professionals in this sector had lobbied for it for years.  Over 
800,000 people visited The Rooms in its first decade. Last year alone,120,000 people came to see 
exhibits, take part in programs or to do research.

The building stands as a symbol of our great pride in who we are and where we came from.  It was built 
to be seen and to offer panoramic vistas of the oldest city in North America from its specially designed 
viewing spaces.

 The Rooms’ striking modern design is now an iconic part of the city’s skyline.  The architect’s drawings of 
the proposed Cathedral Parish Hall development show the10 storey tower block right in front of it. Will this 
massive modern apartment building eclipse The Rooms from viewpoints like Church Hill, the downtown 
and the harbour?

The most spectacular of the views from The Rooms are looking southeast — past the impressive church 
buildings, over the row houses, shops and businesses of the old town, down to the harbour, through the 
Narrows and out to sea.  How much of this panorama of cultural landscapes and natural wonders will be 
obscured by even four storeys of the tower?
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Is there a market or downtown condos?

The demand for high end luxury condos in St. John's has been going down since 2016. The need for 
affordable and low cost housing continues to be important especially for disadvantaged citizens. 

More about housing needs.

More space than renters in St. John's, lower demand for high end digs
https://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/newfoundland-labrador/st-john-s-condos-executive-homes-rent-
real-estate-1.3392123

Low oil prices affecting St. John's luxury condo, commercial real estate market
https://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/newfoundland-labrador/condo-market-oil-industry-1.3403810

Economic weakness and uncertainty drives shift to lower priced housing options
http://publications.gc.ca/collections/collection 2018/schl-cmhc/nh12-269/NH12-269-2018-1-eng.pdf

Housing Needs Assessment 2019. City of St. John’s 
http://www.stjohns.ca/sites/default/files/files/publication/Housing Needs%20Assessment.pdf
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You can make your views known by: 

Attending the City’s public 
consultation session

On Wednesday, November 27, 2019 7:00 pm

At St. Mary the Virgin Anglican Church, 80 Craigmillar 
Avenue
Canon Stirling Auditorium (entrance off Craigmillar Avenue 
side of church)

Before the meeting, you can send comments to 
The Office of the City Clerk 
 cityclerk@stjohns.ca 
or P.O. Box 908, St. John’s, NL, A1C 5M2.

Make sure to include your full name and address.

By contacting the media  

The Telegram
Newsroom - News Tips and Inquiries
telegram@thetelegram.com
Phone: 709-364-2323
Fax: 709-364-3939

Letters to the Editor - Letters to the Editor
letters@thetelegram.com
Phone: 709-364-2323 x825

The CBC 
https://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/newfoundland-labrador/
contact-us-cbcnl-1.3990861 

NTV
P.O. Box 2020
St. John’s, NL
A1C 5S2
Phone: 709-722-5015
Fax: 709-726-5107

VOCM
Main Switchboard
(709) 726 – 5590
Fax:(709) 726 – 4633

Calling or writing politicians  
Mayor and City Council Members 

Mayor Danny Breen                                                
709-576-8477 
E-mail: mayor@stjohns.ca 

Deputy Mayor Sheilagh O'Leary 
709-576-8363 
E-mail: soleary@stjohns.ca 

Councillor at Large Maggie Burton 
Chair of the Built Heritage Experts Panel 
709-576-8286 
E-mail: mburton@stjohns.ca 

Councillor Ward 1 Deanne Stapleton 
709-576-2332 
E-mail: dstapleton@stjohns.ca 

Councillor Ward 2 Hope Jamieson 
709-576-7144 
E-mail: hjamieson@stjohns.ca 

Councillor Ward 3 Jamie Korab 
709-576-8643 
E-mail:  

Councillor Ward 4 Ian Froude 
709-576-8217 
E-mail: ifroude@stjohns.ca Councillor Ward 5 Wally 
Collins 
709-576-8584 
E-mail: wcollins@stjohns.ca 

Councillor At Large Dave Lane 
709-576-8243 
E-mail: dlane@stjohns.ca 

Councillor At Large Sandy Hickman 
709-576-8045 
E-mail: shickman@stjohns.ca 

Councillor at Large Debbie Hanlon 
709-576-8219 
E-mail: dhanlon@stjohns.ca 

The Honourable Bernard Davis 
Department of Tourism, Culture, Industry and 
Innovation 
P.O. Box 8700 
Confederation Building 
St. John's, NL A1B 4J6 
Tel: (709) 729-4728 
email: TCIIMinister@gov.nl.ca 
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Elaine Henley

From:
Sent: Wednesday, November 13, 2019 2:59 PM
Cc: CityClerk; 
Subject: Thoughts re: Proposal for 66-68 Queen's Road ("Parish Lane")

Dear City Council Members (cc to City Clerk Elaine Henley for inclusion in the comment package for this 
proposal) 
 
My wife and I are writing today to share our thoughts regarding the “Parish Lane” proposal currently 
being considered for 66-68 Queens Road (the current site of the Anglican Cathedral Parish Hall and it’s 
associated green space). We are the resident owners of , so this is quite literally in our 
backyard! With that in mind, we do want to note that we are by no means opposed to development or 
intensification in the area, and we’ve been looking forward to seeing a proposal for the Parish Hall in particular.
 
We have also, over the years, been involved in many different conversations around land use and public space 
in St. John’s; we particularly appreciate the public engagement process around the development of the new 
Municipal Plan and the associated Development Regulations. We endorse the vision of the city outlined and 
enforced through those documents and we recognize the enormous work that has gone into developing them. 
 
Furthermore, we recognize the legislated limits on the city’s powers in this space. While it is a specific proposal 
that you (and the community) has been presented with, the rezoning is in many ways independent of the 
proposal; if the proposal itself doesn’t go ahead, the rezoning will be in place nonetheless and Council will 
have little recourse should a future development emerge that fits within the rezoned parameters.  
 
With that in mind, we would urge Council to evaluate this decision primarily in terms of the planning principles 
involved, rather than on the specifics of the design, since council’s power to bring those specifics about is 
limited (we feel, as we’re sure many of you do, that this is unfortunate but we understand that Provincial 
legislation would need to change to enable more municipal discretion). 
 
To that end, it is worth emphasizing that this proposal is in fact two proposals: the first, to rezone the existing 
Parish Hall structure and its footprint from Institutional to Commercial Central Mixed and the second to rezone 
the abutting green space from Open Space to Commercial Central Mixed. We would encourage Council to 
think about each of these component proposals somewhat separately, as their respective merits and their 
relationship to the Municipal Plan do differ.  
 
Rezoning 1: from Institutional to Commercial Central Mixed 
For the portion of the site zoned “Institutional” (which comprises the Parish Hall building itself and the parking 
areas around it), we entirely agree there is a compelling rationale for rezoning to permit new development on 
the site.  
 

 We would welcome a rezoning of the Institutional zoning to “Commercial Central Mixed” The 
wide range of permitted uses and the scale permitted under this zoning seems very much 
appropriate for the site, which has typically had a wide range of uses. Indeed, we note that the 
maximum height for CM-zoned buildings is increased, in the new Envision Development Regulations; 
we would suggest that the Queen’s Road frontage site can support greater height and density than 
CM normally permits. 

 This part of the rezoning largely fits with the new Envision municipal plan objectives, particularly 
sections 4.1 (Housing), 5.4 (Retail), which focus on the development of a denser and more mixed-
use character to the city. There is also focus, in the Municipal Plan, on transit-oriented development, 
and the site in question is among the best-served by transit in the city.  

119



2

 We would encourage Council to reduce parking requirements and to encourage the proponent 
to reduce the parking on site. Residential parking minimums push up the price of housing by 
forcing households without vehicles (or with only one) to subsidize the substantial costs of building 
parking spaces and garages for others. On a site such as this, in particular, units catering to less 
driving-dependent residents would be ideal, as these people are not well-served by the local market 
as it stands.  

 
Rezoning 2: from Open Space to Commercial Central Mixed 
The rezoning of the rear portion of the land (up to Harvey Road) out of “Open Space” is not so clear-cut a 
matter, and we would much rather it not proceed. This rezoning appears to contradict a number of objectives of 
the Envision St. John’s Municipal plan, including: 
 

 3.1.11 Protect and expand the urban forest in existing city neighbourhoods and integrate it into new 
neighbourhoods as they are planned and developed, consistent with the City’s Urban Forest Plan. 

 4.6.9 Ensure lands required for public open space are acquired through the development approval 
process where a proposed development includes lands identified as part of the St. John’s Open 
Space Master Plan (2014) or as open space land for neighbourhood use.  

 4.6.11  Encourage the retention and use of existing privately-owned recreation facilities and open 
space to supplement municipal parks and facilities.  

 
Beyond the municipal plan wording is the space itself. It is unique as a piece of forest in the downtown core. 
Living alongside it, we see the life of that space both for people - we neighbours clean it up, children explore it, 
people tap the maple trees, people walk their dogs - and just as importantly for nature. It is full of bird life and 
mature trees. There is certainly ample research out there about the value of these wild spaces in cities - some 
of that research likely informed the Municipal Plan itself. For what it’s worth, we’d welcome the integration of 
access to this green space (particularly access via Harvey Road) with a development proposal on the 
institutionally-zoned lands. It’s a lovely space to be in and more people should share it. That said, the value of 
urban green spaces isn’t measured in terms of people’s use of them alone. They have ecological value as 
well.  
 
City staff, in their background provided to this proposal, note that this space was zoned “Open Space” as part 
of the creation of the city’s first zoning map in the 1950s, and at the time that zoning was applied to all the 
open areas around churches, with the churches themselves zoned Institutional. It’s a fair point to note that this 
wasn’t done (as far as anyone can tell) to preserve these areas as green spaces - but that was the result, and 
that has provided the downtown with spaces that, in the generations since, have become valued open spaces 
that are worth preservation.  
 
We recognize that the Municipal Plan isn’t unchanging, and that Council is trying to balance many different 
priorities within it. Removing one of the last pieces of downtown open space, though, is a pretty big ask, and 
we would encourage council to think carefully about whether the benefits are worth it in this particular case, 
particularly where a more creative site plan and zoning could add density and improve access to this green 
space without removing it.  
 
Thoughts on the Proposed Design for “Parish Lane” 
 
With this application for rezoning driven by an application that has a detailed LUAR attached, we do of course 
also want to comment on it from our perspective as neighbours: 

 A missed chance at social impact: this area of the city serves many of St. John’s more marginalized 
people, and is well-served with infrastructure that supports people living with low income or other 
challenges. We would be much more supportive of a proposal (potentially even one involving 
removal of open space) should it have involved the provision of affordable or supportive housing 
and/or space for social services (particularly supporting people with mental health and addictions 
needs). There are funding streams available to developers wishing to create such infrastructure and 
we’d love to see them used here. Alternatively, we would also be much more supportive of the 
proposal should it include cultural and/or educational spaces. 

120



3

 A wasted opportunity for mixed use: although the proposed rezoning to Commercial Central Mixed 
allows many possible uses (from stores to libraries), the site plan is a traditional single-use residential 
development. This is unfortunate, particularly in the heart of downtown on a major artery. The 
Queen’s Road frontage would be an ideal space for street-facing commercial units, in particular, 
which would do much to make this section of the street feel more inviting. Similarly, the Harvey Road 
frontage could potentially include some commercial spaces (though it is farther from the street). 

 A chance for density bonusing: in many other cities, developments are granted extra density beyond 
normal zoning rules in exchange for the provision of some social infrastructure (ie affordable units, a 
community centre, etc); this site would be an excellent pilot for such an arrangement in St. John’s.  

 We appreciate the efforts made to incorporate materials and design elements specific to the 
site: the use of red brick, the incorporation of the remaining heritage components are all positives; 
the design would be much worse off without them 

 Access to the green space from Harvey Road is a positive: we do appreciate the provision of 
access to the remaining green space from Harvey Road; while it is unlikely pedestrians will use this 
as a thoroughfare (given the parallel stretch of Garrison Hill abutting it), we would welcome more 
public access to the open space here.  

 Too much on-site parking: the proposal includes 1.5 resident spaces and .5 visitor spaces per unit. 
This exceeds City requirements and is excessive for a development located downtown, in an area 
served very well by transit. Aside from the impacts on the site layout, this also imposes a cost on 
residents, as parking spaces (particularly structured ones such as this proposal has) cost upwards of 
$20,000 per space. There is a missed opportunity here to provide units geared towards single-car or 
carless households at a more affordable price point. There is ample street parking in the immediate 
vicinity to accommodate additional visitors.  

 Impacts on heritage streetscapes: it is worth noting that the immediate surroundings, particularly 
Garrison Hill, make up important heritage streetscapes in St. John’s (Garrison Hill is, in fact, the 
example image on the “Heritage” section of the Municipal Plan, and is surely one of the most-
photographed streets in the city). It is important to consider the impact of newer construction at a 
significantly larger scale immediately behind these buildings.  

 
Broadly speaking, while this proposal could certainly be much worse, it could also be much better. The 
residents have unfortunately had no contact from the developer or invitation to provide input; should that 
happen, we do believe a more sensitive site plan could emerge.  
 
An alternative vision for the site 
 
To draw this all together, perhaps the clearest thing would be to articulate our own alternative vision for the 
site. Assuming that the development would still be primarily condominium residential in character, there are still 
ways to improve on the proposed plan. Here’s what we’d love to see: 

 A shift of density to the Queen’s Road frontage: we would welcome a larger building than planned 
here on the footprint of the existing building and it’s parking lot. Ideally, this would replace the 
structure marked as “Phase 1” in the LUAR. 

 Mixed use on Queen’s Road: a few commercial units on the ground level would greatly improve this 
development and be an asset to the neighbourhood.  

 Preserve the Open Space as an amenity for residents and the public: with density moved to the 
Queen’s Road frontage, there’d be a chance to provide access down to that building and to Queen’s 
Road from Harvey road through the green space, opening it up as a shared public-private amenity. 
We would encourage the property owners to keep it as “wild” as possible. 

 Work with the Anglican Cathedral: the Anglican Diocese, who own this land, are also planning a 
large modern addition to their Cathedral to accommodate office and community space; this has 
encountered significant resistance on heritage grounds; there is an opportunity here to incorporate 
those needs to animate the non-residential parts of a potential building here.  

 
Conclusion 
 
We are happy to see something finally happening with the Parish Hall site, but we would strongly encourage 
council to push the developer to be more creative with the site plan. With that in mind, we hope to see the 
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Elaine Henley

From:
Sent: Sunday, November 17, 2019 7:16 PM
To: CityClerk; CouncilGroup
Subject: Rezoning of 66 - 68 Queen’s Road

Hello, 
I’ve been looking over the proposed development for 66-68 Queen’s Road and feel that it is much too 
large a development that will severely impact the trees and creatures in that beautiful wild area as 
well as have a significant negative impact on current residents in the immediate area. Please do not 
allow this area to be rezoned.  
Sincerely  

 
 
Sent from my iPhone and therefore may contain typos! 
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Elaine Henley

From:
Sent: Monday, November 18, 2019 4:17 PM
To: Maggie Burton; Hope Jamieson
Cc: CityClerk
Subject: feedback re: Parish Hall development

Hello Dave and Maggie, 
 
I'm sure you are hearing a lot about this today, so sorry if this seems repetitive in any way. I just wanted to share my 
thoughts and add them to the public record, so I've cc'ed the City Clerk office in this e‐mail.  
 
I've written to you specifically because Hope is the councillor for my ward, and Maggie because you are very active on 
social media in terms of engagement and you seem open to direct contact between yourself and residents. 
 
I truly hope that the City Council will vote against this re‐zoning application and the proposed construction. A city's 
open, undeveloped green spaces are an incredibly vital resource for its residents, in ways that no dollar amount could 
ever really measure up to. This is just one example of an academic paper on this very topic. Green spaces make people 
healthier, happier, and more in love with their neighbourhoods. It quite literally helps people breathe better. That would 
only become more painfully obvious if this green space were to be eradicated.  
 
This development is just a bad idea from anybody's perspective, except for the developers and any investors they may 
have backing them (many of whom who may not even live in the city day‐to‐day).  
 
The sense of loss that residents would carry with them if this goes ahead would be profound. It would be a loss in the 
collective sense, the emotional sense and would be felt by many as a physical loss. I don't know if there's any amount of 
commercial value that could adequately compensate for such an impact on the community. 
 
I guess that, like a lot of things it comes down to some narrow, individual private interests conflicting with the more 
complex, organic and intangible set of values shared by a much bigger group of people. I really hope you can stand with 
those of us on the side of preserving the public good and vote against this development. 
 
Thanks, 
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Elaine Henley

From:
Sent: Monday, November 18, 2019 11:23 AM
To: CityClerk
Subject: 66-68 Queen’s Road

This development is unwanted and unnecessary. Please do not allow  it. 
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Karen Chafe

From:
Sent: Monday, November 25, 2019 9:35 PM
To: CityClerk
Subject: Proposed Condo Development 66-68 Queen's Road

To: City Clerk and All City Councillors 

From   

Re: Proposed Condo Development for 66‐68 Queen’s Rd. 

 

I am writing to express my concerns about the development on Queen’s Rd. 

 

1. The downtown has several high rise condo developments already. I see that the MIX development, originally planned 

as condos, has been converted to rental apartments of 500‐800 sq. ft. at a cost of $1500‐$2500. There are some 17 

condos for sale at 181 Hamilton Ave. at prices between $400,000‐$795,000. Then we have the Star of the Sea condos on 

Henry Street. They do not appear to be on the market yet. Why? Do city councillors not have the responsibility to look 

at why some so many condos are on the market in the city, that have not been purchased, before they change the 

zoning on Queen’s Rd. to allow for another large condo building, especially on a site that has a National Ecclesiastical 

Heritage Designation, and is within the city’s designated heritage area. Will we be looking at another Vancouver down 

the road, where the downtown is littered in high rise developments in which the average person cannot possibly afford 

to live, and which remain unoccupied . 

 

Can city councillors not work with many interested parties such as the church, community groups, architects, 

developers, social justice groups to come up with a use and design for this space which is fitting of it’s designations. 

 

2. Please don’t let it happen that in rezoning this area, you take away one of the few, if not the last open wild space 

that residents of the area enjoy. It is important to the physical and mental health of citizens that such spaces exist. 

 

3. Will he number of cars that this large building will undoubtedly produce cause traffic congestion in an already quite 

busy area. 
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4. Will the introduction of a modern building on the site impact the designation of ‘National Ecclesiastical Heritage 

site’?This designation comes with the benefit of receiving matching federal funding for site restoration. But it also comes 

with the expectation of protecting built heritage. A historic character must predominate. Intrusive elements must be 

minimal. Could a development of the nature proposed lead to a loss of the designation and impact the ability of the 

churches in the area to apply for funding for maintenance of their buildings. Funding is desperately needed by all the 

churches in this area. 

 

The churches in this ecclesiastical core are a growing draw for tourists, both religious and cultural. Volunteering at the 

Gathering Place   I watch the large groups of tourists coming up over Garrison Hill having visited the 

other churches in the area, and finally making their way into the Basilica. Travellers can easily visit all the churches, 

because they are within a few minutes walking distance of each other. They take advantage of guided tours, gift shops, 

concerts, tea rooms and plays. The proposed condo development will do nothing to compliment the historical nature of 

the church buildings. It’s size and scale would in fact probably dwarf them in the overall landscape. 

 

5. I have travelled much, especially to many European cities. I’ve noted that these cities have taken care to preserve 

their old historic cores, moving modern and larger scale development outside the centres. These places are full of 

tourists who come to breathe in the sights of historic old houses, cathedrals, universities, town halls, and market 

buildings that they know can never be reproduced. 

 

St. John’s is a unique city. Tourists , as we know, come to see the historic church buildings and the colourful clapboard 

houses that wind their way around the harbour, all a walkable distance from downtown shops, great restaurants and 

lively bars. They DO NOT come to see the likes of the ALT Hotel’s ‘shipping containers stacked on top of one another and 

painted black’! They do not want to see the rusty old parking garage or the glass towers that were proposed by FORTIS a 

few years back. They come to see what is unique about the city. 

 

While one development alone does not ruin the unique character of the downtown, over the years we have watched 

inappropriate building development creep across the area. I understand that once this area is rezoned, the city has little 

impact on building design. 

 

I urge members of council to try and work creatively with other players in the area to try and come up with a vision for 

this important, historic district that is something other than JUST ANOTHER HIGH RISE CONDO DEVELOPMENT! 

 

 

Thank you for listening to considering my concerns. 
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128



1

Karen Chafe

From:
Sent: Monday, November 25, 2019 1:24 PM
To: CityClerk
Subject: Cathedral Parish Hall proposal 

 
 
Re: Cathedral Parish Hall Proposed Development 
 
 To Whom It May Concern, 
 
I am opposed to the current plan.  
It disregards many rules federally, provincially and municipally for Heritage, land use and green space preservation as 
stated numerous times by various skilled individuals, groups and residents. 
I am fully aware as are others of serious facts and rule breaking that those like   has identified for this 
proposal and related proposals. 
 
This city appears  to bend and break to developers more often than it does protect and promote what it should. 
We need to protect our small heritage zones, culture and nature. That building can be utilized under the rules and 
protections and the developers need to follow the rules. The rules and protections need to be reinforced. 
 
This proposed development is not an extension of the Rooms which is a public museum. This ten story proposal open 
zone non heritage design is beyond the six story limit anyway that alone is a serious enough issue. Design should be 
within the heritage environment not what this proposal is. They can make all the statements they want but the fact is 
this proposal isn’t within the rules and it isn’t within our heritage standard design. Those are facts.  
 
Also, the remaining views of the harbour and surrounding areas shouldn’t be blocked from most persons by those who 
can give the highest bid and by those who can pay to a developer. We shouldn’t be creating darkness, dark gardens, 
wind tunnels and leaving persons and neighbours’ windows with nothing but a tall building and shadow  as is done 
already near Springdale Street. 
 
We should be protecting our heritage and green spaces and certainly demanding and expecting that proposals adhere to 
the Federal, Provincial and Municipal rules. 
Groups selling and developers buying can find solutions and ways to improve within these rules and respecting these 
rules. They also can and must respect the nature and neighbours/downtown residents. It’s been done by other churches 
and these churches have also created affordable living.  
 
I am concerned by the “coincidental” ongoing work on Harvey Street. Is this work being done over the months to suit 
the plans within this developers proposal? After‐all, the proposal states there will be an exit to Harvey Road which is 
interestingly in the exact area where the city work has been ongoing. 
 
This is a National Historic Area and this land and the designated building is within this National Historic Area. Again, I 
state the obvious and the concerning, that this proposal and granting it breaks Federal, Provincial and municipal laws. It 
also affects other churches and heritage  buildings in the area and their opportunity for an additional historic 
designation. We as residents and the public benefit too from this.  
 
I stress that it is beyond disturbing and exhausting that we continuously have to remind the council of the three level 
rules plus other serious considerations and impacts upon residents, heritage and green space. Developers and certain 
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groups submit proposals that clearly and obviously break these rules; if they knew they couldn’t get away with it they 
wouldn’t. 
Technically, they can’t and they shouldn’t but ... 
This is a root issue that needs to be addressed but for now I will continue with the latest concerning proposal at hand. 
 
This proposal also flies on the face of the councils climate emergency declaration. 
Green space needs to be preserved for multiple reasons: for the environment, for healthy clean neighbourhoods and so 
on. 
 
I am against the open space rezoning, I am against removing the heritage status and I am against the proposal and 
accepting it. 
It’s time to evoke the rules and they need to respect the rules. 
It can be done; it should be done and it must be done. 
 
Sincerely, 

  
 
 
 
 
 
Sent from my iPhone 

130



1

Karen Chafe

From:
Sent: Tuesday, November 26, 2019 11:21 PM
To: CityClerk
Subject: Cathedral Parish Hall Development

Hi, 
I have several concerns about the proposed development. They are as follows: 

‐ The National Historic District and  violation of national requirement for same. This may negatively affect the status and 
available funding. 

‐ The loss of the green space and the perpetual shadow cast on the rear of the adjacent homes on Garison Hill. 

‐ The height of the larger proposed structure. We have heigth restriction for a reason and this is far beyond it. 

‐ When standing in the middle of the intersection in the districts and looking around the full 360 degrees, there is a near 
uninterrupted view of impressive heritage structures, both ecclesiastical and residential, or formerly residential, with 
historic features intact. There is nowhere else like this in the city. This should always be preserved. The totality of the 
structures in this district is as important as any of them individually. There is no going back once it is lost. We've lost so 
much already. 

‐ In the images of the proposed structures, it appears that part of the view of The Rooms from below is obscure by the 
10 storey building. It will also block the lower city and harbour viewscape from directly behind it on Harvey Road. 

I am generally fine with redeveloping the existing two building on Queen's Road as long as the design conforms to the 
surrounding area and heritage guidelines and entrance to the Parish Hall is saved. 

Thanks, 
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Brief	on	Parish	Lane	Development	Proposal,	St.	John’s	
Submitted	by	Heritage	NL	

November	2019	

	
Introduction:	
	
Heritage	NL,	a	provincial	crown	agency,	has	designated	all	of	the	major	structures	located	
within	the	National	Ecclesiastical	District	as	Registered	Heritage	Structures,	including	the	four	
churches	and	the	entire	Roman	Catholic	Basilica	complex.		Recently	it	elevated	a	number	of	
these	to	Registered	Heritage	Landmark	status,	in	recognition	of	their	high	level	of	provincial	
significance.		Part	of	the	significance	of	each	designated	building	lies	in	their	relationship	to	one	
another	and	their	close	proximity.		As	a	collection	of	historical	ecclesiastical	buildings	they	are	
unparalleled	in	Canada.		While	some	of	the	individual	churches	within	the	district	 	particularly	
the	Basilica	complex	and	the	Anglican	Cathedral	–	host	tours	on	a	regular	basis	in	the	summer,	
the	full	potential	of	the	National	Historic	District	has	not	fully	been	realized.		
	
Development	within	the	district	can	enhance	the	city	by	adding	density,	more	people,	and	more	
activity	to	the	downtown	core.		It	is	critical	that	any	new	development	supports	the	heritage	
values	of	the	district,	the	surrounding	neighbourhood,	and	the	social	values	of	the	city	(i.e.,	for	
healthy	neighbourhoods,	inclusion,	environmental	sustainability).			
	
Guidelines	for	New	Development	within	Historic	Places	
	
The	National	Standards	and	Guidelines	for	the	Conservation	of	Historic	Places	in	Canada,	
developed	in	a	collaboration	between	the	federal	government	and	the	provinces	and	
territories,	provides	guidance	on	the	treatment	of	historic	structures,	neighbourhoods,	districts	
and	other	heritage	features.		The	three	main	criteria	to	be	used	when	undertaking	significant	
interventions	in	a	heritage	structure	or	district	(e.g.,	additions)	are:		distinguishable	from;	
compatible	with	and;	subordinate	to	existing	heritage	fabric.		It	is	useful	to	picture	these	three	
as	forming	the	points	of	a	triangle	with	new	construction	needing	to	find	a	balance	or	sweet	
spot	between	the	three.		Where	that	sweet	spot	is	depends,	in	no	small	way,	on	the	importance	
of	the	heritage	resource	itself.		For	example,	for	heritage	sites	and	districts	of	national	or	
provincial	significance	we	will	likely	want	to	favour	subordination	to	and	compatibility	with	
more	than	distinguishable	from.			For	a	heritage	district	as	significant	as	the	National	
Ecclesiastical	District	this	would	suggest	that	new	development	should	lean	toward	the	
“compatible	with	and	subordinate	to”	side	of	the	equation.			
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Comments	and	Recommendations	on	the	Parish	Lane	Proposal	
	
“Compatible	with”	in	the	case	of	this	proposal	suggests	the	use	of	materials	and	building	forms	
drawn	from	the	significant	heritage	structures	found	in	the	district	(masonry,	gabled	roofs,	
approximate	ratio	of	wall	to	windows).		In	an	article	in	The	Evening	Telegram	of	November	22,	
the	developer	behind	the	proposal	suggested	he	was	seeking	the	design	to	be	“an	extension	of	
The	Rooms.”		It	would	seem	more	appropriate	for	the	design	to	respond	to	the	impressive	
historic	architecture	of	the	district	rather	than	The	Rooms	which	is	a	contemporary	building	
that	was	meant	to	evoke	the	architecture	of	traditional	fishing	structures	along	the	waterfront.	
The	proposal	should	provide	a	clear	analysis	and	demonstration	of	how	it	responds	to	the	
historic	features	of	neighbouring	heritage	structures	which	include	the	four	church	buildings	
within	the	district.		This	does	not	mean	that	a	new	structure	needs	to	be	a	literal	interpretation	
of	the	historical;	rather	it	needs	to	respond	in	a	respectful	way.	
	
“Subordinate	to”	would	suggest	a	scale	and	building	massing	that	does	not	compete	with	the	
major	buildings	within	the	Heritage	District.		This	proposal	is	not	subordinate	to	the	scale	of	
these	structures	nor	to	The	Rooms,	which	is	a	contemporary	iconic	structure	and	provincial	
cultural	institution	that	is	visible	from	many	vantage	points	within	the	city.		The	proposed	
building,	which	will	partially	block	views	from	the	lower	levels	of	The	Rooms,	should	be	more	
subordinate	within	the	overall	townscape	of	downtown	St.	John’s.	
	
The	majority	of	downtown	development	proposals	recently	approved	or	under	consideration	
by	the	city	place	parking	garage	structures	at	the	street	levels	of	the	main	downtown	
commercial	streets.		These	generally	provide	blank	facades	to	the	street	(sometimes	with	fake	
windows)	and	change	the	use	of	building	frontage	from	commercial	to	parking.		This	serves	to	
deaden	these	sections	of	the	street	as	nothing	of	visual	interest	(shop	front	windows	or	
interesting	architectural	details)	or	function	(shopping,	services,	institutional)	is	offered	to	
passing	pedestrians.		This	goes	contrary	to	the	Envision	St.	John’s	Municipal	Plan	which	states:	
“ensure	that	ground	and	lower	levels	of	buildings	contribute	positively	to	the	public	realm	and	
streetscape,	and	are	designed	at	a	pedestrian	scale.”			
	
At	the	Queen’s	Road	elevation,	a	significant	portion	of	the	Parish	Lane	proposal	offers	a	blank	
facade	that	forms	the	front	wall	of	a	parking	garage.		It	is	recommended	that	this	section	of	the	
façade	offer	a	more	public	face,	ideally,	with	some	sort	of	public	function	or	service.		
Integrating	more	mixed	use	functions	into	the	proposal	over	all	would	support	a	more	
integrated	and	healthy	neighbourhood.		
	
The	proposal	offers	parking	spaces	in	excess	of	the	city’s	requirements.		So	much	of	the	historic	
fabric	and	vitality	of	the	downtown	area	has	been	lost	over	the	last	number	of	decades	to	
attempts	to	accommodate	automobiles	either	in	the	form	of	wider	streets	or	more	parking	
garages.		There	needs	to	be	a	shift	away	from	accommodating	autos	at	the	expense	of	
pedestrians,	heritage	fabric,	and	street	vitality.		It	is	strongly	recommended	that	the	parking	
provision	in	the	proposal	not	exceed	the	city’s	requirement.	
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The	Need	for	Better	Consultation	Processes	
	
In	order	to	avoid	the	pitting	of	public	against	private	development	interests	as	so	often	happens	
in	the	downtown	areas	of	St.	John’s,	better	public	engagement	processes	would	be	helpful.		
Comprehensive	and	early	consultation	for	development	proposals	has	numerous	advantages:	
	

i. Ensures	that	the	full	range	of	community	values	and	perspectives	are	considered	in	the	
development	conceptualization	and	design	stages.			

ii. Helps	to	ensure	that	development	proposals	meet	not	only	the	private	interest	of	the	
developer	but	the	interests	of	the	neighbourhood	and	broader	public.		While	property	
may	be	private,	the	streetscape	belongs	to,	or	at	least,	impacts	everyone.	

iii. Under	the	current	process	developers	generally	come	to	the	city	with	fully developed	
concepts	in	which	they	have	often	made	a	considerable	financial	investment.		This	often	
makes	them	reluctant	to	consider	significant	changes	in	response	to	city	hall	and	the	
public.		Early	public	input	would	mean	that	a	developer	likely	has	less	need	to	to	make	
changes	saving	money	and	time	in	the	approval	process.		See	Appendix	A	on	case	
studies	on	community	consultation	for	development	projects	prepared	by	ERA	
Architects,	Toronto.		One	of	the	examples	cited	is	for	“Mirvish	Village”	which	saw	an	
extensive	public	consultation	process	for	an	ambitious	proposal	to	redevelop	the	former	
Honest	Ed’s	site.		One	of	the	benefits	of	the	consultation	was	a	high	level	of	public	
acceptance.	

iv. When	proposals	more	fully	meet	the	needs	of	the	community	and	the	market,	projects	
sell/lease	faster	thereby	improving	the	bottom	line	for	the	developer.		Quo	Vadis,	a	
development	company	based	in	Montreal	has	adopted	a	“3	P	bottom	line:		people,	
profit,	and	planet.”		The	value	they	place	on	meeting	community	needs,	on	mixed use	
development,	and	on	environmentally	sustainable	design,	means	that	many	of	the	
projects	are	leased	before	they	are	finished	resulting	in	less	money	being	spent	on	
marketing	and	a	faster	rate	of	return,	thereby	demonstrating	that	what’s	good	for	the	
community	and	the	planet	is	good	for	profit.		

	
Heritage	NL	would	be	willing	to	facilitate	a	design	workshop	that	engages	key	stakeholders:		the	
developer;	architect;	the	City	of	St.	John’s;	neighbours;	heritage	and	urban	advocates;	and	
other	designers	to	consider	ways	in	which	the	existing	proposal	could	be	amended	to	better	
integrate	within	the	Heritage	District	and	neighbourhood.		The	goal	of	the	workshop	would	be	
to	develop	concepts/options	that	allow	the	building	to	better	fit	into	the	National	Ecclesiastical	
District	and	the	neighbourhood.	
	
Conclusion:		The	appropriate	redevelopment	of	sites	like	the	Anglican	Parish	Hall	can	
strengthen	and	reinforce	the	special	character	of	downtown	St.	John’s	and	the	downtown	
neighbourhood.		It	is	critical	that	any	development	of	this	site	respects	the	National	
Ecclesiastical	Heritage	District	and	the	overall	cultural	landscape	of	the	city’s	historic	core.		We	
need	to	get	it	right	for	this	site.		This	proposal	needs	to	reconsider	a	number	of	facets	in	terms	
of	over	all	scale,	massing,	architectural	vocabulary	and	street	address,	not	to	mention,	
preserving	neighbourhood	and	other	values.	
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Appendix	A	–	Building	a	More	Inclusive	Heritage	Planning	Process:	Case	Studies	in	Community	
Engagement	for	Development	Projects	
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Karen Chafe

From:
Sent: Monday, November 25, 2019 1:24 PM
To: CityClerk
Subject: re Queen's Road proposed development

Without Prejudice 
 
BIG MISTAKE!!  I can't understand how council would even consider rezoning that green‐space area to allow 
such a commercial monstrosity to be put there ‐ to eliminate one of the very few green‐spaces left,  not to 
mention the beautiful view from Harvey Road.  Too much of "old" historic St. John's is being gradually eroded 
away.  If this keeps up, there soon won't be much of historic St. John's left ‐ and therefore a big loss for the 
tourist industry.  We have such a magnificent history and it should be preserved, not frittered away for the 
sake of the almighty dollar. 
 
Please ‐ reconsider, I beg of you!! 
 
Sincerely, 
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Karen Chafe

From:
Sent: Tuesday, December 3, 2019 8:53 AM
To: CityClerk
Subject: 66-68 Queen’s Road 

I just had an opportunity to flip through the LUAR for the proposed redevelopment of 66‐68 Queen’s Road. While I 
noticed there was extensive consideration of views from public spaces on Levels 3 and 4 of The Rooms, I noticed there 
was no similar consideration of views from Level 2. 
 
When the Rooms was designed, it had a private arts assessment room located on level 2 in behind the public lobby and 
theatre that had an equally magnificent view of the Narrows and the downtown. Unbeknownst to almost everyone 
today is the fact that portion of the interior of The Rooms was gutted two years ago to make way for the future 
development of a new public space once funding is raised that would encompass this view; a view that appears will be 
negatively impacted by the proposed development as currently presented. 
 
I am guessing The Rooms may be silent today about the proposed development given that its operational mandate for 
the immediate future is to “keep low” and remain in a holding pattern while a new CEO is recruited. I even suspect they 
will may be reluctant to even acknowledge the existence of the gutted space on Level 2 as this would give the space a 
public profile long before they are ready to deal with the issue.  Having said that any new dynamic CEO will immediately 
see the potential of this Level 2 space at The Rooms, and the magnificent views from it, and commence a strategy to see 
its development in the mid‐term. 
 
On this basis I would like to see the LUAR amended to reflect this new information. 
 
Signed, 
 
Concerned Citizen 
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Elaine Henley

From: Maggie Burton
Sent: Wednesday, December 4, 2019 8:25 PM
To: CityClerk
Subject: Fwd: Re-zoning Cathedral Parish Hall at Queens Road/ Garrison Hill/ Longs Hill

 
Maggie Burton 
Councillor at Large, St. John’s 
709‐740‐0982 
mburton@stjohns.ca 
 

From:   
Sent: Wednesday, December 4, 2019 6:29:43 PM 
To: Sandy Hickman <shickman@stjohns.ca>; Danny Breen <dbreen@stjohns.ca>; Maggie Burton 
<mburton@stjohns.ca>; Hope Jamieson <hjamieson@stjohns.ca> 
Subject: Re‐zoning Cathedral Parish Hall at Queens Road/ Garrison Hill/ Longs Hill  
  
Dear	Councillors:  
 
I	went	to	the	meeting	last	week	about	the	site	of	the	Cathedral	Parish	Hall	at	Queens	Road/	Garrison	Hill/	Longs	Hill.	
I	heard	alot	of	quite	nuanced	statements.			I	heard	about	the	historical	nature	of	the	building,	the	importance	of	the	district	as	
a	historical	monument,	the	state	of	repair	of	the	building,	and	separate	entirely,	the	woodlands.	I	heard	about	the	financial	
plight	of	the	parish,	the	loss	of	light	and	space	for	the	residences	of	the	area,	the	loss	of	access	to	the	view	by	non‐paying	
Harvey	Road	viewers	and	the	loss	of	access	to	the	view	by	paying	Rooms	goers,	the	potential	digging	away	of	the	soil	that	
absorbs	the	flooding	waters	of	Long's	Hill	area,	the	undetermined	archeological	signifcance	of	the	site,	the	signifcance	of	the	
site	for	women,	the	needs	of	low	income	residents	who	live	in	the	area,		one	of	the	pro‐this‐particular‐development,	Parish	
members	even	lamented	that	there	was	no	safe‐needle	location	near	this	area,	bringing	up	the	other	issues	in	this	area	and	the	
undetermined	effect	a	condo	would	have	on	the	needs	of	some	of	the	frequent	visitors	to	this	area	(someone	mentioned	the	
two	homicides	nearby	as	well).	I	heard	statements	about	the	fact	that	other	areas	had	been	re‐zoned	for	condos	and	the	state	
of	the	economy	has	left	us	with	holes	and	gravel	pits.	I	heard	that	the	business	men	proposing	this	project		have	no	obligatuion	
to	continue	with	this	particular	proposal	once	re‐zoning	happens	‐	there	were	citations	of	both	the	holes,	gravel	pits	and	
changes	in	the	arhcitectural	plans	in	the	recent	past.	I	heard	statements	about	the	effect	of	the	development	on	tourism,	on	the	
traffic	burden	on	Harvey's	Road,	the	accurancy	of	the	proposal	particularly	its	assessmemt	of	the	number	of	trees	and	kind	of	
trees,	etc  
 
I	want	to	let	you	know	that	I	came	away	concerned	for	the	burden	of	responsibility	the	Parish	has	and	the	plight	they	are	
in,	but	more	concerned	about	the	City	executing	its	responsibility	of	the	city	‐	it	was	clear	that	we	are	not	ready	to	rezone	
this	area.	There	is	so	much	more	information	that	has	not	been	gathered	that	needs	to	be	gathered.		My	main	interest	in	
attending	this	meeting	is	that	I	do	not	want	to	loose	one	of	the	last	‐	in	fact	at	this	meeting	it	was	acknowledged	as	THE	
last		view	of	the	city	from	the	outside	in	this	region	of	the	city	that	can	be	had	by	poorer	residences	like	myself.		I	hadn’t	
known	but	learned	at	the	meeting	that	the	residents	in	the	area	that	have	eyes	and	bodies	on	the	street	right	now	will	
have	their	right	to	light	and	enjoyment	compromised,	and	the	specialness	of	the	woodland	will	be	lost.	In	additon	‐	I	do	
not	think	you	can	rezone	without	some	of	the	studies	recommended	and	still	be	doing	due	diligence	as	a	City	
Council.		Most	of	all	I	was	concerned	that	the	residents	of	the	area	‐		I	live	nearby	in	Georgetown	on	McDougall	
Street‐		said	over	and	over	were	not	engaged	by	the	City	in	a	discussion	about	this	development	or	re‐zoning. 
 
Please	do	not	vote	to	rezone. 
 
Thank‐you	for	hearing	my	voice,	 
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s 
  
Disclaimer: This email may contain confidential and/or privileged information intended only for the individual(s) 
addressed in the message. If you are not the intended recipient, any other distribution, copying, or disclosure is strictly 
prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please notify me immediately by return email and delete the original 
message.  
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Submission to the City of St. John's Re: Application for Rezoning 68 Queen's Rd 
 

1 
 

Introduction 

The property being considered for rezoning is an integral part the St. John's Ecclesiastical Historic District 

National Historic Site and as such needs to be assessed using tools specifically designed to help those making 

decisions about these special heritage places. 

Importance of National Historic Sites 

National historic sites are places of profound importance to Canada and to all Canadians. They bear witness to 

this nation's defining moments across Canada and represent thousands of years of human history and hundreds 

of years of nation building.  Each national historic site tells its own unique story, which in turn is part of the 

greater story of Canada, contributing a sense of time, identity, and place to our understanding of Canada as a 

whole.  They are symbols that help define us as Canadians.  As Newfoundlanders and residents of St. John's we 

should be so proud that this piece of Newfoundland and Labrador's history is recognized at a national level.  It 

means that the rest of Canada recognizes the important role that Newfoundland's religious institutions played in 

the development of not only our province but our country. 

Importance of the St. John's Ecclesiastical District NHS 

National historic sites can be buildings, people, events or in this instance cultural landscapes.  As noted in the 

statement of historical significance: "the St. John’s Ecclesiastical District was designated a National Historic Site 

of Canada in 2008 because: this cultural landscape represents the breadth of involvement of the Anglican, 

Roman Catholic, Methodist/United and Presbyterian denominations in the establishment and evolution of the 

spiritual, philanthropic, charitable and educational institutions of St. John's and Newfoundland ..."  Designations  

such as these ( especially cultural landscapes) are not done in isolation, they require the full support of all 

parties involved, and as such those involved made a commitment to each other, to us and to all Canadians that 

they would  be stewards of this piece of our heritage.  

Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada 

To help those involved in NHSs, Parks Canada collaborated with agencies across Canada to develop a set of tools 

to guide decisions on the conservation of historic places and guide them especially when interventions and 

additions are being considered.  They are the Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in 

Canada. We are now at a point when decisions are being made about a major intervention to the St. John's 

Ecclesiastical District NHS, but there has been little effort to ensure that the heritage values associated with the 

national significance of the site and the district will not impaired. Therefore I want to emphasize that this 

proposal needs to be considered not only within the context of the City's municipal plan and policies, but also 

within the context of being an integral part of a national historic site. 

Applying the Standards and Guidelines 

So if we start to apply the S&Gs to the present proposal we need to consider the values and character defining 

elements associated with the historic district as a whole and to its "nodes" as defined in its Statement of 

Significance and of course to the individual site. 
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Submission to the City of St. John's Re: Application for Rezoning 68 Queen's Rd 
 

2 
 

Location and Viewplanes  ‐  Heritage values associated with the district as a whole include its location and siting 

(including sight lines from the harbour and downtown) and its single use character. How will rezoning to permit 

increased massing and height affect sight lines?  Will the view from the harbour or downtown on this section of 

the historic district be overwhelmed or diminished by the height and massing of the tower?  In a cursory 

assessment yes they will and obviously, 

Open Space ‐ Another important value that this site contributes to the district is its open space. Open spaces, 

trees and shrubs have all been identified as having heritage value and are specifically identified as character 

defining elements of the historic district as a whole.  Open spaces and landscaped areas around church 

properties played an important role in the spiritual life of residents; they set church properties apart from the 

urbanization that surrounded them and in cases such as this site, contributed to educational aspects of the 

church's role n the community.  The heritage values associated with the open space of this site will be lost, and 

will thus diminish the integrity of the whole district. 

Architecture ‐The heritage values and character defining elements in which this site is located includes the 

architecture of St. Andrew's Presbyterian Church and Gower Street United Church. The towers and spires of 

these buildings reflect their spiritual nature, but also reflect a hierarchy in the early development of St. 

John's...the towers and spires of religious buildings being the tallest.  Will the heritage values associated with the 

Kirk's single spire and Gower Street United's towers be diminished when they are overwhelmed in height?  Will 

the portion of the Kirk's architecture as experienced from Harvey Rd. be affected by the new tower 

development along Harvey Rd? These are important questions that need to be answered before decisions 

affecting the historic district can be made. 

In relation to the site itself, the two storey, red brick Anglican Parish Hall has been identified as a character 

defining element and is itself a national historic site because it lies within the historic district.  It contributes to 

the rich architecture of the district by being one of the "varying" architectural styles.  Within the district, we are 

looking at many old architectural styles that were in some instances the first "European" styles introduced in 

Canada. To respect the history of this building, according to the S &Gs ‐‐ an understanding of the design 

principles used by the original designer is needed before any interventions or additions are made. What were 

the aspirations of the owners of this building? How were they reflected in the architecture?  An understanding 

of all of this is needed before design of new additions that are compatible and complimentary can be pursued. 

These are only a few of proposal's impact that need to be considered. I have provided them as examples of how 

this site needs to be more thoroughly assessed using the Standards and Guidelines. 

Conclusion 

In closing, I would like to reiterate that this proposal should not only be treated as a rezoning request that 

affects the downtown heritage area, but should also be treated as a special case because it is within the St. 

John's Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site and as such decisions that are made should be in keeping with 

the Standards and Guidelines for Heritage Places in Canada. Indeed, the owners, other partners within the 

Heritage District NHS and the City of St. John's all supported the designation of the district as a national historic 
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site and committed themselves to have a role to play in ensuring its integrity not only for their congregations, 

but for the other residents of our city and province, and for all Canadians. 

 

 

 

 

 

My Background 

I am a former management planner with Parks Canada and have been involved in the conservation and  

management of most of the Parks Canada owned national historic sites (NHS)  in this province as well as in the 

development of contemporary  facilities and services within them  (i.e. new additions.)  I also served as a 

Certification Agent to the National Parks Canada Cost‐Sharing Program which helps owners of NHSs to preserve 

historic properties recognized by the Government of Canada as being nationally significant.    In my capacity as a 

Certification Agent I was responsible for assisting proponents in the development of proposals to ensure 

adherence to the Parks Canada Standards and Guidelines for Historic Places in Canada (S & Gs) and assessing 

projects against them to meet funding eligibility criteria. These projects included alterations and additions to 

national historic sites owned by municipalities, religious organizations and commercial developers (in an earlier 

Commercial Cost Share program.)  My educational background is in planning and architecture and I have over 20 

years experience in heritage work with Parks Canada and more with other park agencies in Newfoundland.  
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Karen Chafe

From:
Sent: Wednesday, November 27, 2019 4:13 PM
To: Danny Breen; Hope Jamieson; Sheilagh O'Leary; Mayor
Cc: CityClerk
Subject: Please do not approve rezoning or the proposed development on Queen's Road near Garrison Hill

I am writing in reference to the proposed condo development in the ecclesiastic heritage area near the Sergeants 
Memorial, at the bottom of Garrison Hill. I am against it. It takes too much away from the public whether resident or 
visiting – it removes space, sightlines and history. 
 
What makes our city unique and special, to residents and tourists alike? It is not condominium towers. It is the particular 
ambience of the harbour, hidden away from the heavy seas of the North Atlantic behind sheltering hills. What a treasure 
it must have been to the sailors of old! And the meandering paths, now lanes and roads, that wind up from the harbour 
area through the old residential parts of the city to the spiritual core, carry the city’s long history forward. 
 
This proposed development would remove another big chunk of the viewscape  of the harbour, the narrows, the 
southside hills. It seems that the City does not have a plan or an intent to ensure the magnificent views of our city 
remain available to all, not just to the few privileged folks who are able to buy the view, as was done with BIS 
development. We are being reduced to having only a few glimpses. 
 
It may be possible to create a project  that would provide some money‐making features compatible with the present 
zoning while preserving the view for all to enjoy and without destroying the remarkable and recognized ecclesiastic 
heritage. The present proposal does not do either and should not be approved by Council.  
 
 

 
 

 

154



1

Elaine Henley

From: Shanna Fitzgerald
Sent: Wednesday, December 4, 2019 9:57 AM
To: CityClerk
Subject: 66-68 Queen's Road

 called the front desk on the City Clerk’s office and wanted to express her feelings on 66‐68 
Queen’s Road and put them on record:  
She is against this proposal and thinks the Rooms has a fantastic view and she has been speaking to tourists 
and has been told it is the highlight of their trip. She feels this development will block the view from the 
Rooms. 
She expressed how strongly she opposed this development. She feels it would be a big loss in every way. To 
ruin the view would be a travesty.   
 
 

Shanna Fitzgerald 
Legislative Assistant, Office of the City Clerk 
City of St. John’s 
10 New Gower Street 
PO Box 908 
St. John’s, NL  A1C 5M2 
(709) 576‐2241 
 

 
 
  
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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Karen Chafe

From:
Sent: Wednesday, November 27, 2019 4:13 PM
To: CityClerk; Mayor; Sheilagh O'Leary; Deanne Stapleton; Hope Jamieson; Jamie Korab; Ian Froude; 

Wally Collins; Maggie Burton; Dave Lane; Sandy Hickman; Debbie Hanlon
Subject: Objection to the Proposal for Cathedral Parish Hall Development 

 
Dear Honourable Mayor Danny Breen, Dear St. John’s City Councillors,  
 
Take Heed Caretakers! 
 
I am an international expert in Heritage Tourism worldwide, and have been working the past 20 years in tourism all over 
the world. I have seen first‐hand the tremendous growth and prosperity that tourism brings world wide. St. John’s is 
only experiencing a drop in the bucket with respect to tourism here right now. Tourists are attracted to beautiful old 
architecture, well‐planned walkable historic downtown old towns, cities that protect what makes them special. There 
are countless examples of places which receives millions of tourists and millions of their tourism dollars– all wanting to 
see and experience the old charm of a place, places which have been strictly preserved because the successive mayors 
and city councils have fought tooth and nail to preserve and protect and enhance: York and Bath in England/Colmar, 
France/Adare, Ireland/Rothenburg, Germany/ and numerous more in Italy, Spain, Denmark, etc. I have spoken to 
hundreds of visitors to St. John’s and all are blown away with what we have here and love our ‘old town.’ They are 
completely appalled at how haphazard and how easily this can all be thrown away all because we and our elected 
officials cannot and will not proactively protect and enhance places which have the potential to bring us much needed 
tourism dollars. 
 

 and we deliberately bought a 150 year old 
heritage home which we have painstakingly restored since arriving. Seeing now how ‘heritage’ gets treated in our old 
town we are coming to regret our decision. Why would the individual even bother when the almighty developer can 
enter nilly‐willy and place whatever they want, whereever they want and we have a team of ‘modernists’ at city hall 
backing them at every turn. I really wonder how many of you who will vote on this actually live in a downtown heritage 
home or in the cookie – cutter subdivisions that are exactly like every other city in North American? 
 
Here in St. John’s we are now at a crossroads. We have the perfect example of how we can preserve an already 
protected National Historic Site – a unique Canadian district in a ‘still’ unique city that tourists continue to flock to when 
visiting. Instead of tearing down the old parish hall, why not enhance it? How about bring it back to its former glory 
before it was damaged in a fire? Why on earth do we need more condos on this site? How about sending the developer 
to the site of the old Grace Hospital or why not at the available land in Pleasantville, or to other more modern parts of 
the city and tell them to develop there? For a city with so much heritage, how about upping the pittance you give to 
heritage owners here in the city? $50 000 in a budget of $300 000 000? That is 0.017%. Minuscule compared to other 
cities. Other cities have way higher heritage budgets because they know how much a cash cow preserving heritage is. 
Why doesn’t the city buy the land and find the best solution that we can with help from the feds if needed? 
 
The whole process of how development in our downtown heritage area needs to be addressed. You can already sense 
that this development has already been agreed by the mayor and each counsellor individually already. Why is the back 
retaining wall along military road being fixed already before the vote even happens? Why would that be happening 
now? Because our city planner has already his stamp of approval on this development and the meetings with the 
developer have already happened. This has already been decided. It’s like, oh yeah, before we push this through, we 
might want to think about the public and the residents and our visitors who may have some input before some 
modernist developer gets their hands on it. 
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Karen Chafe

From:
Sent: Saturday, November 30, 2019 7:33 PM
To: CityClerk
Subject: 66-68 QUEENS ROAD

I want to write that I have reviewed the plans on file with the city. 
 
I am a home owner on . 
 
I have the following objections to the proposed development: 
 
1) The Heritage building is not specifically beautiful and the loss of this property does not seem to be 
a public loss, it should be demolished, the door arch can be recycled into a landscaping garden 
feature. DEMOLISH IT 
 
2) The proposed replacement building is ugly. Specifically it resembles a 1970's university dormitory. 
It is unimaginative, looks more like an office building or hospital than a residence, and I have strong 
reservations that the project NOT be approved with the existing unimaginative lifeless soul-sucking 
structure.A Pakistani freelance architect on FIVERR could do a better job with this building for $50. Its 
appalling. 
 
3) The use of large amounts of conniferous trees in landscaping is also objected to as they tend to do 
poorly in the downtown region and should be replaced with flowering crabapple or ornimental cherry. 
The landscaping is not sufficient and should be increased and lacks immagination. Current plan is 
OPPOSED 
 
4) The architectural firm needs to be changed as the landscaping, renders, exterior facade are terrible 
quality are per 1995 quality. Please inform the builder it is now 25 years later we live in an era of 
photo realism either update your presentation quality or go home. DO NOT APPROVE this as while I 
support the redevelopment of the property I object to the PLAN as filed and the PLAN quality is not 
sufficient for the public to get a real feel of the building. Real world renders are $35 Cad online, there 
is no economic reason for such shitty drawings. PLANS ARE OPPOSED AS FILED 
 
5) The building should seek a minimal level of LEED certification or at least a 40% reduction in 
heating costs over the actual code requirement with an actual thermal load study included with the 
proposal..  
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November 27th, 2019 
      
Mayor Danny Breen  
Deputy Mayor Sheilagh O’Leary 
Councillors Burton, Collins, Froude, Hanlon, Hickman, Jamieson, Korab, Lane, and Stapleton 
City of St. John’s 
P.O. Box 908 
St. John’s, NL A1C 5M2 
 
Re: Parish Lane Residences, 66-68 Queen’s Road  
      
Dear Mayor Breen, Deputy Mayor O’Leary, and Councillors Burton, Collins, Froude, Hanlon, Hickman, 
Jamieson, Korab, Lane, and Stapleton: 
      
We are writing to express our concern with the proposed rezoning of 66-68 Queen's Road and the design 
of the Parish Lane Residences presented in the LUAR of 6 November 2019. 
 
We would, first of all, like to clarify that the Newfoundland and Labrador Historic Trust supports infill 
development. Building density is essential to increasing the number of people living in, working in, and 
supporting our historic downtown. We would also like to commend the proponent for their intention to 
conserve the existing residence and historic masonry entrance to the Anglican Cathedral Parish Hall. So 
often proposals start from clean slates, i.e. demolition. 
 
While generally supportive of infill and retention of surviving character-defining elements, we have 
several concerns with this particular proposal from a conservation perspective. Namely: 
 

• Deconstructing the masonry entrance will likely result in significant loss of material and storing it 
until Phase 3, which may never be built, will add to both risk and cost. Logistically the plan for 
the historic entrance is unlikely to proceed as proposed.      
  

• From a design perspective the masonry entrance is not integrated into the proposed building. Its 
door will be non-functional or enter into a parking garage, it is illustrated as distinct from the 
slope-roofed residences, and close to a third of the surviving façade will be displaced to allow 
access to a surface parking lot. Relegating historic fabric to mere decoration increases the 
likelihood that retention will be cut in the name of cost-savings. The proponent has missed an 
opportunity to make this the gateway to the project, instead moving the door to the west.  
     

• The ground level of the Queen's Road façade, aside from the existing house, will be the blank 
exterior of a parking garage. Indeed if Phase 3 is not constructed Queen's Road and the National 
Historic District may get only parking at the street.      
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• The proposed surface parking lot is detrimental to the historic character of downtown. Surface 
lots represent unusable open space, limit density, and encourage car use. They are often symbols 
of historic failures, popping up where buildings have been lost. Comprehensive new 
developments such as this must incorporate parking within the structure and should strive to 
minimize vehicular traffic in general.        
    

• The height of the Phase 2 structure, which appears to top Harvey Road by more than five stories 
at its peak, obscures The Rooms from many angles and will likely have unstudied impacts on 
other views including those of and from the Basilica. A modest reduction in height would avoid 
the worst of these impacts. 

 
Development need not be all or nothing and we encourage the proponent to revise their current design 
based on this and other feedback. With respect to the issues above we have three recommendations: 
    

1) revisit the historic masonry entrance as an asset and focal point, securing it in situ and integrating 
it into the design of the Phase 3 structure,       
  

2) reconfigure both structures to eliminate surface parking and bring usable residential or 
commercial space down to the ground floor of the Queen's Road façade, and   
    

3) reduce the maximum height of the development by as little as one storey, as part of the above 
reconfiguration, to preserve views to and from some our most valued institutions. 

 
We hope you will see this decision as more than a “yes” or “no” and work with the proponent to enable 
densification of the site while better reflecting the wishes of the community.   
 
Sincerely, 
      
Board of Directors 
Newfoundland and Labrador Historic Trust 
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Karen Chafe

From:
Sent: Friday, November 29, 2019 7:36 PM
To: CityClerk
Subject: 66-68 Queens Road public comments

Good Day 
I was unavailable to attend the public meeting. I would like to express my concern over the possible destruction of a 
precious green space in our beloved downtown. We are all impacted by climate change. I know this council can and will 
do things better going forward so I ask you not to approve the destruction of the green space. There are several species 
of birds which inhabit that space permanently.It was a delight to spot a perfect tiny songbirds nest from the sidewalk. 
Nature can be a vital part of our downtown. If you wish to demolish the building and rebuild a similar size building 
please go ahead. Please do not crush the baby birds nests of our community.  
 
You may use my public comment for any of your purposes.thank you! 
 
Regards 
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Karen Chafe

From:  
Sent: Friday, November 29, 2019 9:42 AM
To: Hope Jamieson
Cc: Danny Breen; Sheilagh O'Leary; Deanne Stapleton; Jamie Korab; Ian Froude; Wally Collins; Maggie 

Burton; Dave Lane; Sandy Hickman; Debbie Hanlon; CityClerk
Subject: Parish Lane developments

Dear Hope,  
 
As you are our ward councillor, we are addressing this to you first, but are copying it to all members of the Council and 
to the City Clerk.  There are more than several points that we want to make, which indicates how important this 
particular proposal is to the CIty and its residents. 
 
It is obvious that the present Parish Hall is in bad shape and should be replaced.  Its architectural appeal is in the 
attached house and the entrance arch, as recognized.  We need to much more closely, however, look at what would 
best fit in the area as well as fulfill more of the needs of the residents of the City.  We do not need more condos and 
large apartments, especially as the people who buy or rent them are not in need.  With the gentrification of the 
downtown core (of which we have been a part), more and more of the mix of downtown residents is being forced 
out.  That includes artists of all types, students, and older long‐term residents.  They are the people in need of new 
suitable residences, usually smaller and cheaper. 
 
A new building could address different needs, as expressed at the meeting of Wednesday night at St Mary's 
Church.    The arts: theatre, dance, a non‐commercial gallery (as the replacement for the one at the LSPU Hall 
disappeared soon after its opening); a Parish Hall; low‐cost housing for one or two people each (of which size there is 
little in the city) and possibly more.  The footprint of this building could be greater than what is there now, with room at 
the back still allowing parking on the side as at present, and it could be three to four stories high.  In appearance, at least 
its facade could more approach the original building destroyed in the fire.  The attached house could remain, and the 
original entrance still reused as planned. 
 
Mentioned at the meeting was unwelcome present use of the site.  That would be found in the parking areas and at the 
back of the present building only (going into the sloped wooded area is too difficult for such use ‐ drinking, drug use and 
sex), and could be alleviated with use of a sound building with more people around it, upgrading of its immediate 
surrounds, and more lighting.  
 
The green space behind the building is on a steep slope.  It is important to retain as is, therefore, for reducing possible 
flooding further down the hill.  With increasingly stronger storms we need as much green space as possible to reduce 
their impact.  This is not only green space, but it is untouched wild space.  That makes it even more effective in 
absorbing excess water. 
 
This alone should lead to retaining its present zoning.  There are many cities that would love to have such wildness in its 
core.  The few cities that we know of that have such a space guard it carefully.  We think of Perth in Western Australia 
and Philadelphia in Pennsylvania.  Whether or not it is used by many people is not an issue.  Wildness is important in its 
own right, and includes diversity of growth that is never replicated in other green spaces.  The fact that people do use it 
is an extra.  One of us has explored parts of it, and always looks into it carefully any time walking along Harvey 
Road.  What look to be young trees can be much older than appearance would indicate, with most Newfoundland trees 
having very narrow growth rings due to difficult growing conditions.  There is also the enrichment of undergrowth, 
which completely disappears in other city green spaces.  As already mentioned by others, there is rich bird life present, 
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but there would also be small mammal life and an uncountable amount of insect life, all valid and important in this 
ecosystem, especially so in such an urban environment. 
 
To change the zoning of this space opens up the possibility of even more unsuitable "development" than presently 
planned.  All of us who use the downtown core know that plans get changed or discarded, and once rezoned, it would 
be impossible to change it back.  Besides, by that stage, the land would have been largely cleared, or altogether 
cleared.     
 
But even with the present plans, apart from what we have written so far, it is far too high, and some of the apartments 
are far too large.  We love living downtown, and resent the new buildings that take away the character of the city and 
cater to those with more money than most of us.  The townhouses on the side of the original BIS building were put up a 
storey, without planning permission, so that their occupants could have the luxury of garages, which very few people in 
the downtown core have.  So we lost an important sightline for the sake of a few people who could afford to disregard 
the practices of the residents around them.  That is just one example.  Now we are talking of reducing one of the few 
remaining sight lines.  The CIty has a Plan, which over the years has been constantly changed at the whim of 
developers.  We don't want that extra tax money from that source, and would rather pay more ourselves.  We have 
what few cities in the world have, and we are throwing it away. 
 
This time it is not just what we acknowledge as a remaining strength in the city that is planned on being diminished, but 
what has been acknowledged through City and National heritage listing.  This area is part of a cultural, historical, 
religious, educational and visual/architectural district found nowhere else that we know of.  Please protect it.  One 
possible means of doing this is pursuing Heritage funding for at least part of what is needed to replace the present 
Parish Hall, which would be more likely found if a replacement building was closer in concept to the original building 
burnt down in the sixties.  It doesn't have to be the same, but needs to be more sympathetic.  The uses to which the 
building is put would also influence possible funding, therefore not more condominiums and large apartments. 
 
We sincerely hope that the Council gives grave consideration to the needs and wishes of the residents of this area of the 
City rather than to the developer.   
 
Yours sincerely, 
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Karen Chafe

From:
Sent: Wednesday, November 27, 2019 5:16 PM
To: CityClerk
Subject: Proposed re-zoning of 66-68 Queen's Road (Cathedral Parish Hall)

Greetings. 
 
I am writing to express my UNEQUIVOCAL OPPOSITION to the proposed re‐zoning and (eventual) commercial 
development of the naturalized green space on Queen's Road. I was born and raised in St. John's and have been a 
downtown resident for over 25 years. St. John's does not need another condo development. Such a development will 
bring very little of value to the city and its residents, while causing damage to the ecological, social, cultural and 
economic life of our city. 
 
The City of St. John's has just declared a climate change emergency. Allowing a developer to cut down trees, destroy an 
ecosystem that is functioning just fine on its own, and potentially destroying more than can be replaced with 
landscaping flies in the face of this declaration.  
 
The space is home to crows, sparrows, jays, finches, as well as insects, small mammals, and a multitude of trees, shrubs 
and flowers. These would all be displaced or killed by the destruction of their habitat; their disappearance would have a 
strong negative effect on the humans who live in both the local area and the downtown at large. The importance of 
green growing things and wildlife in counteracting the stresses of urban life is well known ‐ and this includes not only 
sculpted and organized park lands, but also wilderness areas. 
 
Culturally, Newfoundlanders' connection to wild areas and the land around them, for sustenance, entertainment, and 
inspiration in art, is an important part of how we view ourselves as a people. We sell ourselves in tourism 
advertisements as a place of wild woods, unexpected pleasures, hidden treasures both out in the wilderness AND in our 
towns and outports. Destroying one of these hidden treasures for something so tedious as yet another condo 
development is both embarrassing and foolish. On top of this, allowing a developer to "partially demolish" a registered 
designated Heritage Building is both regressive and short‐sighted. Again, how does destroying our built heritage support 
the ideals we promote through tourism? Our cultural heritage ‐ the natural landscapes, the intangibles such as stories 
and songs, and the built heritage so unique to our place are what appeal to our visitors. So why allow them to be 
destroyed? 
 
Economically, there are already a number of condo developments in the downtown area, which do not appear to be 
filled to capacity. There are also a number of empty buildings slowly falling into disrepair. Allowing developers to 
continue to build more of these buildings, which benefit very few of the city's residents, and destroying a unique area 
within our city, is regressive and short‐sighted. Why not seek alternative means to obtain income from that area, if that 
is the city's interest in allowing re‐zoning? Finding ways to use buildings already in the downtown for the benefit of more 
citizens, and keeping natural treasures and historic sites in the area ‐ and promoting them! ‐  will draw more people to 
the downtown, which will encourage commerce, tourism, and citizen retention. 
 
Please, please carefully consider ‐ the cultural, social, ecological, and economic values of our downtown is worth far 
more to us as a city, as a people, than the short‐term commercial value of another condo development. 
 
Sincerely, 
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St. John's NL 
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Karen Chafe

From:
Sent: Wednesday, November 27, 2019 3:35 PM
To: CityClerk
Subject: Hello-Queens Road green space-Please do not allow development

Hello, 
 
I am a citizen of St. John's writing to express my dismay at the prospect of a development in the last natural 
green space of St. John's. 
 
Since some of the building that is said to be torn down to make the new development is a heritage 
designation, how is that allowed? Also, didn't the city of St. John's recently come out and say they were 
committed to fighting climate change and helping the environment? Surely, keeping our last natural green 
space as it is would help support that initiative.  
 
I am hoping to attend the meeting tonight on Craigmiller Avenue, but I may have to work.  
 
Please, please, please let's not allow this to happen, 
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December 5, 2019  

City Clerk,                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  
City of St John’s                                                                                                                                                                                       
Newfoundland,  Canada                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                        

 Re:  Proposed Parish Lane  Development located at 68-70 Queens Road,  St. 

John’s Heritage Area 1.  

The proposed 40 residential unit development is described as comprising  two 

contemporary buildings ranging in height from 4 to 10 storeys ;  covered residential , 

and  above ground visitors parking  spaces with an estimated total of   80 parking 

spaces,  which is in  excess of City requirements.  In addition, the development plan 

includes walkways;  two viewing and sitting areas, one off Harvey’s Road and the other 

off Queen’s Road; large cement planters, modern street lights,  and   floating metal 

steps   extending from Harvey’s Road to Queen’s  Road, with  various forms of screens 

and greenery as buffers to separate the site at  the rear of Garrison Hill private homes 

and  the John Howard Society main building  and adjacent  10 unit rental apartment 

house. .  

The proposed development appears to be incongruent  in both scale and of the 

Heritage 1 area historic structures and streetscapes..  This  gives rise to ramifications 

and queries regarding its appearance ,its functionality, the timeliness of construction, 

and the  impact it will  have on neighboring properties in addition to tourists/visitors to 

the Province inasmuch as this particular section of the City  contributes significantly to 

the Province’s  tourism.    

It is apparent that the proposed Parish Hall site posed many challenges in the design 

and location..  

In the Preliminary Plan, the Developer described the proposed site as  follows: “ 

Ecclesiastical  District” ,”in the heart of the downtown,  “in the institutional core 
which stretches from the Court House to the Rooms and the Basilica”;  the 
“central downtown area”; and the City’s “inner- core” as it relates to housing.   

 Master List of Heritage Buildings reads:  

Statement of Significance:    

The Ecclesiastical District is large, linear shaped parcel of land located in the 

center of St. John’s in one of the oldest sections of the City. This district includes 

churches, convents, monasteries, schools, fraternal meeting houses and 

cemeteries and evokes a visual panorama of imposing masonry building of 

varying architectural styles….The natural evolution of the area is evident through 
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its architecture, mature green space and newer buildings included within the 

district boundaries have been designed to be sympathetic to the styles of the 

original buildings. The designation is purely commemorative, and includes all 

buildings, lands, landscape features, structures that remain within its boundaries.  

 The Ecclesiastical  district is located within  the larger Heritage 1 area (“primary 

heritage area”)  which extends beyond the parameters of Parish Lane, the Rooms, and 
the Basilica.  Adjacent to the proposed site is the intersection at Harvey Road, 

Bonaventure Avenue, Garrison Hill, and Military Road.  It is the nucleus of the primary 

heritage area . It provides direct expedient access to other parts of the historic sites.   

This section of the primary heritage area hosts hundreds of visitors annually travelling  

from abroad  on cruise ships,  visitors from North  

America,  and visitors from elsewhere in the Province travelling to the City during the 

year  for vacations and holidays to attend  sporting events,  conference, etc. Children 

arrive by bus on field trips. They visit the   Rooms, theatres and beyond to the , St. 

John’s City Hall,  Mile One Stadium, Water street, the Convention Centre, George 

Street and hotels. .  

This historic neighborhood,  is a unique, balanced and socially connected 

community with varied amenities.. Within its parameters, there are  private homes ,  

condominiums;,  non- profit organizations providing affordable housing, supportive  

services for youth and individuals  struggling with health issues; schools, churches;  

easy access to transportation to community centres for  the elderly ,and new 

Canadians;  chain grocery stores and small businesses;   theatres;  a large  park which 

provides summer and winter activities for children and people of all age groups; 

professional offices (lawyers, medical/mental health and addiction programs, clinics and  

pharmacies); the courthouse, and the central  City Fire Department and Police Station . 

 

 

Page 2 – Proposed Parish Lane Development 

The primary one heritage area does not identify with the more densely populated, 

commercial/industrial “center of downtown”.  It is the section of the City that 

preserves the heritage character of the buildings, streetscapes with commemorative 

statues, and  natural green spaces, all of which Canadians, Newfoundlanders, and 

tourists value, and expect to see when they arrive .  It is representative of a society built 

by people who stood fast and sacrificed much for what they believed in as exemplified 

by the different religious denominations, the early war memorial, commemorative 

statues,  and the government buildings beyond the Ecclesiastical district .  
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Over the years I have had the occasion to speak directly to many tourists who have 

commented on how beautiful the City is.  Most often they describe not one particular 

structure but the ambience as they make their way up Garrison Hill to the Harvey 

Road/Military Road intersection and onward to the Rooms ,  Basilica, Bannerman Park, 

the Colonial Building, the Lieutenant Governor’s  House, St. Thomas’ Church, around 

the corner to the Commissariat House on Kings Bridge Road and down towards the 

harbour to see the “jelly bean” row houses”. 

 Both the  scale and scope of the proposed development come into question as to how 

they relate to the  primary heritage area .  Not all tourists from elsewhere or visitors from 

within the Province appear to readily recognize the significance of the architectural 

design of the Rooms as being a part of Newfoundland’s history.  Therefore  the  scale 

and scope  of the proposed building development  would  instead appear massive  and 

would mask the oldest and most significant of the surrounding primary heritage area 

structures and streetscapes to include the natural greenspace on the proposed site..      

Typically,  neighborhood heritage conservation district plans  use a conservation 

gradient according to general standards and guidelines  to assist in the protection and 

conservation of the unique heritage attributes and character of the civic centre 

neighbourhoods.  For example:  Primary 1- preservation, rehabilitation, and restoration 

standards; Primary 2- general standards; and Primary 3, general guidelines. 

Discretionary policies are also applied..   

 St. John’s new and existing  structures within the primary heritage area  have not only 

been regulated by the City but also encouraged through funding of renovation projects, 

to  design facades and   new building  structures in order  to maintain heritage 

architectural elements and  landscaping features.  Developers, small business and 

home owners,  have not only complied but have gone through much effort and expense, 

to comply with  standards and  guidelines for existing and newly built structures in the 

primary heritage area. . The more recent examples are the  John Howard 10-unit 

housing extension on Garrison Hill; the Stella Burry residence on Rawlins Cross, and 

several buildings renovated and newly built by Nolan and  Hall Nolan  on Garrison Hill,  

Queens Road, and Bonaventure Avenue (see attached photos). 

 The following ramifications raise concerns inasmuch as the property is reported by the 
Developer to include condo units, transient rental units,   in addition to commercially 
owned businesses, and onsite public access, all of which will exponentially increase 
pedestrian and vehicular traffic in the immediate area, and prompt  questions regarding  
maintenance,  privacy, security and liability. 

 The Preliminary Plan, indicates  “Key Objectives”  to include : “views from the 

Rooms and Harvey Road;  and massing and imagery in Heritage 1 area”.   The 
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Developer indicated these  issues were met by  massing and reconfiguring the roofs of 

the buildings to protect the views from the Rooms. The view from Harvey’s Road 

however, would be far more limited to the proposed  onsite viewing areas  near Harvey 

Road.   

The Developer proposes  Public access of  walkways and  onsite floating steel 

steps :  In addition to the Parish Lane residents, and tourists, there would be increased 

public pedestrian usage: City residents  walk to and from work on Church Hill and 

beyond, and sometimes in the early morning hours.  

How will the Developer address issues regarding  privacy and  security of neighboring 

property?   Will there be an onsite security person(s) and/or  computerized  visual 

security systems ? Who will shovel snow and debris from the walkways , floating steps 

and viewing areas?  Will there be an onsite maintenance person(s). 

The Developer concluded  in the Preliminary Plans that the “ Parish Lane 

development would be a positive contribution to the urban fabric ….Residential 

use presents a change from the existing, and  is reflective of the changing nature 

of the downtown. It is in keeping with the (City’s) objective of increasing inner 

core housing.    

Adjacent to the proposed development on the corner of Garrison Hill and Queens Road 

is the newly built 10- unit John Howard housing structure. A concern is that the 

proposed residential development will more densely populate that particular site to the 

point it will impact the existing community and possibly strain the City’s ability to provide 

adequate services.  In addition , noteworthy is the fact that  there are  

Page 3 – Proposed Parish Lane Development 

currently vacant condominiums and  older two and three storey residential buildings for 

sale in the primary heritage and downtown area of the City..     

The scope of the Parish Lane Development to include   80 parking spaces, for residents 

and visitors, (an amount which is in excess of standard requirements) will significantly 

increase the traffic flow on the surrounding intersection at Garrison Hill and in particular 

at Harvey Road where the proposed “Drop off ‘area will be situate. Traffic currently 

becomes congested at this intersection and introducing more would  pose  risks for   

safe passage of emergency vehicles (Fire Department, hospital, RNC),  and public 

transportation (metrobuses, chartered tour buses). and vehicles  driving cross- town to 

work in the down area, and to events on Water Street.   

 Increased vehicular traffic also introduces more noise and pollutants via vehicular 

emissions. Toxins of this sort not only affect people, but heritage structures as well and 
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risk  jeopardizing the community ecosystem.  Noteworthy is the fact that there are other 

large parking lots in close proximity to the site, on the Basilica  grounds; and  on Longs 

Hill at  the west side of the site, adjacent to the St. Andrews Presbyterian Church. 

In the  Preliminary Plan, the topic  of landscaping and commitment to protecting trees 

and neighboring property are repeatedly indicated:  

Key Issues:   protection of trees and neighbouring properties;                                                                                                                          

Main Concept Components:   tree and property protection; landscaping, trees and 

property as far west as possible,  and destruction of  trees.                                                                                                                                                                                              

Landscape Key concepts: Protection of existing trees;                                                                                                                            

Protection of neigbouring property and trees: Buffering includes existing and new 

trees, privacy screens, and fencing; an inventory of 4 inch tress and larger has been 

prepared. Trees directly affected by the work will be protected. 

City Council,  reported at a recent  Council meeting  comments regarding trees as being 

vital to the ecosystem, and more so in urban areas, where the City has planted a 

thousand trees within the last decade or so. . The  rear of the proposed site on Harvey 

Road is  zoned  “Institutional Open Space. It had, however, been previously designated 

as “green space” in 1955. Fortunately, it is the only natural forest left in the City. The 

forest has trees of different species. Some are hundred year old veteran trees, and 

others are younger.  Veteran trees with large canopies require adequate light and a 

sufficient water source  for their roots, which could  extend meters beyond the trunk of 

the tree. Todate, they have survived and are part of the historic landscaping in the 

primary heritage area. These trees are not only aesthetically appreciated but are also 

an environmental asset.  

Significant concerns are that the proposed building structures would not only obscure 

sunlight from these trees but also neighbors’ backyards on Garrison Hill.  In addition, 

there are  concerns surrounding the loss of trees damaged and unintentionally 

destroyed during a  lengthy construction project owing to revisions to the initially  

estimated measurements; the use of industrial equipment,  building materials, and 

possible runoff of toxic materials, all of which could affect existing trees and neighboring 

property..      

In addition, and most importantly, there are no timelines indicated for the construction 

phases  and completion of the proposed development. Again, these concerns raise 

questions regarding noise, privacy and security to include rodent control . Construction 

activity of this magnitude  would no doubt lead to rodent infestation in neighboring 

homes and property.    Since the 1992 cod moratorium, this City and Province has 
acquired  over the years an annual tourism revenue of over a billion dollars, through 
maintaining primary heritage infra- structure,  and promotion of tourism activities.  
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Developers and realtors recognize the historic assets of this City (see attached photos -
newspaper clipping). 

The proposed Parish Lane development is located in the St. John’s  primary urban 

historic  area  which  represents Newfoundland’s history and ideology. ` It is perceived 

by community members and others,  that the  City of St. John’s  is the custodian of 

these historic sites,  not just for the  current generation but to be a focus of  pride and 

inspiration for  future generations   Hopefully, revisions  to the proposed project will be 

implemented  to reduce the scale and scope  of the project and to modify the design so 

as to be more congruent with  the Heritage 1 Area  historic  structures and  streetscapes 

and to include the existing natural greenspace at the rear of the property..   

Very truly yours,  

 

 

 

  

  

 

.  
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Elaine Henley

From:
Sent: Monday, January 27, 2020 12:03 PM
To: CityClerk; Sheilagh O'Leary; Hope Jamieson
Subject: Cathedral Parish Hall Project

Dear Sir/Madam; 
 
I write to protest the plans for the above property. I attended the presentation in November and I was 
dismayed by Pratt's design. It stood out like a sore thumb in an area that has religious and historic significance. 
May I suggest keeping the footprint of the Parish Hall, and keeping the facade, but gut and rebuild the inside 
of the building so that they could have more housing? The tax base for the city would be enhanced if this 
concept was applied to other historic houses/buildings. This is done in Europe and I know in Manhattan, NY it 
is mandatory to keep the historic features of old buildings and rebuild the facade to the original design. You 
can then build a modern interior.  
 
In addition, possibly they could hire a landscape architect to assist with maintaining the trees and shrubs so 
we can keep and enhance the green space.  
 
Thank you for considering this matter.  
 
Kind regards,  
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Re: Cathedral Parish Hall Site Re-zoning Proposal 

February 10, 2020 

Dear Mayor Breen, Deputy Mayor O’Leary, Councillors and City Clerk, 

I am writing to raise my objections to the proposal for the re-zoning of the rear of the Cathedral Parish 
Hall site from “Open Space” to “Commercial Mixed”. 

But, first, let me express my support for the re-zoning of the front section of the site that is currently 
zoned “institutional”. Construction of 4-storey residential building and rehabilitation of the brick house 
on the site’s westward corner is proposed for this area.  This development would be in keeping with the 
City’s current 2003 and draft 2019 Municipal Plans. It retains the design texture and height allowances 
of the Queen’s Road streetscape, and is compatible with the established precedent of the BIS building in 
the adjacent block.    

With regards to the proposed 10 storey tower block on the rear of the property, the proposed height for 
the building is entirely out of keeping with its location within the Heritage Area and the City’s 2003 
Municipal Plan commitment to “ensure that... new development (is) compatible with adjoining buildings 
in terms of … scale (and) height..” 

There are many reasons – each sufficient in its own right – to deny the request for re-zoning. 

1.  The view of the City from The Rooms has become iconic.  It attracts visitors to the City and 
delights residents during each visit to The Rooms.   
 
The recent reduction in the height of the tower proposed by the “Parish Lane Residences” 
developer is simply a token gesture.  It now ensures that views of the Anglican Cathedral, the 
Narrows and Signal Hill are retained.  However, ironically, it also emphasizes the presence of 
Atlantic Place and other outsized high-rise intrusions into the City’s Heritage area.   
 
Most significantly, the proposed Parish Lane tower blocks the foreground views of the colourful 
residential housing – Garrison & Church Hills most notably - and pushes the view of Gower 
Street to a distant peek over the height of the tower. 
 
Given the significant and on-going public investment that has been made in establishing The 
Rooms as a signature location for the province and in tourism advertising featuring the jellybean 
houses of the City’s Heritage area, it is insupportable that these should be blocked from view.  
Why throw away millions of taxpayer dollars in this way?   
 

2. The experience of the proposed development from street level is equally objectionable.   
 
There is no other development on the harbour side of Harvey Rd. that exceeds a maximum of 3 
storeys in height.  For pedestrians and people travelling by car alike, the proposed “Parish Lane 
Residences” would be a looming presence – entirely out of sync with the scale and height vision 
of the Municipal Plan. 
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Furthermore, the tower would block one of the few remaining views to the harbour from the 
level of Harvey Road.     
 
One of the distinctive benefits of the City’s Heritage area is its walk-ability – again both for 
residents and for tourists visiting from away.  The proposed development would significantly 
diminish the pleasure of walking in this epicentre of tourism attractions between the core 
Ecclesiastical sites – the Cathedral, the Kirk and the Basilica – and The Rooms. 
 

3. The Cathedral Parish Hall site falls within the Ecclesiastical Precinct designated by Canada’s 
Historic Sites and Monuments Board. Continued protection for this area is proposed by the draft 
Envision Municipal Plan and is in keeping with the existing 2003 Municipal Plan. The City is truly 
blessed with such an extraordinary density of historic churches and related infrastructure.  As 
the City moves forward to enhance tourism in the downtown Heritage area, the potential of the 
nationally significant selling proposition presented by the Ecclesiastical Precinct deserves careful 
attention.  I urge Council not to take any action that could endanger the existing heritage 
designation or threaten future development of the heritage tourism potential of the area. 
 

4. The City is to be congratulated on its recent acknowledgement that we are faced with a Climate 
Change Emergency. The future of the “open space” at the rear of the site must be considered in 
light of this commitment to mitigation of negative environmental impacts as a strategic priority 
for the City.  Given this, I urge Council to deny any re-zoning request that seeks development of 
this uniquely wild area.  Furthermore, I ask Council to seek out opportunities for collaboration 
with the not-for-profit sector that might spotlight the environmental and human benefits of this 
beautifully treed area. 

I urge you to deny the request for rezoning of the “Open Space” component of the Cathedral Parish Hall 
Site.   Your decision otherwise would be an irreversible blight on the future of our precious Heritage area 
and the City’s commitment to Climate Change action. 

Sincerely 

 

 

 

 

c.c.   Minister, Tourism, Culture, Industry and Innovation, Hon. Bernard Davis,  

MHA, St. John’s East-Quidi Vidi, Alison Coffin  

The Rooms Chairperson, Margaret Allan 

The Rooms CEO, Anne Chafe 
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Karen Chafe

From: Ken O'Brien
Sent: Friday, May 8, 2020 3:22 PM
To: CityClerk; CouncilGroup
Cc: Andrea Roberts; Ann-Marie Cashin; Ashley Murray; Dave Wadden; Jason Sinyard; Karen Chafe; 

Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett; Planning
Subject: Letter regarding the Cathedral Parish Hall, 68 Queen's Road, and potential World Heritage Site status

To members of Council:  
 
Before the ideas contained in this email get much circulation, I want to let members of Council know that 
some of them are mistaken. 
 
The email states that the Cathedral Parish Hall is a National Historic Site.  That is wrong.  I, too, have been in 
touch with Rebecca Kennedy, Acting Manager of International and Intergovernmental Affairs with Parks 
Canada in Gatineau, Quebec.  (I met her over a decade ago when she worked in Halifax with the Nova Scotia 
Historic Places Initiative.)  She consulted her colleagues, and I have it in writing that the Cathedral Parish Hall, 
while it falls within the St. John’s Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site of Canada, is not in itself a 
National Historic Site.  That is definitive. 
 
The Cathedral of St. John the Baptist, the Basilica of St. John the Baptist, and other buildings in the district are 
national historic sites, but not this building.  This building was a gorgeous gem with a steeply sloped roof and a 
tall tower with spire that was damaged by fire in the 1960s and then cut down to what is left today.  Most of 
its heritage value is gone. 
 
Regarding the pursuit of World Heritage Site status for the Ecclesiastical District, this is a worthy goal and one 
that will take years, if not decades, to accomplish.  The City will have a role to play.  However, saving the 
Cathedral Parish Hall or demolishing it will have little or no impact on the outcome of that pursuit.  And the 
letter below from Parks Canada doesn’t say anything different from that. 
 
For Council’s information. 
 
Ken 
 
Ken O’Brien, MCIP 
Chief Municipal Planner 
City of St. John’s – Planning, Engineering and Regulatory Services 
John J. Murphy Building (City Hall Annex), 4th floor (but now working from home) 
Mail:  PO Box 908, St. John’s NL Canada   A1C 5M2 
Phone 709‐576‐6121 (rings to my home)     Email kobrien@stjohns.ca     www.stjohns.ca 
 

 

From: CityClerk <cityclerk@stjohns.ca>  
Sent: Friday, May 8, 2020 2:57 PM 
To:  ; CityClerk <cityclerk@stjohns.ca> 
Cc: CouncilGroup <councilgroup@stjohns.ca>; Andrea Roberts <aroberts@stjohns.ca>; Ann‐Marie Cashin 
<acashin@stjohns.ca>; Ashley Murray <amurray@stjohns.ca>; Dave Wadden <dwadden@stjohns.ca>; Jason Sinyard 
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<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: [EXT] Fwd: Letter from Parks Canada re: Requirements to qualify for World Heritage Site status; need for 
jurisdiction (the City) to "demonstrate high standards of protection and management" of potential World Heritage Sites.
 

Good Afternoon  
 
As discussed, I have copied Council on this email to ensure they receive a copy of your submission 
directly. 
 
Further, this submission and all others will be presented to Council for consideration prior to a final 
decision being reached on this application and become part of the public record. 
 
Elaine 
 
Elaine Henley 

 
Elaine Henley 
City Clerk 
t. 576-8202 
c. 691-0451 
 

From:    
Sent: Friday, May 8, 2020 2:45 PM 
To: CityClerk <cityclerk@stjohns.ca> 
Subject: [EXT] Fwd: Letter from Parks Canada re: Requirements to qualify for World Heritage Site status; need for 
jurisdiction (the City) to "demonstrate high standards of protection and management" of potential World Heritage Sites.
 
Ms. Henley, 
 
Attached please find a letter which I sent (or which I thought my computer had sent) on 27 March 2020. I re‐send it 
today to ensure that it might be considered as part of documentation considered by Council when the Parish Lane 
Development comes before Council for consideration. 
 
Thank you, 
 

 
 

 

Begin forwarded message: 
From:   
Subject: Letter from Parks Canada re: Requirements to qualify for World Heritage Site 
status; need for jurisdiction (the City) to "demonstrate high standards of protection and 
management" of potential World Heritage Sites. 
Date: March 27, 2020 at 5:22:38 PM NDT 
To: Danny Breen <dbreen@stjohns.ca>, Sheilagh O'Leary <SOLeary@stjohns.ca>, Maggie 
Burton <mburton@stjohns.ca>, Dave Lane <davelane@gmail.com>, Jamie Korab 
<jkorab@stjohns.ca>, Hope Jamieson <hjamieson@stjohns.ca>, Sandy Hickman 
<shickman@stjohns.ca>, Debbie Hanlon <dhanlon@stjohns.ca>, dstapleton@stjohns.ca, Ian 
Froude <ifroude@stjohns.ca>, Wally Collins <wcollins@stjohns.ca>, CityClerk 
<cityclerk@stjohns.ca> 
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Your Worship and Members of Council, 
 
Further to my recent comments to Mayor Breen voicing concern over the impact that the demolition of 
the Anglican Parish Hall in St. John’s, a National Historic Site of Canada, will have on the Ecclesiastical 
District National Historic District, and our plan that it become a World Heritage Site, I have this 
afternoon just received this e‐mail from Ms. Rebecca Kennedy, the Acting Manager of 
Intergovernmental Relations for Parks Canada. For your convenience I have attached it. I wrote her 
asking if demolition of the Anglican Parish Hall, a National Historic Site of Canada within the 
Ecclesiastical Precinct of St. John’s National Historic District, and its replacement with a new structure, 
would impact negatively on our ability to preserve the heritage values of the district and eventually get 
World Heritage Status for the district. 
 
In short, it will. 
 
In paragraph three of Ms. Kennedy’s letter (below) she says: "planning decisions that adhere to heritage 
planning guidance under your jurisdiction” (that would be the City of St. John’s, and the Province) "and 
that are sympathetic to heritage value would also likely be beneficial in seeking any sort of future 
heritage designation.” World Heritage Site Status is exactly that, a heritage designation, the highest 
form of international heritage designation. Ms. Kennedy continues: "It is also important to note that 
inscription on the World Heritage List does not confer new protective measures or guidelines on a 
place.  These must be established before the property is nominated.  The nomination dossier for the 
property must demonstrate high standards of protection and management under the managing 
jurisdiction, and must clearly protect the heritage values for which the property is proposed as a World 
Heritage site.” 
 
In other words, the City, and the Province ‐ the jurisdiction (not the owners, or developers), in the view 
of Parks Canada, must ENSURE that the properties have been protected and that the heritage values are 
PROTECTED if we have ANY CHANCE of ever getting World Heritage Status. And not just protected, but 
given HIGH standards of protection and management. The City allowing the demolition of National 
Historic Sites and potential elements of a World Heritage Site or District is NOT a “high standard of 
protection.” 
 
As you know, World Heritage Status is highly coveted internationally and places the heritage resources 
and reputation of a country, province, or city very clearly in the international spotlight. It is an 
exceptional standard to meet, and to aspire to, and it confers outstanding benefits on the heritage, 
tourism, hospitality, food, beverage, and service sectors of the economies of the communities which 
possess these World Heritage Sites. We are convinced and our group has had first‐class advice (from 
individuals including a former Canadian member and chair of the UNESCO inscription committee) that 
our Ecclesiastical District has all the right characteristics to meet these standards. 
 
Therefore, as a first step, I ask you and Council to act accordingly and protect the Anglican Parish Hall by 
rejecting any application to develop the multi‐storey condo tower on the site of the Anglican Parish Hall. 
It might be a piece of garbage in your view, but, the Anglican Parish Hall is in fact a National Historic Site 
of Canada within the Ecclesiastical District, and, according to this best advice before us now from Parks 
Canada, the City of St. Johns and the Province must protect it to a high standard” our community has 
any hope of obtaining World Heritage Site Status. 
 
As a second step, I am able to inform you that a number of heritage specialists including myself,  

 have met as a steering 
committee, and we are working towards the creation and development of a World Heritage Site 
Management plan (which is required by UNESCO as a prerequisite for designation) in partnership with 
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representatives of the downtown churches. I have already met with representatives of the Kirk (St. 
Andrew’s Presbyterian Church) and Gower Street United Church, and next will be reprsentatives of the 
Anglican Cathedral. In due course, once this COVID‐19 crisis has passed, we will be seeking to bring the 
churches, the City and the Province together to pursue this multi‐year process and goal. We need and 
look forward to your whole‐hearted support of this important goal.  
 
Ms. Kennedy's letter follows. 
 
Sincerely yours, 
 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
From: Rebecca Kennedy(PC)  3:37pm Friday 27 March 2020 
To:  
 
Dear  , 
 
Thank you for getting in touch regarding your interest in World Heritage sites and the process by which 
places are added to the UNESCO World Heritage List.  I know that area of St. John's well and agree with 
you that it is a beautiful area, within a beautiful city. 
 
As I believe you are aware, a public process was launched in August 2016 inviting Canadians to nominate 
the country's most exceptional places to Canada's Tentative List.  A Ministerial Advisory Committee of 
Canadian experts in the field of natural and cultural heritage was tasked with reviewing all applications, 
and recommending to the Minister which sites should be added to Canada's Tentative List.  The 
Committee recommended eight additions to the List, which were announced in December, 2017, and 
Canada's Tentative List now is now comprised of twelve sites.  Under the World Heritage system, each 
country can submit only one nomination per year.  For this reason, and in consideration of the time 
required to develop each nomination, a new process to identify candidate sites for Canada's Tentative 
List is not anticipated for the near future. 
 
Because that process will not be established for some years to come and may differ from previous 
approaches, it is difficult to advise specifically on what would be required in a future 
submission.   However, planning decisions that adhere to heritage planning guidance under your 
jurisdiction and that are sympathetic to heritage value would also likely be beneficial in seeking any sort 
of future heritage designation.  It is also important to note that inscription on the World Heritage List 
does not confer new protective measures or guidelines on a place.  These must be established before 
the property is nominated.  The nomination dossier for the property must demonstrate high standards 
of protection and management under the managing jurisdiction, and must clearly protect the heritage 
values for which the property is proposed as a World Heritage site. 
 
World Heritage nominations drawn from the Tentative List then take many years and significant 
resources to develop, which is something for your community to consider. There is also a section 
devoted to Canada's World Heritage on the Parks Canada website with details about the Tentative List 
process that may be of interest: https://www.pc.gc.ca/en/culture/spm‐whs.  
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I hope this information is useful to you, and that you are keeping well during this challenging period. 
 
Best wishes, 
Rebecca Kennedy  
 
Rebecca Kennedy 
A/Manager / gestionnaire, p.i. 
International and Intergovernmental Affairs / Affaires Internationales et Intergouvernementales 
Indigenous Affairs and Cultural Heritage Directorate /  
Direction générale des affaires autochtones et du patrimoine culturel 
Parks Canada / Parcs Canada 
30 rue Victoria, étage/floor 3, #15 (PC‐03‐X), Gatineau, QC  J8X 0B3 
tel: (819) 420‐9155 
rebecca.kennedy@canada.ca 

 
 
  
Disclaimer: This email may contain confidential and/or privileged information intended only for the individual(s) 
addressed in the message. If you are not the intended recipient, any other distribution, copying, or disclosure is strictly 
prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please notify me immediately by return email and delete the original 
message. 
  
Any correspondence with employees, agents, or elected officials of the City of St. John’s may be subject to disclosure 
under the provisions of the Access to Information and Protection of Privacy Act, 2015, S.N.L. 2015, c.A‐1.2.  
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Karen Chafe

From: Elaine Henley
Sent: Monday, May 4, 2020 11:40 AM
To: Karen Chafe
Subject: FW: Queen's Road Condo Development

 
 
 
Elaine Henley 

 
Elaine Henley 
City Clerk 
t. 576-8202 
c. 691-0451 
 

From:    
Sent: Monday, May 4, 2020 11:37 AM 
To: CouncilGroup <councilgroup@stjohns.ca> 
Subject: Queen's Road Condo Development 
 
St. John's City Council 
 
May 4, 2020 
 
185 Gower St. 
St. John's NL A1C 1R1 
 
Dear Council, 
 
I am writing to share my views about the proposed condo development on Queen's Road / Garrison Hill. The 
Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site is one of the most special neighbourhoods in St. John's, the most special one 
in my opinion. I and many in this neighbourhood feel that putting any kind of condo development in the greenspace 
behind Garrison Hill will compromise this uniqueness, and harm chances at it becoming a Unesco World Heritage Site. 
We all support a tasteful redevelopment or renovation of the dilapidated Parish Hall, but not developing the greenspace 
behind it. I have no doubt that the architectural firm employed to design the project has done the best possible job for 
that site, but the fact will remain that the site itself is inappropriate for development.  

Literally 100m away there is a huge, empty crater, namely the old Holloway School site, which is currently an unsightly 
parking lot. It seems so obviously the better site for any new development in the area that I can’t understand why it, and 
not the proposed site, was chosen. From a planning perspective, surely this empty site of a previous building would be 
better suited for any new development in this area, not an established greenspace full of trees (which also directly 
contravenes the city's declaration of a Climate Emergency ‐ was that just lip service?). Residents in the neighbourhood 
could then be consulted and be part of the planning process ‐ something which never happened for the current 
development. Perhaps there are regulations or other issues standing in the way of the Holloway School site – either way, 
these could be dealt with and overcome with time and action on Council’s part I’m sure. It could be a community‐
building process that could bring people together, whereas the current project being imposed on us threatens to pull us 
apart.  
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The opposition to this project at the public meeting I attended at St. Mary’s church was overwhelming and passionate. 
The past 40 years have seen development after development go through in St. John’s despite public opposition: the 
harbour fence, Memorial Dominion, Atlantic Place, the Fortis, TD and Scotia buildings have all marred the heritage and 
liveability of our unique, historic city. As councillors, you have a chance to change that course, and I sincerely hope that, 
this time, you listen to our voices and stop this project. There are much better, exciting options that beg to be explored. 
The prospect of a Unesco World Heritage Site in our city would be a huge boon and is not one to be marred by this 
unsuitable development.  

Thank you very much for taking my feedback, and I look forward to your response. 

Yours 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:
Sent: Friday, November 22, 2019 10:05 AM
To: CityClerk
Subject: Parish Lane

To the leaders of St. Johns city council, please record my support for the Parish Lane residential units. On the 
27th of November, I hope you will reach the conclusion many of us in community have reached: more 
residences = more business. Given the decline in St. John’s businesses as of late, our downtown needs 
investment. I hope the City makes the right decision.  
  
Sincerely,  
  

 resident of St. John's 
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Elaine Henley

From:
Sent: Monday, November 11, 2019 7:12 PM
To: CityClerk
Subject: 66-68 Queen’s Road 

To the Office of the City Clerk, 

With regard to the above noted proposed development, I would like to state my opinion as it relates to the many benefits a project of this nature 
can provide to the City of St. John's. 

First and foremost, I must say that the buildings themselves are very visually appealing and will no doubt be a positive 
addition to the cityscape by improving the essence of what makes downtown a great place to live. 

Secondly, I have to say how impressed I am that this development not only incorporates the demolition of an 
abandoned eyesore but at the same time it maintains the integrity of the existing residence whose history will have an 
opportunity to live on. 

Families can help to bring a diverse economy downtown which in turn increases the city center’s economic resilience including support all kinds of 
businesses not limited to shops, restaurants, clothing stores, banks, pharmacies, local entertainment, etc. 

This will also be a great place for families who wish to live and work in the downtown core who do not have access to a 
vehicle. 

It is good for business, good for industry and good for the city. 

  

Regards. 
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Elaine Henley

From: >
Sent: Wednesday, November 13, 2019 9:44 PM
To: CityClerk
Subject: 66-68 Queens Road Application

Hello, 

 

I am writing in support of the above application to rezone 66‐68 Queens Road. While I am not a resident of the area, I 
have worked nearby and know the area well. In general the city needs more developments like this where an 
old/abandoned property is reused as best they can. While I appreciate the historical value of the property, its 
appearance leaves a lot to be desired and the city has let far more beautiful buildings and homes get completely 
destroyed in the past and more are being left to fall down (Bryn Mawr for example). If anything this proposal aims to 
preserve the most visually appealing aspects of the building before they too fall apart, as should be the case in all such 
developments.  

 

I have also heard of arguments about the urban forest behind the building. While I appreciate that there are some trees 
there, calling it a forest is a bit of a stretch. As well, most of the trees near the streets and in view will be preserved. 
There are far more beautiful spaces nearby for people to enjoy.  

 

In a time when taxes are rising and property values are declining, I also believe that any developer with a desire to invest 
in such a large project should be supported. Even more so in a downtown area that is in decline. As well, the city just 
declared a "climate emergency" so they should be committed to new energy efficient buildings where possible. In the 
end, I think this project shows a good balance between preserving the old and creating new spaces and develops an area 
that has fallen into major disrepair.  

 

Cheers, 
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Elaine Henley

From:
Sent: Sunday, November 17, 2019 2:39 PM
To: CityClerk
Subject: 66-68 Queen's Road

Hello, 
 
I would like to express my support for the proposed rezoning for 66‐68 Queen's road. I am a neighbour, property owner, 
and downtown small business owner in the area and I think that this area is one of the most ideal sites for increased 
density in the downtown core. Our city is sprawling at an unsustainable rate and we desperately need to increase 
density in the central areas of the city to decrease the cost of expanding services to under/not serviced areas in the 
region.  
 
This is the historic gem and one of the most touristic areas of the entire province, keeping that in mind (the proposal 
causing the rezone is not out of place, particularly due to the grade of the land and how little impact this will have on 
vistas/feel of the area) this is also the centre of the city where people should live, work and play. I believe that the 
terribly low quality render that the developer has released, is going to fuel backlash because it is nearly impossible to 
envision the plan in a positive light with such a low quality render.  
 
With all this in mind I am expressing my support for the rezoning, to welcome more people and activity to our 
neighbourhood. 
 
Thank you, 
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Karen Chafe

From:
Sent: Friday, November 22, 2019 12:06 PM
To: CityClerk
Subject: 66-68 Queen’s Road 

Hello. My name is   I am sending you this message in SUPPORT of the 
redevelopment of the 66‐68 Queens Road project (Cathedral Hall) This project is a must for our city. This  residential 
redevelopment once completed will give the area a much needed cosmopolitan upgrade. I am extremely encouraged by 
what I've seen from the plans of this project thus far. Our city needs this project to move forward .  Please don't miss out 
on the opportunity to have this redevelopment approved. Sincerely.    
 
Sent from my iPad 
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Elaine Henley

From:
Sent: Thursday, November 14, 2019 6:07 PM
To: CityClerk
Subject: 66-68 Queen’s Road

To Whom it May Concern, 
 
I'm writing to express my support for the proposed redevelopment project at 66‐68 Queen's Road, the location of the 
Parish Lane Residences. 
 
I am a firm believer in the benefits of increased density in our downtown core. I worry that ongoing urban sprawl is 
ultimately reducing the utilization of our downcore community. As a former downtown resident, I feel that our 
downcore core is what makes St. John's unique and special. I believe that increased density in the downtown area is the 
number one driver in continuing to grow downtown businesses and expanding what makes our city special.  
 
This development project, and future projects like it, benefit the city of St. John's as a whole through strengthened 
downtown retail, increased efficiencies in public transit, and reduced strain on a sprawling infrastructure network. 
 
Sincerely, 
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Karen Chafe

From:
Sent: Tuesday, November 19, 2019 5:41 PM
To: CityClerk
Subject: Parish Lane Residences on Queen’s Road

To Whom it May Concern, 
 
I am writing to offer my support for the development of the Parish Lane Residences on Queens Road.   
As a frequent walker in the downtown area, I am always saddened when an abandoned property such as this 
location goes to waste.   When I heard about the project I looked up the development plans for the site and 
was totally blown away with what the developer has in mind for the area.  Wow!! was all I could think.   
 
 

In my opinion, a project such as this is exactly what the area needs and I offer my full support.  
 
 

Best regards, 
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Karen Chafe

From:
Sent: Friday, November 22, 2019 9:44 AM
To: CityClerk
Subject: Anglican Parish Hall Proposal

Dear City Clerk 
 
As I am unable to attend the public meeting on the proposed development of the Anglican parish hall into condos I 
submit my comments via email.  
 
In the interest of full disclosure I am a parishioner of the Anglican Cathedral.  
 
I have no concerns with the proposed development. The proponent appears to have taken into consideration the area’s 
architectural style, engaging an architect who worked on the Rooms, and is committing to retaining some of the trees. 
Perhaps the proposal could be improved if the proponent committed to allowing public access to an area of green space 
as a small park and meditative area.  
 
The present parish hall appears to be in extremely poor shape with limited ability for remediation. Like all churches in 
the City, the parish has an aging congregation with limited ability to raise funds from parishioners to maintain 
infrastructure.  
 
The so‐called green space in the area has, to the best of my knowledge, not been formally developed as a park, appears 
unsafe, and given its location and being away from sight from the road, poses security concerns.  
 
Those opposed to the development appear into condos appear sincere but do not appear to have offered any 
alternative proposal beyond keeping the parish hall and so‐called green space. They do not appear to be raising money 
to say that they will purchase and develop the space into something they wish to have. 
 
For too long the City of St. John’s appears to have been inconsistent with its decisions about downtown development, 
green space, and causing confusion for residents, developers, and non‐profit groups. 
 
The City needs to embark on long‐term strategic planning for the development of downtown, heritage structures, and 
other infrastructure activities in that area. The rules and expectations need to be made clear, predictable, and 
consistent.  
 
As things stand now the City appears to make decisions based on whoever gets the most sympathetic press coverage 
rather than a fact‐based approach.  
 
This, in the end, is putting community members against each other. The City needs to show leadership.  
 
In the absence of a clear and consistent approach to development in downtown, council has no choice but to approve 
any current projects before it, like this one, and then implement a moratorium on new applications and approvals 
(except for life safety) until wide and comprehensive public consultations can be done to definitively say what we want 
for our downtown and the processes and procedures to be put in place for project approvals.  
 
Sincerely 
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Karen Chafe

From:
Sent: Wednesday, November 20, 2019 3:00 PM
To: CityClerk
Subject: 66-68 Queen's Road

Hi There, 
 
My name is  in St. John's. I am unable to make this public meeting for the 
Cathedral Parish Hall development. I wanted to publicly state my support for this rezoning. St. John's as a city needs to 
be doing whatever it can to increase density. Additionally, the downtown region of St. John's is somewhere that people 
want to live, however the amount of suitable housing inventory down there is inadequate. Personally, I thought this 
development based on their submission respects the region and was thoughtful. I would hope that City Council 
recognizes our lack of density and this opportunity to show that responsible development can be approved in our city. 
 
Thanks, 
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Elaine Henley

From:
Sent: Tuesday, November 12, 2019 8:48 AM
To: CityClerk
Subject: 66-68 Queen's Road

To whom it may concern, 
Please be advised that I fully support the proposal to build a Condominium at 66‐68 Queen’s Road.I feel that would be a 
good addition to the area,being that it is residential in nature,similar to the BISv development across the road,promotes 
residential living in the downtown area,and is an excellent reuse of an abandoned property,which,otherwise might 
remain derelict for years to come. 
Architecturally,it is a very nice fit with the Rooms,and results is no increase in traffic worth talking about.There is no 
interference with view planes,personally,I really like the design,being contemporary,but respectful. 
I believe it would be a wonderful addition ton an old area of the City. 
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destruction of heritage properties. In my humble opinion, the current property is in a terrible state of 
disrepair, is an overall eyesore and attracts many activities of an elicit or non-desirable nature.  
 
In recent years, residents in the immediate neighborhood have welcomed and co-existed with various 
forms of transition and support houses (most notably the recent expansion of Garrison House). This 
resulted in both positive and negative outcomes including higher urban density, increased parking 
needs, sidewalk and curb upgrades, increased policing and EMT coverage, and greater community 
diversity, to name a few. Certainly the City would agree that a proposed development of the size, 
scale and quality of that proposed for 66-68 Queens Road is in the best interest of all citizens of St. 
John’s, both in the immediate area and in the City at large. We should applaud and support such an 
impressive and ambitious private sector investment in our City. 
 
It is on this basis that I offer my unqualified support for the proposed rezoning and development of 
66-68 Queen Road. 
 
Respectfully, 
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Karen Chafe

From:
Sent: Sunday, November 24, 2019 11:26 PM
To: CityClerk
Subject: CATHEDRAL PARISH HALL

being unable to attend the public meeting, regarding the rezoning of the land where the hall now stands .I would like to 
state my thoughts.I have seen the proposed picture..it is beautiful..being a member of the Cathedral, I know the 
condition of the hall..I feel the building is unsafe,, is home to mice and rats.. and impossible to be restored properly..  I 
question the fact it is a heritage building....it’s 130 years old, the cathedral on the other hand is over 300 years old..  
quite a difference..  as far as children playing there in it’s green space..WHERE.. it’s a parking lot on back, with a high, 
unkept hill...certainly not a children’s park.. and it contains maple trees, it’s private land,,,is not sapping them for maple 
syrup, not illegal?  ..First the residents objected to a new cathedral hall being built on church land,, now  they are 
objecting to the old hall being sold..its sounding ridicules.. what happens if the building that’s there now catches 
fire...there are beautiful houses on Garrison hill,,that could be destroyed, and  lives could be lost..and too, I am a home 
owner..my taxes are high..money is badly needed by the city... it has to come from somewhere.. taxes on the beautiful 
proposed  building would be high....that the city would receive.... sounds good to me.. along with the jobs that would be 
provided building the building,, and maintaining it, after its built...... the idea of changing the zoning sounds like a good  
idea to me..creating a beautiful new building for future generations.. instead of leaving a problem for them . 
Thank you for listening 

 
 
Sent from my iPad 
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Karen Chafe

From:
Sent: Sunday, November 24, 2019 1:35 PM
To: CityClerk
Subject: Fw: Anglican Cathedral Parish Hall

 
 

 
Subject: Anglican Cathedral Parish Hall  
  

I would like to comment on the proposed re‐development of the Anglican Parish Hall. 
1} The only architectural feature left in the Parish Hall, is the entrance way Arch and the Residence, and this 
has been featured in the new design. About 50 / 60 years ago, that building had spires and was worth 
preserving. In the 50s the spires were removed, and the building was reduced to a box type structure, 
eliminating any part of the building worth preserving. 
2) The trees worth preserving have been incorporated in the new design, with this in mind, the residents on 
the Eastern side should not be concerned. This development will only enhance their properties and increase 
the value of their homes. 
3) This proposed new development will eliminate most of the vandalism experienced in this area.   
4) This appears to be a high quality project, which would enhance the area and provide much needed 
residences in this area, which will benefit all existing homes, businesses and churches.  
5) The Architect who designed the "Rooms," has designed this proposed new building and the proposed 
structure flows in harmony with the "Rooms". 
6) I fail to understand, why anyone would object to such a project of this quality and design. All proponents 
involved in proposing this structure, should be congratulated and encouraged for other developments of this 
quality; not been bogged down in unnecessary criticism from people, who object for the sake of hearing their 
own voices and the publicity that accompanies it.   
 
Thank You 
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Elaine Henley

From:
Sent: Wednesday, November 13, 2019 10:20 AM
To: CityClerk
Subject: Parish Lane

This email is in support of the proposed development of Parish Lane residences on Queen’s Road in St John’s. 
 
The existing property is not in very good shape and by replacing it with an attractive contemporary residential structure 
would improve the overall attraction of this area of the downtown. 
 
While I currently live outside the City, I did live in the adjacent neighborhood for more than 20  years and plan to move 
back to  this general area in the very near future. 
 
To have the option of living so close to all the major downtown attractions in the City in a new housing unit would make 
that move a very attractive proposition. 
 
I trust the City will welcome this very significant proposal to enhance  this area of  downtown St John’s. 
 
Regards 
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Karen Chafe

From:
Sent: Monday, November 25, 2019 11:47 AM
To: CityClerk
Subject: Letter to City of St. John’s 

 
Dear Ms.Henley, 
 
Re Development of 66‐68 Queens Rd. 
 
I write this letter in support of the redevelopment of the above noted property. While it is nice to have green spaces 
throughout our city, the city in order to grow and develop needs to encourage the revitalization of its downtown core. 
This parcel of land has lay dormant for a century. I know the developer and I’ve seen the proposed plans. I am also 
familiar with the concerns of the neighbours. None of us like change but if our city is going to grow and thrive, 
development must occur. Obviously there will be removal of trees, but also the tree buffer will be protected in line with 
good development practices. 
 
It is my understanding that the developer will protect some of the current structures to preserve the historical look. The 
new building is designed to complement the Rooms, not to clash with it. The Rooms are of such a height that it’s 
viewscape will not be adversely affected by the new structure. 
As a city we need to maintain the appeal of being the oldest seaport, however the city also needs to grow and develop. 
We have a designated historical area that is being well guarded by the City . This site is in an area of particular religious 
significance. This back land development will not affect the various churches in the area, and in my view will enhance 
the area by bringing more people into the old city core. We need to protect our historical structures but not to the 
exclusion of doing anything in this area ;especially when a redevelopment project like this one complements the nearby 
structures. 
I feel confident that the city can protect the interest of the majority of the concerned citizens without refusing to allow 
for this development. We have to stop, urban sprawl and encourage development of appropriate residential units to 
bring life back to the city Centre .I would encourage the city to give this development a positive hearing and eventually 
lead to its approval. 
Regards  
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Karen Chafe

From: Karen Chafe
Sent: Monday, November 25, 2019 10:44 AM
To:
Cc: Shanna Fitzgerald; Andrea Roberts; Ann-Marie Cashin; Ashley Murray; Dave Wadden; Gerard Doran; 

Jason Sinyard; Ken O'Brien; Planning; Planning Clerical Staff
Subject: FW: Parish Lane 

Good Morning  
 
Thank you for your email below to Deputy Mayor O’Leary.  Via this email, I am forwarding it to our Dept. of Planning, 
Engineering & Regulatory Services for their consideration.  Council will also receive a copy of all submissions prior to a 
decision being made by Council. 
 
Thank you 
 
Karen Chafe 
Office of the City Clerk 
 
 

From: Sheilagh O'Leary <soleary@stjohns.ca>  
Sent: Sunday, November 24, 2019 10:16 PM 
To: Elaine Henley <ehenley@stjohns.ca>; CouncilGroup <councilgroup@stjohns.ca> 
Subject: Fwd: Parish Lane  
 
I was asked to forward this along to colleagues and the City Clerk. 
Thank you. 
 
Get Outlook for iOS 

From  
Sent: Friday, November 22, 2019 2:37:55 PM 
To: Sheilagh O'Leary <soleary@stjohns.ca> 
Subject: Parish Lane  
  
HI Sheilagh,  
 
Thanks for responding to my message so quickly… I know how busy you must be! Hope all is very very well with you and 
your family. 
 
I feel that I just need to weigh in with my thoughts on the new proposed Parish Lane development. There are so many 
different opinions so I just want to give you mine. 
 
I am a very strong proponent of maintaining the heritage and charm of downtown St. John’s. You know my absolute love 
for my city has been ingrained in me since birth and I grew up spending my childhood around the retail of Water Street 
and had my own store . Even though I am in the real estate business, I really 
wish my career had lead me down the tourism path! I just adore my City. I have enjoyed many years promoting the 
residential part of downtown, it’s that part of the city where my loyalties lie, and I truly feel I need to voice my concerns 
when I see opposition to something I think will only serve to enrich this part of our city.  
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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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Karen Chafe

From:
Sent: Monday, November 25, 2019 11:12 AM
To: CityClerk
Subject: 66-68 Queen’s Road 

This proposed development on the site of the Cathedral Parish Hall is an excellent one. 
The design is perfect for the area and in keeping with the architecture of the 
surrounding  
buildings. The development appears to be very well thought out. It preserves those 
sections of the Cathedral Parish Hall that have true Heritage value (the original house 
and archway). 
Even the preservation of most of the trees has been accommodated. This development is a 
beautiful design and fits very well in the area. It will bring new life to this aging 
part of the city  
without jeopardizing heritage or aesthetic value. Regarding green space, not much of the 
existing will be lost and the site is within walking distance to beautiful Bannerman 
Park.  
This project would be a great addition to the city. It is often very difficult to find 
new use for abandon property. This development is a perfect reuse of the site. It also 
aligns with the city’s goal to keep costs down by reducing urban sprawl. This development 
will also have very minimal impact, if any, on traffic in the area. This development is 
well suited to the area, it is very well designed and well thought out. It is exactly the 
type of development the city should foster and approve. 
  

 
Resident of St. John’s 
 

212



1

Karen Chafe

From:
Sent: Monday, November 25, 2019 6:54 PM
To: CityClerk
Subject: 66-68 Queen’s Road 

Hello 
 
 I understand there is a hearing coming up on Nov 27th about the above noted project  and i wanted to provide input 
both as a downtown retailer and as a long time resident of St.John’s 
 
As a retailer, business has become more challenging in recent years, for a number of reasons, including the reduction in 
oil companies renting in the downtown, online shopping, big box store in the suburbs, snow removal issues, limited 
parking and of course a general slowing in the economy. All of these items contribute to decline in business, while costs, 
like city taxes, products and labour all have increased, making margins smaller and long term sustainability harder. 
Making more family units available downtown will increase the population density in the downtown core, being within 
easy walking of the retail centre will facilitate more frequent visits and increase activities in the retail sector will benefit 
all retailers. The more the retailers benefit, the more the downtown core will be revitalized and the more attractive it 
will become to new retailers, city residents and tourists.This should be considered and win win. 
 
As a long time resident, i have always thought that downtown St.John’s was special, unique and something to be 
cherished and nurtured. I have always found it sad to see building fall into disrepair and abandoned, often displacing 
businesses and people. 
I think St.John’s harbour is one of the nicest anywhere and think the city could do so much more with it and the entire 
downtown core. I think St.John’s can continue to grow as a destination and i think that bring more families and 
businesses into the core will aid this growth. I have wanted to live in the downtown core for many years and have made 
successful offers on two would be condos, one which, after years never proceeded and the other took so long to get 
started that both offers expired.I continue to search but there really isn’t much availability and so the search goes on. I 
believe there would be a very strong market for new, modern condos, that still respect the heritage the building being 
renovated and the architecture of the area. 
 
When i consider both of the above i believe there is more that sufficient benefit to the downtown core and demand for 
condo living that the rezoning should be granted. 
 
Thank you  
 
 Supportive retailer and resident 
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Elaine Henley

From:
Sent: Tuesday, November 26, 2019 1:29 PM
To: CouncilGroup
Subject: Fwd: 66-68 Queen’s Road

 
 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ Forwarded message ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 

 
Date: Tue, Nov 26, 2019 at 11:44 AM 
Subject: 66‐68 Queen’s Road  
To: <cityclerk@stjohns.ca> 
 

Comments from  St. John's 
 
I am writing in favour of the proposed development. 
My opinion on some of the major issues are as follows: 
 
HERITAGE BUILDINGS: 
> The development proposes to maintain existing buildings with heritage value along Queen's Rd. The existing parish hall 
between the two heritage facades has no architectural or heritage significance. Maintaining the heritage structures on 
the site and building development which is sensitive to the scale and context of Queen's Rd would be a positive addition 
to the City.  
SCALE AND CONTEXT: 
> The scale of the development is about 4 stories along Queen's Rd and Harvey Rd. The sloped roofline softens the scale 
of the buildings. This massing is consistent with existing buildings along each street. Because the site is sloped the 
impact of higher stories is minimised. The proposed development blends well in the existing urban fabric of the City. Use 
of brick to blend with the surrounding heritage structures is a respectful approach to developing the site. 
BUILDING USE: 
> The Residential use proposed for the site is consistent with uses in the area. The additional activity and residential use 
in the downtown core would be beneficial to area businesses and support other arts and cultural activity in the 
downtown. The development would be a boost to the downtown core. At a time when two major oil and gas office 
tenants are leaving the downtown core for suburban locations it is important to support smart development in the 
downtown area. 
SUSTAINABILITY: 
> Generally statistics have shown that the lifestyle of downtown residents results in less pollution than suburban 
residents. Building higher density in urban cores is a green approach to development. Also the development proposes to 
maintain existing trees around the building perimeter. A few suggestions to increase the sustainability features of the 
development; 1. EXCAVATION LIMITS & VEGETATION, establish an excavation building line around the development 
ensuring as many existing trees  and shrubs are maintained as possible, increase the amount of vegetation in these areas 
where required, minimise hard landscaping and provide additional trees and shrubs in the development footprint. 2. 
DENSITY BONUSING, a solution to the loss of trees on the site would be a requirement for the developer's to increase 
the density of trees in a selected downtown green space as a requirement for approval of the Zoning change. 3. ENERGY 
USE, the developer should be encouraged to build with a high standard for building envelope thermal performance with 
insulation levels which exceed the Model Energy Code reducing the development carbon footprint and providing 
residents with more thermal comfortable interiors. 
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Respectfully submitted,  
 Area Resident. 
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Karen Chafe

From:
Sent: Wednesday, November 27, 2019 7:16 PM
To: CityClerk; Sheilagh O'Leary; Hope Jamieson; Maggie Burton; Dave Lane; Sandy Hickman; Debbie 

Hanlon
Cc: Mayor
Subject: Letter of Support - Parish Lane Development Queen’s Road

Dear Councillors, 
 
I’m writing to express my support for the Parish Lane Development on Queen’s Road. I’m a resident of the immediate 
area (Military Road) but am out of the Country and will not be able to attend the public meeting.  
 
I believe that encouraging density and development in downtown St. John’s is critical to the survival and growth of our 
city. It also has proven environmental benefits contrary to the assertions of other local area residents who have been 
saying otherwise. Those residents have said that maintaining this “green space” (it is far from park like and I encourage 
you to visit if you have not) aligns with the City’s recent acknowledgment of the climate emergency. The opposite it true. 
To disallow this development simply further encourages and contributes to the City’s already large problem of sprawl 
which is proven to be far more damaging environmentally. Disappointingly, I know several of these residents know 
better and I believe are using this incorrect argument to couch what are their simple yet valid NIMBY feelings about this 
development. 
 
The City here has an opportunity to begin a transformation of this block. It has been underused, vacant (the gravel 
parking lot adjacent to the Kirk) and quite frankly an eyesore for decades. Just as the Fortis Building on Springdale began 
a redevelopment trend in downtown west, so could this development be the beginning of needed improvements in its 
area. I am confident that if the City denies the rezoning and permits needed for this development to proceed, these lots 
will continue as they are ‐ underused, ugly and wasteful for the foreseeable future. Furthermore, if the City uses the 
bogus climate emergency/environmental argument to quash this development, it will lose all credibility it has earned 
(and deserves) in acknowledging the very real climate emergency in the first place.  
 
There are many other positives this particular development has in its favour. The developer chose the same architect as 
The Rooms to have it suit the area. It does not infringe on sight lines from The Rooms. It will keep some of the 
salvageable historic value existing in the current structure and incorporate into the new. It will not substantially increase
traffic flow. The list continues.  
 
In my personal opinion, the proposed development also strikes the appropriate balance of keeping with the historic 
characteristics of the area (the brickwork marching the Kirk, Gower Street United etc.) while blending with more modern 
materials such as glass. St. John’s lags far behind allowing developments to blend modern elements with historic. I’m 
currently in Europe and that practice is common and beautiful. It’s time for the city to be more open minded to these 
practices or risk continued stagnant development and entrenchment in the past.  
 
Thank you for your time. I hope my support for this project and reasoning behind it will be taken into consideration as 
Council moves forward on this decision. I’m also happy to discuss further if desired.  
 
Sincerely, 
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Karen Chafe

From:
Sent: Saturday, November 30, 2019 5:31 PM
To: CityClerk
Subject: 66-68 Queen’s Road

My name is   and I live at   and I encourage the City to proceed 
with the proposed development. Having additional residential development in abandoned properties in St. 
John’s downtown core is very positive for the  City. 
  
Regards, 
  

 
  
 

217



218



219



220



1

Karen Chafe

From:
Sent: Wednesday, November 27, 2019 10:25 PM
To: CityClerk
Subject: 66-68 Queen’s Road 

I’ve just returned for the public meeting regarding the redevelopment of 66‐68 Queen’s Road and would like to share 
my views.  I went to this meeting with a mindset of supporting the project, in principle.  I am a downtown resident (St. 
Joseph’s Lane) and a passionate supporter of smart downtown development.  If our community is to grow as a vibrate 
place to live and raise our families, we need to attract more middle class and upper middle class residents, who engage 
in the downtown life, support downtown businesses and services, and walk (not drive) more frequently.  I was very 
excited by this development and wanted to give my support any way I could.  However, after attending the meeting and 
now being better informed, I can no longer support this development as proposed.  When the proponent showed the 
slide of the sight lines from the 3rd floor of the Rooms, my jaw dropped.  Yes, the proposed buildings are designed in 
such a way to permit views of the Anglican Cathedral, the harbour and the narrows.  But that’s it.  Most of the other 
structures that make St. John’s such a beautiful higgrly piggily city are completely blocked from view.  This cannot be 
allowed to happen.  In addition, I was shocked to hear that the smaller building directly adjacent to Queen’s Rd (Phase 3) 
is conditional on the success of the taller building to be constructed under Phase 2.  The Phase 3 building truly is the only 
endearing element of the development.  Without it, this is nothing more than a tall, unattractive, (largely) glass tower, 
that would be out of character with the neighbourhood.  
 
But all is not lost.  The developer is on the right path, but must do more to ensure this project supports and enhances 
the neighbourhood, rather than ending up yet another St. John’s eyesore (e.g. the Mix!).           If Phase 2 were several 
floors shorter (7‐8 rather than 10), the sight line from the Rooms may no longer be obstructed.  As well, the construction 
of Phase 3 must be a condition of development approval.   
 
Regarding the other objections expressed at the meeting, many are simply nonsense.  This is NOT a green space, forest 
or naturalized area that must be protected as many participants have claimed.  This is nothing more then an overgrown 
city lot with little contribution to outdoor use (beyond that of a few local people), climate mitigation and urban wildlife 
enhancement.  Some speakers tonight claimed to be “scientists”.  Well, I am a professional biologist (not a science 
teacher) and hold a Master of Forest Conservation degree from the University of Toronto.  My hobby (more like a 
passion) is growing out saplings I collect from some of the older and historically interesting trees in the city and 
distributing them to neighbours, friends and colleagues to help improve our urban forest.  So I know trees and forests, 
and the claims of many speakers are simply nonsense.  While the residents of Garrison Hill may enjoy trespassing on 
private land for their recreation (and the burial of their poor dead pets), this is by no stretch of the imagination a green 
space for downtown residents.  Indeed, the development of a urban pathway and green space for all residents and 
visitors, as proposed by the proponent, is a far larger contribution to the city’s green space.  Regarding climate change 
mitigation, the development of the same number of residential units in a standard subdivision would destroy far more 
natural area and contribute far more to climate change than a downtown, multi‐unit building.  Not to mention the 
reduction of car use associated with a downtown development verses a suburban development.  Indeed, if the City of St. 
John’s wants to act in support of their “climate emergency” stance, then they should be supporting high density 
developments such as these, rather than more suburban homes and associated drive‐throughs.  Finally there is the 
classic St. John’s NIMBY stance that all such developments should be directed at low income housing.  This is completely 
nonsensical.  Downtown has the highest property values in the city.  To use downtown land to development more low 
income housing is completely inefficient.  The same amount of funds used to development x number of lower income 
units can be used to create far greater numbers of units in areas of more affordable land.  After all, we have such limited 
funding to support our more vulnerable residents.  Shouldn’t we use those the best way we can.  Besides, this is private 
land using private funds.   
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So in conclusion, this proposal has merit, but must do far more to preserve and enhance our precious downtown.  I hope 
the developer can do better and make this project a reality. 
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Karen Chafe

From:
Sent: Monday, December 9, 2019 7:05 AM
To: CityClerk
Subject: 66-68 Queen’s Road Rezoning

Letter in support of; 
Rezoning and Development. 
 

66‐68 Queen’s Road  
Rezoning application 
  

  
My name is   and my address is  , St John’s, NL. I think the 
proposal to build new apartments in the abandoned site surrounding the Cathedral Parish 
Hall is a great opportunity for our City. The existing building there is a site for sore eyes! In 
my opinion, the City would be foolish to turn away this investment and the potential tax 
benefits from such a project. 
  
I offer my fullest support to the proposal. 
  
Regards, 
  

 

  

  

  
 
Cheers 
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Elaine Henley

From:
Sent: Thursday, December 12, 2019 8:49 AM
To: CityClerk
Subject: 66-68 Queen’s Road

Personally, I am a big fan of the proposed designs of the new residential buildings downtown. I think they are well 
designed and a significant improvement to the abandoned building on the site now.  The downtown has tremendous 
potential if developments like this proceed. More people living  in the downtown will also be a contributing factor to the 
area’s growth potential.  
 
Please support this proposal. 

 
 

 

224



1

Elaine Henley

From: Gary Reardon 
Sent: Friday, December 13, 2019 3:38 PM
To: CityClerk
Subject: 66-68 Queens Rd. - condo project

My name is Gary Reardon  and I’m a resident of St. John’s. I own property in close proximity to 
the 66‐68 Queens Road site and I am writing to express my support for the project. 
I have been a developer in St. John’s for almost 40 years and in that time we have completed 
numerous subdivisions and 13 condominium projects. 
  
As an active developer, I certainly appreciate all the challenges and trade‐offs involved in 
putting together a successful project. I understand that the Parish Hall site was on the market 
for over a year and it is encouraging to see someone step up and take on the risk of a large 
project such as that contemplated by Mr. Pardy and his group. From what I have seen 
regarding the design, it is a complex development considering the heritage implications, 
building heights, neighbourhood concerns and overall topography of the site. 
  
I believe the developer and his designers have presented an attractive and modern design with
a balanced approach to the area and the downtown milieu. I particularly appreciate the care 
the developer has taken to scale the buildings and protect the views from the Rooms. 
  
It is encouraging to see a developer put forward such an ambitious project in these challenging 
economic times. This residential project provides a great opportunity for stimulating economic 
growth in our City, particularly the downtown core. Please support this project and add my 
name to the group supporting the project.  
  
Thanks, 
  
  

Gary M. Reardon, MCPM,CET 

President/Director 
Reardon Group of Companies 
P.O.Box 2069 
Suite 201, 67 Majors Path 
St. John’s, NL A1C 5R6 
B:709 579 1010 F: 709 579 4660 C:709 682 0454 
Gary.reardon@reardons.com 

www.reardons.com 

  
“The greatest compliment a client can give me is the referral of friends, family and business associates. Thanks for your trust.” 
  
If you forward this email, please delete the forwarding history, which includes my email address! 
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Elaine Henley

From:
Sent: Friday, December 13, 2019 1:15 PM
To: CityClerk
Subject: 66-68 Queen’s Road

I have just reviewed this proposal and fell it will be an excellent addition to downtown. I feel the proponents 
have done an excellent job in the design. 
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....... 
W.V'W , , 

ERCO HOMES 
December 9, 2019 

Planning , Engineering and Regulatory Services 
City of St. John's 
P.O. Box 908, 
St. John 's, NL 
A1C 5M2 

Attention: Director of Planning 

RE: 66-68 Queen's Road Development 

Please accept this letter to support the proposed construction of residential condos 
located at 66-68 Queen's Road . I think the project will be great for urban-dwelling 
families and will encourage the development of new businesses and restaurants in the 
area. 

I remer:nber about 20 years ago there was a big debate about the development of the 
Mount Cashel property. Many were concerned about their property values going down, 
losing the open space and didn't want any development there. Once the Sobeys store 
was developed and we built the houses, the area became one of the most desirable 
areas in the city. 

I see this as a great project and one that will hopefully encourage further development 
in the city center area. 

Elmo Russell 

The Dream Home Builder P.O. Box 29090, St. John's, NL, AlA 5B5 Tel :709-738-8700 www. ercohomes.ca 
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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 June 23, 2020. 
 

R
e
f 
# 

Property Location/ 
Zone Designation 

 And Ward 

Application Details 
Submissions 

Received 

Planning and 
Development Division 

Notes 

 
2 

 
419 Main Road 

 
Residential Low Density 

(R1) Zone 
 

Ward 5 
 
 
 
 
 
 

556 Topsail Road 
 

Residential Low density 
(R1) Zone 

 
Ward 3 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
Application 
An extension to Non-conforming Use application has been 
submitted requesting permission to add an extension to the 
Eating Establishment at 419 Main Road. 
 
Description 
The proposed floor area of the extension is 74.3m2  to expand 
the kitchen and storage areas of the restaurant on the south 
side of the building. The existing building has a floor area of 
approximately 180m2. 
 
 
Application 
A change of Non-Conforming Use application has been 
submitted by Soft Touch Hair Salon requesting permission to 
change the occupancy of a vacant unit at 556 Topsail Road to 
a Hair Salon. 
 
Description 
The proposed salon will have a floor area of 70.09 m2. The 
salon will employee 3 hairstylists and 1 esthetician and operate 
Monday to Saturday 10 a.m.-8 p.m. On-site parking is provided 
 
 
 
 

 
7 

Submissions 
Received 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1 Submission 
Received 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
Recommendation: 

It is recommended to 
approve the 

application subject to 
meeting all 

applicable regulatory 
requirements. 

 
 
 
 
 

Recommendation: 
It is recommended to 

approve the 
application subject to 

meeting all 
applicable regulatory 

requirements. 
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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. 

 

 
673 Topsail Road 

Commercial Highway (CH) 
Zone 

 
Ward 3  

 
Application 
A Discretionary Use application has been submitted by 
Saltwater Designs Inc. requesting approval to occupy a vacant 
unit in the building at Civic 673 Topsail Road as an Eating 
Establishment for a Café/Ice-Cream Shop. 
 
Description 
The Eating Establishment will have floor area of 47.4 m2 , and 
will operate Monday to Saturday, 10:00 am – 6:00 pm and 
Sunday, 12:00 pm – 5:00 pm.  On-site parking is provided. 
 
 
 

 
4 

Submissions 
Received 

 
Recommendation: 
It is recommended to 

approve the 
application subject to 

meeting all 
applicable regulatory 

requirements. 
 

 

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

From: CityClerk
Sent: Monday, June 1, 2020 9:00 AM
To:  CityClerk
Cc: Andrea Roberts; Ann-Marie Cashin; Ashley Murray; Dave Wadden; Jason Sinyard; Karen Chafe; Ken 

O'Brien; Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett; Planning
Subject: RE: (EXT) Expansion of Keith's Dinner, Gould's.

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: Thursday, May 28, 2020 10:15 PM 
To: CityClerk <cityclerk@stjohns.ca> 
Subject: (EXT) Expansion of Keith's Dinner, Gould's. 
 
I would like to offer my support to the application presented for expansion of this establishment.  
My family are residents of the Gould's and believe the expansion to be great for our community.  

Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android 
  
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: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 4:01 PM
To:  CityClerk
Cc: Andrea Roberts; Ann-Marie Cashin; Ashley Murray; Dave Wadden; Jason Sinyard; Karen Chafe; Ken 

O'Brien; Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett; Planning
Subject: RE: (EXT) 419 Main Road

Good Afternoon  
 
We thank you for your feedback and advise that all submissions will be presented to Council for 
consideration prior to a final decision being reached on this application. 
 
 
 
 
Elaine Henley 

 
Elaine Henley 
City Clerk 
t. 576-8202 
c. 691-0451 
 

From:    
Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 11:23 AM 
To: CityClerk <cityclerk@stjohns.ca> 
Subject: (EXT) 419 Main Road 
 
This idea of keiths dinner is great especially with covid 19  
 
Sent from Mail for Windows 10 
 
  
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: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 4:01 PM
To: ; CityClerk
Cc: Andrea Roberts; Ann-Marie Cashin; Ashley Murray; Dave Wadden; Jason Sinyard; Karen Chafe; Ken 

O'Brien; Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett; Planning
Subject: RE: (EXT) Extension to Keith’s Diner 

Good Afternoon   
 
We thank you for your feedback and advise that all submissions will be presented to Council for consideration prior to a 
final decision being reached on this application. 
 
 
 
Elaine Henley 
 
Elaine Henley 
City Clerk 
t. 576‐8202 
c. 691‐0451 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From:   
Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 12:12 PM 
To: CityClerk <cityclerk@stjohns.ca> 
Subject: (EXT) Extension to Keith’s Diner 
 
 
Hi there, 
 
I just wanted to give my opinion on the post made that Keith’s Diner (Gould’s) is looking to approve an extension to their 
kitchen area. 
 
I think this is a great idea since the staff require more space in order to keep up with the demand for their excellent 
food. 
 
Thank you 

 
Sent from my iPhone 
 
Disclaimer: This email may contain confidential and/or privileged information intended only for the individual(s) 
addressed in the message. If you are not the intended recipient, any other distribution, copying, or disclosure is strictly 
prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please notify me immediately by return email and delete the original 
message. 
 
Any correspondence with employees, agents, or elected officials of the City of St. John’s may be subject to disclosure 
under the provisions of the Access to Information and Protection of Privacy Act, 2015, S.N.L. 2015, c.A‐1.2. 
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Karen Chafe

From: CityClerk
Sent: Wednesday, June 3, 2020 9:54 AM
To:
Cc: Andrea Roberts; Ann-Marie Cashin; Ashley Murray; Dave Wadden; Jason Sinyard; Karen Chafe; Ken 

O'Brien; Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett; Planning
Subject: FW: (EXT) 419 Main Road-Extension to Non-Conforming Use
Attachments: 001.jpg

Good Morning  
 
We thank you for your feedback.  Your concerns have been forwarded 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, June 2, 2020 6:41 PM 
To: CityClerk <cityclerk@stjohns.ca> 
Subject: (EXT) 419 Main Road‐Extension to Non‐Conforming Use 
 

Office of the City Clerk 
 
We the residents of   do not have any concerns in regards to the extension of 
419 Main Road. 
  
 However we do have concerns in regards to the parking lot safety!! 
‐Why dose this parking lot not have a sidewalk!! Similar to the one Mary Brown's has across the street with an 
enter and exit?? 
‐There is no enter or exit signage, vehicles are treating the parking lot as a free for all 
‐ Vehicles exiting Doyle's road to the Main road have to be extra careful, As customers are leaving Keith's 
parking lot on the north end closest to the Doyle's road Main road intersection.  (Please see attached copy the 
area of concern) 
‐This business is in waking distance to the Junior High School and should have a sideway.  
 
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. 
  
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: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 4:02 PM
To:  CityClerk
Cc: Andrea Roberts; Ann-Marie Cashin; Ashley Murray; Dave Wadden; Jason Sinyard; Karen Chafe; Ken 

O'Brien; Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett; Planning
Subject: RE: (EXT) 419 main road

Good Afternoon  
 
We thank you for your feedback and advise that all submissions will be presented to Council for 
consideration prior to a final decision being reached on this application. 
 
 
Elaine Henley 

 
Elaine Henley 
City Clerk 
t. 576-8202 
c. 691-0451 
 

From:    
Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 1:47 PM 
To: CityClerk <cityclerk@stjohns.ca> 
Subject: (EXT) 419 main road 
 
All for it. They need it with all the business they have. I've been eating there for almost 30 years and it's a great idea. 
 
Thanks 

 
 

 
  
Disclaimer: This email may contain confidential and/or privileged information intended only for the individual(s) 
addressed in the message. If you are not the intended recipient, any other distribution, copying, or disclosure is strictly 
prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please notify me immediately by return email and delete the original 
message. 
  
Any correspondence with employees, agents, or elected officials of the City of St. John’s may be subject to disclosure 
under the provisions of the Access to Information and Protection of Privacy Act, 2015, S.N.L. 2015, c.A‐1.2.  
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Karen Chafe

From: CityClerk
Sent: Thursday, May 28, 2020 8:57 AM
To: ; CityClerk
Cc: Andrea Roberts; Ann-Marie Cashin; Ashley Murray; Dave Wadden; Jason Sinyard; Karen Chafe; Ken 

O'Brien; Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett; Planning
Subject: RE: (EXT) Expansion of Keith's takeout 

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: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 8:21 PM 
To: CityClerk <cityclerk@stjohns.ca> 
Subject: (EXT) Expansion of Keith's takeout  
 
To whom it may concern: 
 
I am a resident of the community of the Goulds within the city of St John's and wish to formally express my support for 
the expansion of the the property at 419 Main Rd operating as Keith's Restaurant. Keith's has been a staple and family 
owned establishment in the community for all of my 36 years here. As a young child, we went to Betty's (Keith's 
mom);as it was called then and you were given lunch whether you could pay or not. It's been a source of employment 
for many locals and continues to be a great community minded operation. I am very glad to see them grow.  
 
Sincerely  

 
Goulds 
Get Outlook for Android 
  
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: Thursday, May 28, 2020 8:58 AM
To:  CityClerk
Cc: Andrea Roberts; Ann-Marie Cashin; Ashley Murray; Dave Wadden; Jason Sinyard; Karen Chafe; Ken 

O'Brien; Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett; Planning
Subject: RE: (EXT) 419 main road, Keith’s Takeout expansion

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: Thursday, May 28, 2020 8:41 AM 
To: CityClerk <cityclerk@stjohns.ca> 
Subject: (EXT) 419 main road, Keith’s Takeout expansion 
 
I am writing this to acknowledge that I support the expansion of Keith’s at 419 Main Rd. This is a fixture in Goulds and 
business is always booming there. Some days it is lined up out the door. Let’s support local business and allow them to 
expand without any interference  
 
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: Monday, June 1, 2020 9:01 AM
To:  CityClerk
Cc: Andrea Roberts; Ann-Marie Cashin; Ashley Murray; Dave Wadden; Jason Sinyard; Karen Chafe; Ken 

O'Brien; Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett; Planning
Subject: RE: (EXT) 556 Topsail Road

Good Morning   
 
We thank you for your feedback and advise that all submissions will be presented to Council for consideration prior to a 
final decision being reached on this application. 
 
 
 
Elaine Henley 
 
Elaine Henley 
City Clerk 
t. 576‐8202 
c. 691‐0451 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From:   
Sent: Saturday, May 30, 2020 3:18 PM 
To: CityClerk <cityclerk@stjohns.ca> 
Subject: (EXT) 556 Topsail Road 
 
I have no problems with the proposal to have a hair salon at 556 Topsail Road 
 

 
 

 
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, May 26, 2020 9:54 AM
To: ; CityClerk
Cc: Andrea Roberts; Ann-Marie Cashin; Ashley Murray; Dave Wadden; Jason Sinyard; Karen Chafe; Ken 

O'Brien; Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett; Planning
Subject: RE: (EXT) 673 Topsoil Road

Good Morning   
 
We thank you for your feedback and advise that all submissions will be presented to Council for consideration prior to a 
final decision being reached on this application. 
 
 
 
Elaine Henley 
 
Elaine Henley 
City Clerk 
t. 576‐8202 
c. 691‐0451 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From:   
Sent: Monday, May 25, 2020 6:18 PM 
To: CityClerk <cityclerk@stjohns.ca> 
Subject: (EXT) 673 Topsoil Road 
 
I would like to put in my approval of turning 673 topsoil road into a business by saltwater designs I think it’s a great idea 
that would add to the community! 
 

 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
 
Disclaimer: This email may contain confidential and/or privileged information intended only for the individual(s) 
addressed in the message. If you are not the intended recipient, any other distribution, copying, or disclosure is strictly 
prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please notify me immediately by return email and delete the original 
message. 
 
Any correspondence with employees, agents, or elected officials of the City of St. John’s may be subject to disclosure 
under the provisions of the Access to Information and Protection of Privacy Act, 2015, S.N.L. 2015, c.A‐1.2. 
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Karen Chafe

From: CityClerk
Sent: Monday, May 25, 2020 10:51 AM
To: ; CityClerk
Cc: Andrea Roberts; Ann-Marie Cashin; Ashley Murray; Dave Wadden; Jason Sinyard; Karen Chafe; Ken 

O'Brien; Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett; Planning
Subject: RE: (EXT) Opinion on Salt Water Design ice cream shop 

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: Monday, May 25, 2020 10:28 AM 
To: CityClerk <cityclerk@stjohns.ca> 
Subject: (EXT) Opinion on Salt Water Design ice cream shop 
 
Hi there, 
 
I just wanted to say that I think the cafe/ice cream shop owned by Salt Water Design would be a great idea. 
 
Thank you 

 
 
Disclaimer: This email may contain confidential and/or privileged information intended only for the individual(s) 
addressed in the message. If you are not the intended recipient, any other distribution, copying, or disclosure is strictly 
prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please notify me immediately by return email and delete the original 
message. 
 
Any correspondence with employees, agents, or elected officials of the City of St. John’s may be subject to disclosure 
under the provisions of the Access to Information and Protection of Privacy Act, 2015, S.N.L. 2015, c.A‐1.2. 
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Karen Chafe

From: CityClerk
Sent: Monday, May 25, 2020 10:51 AM
To: ; CityClerk
Cc: Andrea Roberts; Ann-Marie Cashin; Ashley Murray; Dave Wadden; Jason Sinyard; Karen Chafe; Ken 

O'Brien; Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett; Planning
Subject: RE: (EXT) Saltwater Designs

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, May 25, 2020 10:19 AM 
To: CityClerk <cityclerk@stjohns.ca> 
Subject: (EXT) Saltwater Designs 
 
I don't see any problems with the use of the building on Topsail Rd for Saltwater Designs.  We need lots of local 
businesses.  
 
Sent from my Huawei phone 
  
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: Thursday, May 28, 2020 8:58 AM
To: Andrea Roberts; Ann-Marie Cashin; Ashley Murray; Dave Wadden; Jason Sinyard; Karen Chafe; Ken 

O'Brien; Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett; Planning
Subject: FW: (EXT) 673 Topsail Rd Application Support

 
 
 
Elaine Henley 

 
Elaine Henley 
City Clerk 
t. 576-8202 
c. 691-0451 
 

From: CityClerk <cityclerk@stjohns.ca>  
Sent: Thursday, May 28, 2020 8:58 AM 
To:   CityClerk <cityclerk@stjohns.ca> 
Subject: RE: (EXT) 673 Topsail Rd Application Support 
 

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: Thursday, May 28, 2020 8:37 AM 
To: CityClerk <cityclerk@stjohns.ca> 
Subject: (EXT) 673 Topsail Rd Application Support 
 
I am writing this in support of the request by Saltwater Designs to occupy 673 Topsail Rd, St Johns, NL. 
 
I support the expansion of local business. The only opposition to this in the area, in my guess, would be Dairy Queen and 
Tim hortons. I feel as if the clientele for this establishment will be a different clientele than what you see at the opposing 
establishments and will have little to absolutely no influence on their business.  
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Thank you for your consideration, 
 

 
 

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

 
 
Title:       Variance Request on Lot Area                                       

SUB2000007                                                                                     
7 Scout’s Place  

 
Date Prepared:  June 15, 2020   
 
Report To:    Regular Meeting of Council     
 
Councillor and Role: Councillor Maggie Burton, Planning & Development 
 
Ward:    Ward 5    
  

Decision/Direction Required: 
To seek approval of a 2.5% Variance on Lot Area to accommodate the development of a 
building lot at 7 Scout’s Place. 
 
Discussion – Background and Current Status:  
An application was submitted to develop a residential Lot at 7 Scout’s Place. The property is 

situated in the Rural Residential Infill (RRI) Zone where the minimum lot area requirment is 

1860m2. The City of St. John’s requires 262.1m2 of the land to be conveyed to the City for 

future road widening, reducing the lot area to 1814.3m2, which will require a 2.5% Variance. 

Section 8.4 of the Development Regulations provides that up to a 10% Variance pertaining to 

lot requirements can be considered. 

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: St. John’s Development Regulations Section 8.4 and 
Section 10.41.3(1)(a)  
 

5. Privacy Implications: Not applicable. 
 

6. Engagement and Communications Considerations: Not applicable. 
 

7. Human Resource Implications: Not applicable. 
 

 

DECISION/DIRECTION NOTE 
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Decision/Direction Note 
7 Scout’s Place  Page 2 
 

8. Procurement Implications: Not applicable.  
 

9. Information Technology Implications: Not applicable. 
 

10. Other Implications: Not applicable. 
 
Recommendation: 
That Council approve the 2.5% Variance for Lot Area at 7 Scout’s Place to allow development 
of the Lot subject to the conveyance of a 262.1m2 area of land to the City for future road 
widening.  
 
Prepared by:  
Andrea Roberts – Development Officer 

 
 
Approved by: 
Jason Sinyard, Deputy City Manager - Planning, Engineering & Regulatory Services 
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Decision/Direction Note 
7 Scout’s Place  Page 3 
 

Report Approval Details 

Document Title: Development Committee - Request for Lot Area Variance - 7 

Scouts Place - SUB2000007.docx 

Attachments: - Legal Survey - Scouts Place - St. John's.pdf 

Final Approval Date: Jun 16, 2020 

 

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

Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett - Jun 16, 2020 - 11:18 AM 

Jason Sinyard - Jun 16, 2020 - 3:33 PM 
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Allnorth NL Surveyors 
Newfoundland Land Surveyors 

May 20, 2020 
Job No. 2001413-000-2120-000-Rev0 

 

DESCRIPTION 

 

Scouts Place St. John’s, NL 

All that piece or parcel of land situate and being on the southern side of Scouts Place, at 
St. John’s, Newfoundland and Labrador and being bounded and abutted as follows, that is 
to say: 

BEGINNING at a point south of Scouts Place, said point having coordinates of 
North 5 257 283.335 metres and East 324 315.294 metres in the Modified Three Degree 
Transverse Mercator Projection [NAD83] for the province of Newfoundland and 
Labrador, Zone One; 
 
THENCE running along the land of Douglas Piercey and Renee Piercey 
(registration number 439889), on the arc of a clockwise curve 15.677 metres long having 
a radius of 185.000 meters on a chord bearing and distance of North 75°17’ 24" West, 
15.672 metres; thence North 70°45’ 34" West, 22.817 metres; 
 
THENCE turning and running along the land of City of St. John's 
(registration number 673358), North 08°09’ 38" West, 7.749 metres; 
 
THENCE turning and running along the southern limit of Scouts Place, 
South 71°18’ 51" East, 25.058 metres; thence South 69°26’ 49" East, 13.123 metres; 
 
THENCE turning and running along the land of Keith R. Collins and Julie I. Collins 
(registration number 766600), South 15°12’ 20" East, 6.771 metres, more or less, to the 
point of commencement and containing an area of 262.1 square metres, more or less, as 
shown on the attached plan, Job No. 2001413-000-2120-000-Rev0 dated May 20, 2020. 
 
All bearings are grid bearings referred to Grid North.  All distances are horizontal ground 
distances. 
 

 

 

Raymond C. Guy, NLS  
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Allnorth NL Surveyors 
Newfoundland Land Surveyors 

May 20, 2020 
Job No. 2001413-000-2120-001-Rev0 

 

DESCRIPTION 

 

7 Scouts Place St. John’s, NL 

All that piece or parcel of land situate and being on the southern side of Scouts Place, at 
St. John’s, Newfoundland and Labrador and being bounded and abutted as follows, that is 
to say: 

BEGINNING at a point south of Scouts Place, said point having coordinates of 
North 5 257 283.335 metres and East 324 315.294 metres in the Modified Three Degree 
Transverse Mercator Projection [NAD83] for the province of Newfoundland and 
Labrador, Zone One; 
 
THENCE running along the land of Keith R. Collins and Julie I. Collins 
(registration number 766600), South 15°12’ 20" East, 19.304 metres; thence 
South 05°01’ 35" East, 31.630 metres; thence North 75°02’ 00" West, 14.996 metres; 
thence North 68°12’ 55" West, 10.210 metres; thence North 77°09’ 53" West, 9.893 
metres; thence North 58°06’ 47" West, 4.522 metres; 
 
THENCE turning and running along the land of Frank Brenton and Denise Brenton 
(registration number 211227), and along the land of Grant Walsh and Maria Burke 
(registration number 439890), and along the land of City of St. John's 
(registration number 673358), North 08°09’ 38" West, 49.892 metres; 
 
THENCE turning and running along the land to be acquired by City of St. John's, 
South 70°45’ 34" East, 22.817 metres; thence on the arc of a counterclockwise curve 
15.677 metres long having a radius of 185.000 meters on a chord bearing and distance of 
South 75°17’ 24" East, 15.672 metres, more or less, to the point of commencement and 
containing an area of 1814.3 square metres, more or less, as shown on the attached plan, 
Job No. 2001413-000-2120-001-Rev0 dated May 20, 2020. 
 
All bearings are grid bearings referred to Grid North.  All distances are horizontal ground 
distances. 
 

 

 

Raymond C. Guy, NLS  
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City of St. John’s  PO Box 908  St. John’s, NL  Canada  A1C 5M2  www.stjohns.ca 

 
 
Title:       Proposed Mineral Workings for Quarry Site                    

INT2000044                                                                                               
Trans-Canada Highway  

 
Date Prepared:  June 15, 2020   
 
Report To:    Regular Meeting of Council     
 
Councillor and Role: Councillor Maggie Burton, Planning & Development 
 
Ward:    Ward 5    
  

Decision/Direction Required: 
To seek rejection for the proposed quarry site.  
 
Discussion – Background and Current Status:  
The Provincial Department of Natural Resources has referred an application for a proposed 
14.7-hectare quarry located in the Forestry (F) Zone. Mineral Workings is a Discretionary Use 
in the Forestry (F) Zone, and is therefore at the discetion of Council. The proposed quarry site 
is located in the Thomas Pond Watershed, an identified future drinking water supply for the 
City.   
 
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: St. John’s Development Regulations Section 10.35.2.  
 

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 
Trans-Canada Highway 
 
 
Recommendation: 
That Council reject the proposed Discretionary Use for Minerial Workings quarry, as the 
property is located within the Thomas Pond Watershed, an identified future drinking water 
supply for the City.    
 
Prepared by: 
Ashley Murray- Development Officer II  
 
Approved by:  
Jason Sinyard, P. Eng., MBA, Deputy City Manager 
Planning, Engineering & Regulatory Services 
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Decision/Direction Note  Page 3 
Trans-Canada Highway 
 
Report Approval Details 

Document Title: Development Committee- Proposed Mineral Workings for Quarry 

on Trans-Canada Highway.docx 

Attachments: - FOXTRAP ACCESS ROAD QUARRY.pdf 

Final Approval Date: Jun 16, 2020 

 

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

Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett - Jun 16, 2020 - 11:12 AM 

Jason Sinyard - Jun 16, 2020 - 3:34 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 Retail Wholesale Use with an 

Ancillary School                                                                                                   
31 Peet Street                                                                    

 
Date Prepared:  June 16, 2020   
 
Report To:    Regular Meeting of Council     
 
Councillor and Role: Councillor Maggie Burton, Planning & Development 
 
Ward:    Ward 4    
  

Decision/Direction Required: 
To seek parking relief for 2 parking spaces at 31 Peet Street. 
 
Discussion – Background and Current Status:  
An application was submitted to occupy a vacant suite within the building at 31 Peet Street for 
a Retail Use for wholesale of nail supply products and an ancillary school for training classes. 
The proposed business will have a floor area of 102.19 m2 and will require a total of 3 parking 
spaces based on the parking requirement. 
 
There are 93 parking spaces provided on-site for the building. There are existing uses within the 
building that includes Eating Establishments, Offices, Storage, Manufactuing and Wholesale 
Retail that require 92 parking spaces. These businesses operate at different times throughout 
the day and draw various volumes of traffic. Based on the information provided by the property 
owner there will not overlap in traffic that would cause parking concerns. 

 
Future occupancies for the vacant suits within the buidling will also require future review and 
approval 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 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: Not applicable.  
 

DECISION/DIRECTION NOTE 
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Decision/Direction Note  Page 2 
31 Peet Street 
 

4. Legal or Policy Implications: St. John’s Development Regulations Section 9. 
 

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 parking spaces at 31 Peet Street. 
Future occupancies of vacant suites must be submitted for review and approval of parking 
relief by Council.  
 
Prepared by: 
Ashley Murray, Development Officer II 
 
Approved by: 
Jason Sinyard, P. Eng., MBA, Deputy City Manager 
Planning, Engineering & Regulatory Services 
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Decision/Direction Note  Page 3 
31 Peet Street 
 
Report Approval Details 

Document Title: Development Committee- Request for Parking Relief at 31 Peet 

Street- INT2000040.docx 

Attachments: - 31Peet.png 

Final Approval Date: Jun 16, 2020 

 

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

Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett - Jun 16, 2020 - 3:03 PM 

Jason Sinyard - Jun 16, 2020 - 3:31 PM 
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City of St. John’s  PO Box 908  St. John’s, NL  Canada  A1C 5M2  www.stjohns.ca 

 
 
Title:       Proposed Subdivide for Two Additional Building Lots                                       

36 Cabot Avenue                                                                     
SUB2000006  

 
Date Prepared:  June 16, 2020   
 
Report To:    Regular Meeting of Council     
 
Councillor and Role: Councillor Maggie Burton, Planning & Development 
 
Ward:    Ward 2    
  

Decision/Direction Required: 
To seek approval to create two additional building lots for single detached dwellings at 36 
Cabot Avenue. 
 
Discussion – Background and Current Status:  
The City has received an application to subdivide the property at 36 Cabot Avenue into three 
lots. The subdivision would add two building lots with single detached dwellings fronting 
Battery Road. Each dwelling is proposed to be a 3 storey, Single Detached Dwelling with an 
inhouse garage. Each Lot meets the Residential Battery (RB) Zone Requirements. The 
proposed Floor Area for the Dwelling located on Lot A is 148.65 m2, while the Floor Area for 
the Dwelling on Lot B is 232.25 m2.  
 
As per the St. John’s Development Regulations Appendix A: Footprint and Height Control 
Overlay for the Battery Development Area, the existing dwelling at 36 Cabot Avenue is 
identified, however the appendix does not consider the Lot being subdivided for additional 
buildings. Since the table is silent, Section 7.28 of the Development Regulations allows 
Council to approve development in the Battery Development Area, provided the applicant 
undertakes a Land Use Assessment Report (LUAR) on the proposed development. Planning, 
Engineering & Regulatory Services has received the LUAR for the subject property and is 
satisfied with the information provided. Property owners within the development area that could 
be affected by the proposal were notified in writing. There has been no response. 
 
The proposed dwellings are comparable in size and scale with other dwellings within the area. 
The properties are required to meet the standard of Heritage Area. The application was 
referred to the Built Heritage Experts Panel and Council will be provided their recommendation 
in a separate Decision Note. 
 
To accommodate the proposed dwellings based on the slope of the land, the applicant is 
requesting Council re-establish the building line at 3.0 meters, which would make the proposed 
Single Detached Dwelling in line with the adjacent, existing Semi-detached Dwellings on 
Battery Road. Council has the power to establish or re-establish the Building Line for any 

DECISION/DIRECTION NOTE 
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Decision/Direction Note  Page 2 
36 Cabot Avenue 
 
existing Street Subect to Section 8.3.1. 
 
Key Considerations/Implications: 
 

1. Budget/Financial Implications: Not applicable. 
 

2. Partners or Other Stakeholders: Not applicable. 
 

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

4. Legal or Policy Implications: St. John’s Development Regulations Section 10.8; Section 
Section 7.28; Section 8.3.1; and Appexdix A. 
 

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:  
 
Recommendation: 
That Council approve the subdivision of two additional Lots at 36 Cabot Avenue and to re-
establish the Building Line for each Lot at 3.0 meters.  
 
Prepared by: 
Approved by:  
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Decision/Direction Note  Page 3 
36 Cabot Avenue 
 
Report Approval Details 

Document Title: Development Committee- Request for Subdivide and re-establish 

building line at 36 Cabot Avenue- SUB2000006.docx 

Attachments: - 36CabotStreet.pdf 

Final Approval Date: Jun 18, 2020 

 

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

Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett - Jun 16, 2020 - 4:57 PM 

Jason Sinyard - Jun 18, 2020 - 12:08 PM 
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PROJECT:
36 CABOT AVE 
RESIDENTIAL 
DEVELOPMENT 

FOR:
MR. KARL KENNY

LOT A:
LOT AREA: 245SQM 
(outlined in red) 
LOT FRONTAGE: 16.470M 
BUILDING LINE: 3.0M 
(precedent set by adjacent 
residential properties) 
SIDE YARD: 1.2M 
REAR YARD: 4.5M 

LOT B:
LOT AREA: 495SQM 
(outlined in red) 
LOT FRONTAGE: 25.350M 
BUILDING LINE: 3.0M 
(precedent set by adjacent 
residential properties) 
SIDE YARD: 1.2M 
REAR YARD: 4.5M 

CONCEPT SITE PLAN

LOT A

LOT B

PREPARED BY:
STRATFORD 
BARRETT  
DESIGN STUDIO 

6.0M SERVICE 
EASEMENT 

DATE:
08 APRIL 2020 
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 1 

 

Report of Built Heritage Experts Panel 

 

May 27, 2020 

12:00 p.m. 

Virtual 

 

Present: Glenn Barnes, Chairperson 

Bruce Blackwood, Contractor 

Dawn Boutilier, Planner 

Rachel Fitkowski, Landscape Architect 

Mark Whalen, Architecture 

  

Regrets: Garnet Kindervater, Contractor 

  

Staff: Ken O'Brien, Chief Municipal Planner 

Ann Marie Cashin, Heritage and Urban Planner 

Rob Schamper, Technical Advisor 

Maureen Harvey, Legislative Assistant 

  

 

 

PRESENTATIONS/DELEGATIONS 

36 Cabot Avenue, SUB2000006 

Karl Kenny, Eddi Kenny and Stratford Barrett were in attendance 

The City has received an application to subdivide the property at 36 Cabot 

Avenue into three lots. The subdivision would add two building lots with single 

detached dwellings fronting Battery Road. The subject property is within Heritage 

Area 3, the Residential Medium Density District of the St. John’s Municipal Plan 

and is zoned Residential Battery (RB). 

Each dwelling is proposed to be three storeys in height with a garage. The 

proposed height would be in keeping with the adjacent buildings at 38-42 Battery 

Road.  The applicants are currently undergoing the LUAR process for 

development approval. 
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 2 

The delegation was welcomed to the meeting at 12:17 pm and proceeded to 

provide an overview of the application. 

Discussion took place with comments on the following: 

 building height and massing 

 maintenance of varying heights and broken-up massing 

 roofline 

 windows 

 cladding 

 garage setback 

 trees at the rear of the lot 

 landscaping at the front 

Concerns were also raised about the setback of the buildings near the 

intersection of Cabot Avenue and Battery Road. These concerns have been 

forwarded to the Development Officer. 

Recommendation 

Moved By Bruce Blackwood 

Seconded By Rachel Fitkowski 

1. That Council approve the building height and massing at 36 Cabot 

Avenue as proposed. 

 

2. That the applicant include the following design considerations when 

completing detailed design: 

• That the dwellings maintain the varying heights and broken-up massing; 

• That the roofline be in keeping with the Battery area. For example, a 

shed roof that slopes from front to back; 

• That the windows be a single-hung style; 

• That the cladding be clapboard, or a similar style; 

• If possible, that the garages be set back from the main building; 

• If possible, that the trees at the rear of the lot be maintained; 

• That the landscaping at the front of the building be in keeping with the 

Battery area. 
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 3 

 

3. That the design be brought back to the Built Heritage Experts Panel 

prior to issuance of building permits. 

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 

 

 

 

_________________________ 

GLENN BARNES, CHAIR 
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City of St. John’s  PO Box 908  St. John’s, NL  Canada  A1C 5M2  www.stjohns.ca 

 
 
Title:       36 Cabot Avenue, SUB2000006 (BHEP)  
 
Date Prepared:  May 29, 2020   
 
Report To:    Regular Meeting of Council     
 
Councillor and Role: Councillor Maggie Burton, Planning & Development 
 
Ward:    Ward 2    
  

Decision/Direction Required: 
To seek approval of the design of two single-detached dwellings located at 36 Cabot Avenue.  
 
Discussion – Background and Current Status:  
The City has received an application to subdivide the property at 36 Cabot Avenue into three 
lots. The subdivision would add two building lots with single-detached dwellings fronting 
Battery Road. The subject property is within Heritage Area 3, the Residential Medium Density 
District of the St. John’s Municipal Plan and is zoned Residential Battery (RB). 
 
Each dwelling is proposed to be three storeys in height with a garage. For single detached 
dwellings, the RB Zone allows a maximum building height of two storeys on the uphill side of a 
lot and three storeys on the downhill side of a lot. The proposed height would be in keeping 
with the adjacent buildings at 38-42 Battery Road. The proposed floor area of the dwelling 
located on Lot A is 148.65 m2 and the proposed floor area for the dwelling located on Lot B is 
232.25 m2. As per the St. John’s Development Regulations Appendix A: Footprint and Height 
Control Overlay for the Battery Development Area, the existing dwelling at 36 Cabot Avenue is 
considered large for the area, however the appendix does not consider additional buildings on 
that lot. Since the table is silent on this, Section 7.28 of the Development Regulations allows 
Council the ability to approve development in the Battery Development Area provided that the 
applicant undertakes a Land Use Assessment Report (LUAR) on the proposed development. 
The applicants are currently undergoing the LUAR process for development approval. 
 
The attached massing concept of the buildings is a design representation for this initial stage 
of the project (subdivision approval). The final design will be similar but will have more detail as 
the design progresses. The applicants attended the May 27, 2020 Built Heritage Experts Panel 
(BHEP) meeting to discuss the design prior to moving forward with detailed designs. The 
BHEP offered the following recommendation: 

1. That Council approve the building height and massing at 36 Cabot Avenue as 
proposed. 

2. That the applicant includes the following design considerations when completing 
detailed design: 

 That the dwellings maintain the varying heights and broken-up massing; 

DECISION/DIRECTION NOTE 
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Decision/Direction Note  Page 2 
36 Cabot Avenue 
 

 That the roofline be in keeping with the Battery area. For example, a shed roof that 
slopes from front to back; 

 That the windows be a single-hung style; 

 That the cladding be clapboard, or a similar style; 

 If possible, that the garages be set back from the main building; 

 If possible, that the trees at the rear of the lot be maintained; and 

 That the landscaping at the front of the building be in keeping with the Battery area. 
3. That the design be brought back to the Built Heritage Experts Panel for review and 

recommendation to Council prior to issuance of building permits. 
 
Staff agree with the BHEP’s recommendation on this application.  
 
Key Considerations/Implications: 
 

1. Budget/Financial Implications: Not applicable.  
 

2. Partners or Other Stakeholders: Neighbouring property owners.  
 

3. Alignment with Strategic Directions/Adopted Plans: A Sustainable City – Plan for land 
use and preserve and enhance the natural and built environment where we live.  
 

4. Legal or Policy Implications: 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.  
 
Recommendation: 
That Council approve the building height and massing at 36 Cabot Avenue as proposed. 
 
That the applicant include the following design considerations when completing detailed 
design: 
     - That the dwellings maintain the varying heights and broken-up massing; 
     - That the roofline be in keeping with the Battery area. For example, a shed roof that slopes 
from front to back; 
     - That the windows be a single-hung style; 
     - That the cladding be clapboard, or a similar style; 
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     - If possible, that the garages be set back from the main building; 
     - If possible, that the trees at the rear of the lot be maintained; 
     - That the landscaping at the front of the building be in keeping with the Battery area. 
 
That the design be brought back to the Built Heritage Experts Panel for review and 
recommendation to Council prior to issuance of building permits.     
 
Prepared by: Ann-Marie Cashin, MCIP, Planner III – Urban Design & Heritage 
Approved by: Ken O’Brien, MCIP, Chief Municipal Planner   
 
 
 

Location of Subject Property 
36 Cabot Avenue 
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Report Approval Details 

Document Title: 36 Cabot Avenue, SUB2000006 (BHEP).docx 

Attachments: - 36 Cabot Avenue - BHEP Attachment.pdf 

Final Approval Date: Jun 3, 2020 

 

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

Ken O'Brien - Jun 2, 2020 - 7:19 PM 

Jason Sinyard - Jun 3, 2020 - 1:58 PM 
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PROJECT:
36 CABOT AVE 
RESIDENTIAL 
DEVELOPMENT 

FOR:
MR. KARL KENNYBATTERY ROAD VIEWPREPARED BY:

STRATFORD 
BARRETT  
DESIGN STUDIO 

DATE: 28 APRIL 2020 

DESIGN CONCEPT:
- SIMPLE BUILDING FORM WITH LOW SLOPE 

ROOF 
- ENHANCED GREEN SPACE WITH 15M OF 

LANDSCAPED OPEN SPACE ON EACH SIDE 
- BUILDING SHAPE TO SUIT TOPOGRAPHY 

WITH IRREGULAR SHAPED FORMS 
- BASEMENT PLUS TWO STOREYS 
- NO PUBLIC OR PRIVATE VIEWS IMPACTED 
- IN SCALE WITH NEIGHBOURING HOMES 
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PROJECT:
36 CABOT AVE 
RESIDENTIAL 
DEVELOPMENT 

FOR:
MR. KARL KENNYBATTERY ROAD ELEVATIONPREPARED BY:

STRATFORD 
BARRETT  
DESIGN STUDIO 

DATE: 28 APRIL 2020 

LOT A LOT B 

EXISTING 
HOUSE 
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Report of Committee of the Whole - City Council 

Council Chambers, 4th Floor, City Hall 

 

June 10, 2020, 9:00 a.m. 

 

Present: Mayor Danny Breen 

Councillor Maggie Burton 

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: Deputy Mayor Sheilagh O'Leary 

  

Staff: Kevin Breen, City Manager 

Derek Coffey, Deputy City Manager of Finance & Administration 

Tanya Haywood, Deputy City Manager of Community Services 

Jason Sinyard, Deputy City Manager of Planning, Engineering & 

Regulatory Services 

Lynnann Winsor, Deputy City Manager of Public Works 

Cheryl Mullett, City Solicitor 

Susan Bonnell, Manager - Communications & Office Services 

Elaine Henley, City Clerk 

Ken O'Brien, Chief Municipal Planner 

Shanna Fitzgerald, Legislative Assistant 

Garrett Donaher, Manager of Transportation Engineering 

  

Others Karen Sherriffs, Manager - Community Development 

Crystal Barron, Community Services Coordinator 

Jennifer McGrath, Fieldworker II 

Marc Dyke, GIS Developer Desktop/Web 

_____________________________________________________________________ 
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Community Services - Councillor Jamie Korab 

Neighborhood Profiles - Connecting St. John's Neighborhoods 

This matter was approved via e-poll on June 16th, 2020. 

Recommendation 

Moved By Councillor Stapleton 

Seconded By Councillor Hickman 

That Council approve the launch of phase one of Neighbourhood Profiles 

– Connecting St John’s. 

For (10): Mayor Breen, Councillor Burton, Councillor Lane, Councillor 

Hickman, Councillor Hanlon, Councillor Stapleton, Councillor Jamieson, 

Councillor Korab, Councillor Froude, and Councillor Collins 

 

MOTION CARRIED (10 to 0) 

Housing - Deputy Mayor Sheilagh O'Leary 

Affordable Housing Working Group Membership 

Recommendation 

Moved By Councillor Jamieson 

Seconded By Councillor Hanlon 

That Council appoint Curtis Mercer as the temporary representative for 

CHBA and reaffirm the membership of the following members to the 

Affordable Housing Working Group: 

 

1. Gail Thornhill, Stella’s Circle – extend until May 2022 

2. Jill Snow, CMHC – extend until May 2022 

3. Andrew Harvey, First Light NL – extend until May 2022 

4. Ayon Shahed, Choices for Youth – extend until December 2020 

For (10): Mayor Breen, Councillor Burton, Councillor Lane, Councillor 

Hickman, Councillor Hanlon, Councillor Stapleton, Councillor Jamieson, 

Councillor Korab, Councillor Froude, and Councillor Collins 

 

MOTION CARRIED (10 to 0) 

 

Planning & Development - Councillor Maggie Burton 
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Built Heritage Experts Panel Report - May 27, 2020 

69 Patrick Street, Exterior Renovation 

Recommendation 

Moved By Councillor Burton 

Seconded By Councillor Lane 

That Council approve the design for exterior renovations at 69 

Patrick Street, as proposed.  

For (10): Mayor Breen, Councillor Burton, Councillor Lane, 

Councillor Hickman, Councillor Hanlon, Councillor Stapleton, 

Councillor Jamieson, Councillor Korab, Councillor Froude, and 

Councillor Collins 

 

MOTION CARRIED (10 to 0) 

 

25 Sea Rose Avenue, REZ2000002 

Recommendation 

Moved By Councillor Burton 

Seconded By Councillor Stapleton 

That Council consider rezoning the property at 25 Sea Rose Avenue from 

the Commercial Regional (CR) Zone to the Commercial Office (CO) Zone. 

Further, that the application be advertised for public review and comment 

and that the applicant provide a shadow analysis prior to public 

notification. 

For (10): Mayor Breen, Councillor Burton, Councillor Lane, Councillor 

Hickman, Councillor Hanlon, Councillor Stapleton, Councillor Jamieson, 

Councillor Korab, Councillor Froude, and Councillor Collins 

 

MOTION CARRIED (10 to 0) 

 

Transportation and Regulatory Services - Councillor Sandy Hickman 

Quidi Vidi Village Traffic Complaints 

Recommendation 

Moved By Councillor Jamieson 

Seconded By Councillor Hickman 
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That Council approve the installation of temporary speed cushions for the 

2020 season in Quidi Vidi Village with further monitoring of the traffic and 

parking issues and further survey of residents for possible permanent 

installation in 2021. Further, that the area east of Quidi Vidi Village be 

referred for consideration to the 2021 capital budget. 

For (10): Mayor Breen, Councillor Burton, Councillor Lane, Councillor 

Hickman, Councillor Hanlon, Councillor Stapleton, Councillor Jamieson, 

Councillor Korab, Councillor Froude, and Councillor Collins 

 

MOTION CARRIED (10 to 0) 

 

 

 

_________________________ 

Mayor 
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Title:       Neighbourhood Profiles – Connecting St. John’s Neighbourhoods  
 
Date Prepared:  June 3, 2019   
 
Report To:    Committee of the Whole     
 
Councillor and Role: Councillor Jamie Korab, Community Services 
 
Ward:    N/A    
  

Decision/Direction Required:  Approval to launch phase 1 of Neighbourhood Profiles – 
Connecting St. John’s Neighbourhoods initiative.   
 
Discussion – Background and Current Status:  
 
St. John’s has become a more livable city with a wide range of amenities, programs, and 
services that support a welcoming and diverse community. Smaller communities, local cultural 
areas, and neighbourhoods are the core building blocks for our city.  
 
Neighbourhood Profiles are intended to present characteristics identified in 28 distinct 
neighbourhoods.  These neighbourhoods are defined by their history, landscape, and unique 
cultural heritage and together they create the character of our city. An on line neighborhood 
profile system includes distinct neighbourhoods within stable working boundaries.  
 
Neighbourhood Profiles includes information for residents and visitors of St. John’s and will 
assist those seeking data for program planning, community outreach, development, and also 
for those who may be relocating. The social information included can help increase awareness 
of the many activities, amenities and history that is available to residents in their own 
neighbourhood as well as neighbouring areas. This information is also helpful to both staff and 
council in supporting decisions on program and services offered.   
 
The 28 neighbourhood profiles were developed to assist community organizations, businesses 
and governments with their short and long-term planning by creating meaningful boundaries to 
support the collection of data. Neighbourhood boundaries are simply a tool, they do not 
diminish the importance of wards or existing neighbourhood identification. 

The boundaries for these neighbourhoods were developed using the following criteria: 

1. originally based on planning areas, former municipal boundaries, and existing local 
cultural area neighbourhood boundaries; 

2. respect of natural boundaries (rivers), and man-made boundaries (streets, highways, 
etc.); 

3. recognize smaller neighbourhood sections within the larger neighbourhood boundries; 
and 
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4. the final number of neighbourhood areas be manageable for the purposes of data 
presentation and reporting. 

 
 
Key Considerations/Implications: 
 

1. Budget/Financial Implications:  N/A 
 

2. Partners or Other Stakeholders:  
 

3. Alignment with Strategic Directions/Adopted Plans:  
 

a. A Connected City  
i. Increase and improve opportunities for residents to connect with each 

other and the City  
ii. Develop and deliver programs, services and public spaces that build safe, 

healthy ad vibrant communities 
 

 
4. Legal or Policy Implications: N/A 

 
5. Privacy Implications: N/A 

 
6. Engagement and Communications Considerations:  

 

a. Communications is developing a plan to launch this initiative during St. John’s 
Day celebrations 
 

 

7. Human Resource Implications:  N/A 
 

8. Procurement Implications: N/A 
 

9. Information Technology Implications: N/A 
 

10. Other Implications: N/A 
 
Recommendation: 
That Council approve the launch of phase one of Neighbourhood Profiles – Connecting St 
John’s. 
 
 
Prepared by:  Karen Sherriffs, Manager, Community Development 
Approved by:  Tanya Haywood, Deputy City Manager, Community Services 
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Report Approval Details 

Document Title: Neighbourhood Profiles - Connecting St. John's 

Neighbourhoods.docx 

Attachments:  

Final Approval Date: Jun 4, 2020 

 

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

Karen Sherriffs - Jun 4, 2020 - 5:22 PM 

Tanya Haywood - Jun 4, 2020 - 5:26 PM 
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Title:       Affordable Housing Working Group Membership  
 
Date Prepared:  May 29, 2020   
 
Report To:    Committee of the Whole     
 
Councillor and Role: Deputy Mayor Sheilagh O'Leary, Housing 
 
Ward:    N/A    
  

Decision/Direction Required:  
Approval of Membership for the Affordable Housing Working Group (AHWG) based on the 
recommendations by lead staff and the Office of the City Clerk. 
 
Discussion – Background and Current Status: 
The Affordable Housing Working Group is responsible to provide advice to Council regarding 
housing system related policies, directives and strategies as well as implementation of the 10-
year Affordable Housing Strategy. Five organizations are asked to appoint a representative, 
namely the Canadian Home Builders Association, Newfoundland and Labrador; Canada 
Mortgage and Housing Corporation; Newfoundland and Labrador Housing; End Homelessness 
St. John’s (EHSJ); and the Provincial Government. 
 
Victoria Belbin, the representative from Canadian Home Builders Association, has resigned 
from her position and Curtis Mercer has replaced her as the CEO on an interim basis. Mr. 
Mercer has agreed to be the replacement CHBA representative for the AHWG on an interim 
basis until a new CEO has been appointed. 
 
In order to maximize participation on the Panel and to meet the need for continuity it is 
requested that the following people be appointed/reaffirmed in accordance with Section 3.2 of 
the Terms of Reference: 
 

1. Gail Thornhill, Stella’s Circle – extend until May 2022 
2. Jill Snow, CMHC – extend until May 2022 
3. Andrew Harvey, First Light NL – extend until May 2022 
4. Ayon Shahed, Choices for Youth – extend until December 2020 

 
Key Considerations/Implications: 
 

1. Budget/Financial Implications: 
N/A  
 

2. Partners or Other Stakeholders: 

DECISION/DIRECTION NOTE 
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a. The City's New Affordable Housing Strategy was built upon public and strategic 
stakeholder engagement, and the implementation will be guided and shaped by multi-
stakeholder partnerships and processes. The above representative will be amongst our 
key partners moving forward in supporting our affordable housing efforts and shaping 
our new strategy. 
 

3. Alignment with Strategic Directions/Adopted Plans:  
a. A Culture of Cooperation – Create effective City – community collaborations 
b. Responsive and Progressive – Create a culture of engagement 
c. Effective Organization – Develop a knowledgeable and engaged committee 
 

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: 
That Council appoint Curtis Mercer as the temporary representative for CHBA and reaffirm the 
membership of the following members to the Affordable Housing Working Group: 
 
1. Gail Thornhill, Stella’s Circle – extend until May 2022 
2. Jill Snow, CMHC – extend until May 2022 
3. Andrew Harvey, First Light NL – extend until May 2022 
4. Ayon Shahed, Choices for Youth – extend until December 2020 
 
 
Prepared by:  Shanna Fitzgerald, Legislative Assistant 
Approved by: Elaine Henley, City Clerk  
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Report Approval Details 

Document Title: Affordable Housing Working Group Membership.docx 

Attachments:  

Final Approval Date: Jun 1, 2020 

 

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

Karen Chafe - May 31, 2020 - 11:12 PM 

Elaine Henley - Jun 1, 2020 - 9:02 AM 
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Title:       69 Patrick Street, Exterior Renovation  
 
Date Prepared:  June 4, 2020   
 
Report To:    Committee of the Whole     
 
Councillor and Role: Councillor Maggie Burton, Planning & Development 
 
Ward:    Ward 2    
  

Decision/Direction Required: 
To approve the proposed design for exterior façade renovations at 69 Patrick Street. 
 
Discussion – Background and Current Status:  
At the May 27, 2020 Built Heritage Experts Panel (BHEP) meeting, the Panel reviewed an 
application for exterior renovations at 69 Patrick Street which did not meet the Heritage Area 
Standards of the St. John’s Development Regulations. The BHEP recommended changes to 
the design and the applicant has revised the design based on those recommendations. The 
revised application was presented to the BHEP on June 3, 2020 through e-vote for a 
recommendation to Council.  
 
The subject property is located within Heritage Area 2, is in the Residential Medium Density 
District of the St. John’s Municipal Plan and is zoned Residential High Density (RHD). The 
building is not designated by Council as a Heritage Building. 
 
The existing dwelling is a two-and-a-half storey semi-detached dwelling. The applicants are 
now proposing to leave the dwelling in its current structure and renovate the exterior 
accordingly. The renovations include: 

 The dormer windows are being increased from one to two, the second-storey windows 
from two to three, and the first storey picture window is being replaced with two single-
hung windows. All windows will be single-hung with the exception of the round windows 
and a floor to ceiling window on the rear elevation. As per the Heritage Area Standards 
in the Development Regulations, regulations on window configuration is limited to 
facades facing a public street. The side and rear elevation of this property are facing a 
parking lot, and not a public street.  

 The cladding will remain as wood clapboard with associated wood trims.  

 If shingles need to be replaced, the mansard roof will be refinished with an asphalt 
shingle to match existing material.  

 The front porch remains removed in this design. The adjacent remaining porch structure 
will be finished with a wood clapboard and finished to match the adjacent structure. 

 The applicants are also proposing the possibility of a roof deck at the rear. As per the 
Heritage Areas Standard for Heritage Area 2, roof decks may be permitted provided the 
deck structure or any part thereof, does not extend above the top storey roof line or 
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obscure an original architectural feature and is not on a façade facing a public street. 
The roof deck would include a guard rail and a full height door off the third level for 
access. 

 
As the revised design, including the roof deck, now meet the Heritage Area Standards, the 
BHEP recommended to approve the design as proposed. Staff agree with this 
recommendation.  
 
Key Considerations/Implications: 
 

1. Budget/Financial Implications: Not applicable.  
 

2. Partners or Other Stakeholders: Neighbouring residents and property owners and 
residents of the heritage area. 
 

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: Following the Heritage Area Standards 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 design for exterior renovations at 69 Patrick Street, as proposed.   
 
Prepared by: Ann-Marie Cashin, MCIP, Planner III – Urban Design & Heritage 
Approved by: Ken O’Brien, MCIP, Chief Municipal Planner  
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Location of Subject Property 

69 Patrick Street 
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Report Approval Details 

Document Title: 69 Patrick Street, Exterior Renovation.docx 

Attachments: - 69 Patrick Street - BHEP Revised Attachment.pdf 

Final Approval Date: Jun 4, 2020 

 

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

Ken O'Brien - Jun 4, 2020 - 10:10 AM 

Jason Sinyard - Jun 4, 2020 - 10:13 AM 
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Title:       25 Sea Rose Avenue, REZ2000002  
 
Date Prepared:  June 2, 2020   
 
Report To:    Committee of the Whole     
 
Councillor and Role: Councillor Maggie Burton, Planning & Development 
 
Ward:    Ward 1    
  

Decision/Direction Required: 
To consider a rezoning application for land at 25 Sea Rose Avenue from the Commercial 
Regional (CR) Zone to the Commercial Office (CO) Zone to allow for an 8-storey office building 
and 10-storey parking garage.  
 
Discussion – Background and Current Status:  
The City received an application for an 8-storey office building and 10-storey parking garage at 
25 Sea Rose Avenue. The subject property is designated Commercial General (CG) under the 
St. John’s Municipal Plan and is zoned Commercial Regional (CR). The maximum allowable 
building height in the CR Zone is 20 metres (approximately 4 storeys using a 5 metre per 
storey commercial building-height estimation). Please note, the applicant has already applied 
for the 4-storey Building ‘A’ on the site plan, as that does not require an amendment.  
 
History of Previous Applications 
In 2016, the owners of the subject property applied to increase the maximum building height in 
the CR Zone from 15 metres to 30 metres. The purpose of this application was to 
accommodate the development of a 6-storey office building (7 storeys with the mechanical 
penthouse). Council proceeded to public consultation for the amendment and received 
objections from neighbouring property owners. Council rejected the amendment to increase 
the building height to 30 metres as it would affect the entire CR Zone. Council further directed 
that individual applications should be left to Council’s discretion. 
 
In 2017, the City received an application to increase the building height in the CR Zone from 
15 metres to 20 metres to accommodate a 4-storey office building at 20 Hebron Way. This was 
essentially an increase in height from 3-storeys to 4-storeys. Council agreed to this 
amendment and it came into effect on September 22, 2017.  
 
Should Council wish to increase the building height at 25 Sea Rose Avenue to accommodate 
an 8-storey office building and 10-storey parking garage, Council could either amend the CR 
Zone to increase the maximum building height, or zone the property at 25 Sea Rose Avenue 
as a commercial zone that can accommodate 10-storeys. Given Council’s previous rejection of 
increasing the overall building height in the CR Zone, should Council wish to proceed with this 
application, it is recommended to consider rezoning the subject property to the Commercial 
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Office (CO) Zone where the maximum building height is 10-storeys. Office and Parking Area 
are both permitted uses within the CO Zone and the maximum 10-storey building height would 
be limited to this site.  This would not need a Municipal Plan amendment. 
 
Given previous concerns raised by adjacent property owners, it is further recommended that 
the applicant provide a shadow analysis of the proposed buildings. This could show any 
impacts the increased building height would have on adjacent properties. The shadow analysis 
would be based on a simple massing at this stage, and not a detailed elevation.  
 
There were no development or engineering concerns at this stage of the proposal. Prior to any 
development approval, the developer would be required to submit detailed engineering plans 
for review and approval and must meet all zone requirements of the Development Regulations. 
The application has also been forwarded to the St. John’s International Airport Authority. The 
Authority has no issue with the parking garage and can conditionally support the office 
building, subject to the proponent conducting a noise analysis and ensuring appropriate noise 
insultation features are considered during the design process.  
 
Key Considerations/Implications: 
 

1. Budget/Financial Implications: Not applicable.  
 

2. Partners or Other Stakeholders: Neighbouring property owners; St. John’s International 
Airport Authority.  
 

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: Public notice of the proposed 
amendment. 
 

7. Human Resource Implications: Not applicable.    
 

8. Procurement Implications: Not applicable.  
 

9. Information Technology Implications: Not applicable.  
 

10. Other Implications: Not applicable.  
 
Recommendation: 
That Council consider rezoning the property at 25 Sea Rose Avenue from the Commercial 
Regional (CR) Zone to the Commercial Office (CO) Zone.  
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That the application be advertised for public review and comment.  
 
That the applicant provide a shadow analysis prior to public notification.   
 
Prepared by: Ann-Marie Cashin, MCIP, Planner III – Urban Design & Heritage 
Approved by: Ken O’Brien, MCIP, Chief Municipal Planner  
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Report Approval Details 

Document Title: 25 Sea Rose Avenue, REZ2000002.docx 

Attachments: - 25 Sea Rose Avenue - Attachments.pdf 

Final Approval Date: Jun 4, 2020 

 

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

Ken O'Brien - Jun 4, 2020 - 11:57 AM 

Jason Sinyard - Jun 4, 2020 - 12:18 PM 
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St. John’s Development Regulations   Section 10- Page | 44  

 

10.18 COMMERCIAL OFFICE (CO) ZONE  

 

  (See Section 5.1.4 - Development Above the 190 Metre Contour Elevation) 

 

10.18.1 Permitted Uses 

 

  Residential: 

  (a) Dwelling Units located in the second and/or higher Storeys of a Building (except the  

   property located at Civic Number 172 Logy Bay Road)  (1995-12-08) (2007-04-05) 

              (2007-12-21) 

  (b) Seniors' Apartment Building (subject to Section 7.18) (except the property located at  

   Civic Number 172 Logy Bay Road     (1995-06-09) (2007-12-21) 

  (c) Office 

  (d) Parking Area (except the property located at Civic Number 172 Logy Bay Road)  

            (1999-02-05) (2007-12-21) 

  (e) Convenience Store (except the property located at Civic Number 172 Logy Bay Road)  

              (2007-12-21) 

  (f) Service Shop (except the property located at Civic Number 172 Logy Bay Road)  

              (2007-12-21) 

 

  Recreational: 

  (g) Park (except the property located at Civic Number 172 Logy Bay Road) (2007-12-21) 

 

  Other: 

  (h) Adult Day Care Facility ((subject to Section 7.2)(except the property located at Civic  

   Number 172 Logy Bay Road)         (2007-12-21) 

  (i) Day Care Centre  (subject to Section 7.6) (except the property located at Civic Number  

   172 Logy Bay Road)          (2007-12-21) 

  (j) Public Utility (except the property located at Civic Number 172 Logy Bay Road) 

              (2007-12-21) 

 

10.18.2 Discretionary Uses (subject to Section 5.8) 

 

  (a) Commercial School (except the property located at Civic Number 172 Logy Bay Road) 

            (1997-01-31)   (2007-12-21) 

  (b) Recycling Depot (except the property located at Civic Number 172 Logy Bay Road)  

            (199711-21) (2007-12-21) 

(c) Clinic (except the property located at Civic Number 172 Logy Bay Road) 

       (2005 03 04)  (2007-12-21) 

  (d) Uses Complementary to a Seniors’ Apartment Building (except the property located at  

   Civic Number 172 Logy Bay Road)  (subject to Section 7.18)  (2007-02-09)  (2007-121) 

  (e) Private Park (except the property located at Civic Number 172 Logy Bay Road)  

            (2007-10-05)  (2007-12-21) 

  (f)       Heritage Use (except the property located at Civic Number 172 Logy Bay Road)  

                (2012-02-10) 

(g)       Small Scale Wind Turbine                (2012-06-01) 

 

(h)       Dwelling Units located on the ground floor             (2015-05-01) 

 

 

 

CO  

301



 

St. John’s Development Regulations   Section 10- Page | 45  

 

10.18.3 Zone Requirements 

 

  (1) The following requirements shall apply to all uses: 

 

(a) Lot Area (minimum)   900 square metres  (2007-12-21) 

(b) Lot Frontage (minimum)   20 metres   (2007-12-21) 

(c) Lot Coverage (maximum)   50%    (2007-12-21)  

(d) Floor Area Ratio (maximum)     

 As determined by the Municipal Plan, but shall not exceed 2.0 (2007-12-21) 

 

(e) Building Height (max)  As determined by the Municipal Plan, but shall not 

exceed 10 Storeys (not exceeding 40 metres).  For the 

Belvedere property, located between Bonaventure 

Avenue and Newtown Road, Building Height shall 

not exceed three (3) Storeys. For the Belvedere 

property located between Bonaventure Avenue and 

Newtown Road along Margaret’s Place, Building 

Height shall not exceed four (4) storeys. (2015-05-01) 

           (2007-12-21) 

(f) Building Line (minimum)   6 metres     (2007-12-21) 

(g) Side Yards (maximum)    1 metre per Storey (to a max. of 6 metres) 

              (2007-12-21) 

(h) Side Yard on Flanking Road (min) 6 metres   (2007-12-21) 

(i) Rear Yard (minimum)   6 metres   (2007-12-21) 

(j) Landscaping on Lot (minimum)  Subject to Section 8.5 (2007-12-21) 
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10.21 COMMERCIAL REGIONAL (CR) ZONE 

 

  (See Section 5.1.4 - Development Above the 190 Metre Contour Elevation) 

 

10.21.1 Permitted Uses 

 

  Residential: 

 

  (a) Accessory Dwelling Unit  

 

  Public: 

 

  (b) Library 

 

  Commercial: 

 

(c) Bakery 

(d) Bank (Subject to Section 7.30)       (2012-06-29) 

(e) Car Washing Establishment (Subject to Section 7.30)    (2012-06-29) 

(f) Church 

(g) Clinic 

(h) Commercial Garage (Subject to Section 7.30)     (2012-06-29) 

(i) Commercial School   

(j) Communications Use 

(k) Custom Workshop 

(l) Department Store 

(m) Drycleaning Establishment 

(n) Eating Establishment (subject to Section 7.21)(Subject to Section 7.30) 

           (1995-09-15)(2012-06-29) 

(o) Hotel 

(p) Laundromat 

(p.1) Lounge           (2011-05-06) 

(q) Office 

(r) Parking Area 

(s) Printing Establishment 

(t) Recycling Depot         (1997-11-21) 

(u) Retail of Building Supplies 

(v) Retail Store 

(w) Retail Warehouse 

(x) School 

(y) Service Shop  

(z) Service Station and Gas Bar (subject to Section 7.20) (Subject to Section 7.30) 

           (1995-06-09)(2012-06-29) 

(aa) Shopping Centre 

(bb) Sign Maker's Shop 

(cc) Taxi Business 

(dd) Veterinary Clinic 
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Recreational: 

 

  (ee) Recreational Use 

 

   

  Other: 

 

  (ff) Day Care Centre (subject to Section 7.6)     (1996-04-26) 

  (gg) Public Use 

  (hh) Public Utility 

 

 

10.21.2 Discretionary Uses (subject to Section 5.8) 

 

(a) Light Industrial Use         (2006-03-10)  

(b) Place of Amusement 

(c) Place of Assembly         (1995-11-24) 

(d) Warehouses          (2006-06-23) 

(e) Small Scale Wind Turbine        (2012-06-01) 

(f) Craft Brewery/Distillery        (2019-07-19) 

 

10.21.3 Zone Requirements 

 

  (1) The following requirements shall apply to all Commercial uses, except Service Stations: 

 

(a) Lot Area (minimum)     1800 square metres 

(b) Lot Frontage (minimum)     45 m 

(c) Lot Coverage (maximum)     50%    

(d) Floor Area Ratio (maximum)    1.0 

(f) Building Height (maximum)    20 m  (2017-09-22) 

(g) Building Line (minimum)     6 m 

(h) Side Yards (minimum)     1 metre per Storey 

(i) Side Yard on Flanking Road (minimum)  6 m 

(j) Rear Yard (minimum)     6 m 

(k) Landscaping on Lot (minimum)    20% 

 

  (2) All other uses: 

    

   As determined by Council 

 

10.21.4 Former Memorial Stadium Site - Lake Avenue and King’s Bridge Road 

 

  Notwithstanding the provisions of Section 10.21.1 and 10.21.2, the following shall apply to the 

  former Memorial Stadium site, located at Lake Avenue and King’s Bridge Road: 
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  Permitted Uses: 

(a) Bank (Subject to Section 7.30)       (2012-06-29) 

(b) Clinic 

(c) Dry Cleaning Establishment 

(d) Eating Establishment (Subject to Section 7.21)(Subject to Section 7.31)    (2012-06-29) 

(e) Office 

(f) Parking Area  

(g) Pharmacy 

(h) Recreational Use 

(i) Retail Store 

(j) Service Shop 

   

  Discretionary Uses: 

  (a) Public Use 

  (b) Public Utility   (2005-08-19)  
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City of St. John’s  PO Box 908  St. John’s, NL  Canada  A1C 5M2  www.stjohns.ca 

 
 
Title:       Quidi Vidi Village Traffic Complaints  
 
Date Prepared:  June 3, 2020   
 
Report To:    Committee of the Whole     
 
Councillor and Role: Councillor Sandy Hickman, Transportation & Regulatory Services 
 
Ward:    Ward 2    
  

Decision/Direction Required: 
Direction is required on whether to take action with respect to traffic complaints in Quidi Vidi 
Village. 
 
Discussion – Background and Current Status:  
The city continues to receive traffic complaints from residents in Quidi Vidi Village. Most 

requests focus on the volume of traffic in the core of the Village, the parking situation, and the 

constrained right of way on Quidi Vidi Village Road. 

Typical traffic speeds measured on Quidi Vidi Village Road in the core of the Village are 

30km/hr which aligns with the speed limit in the area and lower risk if collisions occur. 

There is a pattern of collisions within Quidi Vidi Village related to the narrowness and poor 

sight lines on the road. Thankfully the low number of collisions and low speeds have mitigated 

this pattern and the severity of these collisions is relatively lower than might otherwise be 

expected. 

Root causes 

Quidi Vidi Village is a popular destination for tourists and locals for its scenic views, trailheads 

and popular businesses. Quidi Vidi Village Road is popular recreational route for pedestrians, 

runners and people cycling. The streets in the village are narrow, winding and without 

sidewalks – meaning that pedestrians and people riding bikes or running share the road with 

motor vehicles. 

 

Action taken to date 

 Quidi Vidi Village Road was evaluated for a traffic calming project in 2011 and although 

traffic calming was warranted, a survey of residents didn’t get the required support to 

proceed.  

DECISION/DIRECTION NOTE 
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 A new parking area at the end of Cadet Road was developed in 2018-2019, adding 

formal parking spaces for visitors and defined spaces for tour buses.  

 A speed feedback sign is currently posted near the intersection of Regiment Road and 

Quidi Vidi Village Road on the approach to Quidi Vidi Village. 

 In 2017 council approved banning left turns from East White Hills Road onto The 

Boulevard with the goal of reducing through-traffic in Quidi Vidi Village. How this 

restriction would be incorporated with a broader set of changes was raised in early 2018 

and the question was not resolved. As such, this restriction has never been 

implemented.1 

 Additional parking on Cuckhold’s Cove Road: In 2019 a section of Cuckhold’s Cove 
Road east of Stone’s Road was opened to daytime parking to try and increase the 
supply of parking in the area. Parking directional signs were also added to help direct 
visitors to this area. 

 Parking regulatory sign update: In 2019 all parking regulatory signs were reviewed 
and updated to ensure the restrictions were clear to all drivers. 

 Parking wayfinding signs for Quidi Vidi Village: The City is currently undertaking a 
wayfinding sign project. Tourism related signage for the Village will incorporate parking 
and pedestrian exploration information. Once this process has finalized a visual theme 
the plan is to create additional parking directional signs that use this theme to help 
drivers find parking when visiting the Village. 

 
Previously considered actions 

 Traffic calming at the core of the village: Although Quidi Vidi Village Road is not on 
the traffic calming project list, some segments may qualify again if evaluated. The main 
factors in the previous rank were total traffic volumes and an estimate of non-local 
traffic. Neither of these issues is likely to be affected by anything short of significant 
restrictions. Speed cushions, which have been requested, are not effective at lowering 
speeds beyond the current typical speed of 30km/hr. However, if a traffic calming 
project is popular among residents and business owners it may be successful in 
reducing complaints. The process based on the Traffic Calming Policy would be to re-
evaluate and rank this area before any action is taken. 

 One-way traffic through the village: This could open up space for parking or active 
transportation but it would likely increase vehicle speeds through the village causing 
new safety issues. Increasing area for pedestrians within the core of the Village is a 
common concern raised. This would also displace traffic to the other end of Quidi Vidi 
Lake to an area that is already congested and is expected to affect residents worse than 
any other user group. 

 One-way traffic on The Boulevard Between East White Hills Road and Cadet 
Road: The predominant flow of traffic through the Village is toward The Boulevard 
(roughly 2/3 of traffic) rather than from The Boulevard (roughly 1/3 of traffic). A one-way 

                                                           

1 Reluctance to implement this restriction was also influenced by the significant outpouring of public feedback on 
the Winter Avenue restriction. Banning left turns off East White Hills Road is not expected to be an effective 
solution to the complaints in the Village nor is it supported by the data collected. 
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inbound only restriction would prevent this predominant flow and reduce through traffic 
in the Village. This displaced traffic would relocate to Forest Road and/or King’s Bridge 
Road. This option was considered by a committee of Council in 2017 and not advanced. 

 One-way traffic on Stone’s Road: This option was explored informally but due to 
negative feedback from residents affected was not advanced beyond investigation of 
feasibility. 

 
Other options 

 Status Quo: The root causes of the traffic related complaints are unlikely to be 
addressed without significant restrictions to traffic flow through Quidi Vidi Village. While 
this approach would likely please some, it would also be likely be a very negative 
change for others.  

 Traffic calming at the approach to the village: Speeds on the approaches to Quidi 
Vidi Village from The Boulevard and from Forest Road are higher than those in the core 
of the Village. Neither of these areas is commonly mentioned in complaints since they 
are slightly outside the area occupied by village residents. If issues exist, traditional 
traffic calming tools like speed cushions are likely to be effective. However, whether 
they would resolve the concerns raised by residents depends a lot on the perceptions of 
the affected population. 

 
 
Key Considerations/Implications: 
 

1. Budget/Financial Implications:  
Unknown 
 

2. Partners or Other Stakeholders:  
Businesses and residents of Quidi Vidi Village 
Economic Development, Culture & Partnerships 
 

3. Alignment with Strategic Directions/Adopted Plans:  
No direct alignment with existing strategic directions. However, this is related to “A City 
that Moves: A city that builds a balanced transportation network that gets people and 
goods where they want to go safely.” 
 

4. Legal or Policy Implications:  
n/a 
 

5. Privacy Implications:  
n/a 
 

6. Engagement and Communications Considerations:  
If a project is initiated, an engagement survey of affected residents and business 

owners would be required. 
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If traffic changes are approved for the area a communications strategy would be 

developed including a traffic advisory, PSA and social media to inform the public of the 

changes before they are implemented. 

 

7. Human Resource Implications:   
n/a 

 

8. Procurement Implications: 
n/a 
 

9. Information Technology Implications: 
n/a 

 

10. Other Implications:  
n/a 

 
Recommendation: 
That Council 
Direct staff to maintain status quo while continuing to monitor traffic and parking issues in Quidi 
Vidi Village and, if there is a significant change in the facts of the situation, bring that 
information to Council with any recommended actions.  
 
Prepared by: Marianne Alacoque, Transportation System Engineer 
 
Approved by: Garrett Donaher, Manager – Transportation Engineering 
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Report Approval Details 

Document Title: Quidi Vidi Village Traffic Complaints.docx 

Attachments:  

Final Approval Date: Jun 4, 2020 

 

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

Scott Winsor - Jun 4, 2020 - 3:30 PM 

Jason Sinyard - Jun 4, 2020 - 3:59 PM 
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DEVELOPMENT PERMITS LIST 
       FOR THE PERIOD OF JUNE 4, 2020 TO JUNE 17, 2020 

           
       

 
Code  

 
Applicant 

 
Application 

 
Location 

 
Ward 

 
Development 

Officer’s 
Decision 

 
Date 

COM AJNJ Holdings 
Inc. 

Hyundai Car Sales 
Lot 

515 Kenmount 
Road 

4 Approved 20-06-09 

RES  Demo/Rebuild for 
Single Family 

Dwelling 

59 Field Street 2 Approved 20-06-10 

RES  Demo/Rebuild for 
Single Family 

Dwelling 

82 Linegar 
Avenue 

5 Approved 20-06-10 

COM Fougere 
Menchenton 
Architecture 

Senior’s Apartment 
Building 

270 Portugal Cove 
Road 

1 Approved 20-06-12 

RES  Home Office for 
Online Clinical 

Trail Consulting 

2a King’s Bridge 
Court- Unit 101 

2 Approved 20-06-17 

       

       

       

 
 
 
* Code Classification: 

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

 
 

 

Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett 
Supervisor - Planning and 
Development 
 
 
 
 
 

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

     

Council's June 23, 2020 Regular Meeting   
 

       Permits Issued: 2020/06/04 to 2020/06/17 
 

     

 

BUILDING PERMITS ISSUED 

Residential 

 Location Permit Type Structure Type  

 1 Banyan Pl Fence Fence  

 1 Blatch Ave Deck Patio Deck  

 1 Lilac Cres New Construction Single Detached Dwelling  

 10 Franklyn Ave Renovations Single Detached Dwelling  

 10 Powell Pl Deck Patio Deck  

 10 Sugar Pine Cres New Construction Single Detached Dwelling  

 102 Prowse Ave Fence Fence  

 103 Castle Bridge Dr Accessory  Building Accessory Building  

 108 Higgins Line Fence Fence  

 111 Diamond Marsh Dr New Construction Single Detached Dwelling  

 114 Forest Rd Fence Fence  

 117 Fahey St Renovations Semi Detached Dwelling  

 12 Deanery Ave Accessory  Building Accessory Building  

 12 Ottawa St Accessory  Building Accessory Building  

 127 Diamond Marsh Dr Fence Fence  

 129 Diamond Marsh Dr Fence Fence  

 129 Diamond Marsh Dr Accessory  Building Accessory Building  

 13 Cherokee Dr Deck Patio Deck  

 13 Falkland St Accessory  Building Accessory Building  

 13 Sunset St Deck Patio Deck  

 14 Blake Pl Renovations Single Detached Dwelling  

 14 Cheyne Dr Accessory  Building Accessory Building  

 14 Cheyne Dr Deck Patio Deck  

 14 Kilkenny St Accessory  Building Accessory Building  

 142 Ladysmith Dr Accessory  Building Accessory Building  

 144 Topsail Rd Deck Patio Deck  

 145 Old Bay Bulls Rd Deck Patio Deck  

 145 Old Bay Bulls Rd Site Work Single Detached Dwelling  

 146 Casey St Renovations Single Detached Dwelling  

 15 Belfast St Fence Fence  
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 15 Greenspond Dr Fence Fence  

 15 Greenspond Dr Deck Patio Deck  

 15 Greenspond Dr Deck Patio Deck  

 15 Parsons Rd Fence Fence  

 15 Parsons Rd Site Work Single Detached Dwelling  

 16 Adventure Ave Site Work Single Detached Dwelling  

 16 Burin St Accessory  Building Accessory Building  

 16 Marigold Pl Fence Fence  

 16 Marigold Pl Accessory  Building Accessory Building  

 161 Old Petty Harbour Rd Fence Fence  

 17 Caprea Pl Accessory  Building Accessory Building  

 17 Vaughan Pl Fence Fence  

 170 Castle Bridge Dr Deck Patio Deck  

 171 Castle Bridge Dr Fence Fence  

 188 Forest Rd Fence Fence  

 189 Cheeseman Dr Accessory  Building Accessory Building  

 19 Cornwall Cres Site Work Single Detached Dwelling  

 2 Parkridge Dr Accessory  Building Accessory Building  

 2 Parkridge Dr Fence Fence  

 20 Cherokee Dr Fence Fence  

 20 Robinsons Pl Fence Fence  

 20 Soldier Cres Deck Patio Deck  

 204 Castle Bridge Dr New Construction Single Detached Dwelling  

 206 Doyle's Rd Deck Patio Deck  

 21 Adventure Ave Fence Fence  

 21 Athlone Pl Accessory  Building Accessory Building  

 21 Athlone Pl Fence Fence  

 21 Athlone Pl Deck Patio Deck  

 22 Lilac Cres New Construction Single Detached Dwelling  

 229-231 Back Line Accessory  Building Accessory Building  

 23 Duntara Cres Renovations Single Detached w/ apt.  

 23 Great Southern Dr Fence Fence  

 23 Jennmar Cres Fence Fence  

 23 Mooney Cres Fence Fence  

 24 Great Southern Dr Fence Fence  

 26 Pepperwood Dr Fence Fence  

 26 Pitcher's Path Site Work Single Detached Dwelling  

 26 Pitcher's Path Deck Patio Deck  

 27 Parsons Rd Fence Fence  
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 28 Beauford Pl Fence Fence  

 28 Beauford Pl Deck Patio Deck  

 28 Dillon Cres Fence Fence  

 286 Bay Bulls Rd Accessory  Building Accessory Building  

 3 Bulrush Ave Fence Fence  

 30 Gambier St Fence Fence  

 30 Wicklow St Site Work Single Detached Dwelling  

 30 Wicklow St Deck Patio Deck  

 33 Ballylee Cres New Construction Semi Detached Dwelling  

 33 Piper St Fence Fence  

 34 Corporal Jamie Murphy 

St 
Deck Patio Deck 

 

 349 Groves Rd Renovations Single Detached Dwelling  

 35 Old Bay Bulls Rd Fence Fence  

 352 Blackhead Rd Accessory  Building Accessory Building  

 36 Fleming St Deck Patio Deck  

 37 Ryan's Pl Accessory  Building Accessory Building  

 39 1/2 Bell's Turn Fence Fence  

 39 1/2 Bell's Turn Deck Patio Deck  

 4 Cashin Ave Renovations Single Detached Dwelling  

 4 Galashiels Pl Deck Patio Deck  

 4 Leeds Pl Accessory  Building Accessory Building  

 40 Bay Bulls Rd Fence Fence  

 40 Franklyn Ave Deck Patio Deck  

 40 Shaw St Deck Patio Deck  

 43 Country Grove Pl Accessory  Building Accessory Building  

 44 Cherrybark Cres Accessory  Building Accessory Building  

 45 Lester St Fence Fence  

 46 Lady Anderson St Fence Fence  

 46b Quidi Vidi Village Rd Fence Fence  

 47 Greenspond Dr Deck Patio Deck  

 48 The Boulevard Accessory  Building Accessory Building  

 48 The Boulevard Deck Patio Deck  

 5 Blackmarsh Rd Renovations Single Detached w/ apt.  

 51 Colville St Renovations Patio Deck  

 54 Diamond Marsh Dr New Construction Single Detached Dwelling  

 55 Charlton St Renovations Semi Detached Dwelling  

 55 Freshwater Rd Fence Fence  

 57 Henry Larsen St New Construction Duplex Dwelling  
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 58 Squires Ave Site Work Single Detached Dwelling  

 59 Diamond Marsh Dr Fence Fence  

 59 Henry Larsen St New Construction Duplex Dwelling  

 59 Mayor Ave Fence Fence  

 60 Maurice Putt Cres Accessory  Building Accessory Building  

 63 Hayward Ave Fence Fence  

 64 Stirling Cres Fence Fence  

 65 Harrington Dr Deck Patio Deck  

 69 Almond Cres Site Work Single Detached Dwelling  

 7 Dundas St Fence Fence  

 7 Lilac Cres Fence Fence  

 7 O'grady St Fence Fence  

 73 Bay Bulls Rd Accessory  Building Accessory Building  

 77 Cornwall Cres Renovations Single Detached Dwelling  

 78 Beaver Brook Dr Accessory  Building Accessory Building  

 8 Biscay Place Fence Fence  

 8 Inglis Pl Fence Fence  

 8 Redberry St Fence Fence  

 80 Freshwater Rd Renovations Single Detached Dwelling  

 81 Great Eastern Ave Fence Fence  

 821-823 Main Rd Accessory  Building Accessory Building  

 84 Notre Dame Dr Deck Patio Deck  

 86 Diamond Marsh Dr Accessory  Building Accessory Building  

 9 O'flynn Pl Accessory  Building Accessory Building  

 9 O'flynn Pl Deck Patio Deck  

 9 Parade St Renovations Townhousing  

 97 Ladysmith Dr Fence Fence  

 99 Diamond Marsh Dr New Construction Single Detached Dwelling  

   This Week: $2,488,396.99 

Commercial 

 Location Permit Type Structure Type  

 100 Lemarchant Rd Renovations Office  

 11 Barrows Rd Accessory  Building Accessory Building  

 120 Craigmillar Ave Renovations Apartment Building  

 
120 Torbay Rd 

Change of 

Occupancy/Renovations 
Private School 

 

 143 Forest Rd Renovations Apartment Building  

 143 Forest Rd Renovations Apartment Building  

 143 Forest Rd Renovations Apartment Building  
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 143 Forest Rd Renovations Apartment Building  

 143 Forest Rd Renovations Apartment Building  

 143 Forest Rd Renovations Apartment Building  

 143 Forest Rd Renovations Apartment Building  

 143 Forest Rd Renovations Apartment Building  

 143 Forest Rd Renovations Apartment Building  

 143 Forest Rd Renovations Apartment Building  

 143 Forest Rd Renovations Apartment Building  

 143 Forest Rd Renovations Apartment Building  

 143 Forest Rd Renovations Apartment Building  

 143 Forest Rd Renovations Apartment Building  

 143 Forest Rd Renovations Apartment Building  

 143 Forest Rd Renovations Apartment Building  

 16 Harbour View Ave Renovations Warehouse  

 
17 Elizabeth Ave 

Change of 

Occupancy/Renovations 
Service Shop 

 

 20 Hebron Way Deck Patio Deck  

 252 Duckworth St Renovations Restaurant  

 
302 Water St 

Change of 

Occupancy/Renovations 
Restaurant 

 

 44 Pleasant St Change of Occupancy Retail Store  

 5 Church Hill Deck Patio Deck  

 54 Kenmount Rd Sign Restaurant  

 66-68 Queen's Rd Renovations  Place Of Assembly  

   This Week: $729,551.63 

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  

 32 Rostellan Pl Demolition Single Detached Dwelling  

   This Week: $150,000.00 

   This Week's Total: $3,367,948.62 
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REPAIR PERMITS ISSUED:  
 

 

$188,668.00 
  

     

   

NO REJECTIONS 

 

 

  
 

 

     

    

YEAR TO DATE COMPARISONS 

June 23, 2020 

 

TYPE 2019 2020 
% Variance  

(+/-) 

Residential $16,093,877.98 $12,664,645.62 -21 

Commercial $67,673,668.97 $46,679,398.49 -31 

Government/Institutional $1,503,350.00 $136,500.00 -91 

Industrial $3,000.00 $3,000.00 NA 

Repairs $873,417.00 $596,095.00 -35 

TOTAL $86,147,313.95 $60,079,639.11 -30 
 

  

Housing Units (1 & 2 Family 

Dwelling) 
37 37  

 

  

Respectfully Submitted, 
 

 

 

_______________________________________ 

Jason Sinyard, P.Eng., MBA 

Deputy City Manager 

Planning, Engineering and Regulatory Services 
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Weekly Payment Vouchers 
For The 

Week Ending June 10, 2020 
 

 
 
 

Payroll 
 
Public Works $    457,098.06 
 
Bi-Weekly Administration $    779,169.63 
 
Bi-Weekly Management  $ 1,215,113.98 
  
Bi-Weekly Fire Department $    835,095.20 
 
 
 
Accounts Payable                                                       $ 1,685,783.05 
 
 
 
 
 

                                              Total:            $ 4,972,259.92 
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NAME DESCRIPTION AMOUNT
RSMEANS COMPANY, LLC YARDSTICKS 520.74                   
IDERA INC. SOFTWARE RENEWAL 10,732.12              
M-B COMPANIES INC. REPAIR PARTS 285.45                   
METAFILE INFORMATION SYSTEMS, INC. SUBSCRIPTION RENEWAL 2,547.18                
NATIONAL FIRE PROTECTION ASSOC. (NFPA) SUBSCRIPTION RENEWAL 2,540.81                
ST. JOHN'S CONVENTION CENTRE MEMBERSHIP FEE 750.00                   
CANADIAN CAPITAL CITIES ORGANIZATION MEMBERSHIP FEE 500.00                   
KANSTOR INC. REPAIR PARTS 216.34                   
CANCELLED CANCELLED -                         
BELL ALIANT TELEPHONE SERVICES 18,332.44              
TERRANCE & KIMBERLEY POWER REFUND OVERPAYMENT OF TAXES 25.00                     
T. MARK MCDONALD REFUND OVERPAYMENT OF TAXES 489.72                   
OWEN & SHANDEE GRIFFIN REFUND OVERPAYMENT OF TAXES 151.24                   
EVERARD & DAPHNE DAVIDGE REFUND OVERPAYMENT OF TAXES 101.38                   
HENRY KIELLEY REFUND OVERPAYMENT OF TAXES 453.62                   
ST. BRENDAN'S HOLDINGS REFUND SECURITY DEPOSIT 7,500.00                
GERALD SPRACKLIN REFUND OVERPAYMENT OF TAXES 469.17                   
STEPHEN POPE AND ESTHER MOONEY REFUND OVERPAYMENT OF TAXES 300.00                   
IAN FREDERICK HALE & JANET HALE REFUND OVERPAYMENT OF TAXES 230.00                   
DAVE MORGAN REFUND OVERPAYMENT OF TAXES 1,459.58                
ACOL PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 420.00                   
PAUL NUNES & HEATHER STAMP NUNES LEGAL CLAIM 227.70                   
ROBERT STEAD REFUND OVERPAYMENT OF TAXES 843.88                   
TERRENCE KAVANAGH REFUND OVERPAYMENT OF TAXES 471.22                   
PARTS FOR TRUCKS INC. REPAIR PARTS 1,730.35               
SMITH STOCKLEY LTD. PLUMBING SUPPLIES 814.14                  
ROGERS COMMUNICATIONS CANADA INC. DATA & USAGE CHARGES 430.57                  
ROGERS COMMUNICATIONS CANADA INC. DATA & USAGE CHARGES 33,176.02             
IRVING OIL MARKETING GP GASOLINE & DIESEL PURCHASES 1,728.66               
NEWFOUNDLAND POWER ELECTRICAL SERVICES 50,421.21             
NEWFOUNDLAND EXCHEQUER ACCOUNT PAYROLL DEDUCTIONS 146,585.13           
PUBLIC SERVICE CREDIT UNION PAYROLL DEDUCTIONS 2,659.38               
PARTS FOR TRUCKS INC. REPAIR PARTS 7,142.34               
NEWFOUNDLAND POWER ELECTRICAL SERVICES 181,997.50           
CITY OF CORNER BROOK SNOW CLEARING SERVICES 101,683.51           
PRINT SHOP LIMITED SIGNAGE 644.00                  
TORBAY ROAD ANIMAL HOSPITAL PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 409.72                  
ACTION CAR AND TRUCK ACCESSORIES AUTO PARTS 1,243.07               
MUNICIPAL WORLD INC. SUBSCRIPTION RENEWAL 322.00                  
ASHFORD SALES LTD. REPAIR PARTS 229.83                  
AUTOMOTIVE SUPPLIES 1985 LTD. AUTO SUPPLIES 953.71                  
AVALON FORD SALES LTD. AUTO PARTS 76.26                    
RDM INDUSTRIAL LTD. INDUSTRIAL SUPPLIES 2,472.32               
NEWFOUNDLAND EXCHEQUER ACCOUNT ANNUAL OPERATING FEES 883.20                  
STAPLES THE BUSINESS DEPOT - MP OFFICE SUPPLIES 1,011.52               
CABOT PEST CONTROL PEST CONTROL 285.20                  
CHARLES R. BELL LTD. APPLIANCES 744.05                  
ROCKWATER PROFESSIONAL PRODUCT CHEMICALS   12,033.53             
PRINT & SIGN SHOP SIGNAGE 12,813.88             
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NAME DESCRIPTION AMOUNT
PROTEK INDUSTRIES LTD PROTEK COLD PATCH BULK 5,340.60               
MSC INDUSTRIAL SUPPLY ULC REPAIR PARTS 13,960.03             
UNITED RENTAL OF CANADA INC. RENTAL OF EQUIPMENT 130.08                  
TB CLIFT LTD REPAIR PARTS 938.40                  
PINNACLE OFFICE SOLUTIONS LTD PHOTOCOPIES 2.58                      
WESTERN HYDRAULIC 2000 LTD REPAIR PARTS 399.63                  
WOOD ENVIRONMENT & INFRASTRUCTURE SOLUTIONS PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 10,995.30             
CABOT BUSINESS FORMS AND PROMOTIONS BUSINESS FORMS 1,097.56               
TRIWARE TECHNOLOGIES INC. COMPUTER EQUIPMENT 3,880.10               
WAJAX EQUIPMENT PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 1,987.78               
PRACTICA LIMITED SCOOP BAGS 2,570.25               
CANADIAN CORPS COMMISSIONAIRES SECURITY SERVICES 23,806.94             
MAC TOOLS TOOLS 2,514.05               
KENT BUILDING SUPPLIES 3,177.12               
STINGRAY RADIO INC. ADVERTISEMENT 2,300.00               
COLONIAL GARAGE & DIST. LTD. AUTO PARTS 944.44                  
PETER'S AUTO WORKS INC. TOWING OF VEHICLES 230.00                  
CONSTRUCTION SIGNS LTD. SIGNAGE 12,329.44             
SCARLET EAST COAST SECURITY LTD TRAFFIC CONTROL 4,980.65               
BUREAU VERITAS CANADA (2019) INC WATER PURIFICATION SUPPLIES 1,002.80               
JAMES G CRAWFORD LTD. PLUMBING SUPPLIES 528.26                  
ENVIROSYSTEMS INC. PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 44,732.70             
FASTENAL CANADA REPAIR PARTS 36.83                    
CUMMINS CANADA ULC REPAIR PARTS 1,954.50               
CRAWFORD & COMPANY CANADA INC ADJUSTING FEES 759.00                  
WAJAX POWER SYSTEMS REPAIR PARTS 131.67                  
HITECH COMMUNICATIONS LIMITED REPAIRS TO EQUIPMENT 16,526.65             
NEWLAB OXYGEN LIMITED SAFETY SUPPLIES 102.54                  
REEFER REPAIR SERVICES (2015) LIMITED REPAIR PARTS 16,672.31             
THYSSENKRUPP ELEVATOR ELEVATOR MAINTENANCE 2,058.50               
CANADIAN TIRE CORP.-KELSEY DR. MISCELLANEOUS SUPPLIES 482.84                  
ELECTRONIC CENTER LIMITED ELECTRONIC SUPPLIES 14.38                    
HOME DEPOT OF CANADA INC. BUILDING SUPPLIES 125.73                  
OMB PARTS & INDUSTRIAL INC. REPAIR PARTS 453.35                  
PRINCESS AUTO MISCELLANEOUS ITEMS 1,297.86               
ROAD SERVICES INTERNATIONAL LTD REPAIR PARTS 1,118.66               
GREENWOOD SERVICES INC. OPEN SPACE MAINTENANCE 6,322.69               
STELLAR INDUSTRIAL SALES LTD. INDUSTRIAL SUPPLIES 36.80                    
PROVINCIAL FENCE PRODUCTS FENCING MATERIALS 15,413.45             
WOLSELEY CANADA INC. REPAIR PARTS 13,609.25             
TROY LIFE & FIRE SAFETY LTD. PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 1,092.50               
MARTAK CANADA LTD. REPAIR PARTS 261.63                  
MADSEN CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT INC. REPAIR PARTS 438.79                  
HARRIS & ROOME SUPPLY LIMITED ELECTRICAL SUPPLIES 241.84                  
HARVEY & COMPANY LIMITED REPAIR PARTS 4,183.17               
HARVEY'S OIL LTD. PETROLEUM PRODUCTS 1,274.48               
BRENNTAG CANADA INC CHLORINE 15,009.39             
GRAYMONT (NB) INC., HYDRATED LIME 22,425.56             
HICKMAN MOTORS LIMITED REPAIR PARTS 109.10                  
HOLDEN'S TRANSPORT LTD. RENTAL OF EQUIPMENT 2,346.00               
TTI SALES & SERVICES INC., REPAIR PARTS 244.36                  
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NAME DESCRIPTION AMOUNT
SOURCE ATLANTIC INDUSTRIAL DISTRIBUTION REPAIR PARTS 1,266.16               
UNIVAR CANADA CHEMICALS 31,597.26             
PENNECON TECHNICAL SERVICES LTD PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 7,778.62               
GERALD PENNEY ASSOCIATES LIMITED PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 15,470.08             
IMPRINT SPECIALTY PROMOTIONS LTD PROMOTIONAL ITEMS 623.76                  
ONX ENTERPRISE SOLUTIONS LIMITED REPAIR PART 36,723.06             
PINNACLE ENGINEERING (2018)  LIMITED PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 4,402.12               
KEAN'S PUMP SHOP LTD. REPAIR PARTS 845.25                  
SAFETY FIRST-SFC LTD. PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 13,573.10             
KENT BUILDING SUPPLIES-STAVANGER DR BUILDING MATERIALS 275.54                  
THE CARPET FACTORY SUPERSTORE PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 57,324.72             
MACKAY COMMUNICATIONS - CANADA, INC. PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 39,902.13             
BELFOR PROPERTY  RESTORATION PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 494.50                  
STAPLES ADVANTAGE OFFICE SUPPLIES 241.65                  
J.A. LARUE REPAIR PARTS 642.56                  
JT MARTIN & SONS LTD. HARDWARE SUPPLIES 913.39                  
YELLOW PAGES ADVERTISEMENT 140.53                  
MCLOUGHLAN SUPPLIES LTD. ELECTRICAL SUPPLIES 806.77                  
MIKAN SCIENTIFIC INC. REPAIR PARTS 498.30                  
KONICA MINOLTA BUSINESS SOLUTIONS CANADA LTD LEASING OF PHOTOCOPIER 92.30                    
SUMMIT PLUMBING & HEATING LTD. PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 4,387.81               
ROCK SAFETY INDUSTRIAL LTD. REPAIR PARTS 31,767.48             
NEWFOUNDLAND DISTRIBUTORS LTD. INDUSTRIAL SUPPLIES 832.50                  
NL KUBOTA LIMITED REPAIR PARTS 148.22                  
TOROMONT CAT AUTO PARTS 65,803.90             
NORTH ATLANTIC PETROLEUM PETROLEUM PRODUCTS 98,166.74             
PENNECON HYDRAULIC SYSTEMS LTD REPAIR PARTS 9,019.60               
PBA INDUSTRIAL SUPPLIES LTD. INDUSTRIAL SUPPLIES 349.26                  
ORKIN CANADA PEST CONTROL 146.06                  
GCR TIRE CENTRE TIRES 6,099.81               
PRAXAIR PRODUCTS INC. CARBON DIOXIDE 230.54                  
K & D PRATT LTD. REPAIR PARTS AND CHEMICALS 3,020.25               
RIDEOUT TOOL & MACHINE INC. TOOLS 275.90                  
ROYAL FREIGHTLINER LTD REPAIR PARTS 4,533.07               
S & S SUPPLY LTD. CROSSTOWN RENTALS REPAIR PARTS 11,584.96             
ST. JOHN'S PORT AUTHORITY RENTAL OF QUARRY SITE 5,884.55               
SAUNDERS EQUIPMENT LIMITED REPAIR PARTS 8,302.96               
SPEEDY AUTOMOTIVE LTD. AUTOMOTIVE SUPPLIES 788.13                  
TRACTION DIV OF UAP REPAIR PARTS 19,324.42             
WATERWORKS SUPPLIES DIV OF EMCO LTD REPAIR PARTS 16,630.54             
WEIRS CONSTRUCTION LTD. STONE/ROAD GRAVEL 5,636.84               
WINDCO ENTERPRISES LTD. FLAGS 398.94                  
MELAY, CAROL LEGAL CLAIM 402.50                  
COLLINS, CHRISTINA , M LEGAL CLAIM 103.50                  
WHITE, LANA LEGAL CLAIM 161.00                  
KEY ASSETS NEWFOUNDLAND & LABRADOR INC. RAILWAY COASTAL MUSEUM LEASE 68,000.00             
INSTITUTE OF MUNICIPAL ASSESSORS MEMBERSHIP RENEWAL 450.00                  
THE GATHERING PLACE SUPPORTIVE REFERRAL CLAIM 1,465.41               
TECHNICAL ROPE & RESCUE SAFETY SUPPLIES 80.50                    
GOSS GILROY INC PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 6,562.48               
CHOICES FOR YOUTH INC. HPS FUNDS 24,852.11             
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NAME DESCRIPTION AMOUNT
NEIA MEMBERSHIP RENEWAL 977.50                  
WILLIAMS, KEITH VEHICLE BUSINESS INSURANCE 158.00                  
JAMES MOORE MILEAGE 253.77                  
PAT PENDERGAST CLOTHING ALLOWANCE 137.99                  
DAPHNE SULLIVAN VEHICLE BUSINESS INSURANCE 210.00                  
LEONARD, MATTHEW TUITION 466.25                  
TYRONE GOSSE VEHICLE BUSINESS INSURANCE 274.00                  
ANDREW RODGERS EMPLOYMENT RELATED EXPENSES 400.00                  
MELANIE SHEA EMPLOYMENT RELATED EXPENSES 491.06                  
JOANNE SLANEY EMPLOYMENT RELATED EXPENSES 362.25                  
IMP SOLUTIONS SOFTWARE RENEWAL 54,492.35             
SALTWIRE, THE TELEGRAM, BOUNTY PRINT ADVERTISEMENT 1,399.10               
VALLEN REPAIR PARTS 36,389.10             
LEADING EDGE GROUP PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 5,267.00               
PRAXIS COMMUNICATIONS PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 4,025.00               
PARSONS PAVING LTD. SNOW CLEARING SERVICES 45,833.25             
PAYBYPHONE TECHNOLOGIES INC. PARKING METERS 62.56                    
SEM LTD. PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 3,363.75               
HARBOURSIDE ENGINEERING CONSULTANTS PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 16,539.88             
WITLESS BAY HOME HARDWARELTD REPAIR PARTS 2,461.00               
IDOCTORNL PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 40.00                    
PERRY MATTHEWS TOWING INC. PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 3,593.75               
WFC PROPERTY SERVICES LTD PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 12,075.00             
PEMAC MEMBERSHIP RENEWALS 4,359.75               
CANCOM SALES INC. REPAIR PARTS 1,118.95               
ORMAC INDUSTRIAL SUPPLY INC REPAIR PARTS 2,154.72               
REDWOOD CONSTRUCTION LIMITED PROGRESS PAYMENT 5,204.06               

TOTAL: 1,685,783.05$    
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Weekly Payment Vouchers 
For The 

     Week Ending June 17, 2020  
 

 
 
 

Payroll 
 
 
Public Works $     448,271.57 
 
Bi-Weekly Casual $            224.52 
 
Accounts Payable $   3,997,508.05 
 

 
 
 

                                              Total:               $   4,446,004.14 
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NAME DESCRIPTION AMOUNT
SOLARWINDS SOFTWARE RENEWAL 11,326.46            
METAFILE INFORMATION SYSTEMS, INC. PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 344.94                 
KOMPAN, INC RECREATION SUPPLIES 24,810.00            
RECEIVER GENERAL FOR CANADA PAYROLL DEDUCTIONS 576.90                 
RECEIVER GENERAL FOR CANADA PAYROLL DEDUCTIONS 1,223.60              
VERMEER CANADA INC. REPAIR PARTS 1,147.33              
LEXISNEXIS CANADA INC. PUBLICATION 604.28                 
JUDI CARROLL BAILIFF SERVICES 48.00                  
ATLANTIC POWERTRAIN EQUIPT INC REPAIR PARTS 151.32                 
NORTHERN FIRST AID LTD. SAFETY SUPPLIES 1,384.94              
NEWFOUNDLAND EXCHEQUER ACCOUNT PUBLICATION IN GAZETTE 55.87                  
UNIFUND ASSURANCE COMPANY LEGAL CLAIM 4,308.00              
DANIEL MATTHEWS REFUND SECURITY DEPOSIT 2,000.00              
THE NEW VOGUE FURRIERS LTD. REFUND SECURITY DEPOSIT 1,000.00              
GORDON BURRY LEGAL CLAIM 293.25                 
GARY RIDEOUT LEGAL CLAIM 240.30                 
DECLAN AU LEGAL CLAIM 287.50                 
MARK NOSEWORTHY LEGAL CLAIM 259.90                 
JENNIFER SHIK REFUND SECURITY DEPOSIT 50.00                  
CHRIS DRUKEN REFUND SECURITY DEPOSIT 50.00                  
FLORENCE SHORTALL REFUND SECURITY DEPOSIT 243.00                 
ERICA MCPHEE REFUND SECURITY DEPOSIT 300.00                 
CHERIE HARTERY LEGAL CLAIM 189.75                 
DIANE BRIDGER LEGAL CLAIM 830.30                 
JOSEPH PICCOTT LEGAL CLAIM 355.00                 
IAIN PRITCHETT REFUND PARKING PERMIT 175.00                 
MARIAN BARNABLE REFUND ADOPTION FEE 138.00                 
DWAYNE & CATHERINE RAYNARD REFUND OVERPAYMENT OF TAXES 1,611.52              
BRIAN & JUDY LAWLOR REFUND OVERPAYMENT OF TAXES 204.58                 
SHELL CANADA LIMITED REFUND OVERPAYMENT OF TAXES 1,288.05              
PHILIP J. GAVELL REFUND OVERPAYMENT OF TAXES 265.01                 
HAROLD P. YOUNG COURT OF APPEAL REFUND 200.00                 
PETER SYMONDS LEGAL CLAIM 94.30                  
LISA DE LEON LEGAL CLAIM 333.50                 
10511 NEWFOUNDLAND INC. REFUND OVERPAYMENT OF TAXES 482.33                 
PERHAM HOMES REFUND SECURITY DEPOSIT 1,000.00              
DONOVAN HOMES LIMITED REFUND SECURITY DEPOSIT 1,000.00              
GORDON  DOWNTON LEGAL CLAIM 149.50                 
LARRY HANN LEGAL CLAIM 255.30                 
CHRIS SNOW REFUND SECURITY DEPOSIT 500.00                 
CHRISTOPHER & LORRAINE COOPER REFUND SECURITY DEPOSIT 300.00                 
JASON & JOY HURLEY LEGAL CLAIM 287.50                 
TERRENCE KAVANAGH COURT OF APPEAL REFUND 200.00                 
NEWFOUNDLAND EXCHEQUER ACCOUNT FILING FEE 100.00                 
CITY OF ST. JOHN'S REPLENISH PETTY CASH 478.11                 
WILLIAM S. KENNEDY LAW OFFICE LAND ACQUISITION 3,599.78              
NEWFOUNDLAND POWER ELECTRICAL SERVICES 86,881.95            
SHRED-IT INTERNATIONAL PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 763.83                 
STERICYCLE INC., PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 110.40                 
ACKLANDS-GRAINGER INDUSTRIAL SUPPLIES 869.61                 
AFONSO GROUP LIMITED SEWER INSPECTIONS 414.00                 
RBC INVESTOR & TREASURY SERVICES CUSTODY FEES 718.13                 
ACTION CAR AND TRUCK ACCESSORIES AUTO PARTS 731.39                 
APEX CONSTRUCTION SPECIALTIES INC. REPAIR PARTS 1,936.60              
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NAME DESCRIPTION AMOUNT
ASHFORD SALES LTD. REPAIR PARTS 426.88                 
AUTOMOTIVE SUPPLIES 1985 LTD. AUTO SUPPLIES 1,181.34              
AVALON FORD SALES LTD. AUTO PARTS 151.80                 
BABB SECURITY SYSTEMS SECURITY SERVICES 1,091.35              
E TUCKER AND SONS LTD. PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 657.57                 
RDM INDUSTRIAL LTD. INDUSTRIAL SUPPLIES 228.74                 
HERCULES SLR INC. REPAIR PARTS 314.25                 
STAPLES THE BUSINESS DEPOT - MP OFFICE SUPPLIES 344.94                 
SMS EQUIPMENT REPAIR PARTS 80.85                  
CABOT PEST CONTROL PEST CONTROL 65.55                  
CHARLES R. BELL LTD. APPLIANCES 575.00                 
ROCKWATER PROFESSIONAL PRODUCT CHEMICALS   2,933.67              
PRINT & SIGN SHOP SIGNAGE 690.00                 
DBA CONSULTING ENGINEERS LTD. PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 2,179.25              
UNITED RENTAL OF CANADA INC. RENTAL OF EQUIPMENT 740.26                 
BROWNE'S AUTO SUPPLIES LTD. AUTOMOTIVE REPAIR PARTS 291.25                 
BDI CANADA INC HAND CLEANER 242.40                 
WOOD ENVIRONMENT & INFRASTRUCTURE SOLUTIONS PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 7,089.75              
THE OUTFITTERS RECREATION SUPPLIES 275.95                 
CANADA POST CORPORATION POSTAGE SERVICES 9,054.93              
AIR LIQUIDE CANADA INC. CHEMICALS AND WELDING PRODUCTS 88.80                  
HISCOCK'S SPRING SERVICE HARDWARE SUPPLIES 1,828.35              
THOMSON REUTERS CANADA PUBLICATIONS 2,753.81              
CANADA CLEAN GLASS CLEANING OF WINDOWS 6,095.00              
COASTAL ENTRANCE SOLUTIONS REPAIR PARTS 289.80                 
SOBEY'S INC PET SUPPLIES 1,133.21              
JOE JOHNSON EQUIPMENT INC. REPAIR PARTS 1,340.30              
NORTH ATLANTIC SUPPLIES INC. REPAIR PARTS 321.77                 
KENT BUILDING SUPPLIES 1,383.40              
CBCL LIMITED PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 35,925.53            
PF COLLINS CUSTOMS BROKER LTD DUTY AND TAXES 29.08                  
COLONIAL GARAGE & DIST. LTD. AUTO PARTS 3,342.24              
PETER'S AUTO WORKS INC. TOWING OF VEHICLES 1,696.25              
COMPLETE TRANSPORT SERVICES LTD. PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 122.48                 
CONSTRUCTION SIGNS LTD. SIGNAGE 3,457.50              
SCARLET EAST COAST SECURITY LTD TRAFFIC CONTROL 510.31                 
BUREAU VERITAS CANADA (2019) INC WATER PURIFICATION SUPPLIES 7,939.31              
CRANE SUPPLY LTD. PLUMBING SUPPLIES 364.26                 
JAMES G CRAWFORD LTD. PLUMBING SUPPLIES 728.78                 
ENVIROSYSTEMS INC. PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 17,486.24            
FASTENAL CANADA REPAIR PARTS 781.54                 
CRAWFORD & COMPANY CANADA INC ADJUSTING FEES 1,639.00              
DICKS & COMPANY LIMITED OFFICE SUPPLIES 229.84                 
MADSEN DIESEL & TURBINE INC. AUTO PARTS 858.23                 
WAJAX POWER SYSTEMS REPAIR PARTS 40,052.43            
MIC MAC FIRE & SAFETY SOURCE SAFETY SUPPLIES 2,328.75              
EAST COAST HYDRAULICS REPAIR PARTS 59.53                  
REEFER REPAIR SERVICES (2015) LIMITED REPAIR PARTS 6,728.17              
ATLANTIC HOSE & FITTINGS RUBBER HOSE 95.86                  
DOMINION RECYCLING LTD. PIPE 68.31                  
RUSSEL METALS INC. METALS 126.50                 
CANADIAN TIRE CORP.-HEBRON WAY MISCELLANEOUS SUPPLIES 526.84                 
CANADIAN TIRE CORP.-KELSEY DR. MISCELLANEOUS SUPPLIES 2,055.07              
EAST COAST MARINE & INDUSTRIAL MARINE & INDUSTRIAL SUPPLIES 373.75                 
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EASTERN MEDICAL SUPPLIES MEDICAL SUPPLIES 241.50                 
ELECTRONIC CENTER LIMITED ELECTRONIC SUPPLIES 228.85                 
HOME DEPOT OF CANADA INC. BUILDING SUPPLIES 762.86                 
DOMINION STORE 935 MISCELLANEOUS SUPPLIES 197.22                 
EATON INDUSTRIES (CANADA) COMPANY PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 1,550.20              
21ST CENTURY OFFICE SYSTEMS 1992 LTD. OFFICE SUPPLIES 463.45                 
EMERGENCY REPAIR LIMITED AUTO PARTS AND LABOUR 964.00                 
PRINCESS AUTO MISCELLANEOUS ITEMS 2,411.90              
COASTLINE SPECIALTIES PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 115.00                 
STELLAR INDUSTRIAL SALES LTD. INDUSTRIAL SUPPLIES 64.69                  
ENTERPRISE RENT-A-CAR RENTAL OF VEHICLES 3,277.50              
PROVINCIAL FENCE PRODUCTS FENCING MATERIALS 11,148.10            
WOLSELEY CANADA INC. REPAIR PARTS 223.25                 
TROY LIFE & FIRE SAFETY LTD. PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 1,441.81              
MARTAK CANADA LTD. REPAIR PARTS 293.25                 
MADSEN CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT INC. REPAIR PARTS 583.02                 
HARRIS & ROOME SUPPLY LIMITED ELECTRICAL SUPPLIES 3,549.72              
HARVEY & COMPANY LIMITED REPAIR PARTS 766.34                 
HARVEY'S OIL LTD. PETROLEUM PRODUCTS 984.49                 
HICKMAN MOTORS LIMITED REPAIR PARTS 109.19                 
HISCOCK RENTALS & SALES INC. HARDWARE SUPPLIES 229.94                 
HOLDEN'S TRANSPORT LTD. RENTAL OF EQUIPMENT 2,438.00              
FLEET READY LTD. REPAIR PARTS 571.60                 
TTI SALES & SERVICES INC., REPAIR PARTS 22.75                  
SOURCE ATLANTIC INDUSTRIAL DISTRIBUTION REPAIR PARTS 1,532.49              
BRANDT POSITIONING TECHNOLOGY REPAIR PARTS 1,144.25              
GERALD PENNEY ASSOCIATES LIMITED PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 5,156.69              
SCOTIA RECYCLING (NL) LIMITED TIP FLOOR FEES 105,401.53          
ULINE SAND BAGS 156.64                 
CH2M HILL PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 47,068.97            
ONX ENTERPRISE SOLUTIONS LIMITED SOFTWARE RENEWAL 9,445.26              
CLEAN AIR SOLUTIONS PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 86.25                  
TRANE CANADA CO. PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 349.88                 
KAVANAGH &  ASSOCIATES PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 49,356.56            
KENT BUILDING SUPPLIES-STAVANGER DR BUILDING MATERIALS 328.56                 
THE TOY BOX REPAIR PARTS 137.93                 
CENTINEL SERVICES REPAIR PARTS 844.10                 
KERR CONTROLS LTD. INDUSTRIAL SUPPLIES 2,205.17              
DULUX PAINTS - OLD PENNYWELL RD PAINT & SUPPLIES 21,609.76            
KING PROCESS TECHNOLOGY PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 57.50                  
BELFOR PROPERTY  RESTORATION PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 713.00                 
MARK'S WORK WEARHOUSE PROTECTIVE CLOTHING 235.12                 
JT MARTIN & SONS LTD. HARDWARE SUPPLIES 532.17                 
MARTIN'S FIRE SAFETY LTD. SAFETY SUPPLIES 5,692.50              
QUALITY TRUCK & TRAILER REPAIR PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 8,638.79              
MCLOUGHLAN SUPPLIES LTD. ELECTRICAL SUPPLIES 1,202.75              
MIKAN SCIENTIFIC INC. REPAIR PARTS 1,272.30              
SUMMIT PLUMBING & HEATING LTD. PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 4,058.10              
ROCK SAFETY INDUSTRIAL LTD. REPAIR PARTS 160.54                 
PRINTERS PLUS TONER CARTRIDGES 321.92                 
CROMER INDUSTRIES (1988) CORP. REPAIR PARTS 725.61                 
WAJAX INDUSTRIAL COMPONENTS REPAIR PARTS 34.29                  
NEWFOUNDLAND DISTRIBUTORS LTD. INDUSTRIAL SUPPLIES 907.29                 
NL KUBOTA LIMITED REPAIR PARTS 2,448.59              
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NEWFOUNDLAND & LABRADOR HOUSING CORP. (NLCH) REFUND OF OVERPAYMENT OF TAXES 1,848.00              
TOROMONT CAT AUTO PARTS 226.85                 
EASTERN SAFETY SERVICES SAFETY SUPPLIES 4,968.00              
PENNECON HYDRAULIC SYSTEMS LTD REPAIR PARTS 997.00                 
PBA INDUSTRIAL SUPPLIES LTD. INDUSTRIAL SUPPLIES 4,688.24              
GCR TIRE CENTRE TIRES 5,731.72              
PARTS FOR TRUCKS INC. REPAIR PARTS 962.78                 
POWERLITE ELECTRIC LTD. ELECTRICAL PARTS 113.73                 
PRAXAIR PRODUCTS INC. CARBON DIOXIDE 243.60                 
K & D PRATT LTD. REPAIR PARTS AND CHEMICALS 20,429.58            
PROFESSIONAL UNIFORMS & MATS INC. PROTECTIVE CLOTHING 563.47                 
PUROLATOR INC. COURIER SERVICES 54.60                  
RIDEOUT TOOL & MACHINE INC. TOOLS 1,952.37              
ROYAL FREIGHTLINER LTD REPAIR PARTS 9,324.04              
S & S SUPPLY LTD. CROSSTOWN RENTALS REPAIR PARTS 3,019.96              
SAUNDERS EQUIPMENT LIMITED REPAIR PARTS 2,523.97              
SANSOM EQUIPMENT LTD. REPAIR PARTS 7,107.70              
SMITH STOCKLEY LTD. PLUMBING SUPPLIES 200.32                 
SMITH'S HOME CENTRE LIMITED HARDWARE SUPPLIES 48.28                  
STEELFAB INDUSTRIES LTD. STEEL 671.92                 
TRACTION DIV OF UAP REPAIR PARTS 3,253.04              
TULK'S GLASS & KEY SHOP LTD. PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 1,701.64              
URBAN CONTRACTING JJ WALSH LTD PROPERTY REPAIRS 488.75                 
WEIRS CONSTRUCTION LTD. STONE/ROAD GRAVEL 11,500.76            
WESCO DISTRIBUTION CANADA INC. REPAIR PARTS 521.36                 
WINDCO ENTERPRISES LTD. FLAGS 410.46                 
MELISSA SMALLWOOD & JOSH QUINTON LEGAL CLAIM 319.70                 
BRUCE, DARRELL LEGAL CLAIM 218.50                 
LUSHMAN, SANDRA LEGAL CLAIM 557.74                 
KING, JESSICA LEGAL CLAIM 260.18                 
ANGELA DYKE LEGAL CLAIM 218.50                 
HALL, MICHAEL LEGAL CLAIM 103.50                 
PETER AND SHIRLEY BARBOUR LEGAL CLAIM 195.50                 
O'GRADY, SARAH LEGAL CLAIM 333.50                 
BELL MOBILITY INC. RADIO DIVISION MAINTENANCE CHARGES & REPAIRS 2,175.80              
EASTERN WASTE MANAGEMENT Q3 2020 QUARTERLY PAYMENT 825,000.00          
TROY TEMPLEMAN PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 1,581.25              
STEWART MCKELVEY LAND ACQUISITION 2,935.95              
GFL ENVIRONMENTAL INC. PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 14,899.80            
DOREEN  BROWN LEGAL CLAIM 190.90                 
CRITCH, ROBERT TELEPHONE EXPENSE 111.40                 
CHRIS FALLON VEHICLE BUSINESS INSURANCE 353.00                 
BATTEN, DAVE EMPLOYMENT RELATED EXPENSES 55.51                  
RICK PRICE MILEAGE 50.05                  
DAVE HILLIER CLOTHING ALLOWANCE 125.00                 
RICHARD NOSEWORTHY CLOTHING ALLOWANCE 125.00                 
WINDSOR, JOSEPH VEHICLE BUSINESS INSURANCE 331.00                 
CRYSTAL BARRON MILEAGE 106.74                 
MACNEIL, GARY CLOTHING ALLOWANCE 125.00                 
AUGUSTINE PROWSE TUITION 347.50                 
SARAH NICHOLS MILEAGE 34.28                  
SALTWIRE, THE TELEGRAM, BOUNTY PRINT ADVERTISEMENT 699.55                 
VALLEN REPAIR PARTS 1,239.25              
FLEETMIND SOLUTIONS LTD. SOFTWARE RENEWAL 3,563.85              
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PICTOMETRY CANADA CORP REPAIR PARTS 2,903.75              
THE SHOP INDUSTRIAL INC. REPAIR PARTS 857.42                 
DMG CONSULTING PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 6,944.56              
HIGHLAND CELLULAR / THE HOME DOCTOR LTD ELECTRONIC SUPPLIES 137.96                 
ZOLL MEDICAL CANADA INC REPAIR PARTS 345.00                 
J.W. BIRD & CO LTD REPAIR PARTS 364.55                 
REDWOOD CONSTRUCTION LIMITED PROGRESS PAYMENT 4,226.94              
DEXTER CONSTRUCTION PROGRESS PAYMENT 1,444,604.23       
INFINITY CONSTRUCTION PROGRESS PAYMENT 106,524.25          
NORTH ATLANTIC PETROLEUM PETROLEUM PRODUCTS 102,099.78          
CIBC MELLON GLOBAL SECURITIES EMPLOYEE DEDUCTIONS 2,377.46              
SSQ INSURANCE COMPANY INC. PAYROLL DEDUCTIONS 5,135.85              
DESJARDINS FINANCIAL SECURITY PAYROLL DEDUCTIONS 713,226.91          
PUBLIC SERVICE CREDIT UNION PAYROLL DEDUCTIONS 3,636.41              
INSTITUTE OF MUNICIPAL ASSESSORS MEMBERSHIP RENEWAL 345.00                 
CHANDLER CLOTHING ALLOWANCE 951.60                 
WATERWORKS SUPPLIES DIV OF EMCO LTD REPAIR PARTS 4,598.17              
PEMAC AMP FOR MUNICIPAL PROGRAM 4,359.75              
NEWFOUNDLAND POWER ELECTRICAL SERVICES 21,050.23            

TOTAL: 3,997,508.05$  
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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: 2020088 – Two (2) Stake Body Trucks 

Date Prepared:   Thursday, June 11, 2020 

Report To:   Regular Meeting 

Councillor and Role: Councillor Ian Froude, Public Works & Sustainability 

Ward:    N/A  

 
Department:   Public Works  

Division:   Fleet  

Quotes Obtained By: Sherry Kieley    

Budget Code:  PWP-2020-985   

Source of Funding: Capital 

Purpose:    
This open call was required as part of the regular fleet replacement plan. 
 

Results: ☐ As attached ☐ As noted below  

 

Vendor Name Bid Amount 

Royal Freightliner $240,044.33 

Hickman Chrysler Dodge Jeep $248,227.73 

Cabot Ford Lincoln Sales Limited $248,505.80 

 

Expected Value: ☒ As above 

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

    not guarantee to buy specific quantities or dollar value. 
 
Contract Duration:  Delivery date shall be within 6 months of award of tender. 
 

Bid Exception:  None 

 
Recommendation:  
That Council award open call 2020088 – Two (2) Stake Body Trucks to the lowest bidder 
meeting specification, Royal Freightliner, for $240,044.33, HST included, as per the Public 
Procurement Act.  The City reserves the right to order an additional 1 or 2 units within 6 
months of award of tender, at the same tendered price.  
 
 
Attachments: 
  

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

 

Report Approval Details 

Document Title: 2020088 - Stake Body Trucks.docx 

Attachments:  

Final Approval Date: Jun 11, 2020 

 

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

Rick Squires - Jun 11, 2020 - 5:20 PM 

Derek Coffey - Jun 11, 2020 - 5:50 PM 
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Bid # and Name: 2020084 - 2020 Bridge Rehab Contract #1 

Date Prepared:   Monday, June 15, 2020 

Report To:   Regular Meeting 

Councillor and Role: Councillor Ian Froude, Public Works & Sustainability 

Ward:    N/A  

 
Department:   Planning Engineering and Regulatory Services  

Division:   Engineering  

Quotes Obtained By: John Hamilton    

Budget Code:  ENG 2018-925   

Source of Funding: Capital 

Purpose:    
To repair/rehabilitate existing bridges at Carpasian Road, Elizabeth Avenue, Kings Bridge 
Road, and Portugal Cove Road 
 

Results: ☐ As attached ☐ As noted below  

 

Vendor Name Bid Amount 
Modern Paving Limited $473,455.00 
Pyramid Construction Limited $486,294.75 
Trident Construction Ltd $592,949.21 

Complete Concrete Solutions Ltd. $613,674.50 

 

Expected Value: ☒ As above 

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

    not guarantee to buy specific quantities or dollar value. 
 
Contract Duration:  Substantial completion within 2 months from date of award  
 

Bid Exception:  None 

 
Recommendation:  
That Council award open call 2020084 2020 Bridge Rehab Contract #1 to the lowest qualified 
bidder Modern Paving Limited for the sum of $473,455.00 (HST included) as per the Public 
Procurement Act.  
 
 
Attachments: 
  

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

 

Report Approval Details 

Document Title: 2020084 - 2020 Bridge Rehab Contract 1.docx 

Attachments:  

Final Approval Date: Jun 15, 2020 

 

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

Rick Squires - Jun 15, 2020 - 11:57 AM 

Derek Coffey - Jun 15, 2020 - 12:54 PM 
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Bid # and Name: 2020090 - 2020 Asphalt Crack Seal Program 

Date Prepared:   Monday, June 15, 2020 

Report To:   Regular Meeting 

Councillor and Role: Councillor Ian Froude, Public Works & Sustainability 

Ward:    N/A  

 
Department:   Planning Engineering and Regulatory Services   

Division:   Engineering  

Quotes Obtained By: John Hamilton    

Budget Code:  ENG 2020-977   

Source of Funding: Operating 

Purpose:    
This contract is in place for preventative maintenance on City streets.  
 

Results: ☐ As attached ☐ As noted below  

 

Vendor Name Bid Amount 

Crown Contracting Inc $ 157,498.25 

  

 

Expected Value: ☒ As above 

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

    not guarantee to buy specific quantities or dollar value. 
 
Contract Duration:  To be substantially completed within 4 months of award. 
 
Bid Exception:  None 
 
Recommendation:  
That Council award open call 2020090 Asphalt Crack Seal Program to the lowest, and sole 
bidder, meeting specifications, Crown Contracting Inc. for the sum of $ 157,498.25 (HST 
included) as per the Public Procurement Act.   
 
 
Attachments: 
  

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

 

Report Approval Details 

Document Title: 2020090 - 2020 Asphalt Crack Seal Program.docx 

Attachments:  

Final Approval Date: Jun 15, 2020 

 

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

Rick Squires - Jun 15, 2020 - 12:52 PM 

Derek Coffey - Jun 15, 2020 - 12:55 PM 
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Commodity: Engineering Consulting Services 

Date Prepared:   Tuesday, June 16, 2020 

Report To:   Regular Meeting 

Councillor and Role: Councillor Ian Froude, Public Works & Sustainability 

Ward:    Ward 2  

 
Department:   PERS  

Quotes Obtained By: Mark White    

Budget Code:  ENG-2020-988   

Source of Funding: Multiyear Capital 

Purpose:    
Provide consulting services for the Water Street Infrastructure Improvements – Phases 4 and 5 
 
Results:    

 

Vendor Bid Amount 

CBCL Limited $1,078,251.50 

Dillon Consulting Limited $1,159,334.55 

  

 
 

Expected Value: ☒ As noted in Results.  

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

    not guarantee to buy specific quantities or dollar value. 
 
Contract Duration:  3 years 
 
Recommendation:  
THAT Council award to CBCL Limited in the amount of $1,078,251.50 based on the evaluation 
of the proposals by the City’s evaluation team as per the Public Procurement Act. 
 
 
 
  

DEPARTMENTAL APPROVAL REQUEST 
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Decision/Direction Note  Page 2 
***Title of Decision Note*** 
 

 

Report Approval Details 

Document Title: Water Street Infrastructure Improvements Engineering Services - 

Phases 4 and 5.docx 

Attachments:  

Final Approval Date: Jun 16, 2020 

 

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

Scott Winsor - Jun 16, 2020 - 10:10 AM 

Jason Sinyard - Jun 16, 2020 - 3:35 PM 
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Bid # and Name: SCADA engineering professional support services for St. John's 

Water and Wastewater Facilities 

Date Prepared:   Monday, June 15, 2020 

Report To:   Regular Meeting 

Councillor and Role: Councillor Ian Froude, Public Works & Sustainability 

Ward:    N/A  

 
Department:   Public Works  

Division:   Water and Wastewater  

Quotes Obtained By: John Hamilton    

Budget Code:  4122-52336, 4121-52336, 4123-52336, 4225-52336   

Source of Funding: Operating 

Purpose:    
To provide SCADA Support Services at our water and wastewater treatment facilities. 
 

Results: ☐ As attached ☒ As noted below  

 

Vendor Name Bid Amount 

JACOBS $202,112.00 

  

 

Expected Value: ☐ As above 

   ☒ Value shown is an estimate only for a 4  year period. The City does 

    not guarantee to buy specific quantities or dollar value. 
 
Contract Duration:  One year plus the option of, three one year extensions  
 
Bid Exception:  Contract Award Without Open Call 
 
Recommendation:  
That Council award this work to JACOBS for the sum of ($202,112.00 HST extra) the sole 
source provider of the SCADA information required, as per the Public Procurement Act. 
 
 
Attachments:  
  

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

 

Report Approval Details 

Document Title: SCADA engineering professional services for St. John's Water 

and Wastewater Facilities.docx 

Attachments: - Contract Award Without an Open Call for Bids - SCADA Support Services 

(CH2M Hill) (002).pdf 

Final Approval Date: Jun 17, 2020 

 

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

Rick Squires - Jun 17, 2020 - 2:42 PM 

Derek Coffey - Jun 17, 2020 - 2:46 PM 

338



TO: Government of Newfoundland and Labrador, Public 
Procurement Agency 

Report to Chief Procurement Officer, Public Procurement Agency 
(Pursuant to Section 32 or The Public Procurement Regulations) 

Version 1 – 2018-03-24 

FROM: Government Funded Body 
City of St. John’s, P.O. Box 908, St. John’s, NL  A1C5M2 

Contract Description: 

Contractor, Supplier or Lessor: 

Name: 

Address: Country:  

Contract Price 
(exclusive of HST): 

Contract # or PO #:  Date of Award:

Relevant Exception Clause (select only one): 

Reason(s) Why an Open Call for Bids Was Not Invited: 

Date: Prepared by: 

Head of Public Body: Date: 
(DCM - Finance & Admin)
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Contract Award Without an Open Call for Bids 

Relevant Exemption Clauses: 

6(a)(ii): The commodity is of the nature that an open call for bids could reasonably 
be expected to compromise security (limited call for bids required) 

6(a)(iii): The commodity is available from a public body 

6(a)(iv): An emergency or a situation or urgency exists and the acquisition of the 
commodity cannot reasonably be made in time by an open call for bids 

6(a)(v): There is only one source reasonably available for the commodity 

6(a)(vi): A list of pre-qualified suppliers has been established using a request for 
qualifications and the public body is requesting quotations from all pre-
qualified suppliers on the list 

6(a)(vii): An acquisition of a commodity is for the purpose of resale or for incorporation 
into a product or resale 

6(b): Set rates have been established by the Public Utilities Boards acting under the 
Public Utilities Act or another Act 

19: (1) The acquisition of a commodity is exempt from the requirements of the 
framework where the following requirements are satisfied: 

 (a)  the minister responsible for economic development has 
recommended the exemption on the basis that the acquisition of the 
commodity is for the purpose of economic development; 

 (b)  the exemption has been approved by the Lieutenant-Governor in 
Council; and 

 (c)  the exemption is not precluded by an intergovernmental trade 
agreement. 

(2)  Where a public body acquires a commodity that is exempted under 
subsection (1), the public body shall report the acquisition to the chief 
procurement officer. 
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City of St. John’s  PO Box 908  St. John’s, NL  Canada  A1C 5M2  www.stjohns.ca 

 
Commodity: Purchase of Loaders 

Date Prepared:   Thursday, June 4, 2020 

Report To:   Regular Meeting 

Councillor and Role: Councillor Ian Froude, Public Works & Sustainability 

Ward:    N/A  

 
Department:   Public Works   

Quotes Obtained By: Blair McDonald    

Budget Code:  PWP-2020-985    

Source of Funding: Capital 

Purpose:    
To exercise the buying option on our recent lease of 10 loaders.   
 
Results:    

 

Vendor Bid Amount 

JOHN DEERE FINANCIAL $1,152,000 

  

  

 
 

Expected Value: ☒ As noted in Results.  

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

    not guarantee to buy specific quantities or dollar value. 
 
Contract Duration:  Click or tap here to enter text. 

 
Recommendation:  
THAT Council approve the end of lease option to purchase the 10 loaders.  These loaders 
present excellent value and will help us replace some of our older units.   
 
 
Attachments: 
 
  

DEPARTMENTAL APPROVAL REQUEST 
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Decision/Direction Note  Page 2 
***Title of Decision Note*** 
 

 

Report Approval Details 

Document Title: Purchase off lease loaders.docx 

Attachments:  

Final Approval Date: Jun 18, 2020 

 

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

No Signature - Task assigned to David Crowe was completed by workflow administrator 

Shanna Fitzgerald 

David Crowe - Jun 18, 2020 - 5:08 PM 

No Signature - Task assigned to Lynnann Winsor was completed by workflow 

administrator Shanna Fitzgerald 

Lynnann Winsor - Jun 18, 2020 - 5:08 PM 
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