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-----Original Message----- 
From: Deanne Elms <d3elms@icloud.com>  
Sent: Thursday, March 12, 2020 9:54 AM 
To: Marie Ryan <mryan@ggi.nf.ca> 
Subject: Sonco - Clift’s- Baird’s 
 
I am submitting my letter of concerns and objections to the Sonco Clift’s-Baird’s Development project. 
 
There is a serious issue with lack of actual commitment to our heritage and culture protection in our 
already damaged and tiny heritage district downtown. This project is yet another frustrating and fatiguing 
example of this. 
 
Big business development projects such as Soncor’s are submitting proposals  in clear disregard and 
dismissal of set rules and clearly from meetings appear to lack respect for the citizens and the heritage 
district. Instead of this proposal ( and others) being rejected, the city begins to make amendments to 
accommodate Soncor and others. The city and Soncor (as well as other big developers) are also ignoring 
the Federal laws and Parks Canada laws for heritage districts. It seems as if the old adage laws are meant 
to grow broken is the theme for our tiny valuable and important heritage district and surrounding nature. 
 
I am a resident of downtown. I choose to live here because of the heritage, the culture and the nature. 
But over the years, as I walk about I see less and less of it. Trees are disappearing along with the views to 
the character, the heritage style architecture, the hills and harbour. They are being replaced with tall, 
imposing, out of character buildings for big business. It’s destroying site lines in all directions and creating 
cold wind tunnels and long shadows. It is eliminating the amazing unique tiered nature of our st.johns 
with its rolling hills that we climb from harbour drive upward. 
It doesn’t only destroy these things for the residents of downtown but obviously to our tourist. 
 
This imposing out of character hotel structure clearly negatively interferes with the site lines to and from 
Clift’s-Baird’s horizontally and laterally.  
And they are even demanding sidewalk overhangs and higher additional builds and air-rights. 
 
These are the public’s rights. The right to have our cultural and heritage districts protected; the rights to 
have our nature and views in all directions protected; and to protect what makes out city special and 
unique. 
 
 It is not ok to continuously be subservient  to big corporations. We actually don’t need more imposing 
hotels and business offices. We clearly are overburdened with such and we have numerous parking 
garages downtown to support them. Obviously, downtown in general has more than enough imposing 
hotels and condos along with the B&Bs and a sprawling Air B&B community. We are not needy have-
nots. We have a gem of a downtown and we need to protect and enhance it properly; not amend every 
rule to a large corporation at the expense of heritage, culture, nature and rights/benefits to citizens who 
live here. Tourism as a factor is dependent on protecting what is unique to us and our downtown. 
 
Beyond ignoring the rules currently set by city, by the province and by the federal government, this 
proposal is also expecting to obtain air rights, additional height and an undetermined usage. No on all 
accounts is absolutely necessary. Necessary to stop a wrong now and to stop future wrongs. 
This proposal is not just one slippery slope but many. It must be stopped. 
 



The non-sensical rule that was established ten plus years ago giving that area exemption from heritage 
district must be corrected. Its common sense and necessary to do so; and this issue must be highlighted 
to the public as clearly most are unaware of this questionable designation that serves not the citizens, 
not the district and not the city but one that serves big business.  That area in question is in a significant 
and designated heritage area. There is no debating that and the do-as you please questionable rule must 
be corrected. Regardless,  the federal rule for heritage districts overrides it and cannot be dismissed or 
broken. 
 
In summary, this proposal is an imposing and disrespecting plan that breaks numerous rules from the city 
level to federally. It disrespects the tiered geography of our downtown. It damages site lines in all 
directions. It interferes with our heritage structures - it by no means creates a frame for the Supreme 
Court building upward or creates a frame for part of the harbour as stated by the developer. That is just 
not true. The design is out of character and  interfering; it belongs elsewhere. The air rights are public 
rights and we need to maintain control - citizens need their protected areas protected. The heights rules 
must be standardized and done so with the intent to protect the heritage districts, the culture, the 
character, the tiered landscape of our downtown, the nature with its surrounding hills and small harbour 
and of course for the downtown residents and those citizens who enjoy and work here as well. Sonco 
must not be allowed to go higher and/or to go wider. They need to amend their design.  They must not 
be granted discretionary use application. Sonco must clearly state it’s intent and it cannot be 
discretionary.  Its time to recognize and protect the treasure we have and the right to that for citizens 
now and in the future. The parking garage was a mistake - and now it’s headed to become a much bigger 
mistake unless the council steps up and does what is right and what is legally expected of them. 
 
Thank you for your time, for reviewing my objections and including them in your document. 
 
Deanne  
 
Deanne Elms  
81 Gower Street  
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Karen Chafe

From: CityClerk
Sent: Monday, March 9, 2020 10:10 AM
To:  CityClerk
Cc: Andrea Roberts; Ann-Marie Cashin; Ashley Murray; Dave Wadden; Gerard Doran; Jason Sinyard; 

Karen Chafe; Ken O'Brien; Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett; Planning
Subject: RE: Atlantic Place Development 

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: Sunday, March 8, 2020 7:59 PM 
To: CityClerk <cityclerk@stjohns.ca> 
Subject: Atlantic Place Development 
 
I wish to voice my concern regarding the proposed development of Atlantic Place. While I agree something needs to be 
done to this eyesore, the overhang is NOT a reasonable addition. This overhang will affect all of the buildings around. It 
will block light from Clift’s‐Baird’s cove and will interfere with the courthouse building. 
 
Again, while I agree that Atlantic Place needs modernization I do not support the overhang that is proposed. Please do 
not move forward with this. 
 
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: Elaine Henley
Sent: Wednesday, February 26, 2020 4:23 PM
To: CouncilGroup
Cc: Andrea Roberts; Ann-Marie Cashin; Ashley Murray; Dave Wadden; Gerard Doran; Jason Sinyard; 

Karen Chafe; Ken O'Brien; Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett; Planning
Subject: RE: THE NEW HOTEL GOING ON TOP OF ATLANTIC PLACE

Good Afternoon   
 
We thank you for you feedback and advise that all submissions will be presented to Council for consideration prior to a 
final decision being reached. 
 
 
 
Elaine Henley 
 
Elaine Henley 
City Clerk 
t. 576‐8202 
c. 691‐0451 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From:     
Sent: Wednesday, February 26, 2020 3:28 PM 
To: CouncilGroup <councilgroup@stjohns.ca> 
Subject: THE NEW HOTEL GOING ON TOP OF ATLANTIC PLACE 
 
I feel that this development needs to be looked at a lot more closely. It seems that there ARE NO CITY REGULATIONs 
that stand firm in the face of development. Overtime a new development comes along the regulations are waived. I 
would like to see this held until the meeting in March. Respectfully yours.   ps I tried to send this to the City 
Clerk but it kept rebounding. 
 
Disclaimer: This email may contain confidential and/or privileged information intended only for the individual(s) 
addressed in the message. If you are not the intended recipient, any other distribution, copying, or disclosure is strictly 
prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please notify me immediately by return email and delete the original 
message. 
 
Any correspondence with employees, agents, or elected officials of the City of St. John’s may be subject to disclosure 
under the provisions of the Access to Information and Protection of Privacy Act, 2015, S.N.L. 2015, c.A‐1.2. 
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Karen Chafe

From: CityClerk
Sent: Monday, March 9, 2020 10:15 AM
To: CityClerk
Cc: Maggie Burton; Ken O'Brien; Andrea Roberts; Ann-Marie Cashin; Ashley Murray; Dave Wadden; 

Gerard Doran; Jason Sinyard; Karen Chafe; Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett; Planning
Subject: RE: Clift’s Cove-Bairds Cove Amendment.

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, March 9, 2020 9:18 AM 
To: CityClerk <cityclerk@stjohns.ca> 
Cc: Maggie Burton <mburton@stjohns.ca>; Ken O'Brien <kobrien@stjohns.ca> 
Subject: Clift’s Cove‐Bairds Cove Amendment. 
 
Re; City of St. John’s Hotel Proposal Amendment 
 
I wish to inform you that I strongly oppose this amendment now under consideration by the Mayor and Councillors for 
the following reason. 
The proposal is absurd. 
The proposal is ridiculous. 
And in reality merits no more discussion than that. 
 
How can our City  Councillors even consider adding such a blight to our downtown, where have you been all these years 
when our citizens spoke loudly and clearly that’s we wanted our iconic downtown protected as much as possible. A lot 
of you were elected just for that very reason, that you would protect our our heritage areas, our cultural landscapes , 
and heaven help us ,our extra special and unique Harbour. 
This error is even worse than Parks Canada’s attempt to mess around with fencing Signal Hill and you were all aware of 
that public outcry. 
Councillors, you must all be aware that Signal Hill and the Harbour are sacred places to the residents of St. John’s. Mess 
around with them at your peril. Surely you are not all that insensitive. 
 
I must also ask you, does St. John’s really need another hotel downtown?  Is that what market statistics indicate? This is 
the era of the coronavirus as well( in more ways than one)which  negatively affects the gathering of large numbers of 
people. 
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And why would you all go against the advice of City staff. Why bother to pay them salaries. 
If you are insensitive enough approve this ridiculous amendment , I can see the next big fight is with the Province. We 
can only hope they will be more protective of our heritage values than you. 
 
Regards, 

 

 
 

 

 
Disclaimer: This email may contain confidential and/or privileged information intended only for the individual(s) 
addressed in the message. If you are not the intended recipient, any other distribution, copying, or disclosure is strictly 
prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please notify me immediately by return email and delete the original 
message. 
 
Any correspondence with employees, agents, or elected officials of the City of St. John’s may be subject to disclosure 
under the provisions of the Access to Information and Protection of Privacy Act, 2015, S.N.L. 2015, c.A‐1.2. 
 



 
 
 
 

St. John’s, NL 

 

March 4th, 2020 

Planning and Development Committee 
City of St. John’s 
10 New Gower Street, 
St. John’s, NL 

A1C 5M2 

Re:  Commentary – Public Hearing, 1 Clift’s Baird’s Cove 
 

Attention: Ms. Maggie Burton, Planning and Development Lead 

 

Dear Ms. Burton: 

The proposal to amend the St. John’s Development Regulations with respect to a text 

amendment to the Atlantic Parking Garage District and Atlantic Place Parking Garage Zone 

does, at least superficially, address many aspects of the Municipal Plan that the citizens of this 

community have endorsed. They fall strictly into the category of “Planning” and are ostensibly 

black and white: increase in permissible building height, increase in floor‐area‐ratio, and 

addition of proposed commercial/office use (in the downtown). 

I for one, cannot argue against the merit of such proposals. They reflect sustainability goals, 

specifically as they address density and other laudatory ideals about planning. However, I find 

this to be an exceptionally narrow focus that distills important architectural concepts and 

questions conveniently downin to coloured blobs on a map. This is the essence of what this 

amendment proposal is about, and when it is approved (as it probably should be for the 

reasons cited above) it will be used to defend architectural travesties and excuse the oversight 

of missed opportunities. 

You see, the public’s arguments against such developments are not planning arguments. So 

that it is with great likelihood, various aesthetic, community and sustainability arguments raised 

in objection to the proposal will be ruled out of context or out of order, especially when placed 

in the context of the pseudo‐engagement‐meeting process format that has been adopted by 

the City in recent years – essentially guaranteeing that people will not be permitted to have 

their say, legitimate or otherwise. 

Invariably, these amendments represent the barn door. The approval process leaves that door 

open. Thereafter, the discussions on aesthetics, community and sustainability will be the horses 

that have long fled into the forests and fields as lost opportunities. 
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So please allow me to dispense with the metaphors and examine specifically what these issues 

might potentially be, for these are alluded to in the Decision/Direction Note of February 13th, 

despite, based on the current “planning” process, having no legitimacy there whatsoever. I 

cannot even see why they have been raised as they fall outside of the context. But because 

there is no other recourse, we must give them air at this time (despite the fact that they can be 

ruled or recognized as beyond the planning discussion). 

 

Air Rights 

The Note states that “Portions of the hotel which are proposed to extend over the sidewalk 

along Harbour Drive and Clift’s‐Baird’s Cove. (sic) If this design proceeds, any encroachment 

over City‐owned land will require Council’s approval and a lease of air rights from the City’s 

Legal Department.” 

This has been noted despite having nothing to do with the amendment at hand. Therefore we 

must conclude that it is a concern. And it should be. In fact, it should be the most critical 

concern stemming from this entire approval process! 

Air rights, like many urban components we take for granted, are the birthright of the citizens of 

St. John’s. They should never be given away. They should be used as a powerful bargaining chip 

for the common good. They should only ever be traded for something that contributes to the 

built environment and never offered as something to make design more palatable or to 

enhance a developer’s profitability. 

Clift’s Baird’s Cove offers a window to the very heart and soul of St. John’s by framing one of 

the few architectural treasures in this city that has not been put to demolition. In architectural 

charrettes, discussions and musings for decades, this lane has been prized for its potential as an 

urban gathering place, a plaza, a community focus/attraction because of its location and 

context. Do we wish to forever draw the shade on this window of opportunity? 

If we acknowledge that Clift’s Baird’s Cove has the aforesaid potential, we should surmise what 

the obstacles are to turning this into a pedestrian only plaza that would benefit not only 

downtown commercial establishments but also patrons. The only valid reason for vehicular 

traffic on Clift’s Baird’s is access and egress to the parking garage. What if we collectively said to 

the developer, “We’d like to trade off air rights for a reconfigured parking garage access off 

Harbour Drive” ? 

I would submit to you that this is the real opportunity to make the parking garage palatable. 

The demand for street level commercial space in the west end of the Baird property and the 

east end of the garage could be substantial. It may actually lead to a permanent canopy over 

the whole lane. 

However it seems that council is inclined to simply give away air rights rather than use them as 

a powerful bargaining tool for the people of this City.   
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Aesthetic Issues 

The Note says: “There has been a mixed reaction for this development. Many of the submissions 

against the development discussed the additional height and the design of the building. Some 

feel that the building is too modern for this area and will block views.” 

Again, it is odd that a planning Note should include such an observation. If raised as a critique of 

the design in a public forum, it could be ruled irrelevant. Still, here it is, so I feel compelled to 

respond as it forms one of the pillars of my message to you in this letter. 

As I have said in the past, the City has no policy on what a development should aspire to be. 

The people of St. John’s have always had a great deal to say about ugly buildings.  It would 

probably rank higher as a priority than traffic if they thought there was any point in pursuing an 

argument that was clearly not quantifiable. But the Decision/Direction Note, having mentioned 

this, goes on to simply boil it down to an issue of height and the potential for limiting views, 

which, for the record, I believe to be jejune. 

The issue is not about height. The issue is about the motley juxtaposition of (what appears to 

be) a collection of sea‐cans or shipping containers posing as architecture. It is also about the 

local design trope of a bright colour palette as being representative of this place. IT IS NOT ‐ 

except for the relatively recent residential invention / evolution. The benighted urge to apply 

this to commercial and/or public buildings is farcical at best. 

But how can this be packaged as a planning issue? I fear that in the context of public 

engagement that has been coached and massaged by PR types, it will be dismissed (despite 

being broached by planners). 

 

Improvements to the Existing and Sustainability 

The Note also states: “Other submissions to the City stated that this is a good addition to the 

downtown and believe the proposed building will be an improvement from the existing parking 

garage.” These are conspicuous sentiments with only the rationale missing. We must, 

presumably, infer the “Why?”. 

Unfortunately, most of the public and members of council would argue that whatever can be 

done to improve the most horrific blight on the City’s urban fabric must be a good thing. To this 

I would say “Perhaps.” At this point in time nobody really knows. There are no guarantees in 

place. Here’s why: 

The parking garage is a rusting hulk. A corrosion magnet. Enveloping it in a screen will 

conveniently hide the problem while keeping redevelopment costs low. The “free air” nature of 

perforated or linked material means that no additional money will have to be expended on a 

mammoth mechanical system to remove exhaust emissions. 
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The garage, being constructed of one of the worst possible materials for such a structure, will 

continue to deteriorate because of sodium‐laden air and vehicles dripping road salt. That is 

unless the developer commits to a budget that includes a particulate blast down to white metal 

of every steel component, and, under controlled environmental conditions, the coating of these 

components with a marine grade epoxy or polyurethane. I suspect that there is no such 

appetite or intention for this. So if hiding this (huge) problem constitutes improvement in the 

minds of some then so be it. It is far from a resolution. 

The renowned building scientist Joseph Lstiburek has argued that ugly buildings (as is the case 

for this amendment) are not sustainable.  His rationale is based on the idea that such buildings 

instill no pride, and therefore there is little or no impetus on the part of owners to maintain 

them beyond a minimum standard predicated by law or tenant potential. Will this proposal 

instill pride? Will it beguile us? I think not. 

The designers suggested that a supply vessel could be the motif for the parking garage blank 

canvas. Is this the image we wish to portray to the world? Hanging onto the false notion of 

offshore riches and a fossil fuel industry that is politically obsolescent? 

The alternative offer to enter into some kind of artistic competition to create a two‐

dimensional image for the elevation facing the harbour smacks of a design devoid of real 

aesthetic creativity or materiality in the first place. It is appliqué.  A PR appeasement. A 

spoonful of sugar. It reminds me of the ruse employed by Loblaws to quiet the Memorial 

Stadium development backlash: offering to build the Cygnus Gym for children. You’d have to 

have been some kind of child hater not to let Loblaw’s wreak their havoc upon Quidi Vidi Park. 

Therefore I would ask what guarantees the developer has put in place that will prevent the 

current eyesore from being another (albeit redeveloped) eyesore 10, 20 or 30 years from now? 

Go have a close look at the Loblaws example. It’s not holding up particularly well. 

Final Thoughts 

In conclusion, any intelligent individual can hardly argue the merit of the strictly planning 

changes proposed. But what of all the real problems with this development, most notably the 

wasted potential or aesthetic pitfalls? What is the forum for these issues? 

Allowing these changes to proceed suggests tacit approval of the development’s design. That 

will be the developer’s argument. That will be council’s argument. However, it is wrong. It is 

bereft of any guidelines. 

The citizens of St. John’s asked for Urban Design Guidelines when “engagement” sessions were 

held for the new municipal plan. Such guidelines were fundamental to the adopted plan, yet 

they still do not exist. We cannot address design issues in the context of planning changes. 

It is a horse without a bridle. 
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Yours very truly, 

 

James B. Case 

Fellow of the Royal Architectural Institute of Canada 

NLAA Honorary Member for Life 

 

CC:  Mayor of St. John’s 

  Deputy Mayor of St. John’s 

  Councilors 
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Karen Chafe

From: CityClerk
Sent: Wednesday, March 4, 2020 3:13 PM
To: Bruce Dyke; CityClerk
Cc: Andrea Roberts; Ann-Marie Cashin; Ashley Murray; Dave Wadden; Gerard Doran; Jason Sinyard; 

Karen Chafe; Ken O'Brien; Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett; Planning
Subject: RE: Parkhotel

Good Afternoon Mr. Dyke: 
 
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: Bruce Dyke <bdyke@omt.nf.net>  
Sent: Tuesday, March 3, 2020 3:00 PM 
To: CityClerk <cityclerk@stjohns.ca> 
Subject: Parkhotel 
 
I would like to register my concerns and disapproval of the suggested addition to the parking garage and in general to 
the downtown heritage area. 
For 25 years we have had offices in one of the premier heritage buildings downtown directly across from the garage. 
For the life of me I do not understand the need for ANOTHER hotel downtown and certainly not one intruding on the 
Zone 1 heritage buildings. 
When Atlantic Place and the garage were originally built there were strenuous objections to its height and lack of any 
redeeming architectural value. 
Today it seems as nothing has changed with the decision making at City Hall by people who apparently do not live 
downtown and who ignore cultural values in our historic buildings. 
Two time’s ugly is still ugly!! 
 
Kind regards, 
 
Bruce Dyke 
President, CEO 
Ocean Management & Trading Co. Ltd 
Integrated Logistics (NL) Inc. 
Tel: 709‐739‐4036 (Ext 225) 
Cell|: 709‐682‐2673 
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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, March 4, 2020 3:16 PM
To: ; CityClerk
Cc: Andrea Roberts; Ann-Marie Cashin; Ashley Murray; Dave Wadden; Gerard Doran; Jason Sinyard; 

Karen Chafe; Ken O'Brien; Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett; Planning
Subject: RE: Baird's Cove

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: Tuesday, March 3, 2020 4:48 PM 
To: CityClerk <cityclerk@stjohns.ca> 
Subject: Baird's Cove 
 
I'm writing to you with hope that this building that is being proposed for Atlantic Place does NOT get passed ! I strongly 
dislike the overhang ! I believe the other side of this road is designated "heritage " how can this new building blend in 
with this area ! 
  Have you people gone over to the court house steps and looked down at the harbor and visualized this building! 
 What a sight for our cruise ships gliding in through the Narrows and this is what they see ! And the colors ! Really ! It 
doesn't belong here . 
     

 
    
  
Disclaimer: This email may contain confidential and/or privileged information intended only for the individual(s) 
addressed in the message. If you are not the intended recipient, any other distribution, copying, or disclosure is strictly 
prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please notify me immediately by return email and delete the original 
message. 
  
Any correspondence with employees, agents, or elected officials of the City of St. John’s may be subject to disclosure 
under the provisions of the Access to Information and Protection of Privacy Act, 2015, S.N.L. 2015, c.A‐1.2.  
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Karen Chafe

From: CityClerk
Sent: Monday, March 9, 2020 10:04 AM
To:
Cc: Andrea Roberts; Ann-Marie Cashin; Ashley Murray; Dave Wadden; Gerard Doran; Jason Sinyard; 

Karen Chafe; Ken O'Brien; Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett; Planning
Subject: FW: 1 Clift's Baird's Cove
Attachments: Shrimpton and Sharpe, An Inner City in Decline_St Johns, Newfoundland (1980).pdf

Good Morning  
 
We thank you for your feedback and advise that all submissions will be presented to Council for 
consideration prior to a final decision being reached on this application. 
 
 
 
 
Elaine Henley 

 
Elaine Henley 
City Clerk 
t. 576-8202 
c. 691-0451 
 

From:    
Sent: Saturday, March 7, 2020 4:59 PM 
To: CityClerk <cityclerk@stjohns.ca> 
Subject: 1 Clift's Baird's Cove 
 
Dear City Council, 
 
I object to this proposed redevelopment of Atlantic Place. Given the sheer brutality of the building’s aesthetic, its 
impersonal/anti‐pedestrian and car‐scale footprint, and the dearth of anything of significance on offer for townies and 
townie small business. 
 
While I understand that all that is being requested is a lifting of the height restriction, on principle we should be doing 
everything we can to bring this monstrosity on our waterfront to its end of life. Broader still, we need to be having a 
frank conversation on public space and what kinds of concessions we should be demanding from private developers in 
such cases as these. Hotels are generally for visitors, not the people who actually live here, and Atlantic Place was a big 
mistake – maybe even the biggest. 
 
Other than that, why anyone would be building more downtown office space with such high vacancies is beyond me. 
And as far as the retail goes, what will the rent be at these places? How long will they remain vacant? If there is 
_anything_ at all here being put forward in the public interest, then I don’t see it.  
 
Private property has its limits, and between the jigs and reels, the city should be doing everything in their power to take 
charge and facilitate a development with something for everyone, not just wealthy CFA vacationers and conference 
attendees. 
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For some historical context, attached is a piece from Mark Shimpton and Christoper A. Sharpe on the subject. 
(Essentially, aside from the myriad of other issues, the building was overbudget and heavily subsidized by the city.) 
 
“The Atlantic Place complex, as originally proposed, was meant to revitalize the downtown retail environment, provide 
additional office space and be crowned by a major hotel. The presence of the eleven floor, 300‐room hotel in the 
original plans was a prime factor in guaranteeing its acceptance by City Council. The developer, Andrew Crosbie (brother 
of former Progressive Conservative Minister of Finance, John Crosbie), was given major concessions at the negotiation 
stage. One of them concerned parking. Existing bylaws require 900 indoor parking spaces for a development of this size. 
However under the agreement between Council and the developer (which was kept secret until late 1978) the 
developer provided only 105 spaces, while the city, at its own expense, built an attached parking garage for 728 cars 
on the harbour side of the block. The design and construction work for this garage, paid for by the city, was 
performed by the developer of Atlantic Place itself, at a cost of $8 million, $6 million more than the developer’s 
original estimate.” (Pg. 101‐102) 
 
https://www.erudit.org/fr/revues/uhr/1980‐v9‐n1‐uhr0892/1019351ar.pdf 
 
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, March 9, 2020 9:50 AM
To: CityClerk
Cc: CouncilGroup; Andrea Roberts; Ann-Marie Cashin; Ashley Murray; Dave Wadden; Gerard Doran; 

Jason Sinyard; Karen Chafe; Ken O'Brien; Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett; Planning
Subject: RE: proposed Parkhotel architecture

Good Morning  
 
We thank you for your feedback.  I have copied Council on this email to ensure that your submission 
is considered prior to reaching a decision on this application. 
 
 
 
Elaine Henley 

 
Elaine Henley 
City Clerk 
t. 576-8202 
c. 691-0451 
 

From:    
Sent: Friday, March 6, 2020 4:32 PM 
To: CityClerk <cityclerk@stjohns.ca> 
Subject: re: proposed Parkhotel architecture 
 

To St. John’s City Council: 
 

I am writing to add my voice to those expressing concern over the proposed architectural design 
of the Parkhotel planned for Harbour Drive and Clift’s‐Bairds Cove.   
 

Specifically, I am concerned about the proposed architectural overhang which will project 27.5 
feet over Clift’s‐Baird’s Cove.   
 

The increase in overall height of the hotel development will already create a greater visual and 
physical barrier from downtown to the Harbour (as well as from the Harbour to downtown) than 
currently exists.   To add an additional obstruction — such as this overhang — will destroy one of 
the remaining clear sightlines from Water St., the Courthouse, and above, to the Harbour.   
 

The developers of this project assert at the beginning of the LUAR that “The Parkhotel project…is 
only possible because of all of the great things happening in Newfoundland right now.”  One of 
those very great things, of course, and one of the major attractions of our city, is its history, 
vernacular architecture, and harbour geography.  
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Karen Chafe

From: CityClerk
Sent: Tuesday, March 3, 2020 12:35 PM
To: Locations Realty Corp; CityClerk
Cc: Andrea Roberts; Ann-Marie Cashin; Ashley Murray; Dave Wadden; Gerard Doran; Jason Sinyard; 

Karen Chafe; Ken O'Brien; Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett; Planning
Subject: RE: 1 Clift's Baird's Cove (Atlantic Place Parking Garage)

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: Locations Realty Corp <info@locationsrealty.com>  
Sent: Monday, March 2, 2020 3:12 PM 
To: CityClerk <cityclerk@stjohns.ca> 
Subject: RE: 1 Clift's Baird's Cove (Atlantic Place Parking Garage) 
 
 
TO:  OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK. 
 
 
As principles of aforementioned properties which are in close proximity with 331 Water Street,  
we absolutely support the proposed amendment. 
 
 
Regards, 
 
DAVID LEVINE ‐ Director,  152, 168 Water Street 
 
FIRST METRO COMMERCIAL REALTY CORP. ‐ 202,302,304 Water Street ‐ 
 
SIR HUMPHREY LTD. ‐ 177‐183 Duckworth 
 
 
 
December 2nd, 2019 
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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.  



OBJECTION 
1 Clift's Baird's Cove - 
City of St. John's Hotel  
Text Amendment  

Submitted by:  
 

March 9th, 2020  
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I am opposed to this proposed text amendment as I was 
opposed to the previous council's approval of up to a 11 
story structure for the site and its approval in the 1980s to 
construct a garage on the site. 

3 wrongs do not make a right.  

This text amendment will result in a hotel being built on top 
of a parking lot on our waterfront in an area deserving of 
special consideration, for its immense 500 year history, see 
Appendix 1.  

Therefore I do not agree with the proposed text amendment 
for the following 8 reasons:  

1. The professional planning staff at City Hall did not 
recommend this amendment to Council for approval. 
They therefore recommended against it.  

Most Councillors, past and present, have had limited training 
and expertise in urban planning for modern development in 
historic settings, so it is therefore important that Councillors 
respect the guidance and recommendations they receive 
from their professional staff at City Hall.  

Let's not forget St. John's and the City, up to this point,  
have been respected across Canada for their success in 
planning, protecting and developing their heritage buildings, 
landscapes and streetscapes. This has only happened 
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because of the quality of the professional planning staff at 
City Hall.  

Why are some Councillors therefore now varying from this, 
at this point in our history, when it is more important then 
ever that our City continues to grow a sustainable 
downtown cultural tourism industry. An industry that relies 
on our historic buildings and districts to exist.  

This is especially important when the proposed text 
amendment and its subsequent development will 
significantly impact adjacent historic structures and the 
national historic districts designated of National Historic 
Significance by the Government of Canada, the Province 
and the City of St. John's.  

It is also incorrect for some Council members to say that 
this proposed development does not impact the historic 
setting of the downtown historic districts or that it is not 
located in a place of immense historical importance.  

I would like to remind some Council members that the 
harbour has a history that dates back 500 years, a site of 
historical importance in North America for European and 
other nations of the world, before it was even settled by our 
English and Irish ancestors.  

It is a harbour that was a major fishing port for European 
nations as early as the 1500s and to protect its lucrative 
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fishery Newfoundland was claimed for England by Elizabeth 
1 in 1583, right on the shores of St. John's harbour.  

The waterfront has also been a hub of commercial,  
business, transportation for many nations of the world 
including Holland, France, Spain, England, Japan, Portugal 
and Russia.  

It has been a place where fish was made, where schooners 
took salt fish to the world and a place where ships were built 
and repaired.  

Coastal transportation boats, naval defence vessels, the first 
steel boats in the Province and  international fishing fleets 
and yachts from all over the world were repaired, serviced 
and built on the shores of St. John's harbour.  

But first and foremost it was a harbour where our merchant 
marines in the Second World War departed from to save 
convoy ships in peril.  

The port where our first 500 departed from and for most 
never returned to.   

It is where Newfoundlanders left for the Second World War 
and a harbour that serviced a North American military naval 
fleet going to and from Europe.  
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A place that welcomed service men home and those who 
came from Canada and America to construct their bases.  

City councillors may have also forgotten our harbour was 
also the home to our early naval governors and where the 
sealing fleet annually departed from. 

It greeted dignitaries and royalty with great grand fare and 
the Queen, Prince Charles and Diana and their sailing vessel 
the Britannia have all arrived and departed from our historic 
harbour.  

Today It is a center for our North Atlantic oil industry and a 
port for our own fishing fleet. 

For all these above-noted reasons it is now a place that 
tourists seek out when visiting our City and those that visit 
from Europe and other destinations by cruise ship that 
usually disembark right in front of the parking garage.  

The proposed development also boarders on a significantly 
and historically important judicial center with a spectacular 
Court House that was designed to be seen from the harbour 
and it has been a place of judicial importance since 1720 
and designated of National Historical Significance in 1981. 

The proposed development also boarders a historic 
commercial district also designated of National Historical 
Significance in 1987 by the Historic Sites and Monuments 
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Board of Canada that includes the remaining Baird's 
building right on historic Baird's Cove.  

A Cove built by an historically important family, the Baird's, 
contributed to the economic growth of our City and the  
Country for almost 150 years. A family that still owns I 
believe, the commercial building on Water Street, that was 
built after the great fire of 1892, but known more today as 
the London, New York and Paris Building, see Appendix 2.  

2. To refuse the proposed amendment as it will allow for a 
modern intrusion that is out of scale, form, colour and mass 
and proportion to its existing historic environment in the 
historic commercial and institutional district of St. John's.  

3. To refuse the proposal as it will also visually impact the 
historic integrity and authenticity of the historic landscape it 
sits amongst including the proposed building overhang 
above Baird's Cove. There is no overhang architecture now 
or ever has been in our architectural building designs and 
this is not the place to introduce such a feature.  

The Council must have realized such a square and 
voluminous proposal for our historic waterfront is in 
complete opposition to the beautiful aesthetics of our  
centuries old  wooden voluminous fishing premises, or our  
stately romansque style designed Courthouse, the only 
stone courthouse in Newfoundland and Labrador, and the 
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fourth courthouse to occupy the strategic location 
overlooking the harbour on Baird's cove since 1730.  

Other building forms the Council could have used to 
evaluate this proposal against include the brick commercial 
and retail buildings located on the Water Street, designated 
as a National Historic District by the Government of Canada. 
.   

4 To refuse the proposed text amendment as the 
development's visual impact stretches to the Ecclesiastical 
District National Historic Site and it will completely obliterate 
the view from the harbour of the internationally important 
Anglican Cathedral, considered to be one of the best 
example of Gothic architecture in the new world.  

A Cathedral built to be seen from the harbour and a 
Cathedral which is part of a district of international 
importance.  

The amendment request also actually contradicts other 
aspects of the draft Plan now before the Department of 
Municipal Affairs for their consideration.  

You see the new proposed Envision City Plan, page 2 to 10 
actually states it will  protect the Ecclesiastical District 
National Historic Site, not hide it from residents and the 
public.  
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It goes on to say the downtown blocks of row housing, 
streetscapes and public spaces that are unique in the City 
are to be preserved.  That would include our air space.  

It also states Design Guidelines will be prepared for the 
commercial areas of the Downtown addressing such things 
as site specific parameters for height, bulk and form of 
buildings as well as exterior design elements.  

The City Councillors are therefore asking to have a text  
amendment that contradicts what the new plans says about 
this area.  

If approved the text amendment will also impede the 
appreciation of a historic district including one that dates to 
1699 and one that shaped the educational, social, 
charitable, political and religious development of 
Newfoundland.  

A District worthy of full appreciation and anticipation for 
viewing by residents and visitors from the harbour. 

Also the Church district is an important place for cruise ship 
visitors. A District other Cities would do everything in their 
power to protect and present, like is done in Old Quebec.  

The churches actually received15,000 visits last August 
alone from Cruise Ship visitors and they need these visitors 
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to create revenue, so these magnificent churches can be 
maintained and enjoyed for future generations.  

5. To refuse the proposal, as the parking garage should not 
have been allowed to have been constructed  in the first 
place and that three wrongs do not make a right.  

Citizens in the 1980's rightly opposed the parking garage at 
that time as it disrespected in form, mass, scale and design  
the historic identity and significance of the historical 
landscape of St. John's harbour.  

Also planning for Cities have advanced since the 1980s and 
the use of standards and guidelines for new development is 
now a requirement in most jurisdictions that have historic 
centers.  

These guidelines outline that there is a right and a wrong 
way to introduce hotel density into a historic city and a right 
and wrong place for this development to occur.   

This is not the type or place for this proposal.  It does not 
belong here. The West end of the City, away from our 
precious nationally designated heritage districts, buildings 
and harbour is a more suitable location for this proposal.  
  
6. The proposal if approved will also impact the Provincial 
interests in growing the tourism and cruise ship industries 
where it's prime arrival and departure place is right in front of 
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this proposed out of scale hotel with a parking garage   
draped in fabric!!!  

The Department of Tourism's web site identifies that visitors 
to our city want travel experiences that have pleasurable 
walking experiences, where they see historic sites and 
attractions and have authentic and meaningful city cultural 
experiences visiting museums, churches and connecting 
with artisans and people.  Residents want this quality 
experience as well, as a nice place to visit must be 
first and foremost a nice place to live.  

Most Cities work to refurbish their ports and cruise ship 
arrival points as welcoming, accessible and attractive 
terminals that promote their heritage and culture, as is done 
in places like Barcelona, Bermuda and PEI.  

The proposal will also block views of  a significant part of our 
historic city that visitors want to see. As such it will degrade 
the quality of experiences by residents and tourists alike 
visiting the harbour and as such it will degrade our cultural 
tourism potential.  

This amendment will also allow a development that will 
clearly open up old biases about Newfoundland.  

An amendment that will allow a development that will easily 
be seen as nothing more than a laughing stock and a 
Newfie Joke. A hotel on top of a parking garage!!! at the 
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entrance of one of the worlds most important heritage 
cities!! Really.  

Citizens were outraged that Signal Hill was going to build a 
fence to block the views of the City.  Wait until citizens see 
this planned hotel and how it will block views of our historic 
city and have a development that looks like shipping 
containers on a fully draped parking garage! Really!  

7. That this proposed text amendment be turned down as it 
has not been developed based on national and international 
development and architectural standards for modern 
developments in historic settings.  

8. That the proposed text amendment be turned down as 
once approved it will open the door to further requests for 
spot plan revisions to increase heights and allow historically 
incongruent "top hat" development on all buildings in our 
heritage areas.  

Also a Council member saying that it will create new 
heritage is laughable and insulting to informed citizens of our 
City.  

Instead the Council should be requiring development that 
meets architectural standards and guidelines for new 
construction in historic urban settings that are followed by 
other historic cities and architects throughout North America 
and around the globe.  
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These Standards and Guidelines for new architecture in 
historic settings are readily available.  

The Guidelines and Standards for new construction in 
historic settings have been in place since 2005 and 
specifically outline that development in historic places 
should not try to be "iconic in its own right" as the 
"history and structures of the historic place is what is 
iconic and must be respected".  

As the proposed amendment will allow a structure with a 
hotel that does not meet these standard and I expect the 
planning process did not include a review of the history of 
the place, before the development was approved as 
outlined,  therefore the proposed development is "in breach 
of these national and international Standards". 

It is also specifically in breach of Standards that directs  
Cities and architects to achieve quality in modern 
development proposals by respecting and referencing the 
heritage and place and the traditional volumes and heights, 
roofscapes, scale, colour and cladding of the traditional 
buildings and institutions of the place and setting.  

First and foremost new development is to be 
insubordinate to the real heritage and authenticity of 
the place.  
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Unesco actually states that Cities and Architects, in historic 
districts, have an obligation to respect the historic elements 
that are of social and economic importance to past, current 
and future generations and that the historic urban landscape 
is embedded with current and past social expressions that 
are place based and form the identity of the place and its 
people. 

The historical significance of a place is gained from its 
gradual evolution over a period of time and therefore it 
expresses the economic and socio-cultural values pertaining 
to its society.  

This proposed text amendment, that will allow it to proceed, 
does not belong in one of the most historic districts in North 
America, that evolved over a 500 year period. 

Some of the City Councillors are not aware of these 
Standards and Guidelines and this is troubling especially if 
they are not going to take the advice of their professional 
staff.  

At the same time Councillors were making this decision to 
request the amendment to the proposed City Plan the City's  
Planning department was making arrangements to have one 
of the worlds best architects for planning modern 
developments in historic places and settings visit City Hall 
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and provide a training opportunity for its staff, councillors 
and interested members of the public.  

Most Councillors did not take advantage of this training 
opportunity except Councillor Burton and Councillor 
Jamieson and Mr. Hickman went for half the day.   

So,where is there accountability to the public on these 
matters as the Councillors are just temporary 
custodians of an immense heritage they have 
inherited and where  uninformed decision making can 
destroy what has taken hundreds of years to create.  
  
I do not know why some of the Councillors do not value 
what their citizens do, see Appendix 3, and why they do not 
understand that some aspects of our city are more 
important then just new monies and revenue from 
development permits. Why do they not stand up to 
pressuring from developers.  

The lack of action to protect our City's heritage by some of 
our Councillors is unacceptable.  

Our Province and Canada do their best to ensure our 
heritage resources are commemorated and the City needs 
to do more to ensure for its protection.  

We need to see more plan amendments to protect our 
Cities heritage not to diminish it.  
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Appendix 1 The Harbour in the 1500's - 500 Years Ago  

There is no where in North America more historically 
important than St. John's  Harbour.  

One of Europe's first centers of trade, commerce and 
settlement in the Western Hemisphere. A place of universal 
importance and value to not just local residents but as an 
important part of our world identity.  

It was declared in 1583 a  England's first oversees Colony to 
protect England's interest in maximizing the highly economic 
profitability associated with the Cod Fishery, a fishery that 
changed the world and as such has had St.Johns's as its 
main global harbour.  

By the 1500's Spain, France, Holland and Portugal were 
using St. John's harbour as their New World base.  By 1519 
St. John's harbour was located on a Portuguese map of the 
new world.  

There was permanent habitation in St. John's by English 
settlers in 1620 where they lived and worked around St. 
John's Harbour.  Later West Country merchants operated 
their immense fishing premises and migratory fishery from 
the shorelines of the harbour but they were later replaced in 
1800's by resident merchants such as the Scottish Murray's 
and Baird's. 
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Appendix 2  The Baird Family and Baird's Cove  

Baird's Cove is named after a family that has made a 
significant contribution to the commercial business of St. 
John's and our economic development for over 100 years.  

James Baird came to Newfoundland from Scotland in 1844 
where his father had been in business. By 1853 James 
Baird had established his own importing and draping 
business with his brother David. By the early 1880's James 
had expanded into the fishery supply business and 
wholesaler and retailer of groceries, wines and spirits and 
dry goods.  After the fire of 1892 he rebuilt their premises on 
a much larger scale and later was involved in the sealing 
and whaling industries.  By the 20th century the Baird 
Company grew into  a major fish exporter having survived 
the bank crash of 1894 taking over the assets of several 
local bankrupt companies.  

In 1908 the business was once again destroyed by fire and 
again it was rebuilt.  

Baird was also prominent in developing many local 
industries in the city including wooden, clothing, shoe and 
boot  factories,  a bakery, a foundry and was President of 
the St. John's Gas and Light Company. 
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Today's citizens recognize their remaining building on Water 
Street as the former location of the New York, London and 
Paris retail store.   

Their immense contributions and heritage at this location  
needs to be reflected and not by a shipping container style 
development above a parking garage.  

Appendix 3 Valuing the Harbour  

, my  father, has memories of the 
harbour that span almost a century.  

My Father, like many of our citizens, wants to see the 
harbour and its heritage respected by our elected officials as 
it had a significant role in forging our identity and the 
development of the society we enjoy today.  

My father however does not need to quote standards and 
guidelines to express this or his opinions about this 
proposed development. . 

My father you see spent much of his working career at the 
harbour building and repairing ships such as our coastal 
transportation boats, naval defence vessels, the first steel 
boats in the Province and looking after fishing fleets from all 
over the world. When I was growing up it was common for 
us to have Japanese, Spanish or Russian Captains and their 
Officers at our home for supper. 
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The harbour is also where my fathers remembers his 
grandfather, , arriving as a Captain of his 
Grand Bank schooner, a schooner as big as the Bluenose, 
with a crew of men and always laden down with cod fish.    

It is where my father remembers leaving every June as a 
young boy aboard a coastal boat such as the Kyle or the 
Northern Ranger to spend his summers in Catalina.  

He remembers it is where all Newfoundlanders arrived and 
departed from when visiting the capital city for business, 
educational, health or family reasons.  

It is also where his father worked from as a Chief Engineer 
for the Scottish Reid Newfoundland Company and their 
Alphabet Fleet coastal service. 

It was where his other grandfather from Scotland,  
, came as an engineer to help Mr. Reid build his 

railway. His picture hangs in the Coastal Marine Railway at 
the head of the harbour. It is the only picture we have of him.  

He remembers the industry of the harbour and all those who 
worked hard. He remembers his grandfather repairing the 
sails of his schooner or seeing fish loaded onto schooners 
for export around the world and people selling fish and 
flippers on the harbour from its many piers and premises.  
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But first and foremost in his mind it is a harbour he sailed 
out of in stormy weather during the Second World War as a 
merchant marine to save convoy ships in peril.  

The port he reminds us is also where our first 500 departed  
from and for most never to return to.   

He goes on to say it is where Newfoundlanders also left for  
the Second World War and a harbour that serviced a North 
American naval fleet going to and from Europe.  

A place that welcomed service men home and those who 
came from Canada and American to construct their bases. 

It is in this context my father says that this text 
amendment will allow a proposal  that has no meaning 
to this place and a development that no one can 
identify with. 

He goes on to say it is an amendment that will allow 
for a development that is nothing more than a 
monstrosity and one that is disrespectful to all of  
those who built and sacrificed their lives for the future 
we enjoy in the City today.  

It is a place of inherited legacy and one deserving more 
respect by all our City Councillors and those who approve 
developments and those who design its buildings.  
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1

Karen Chafe

From: CityClerk
Sent: Monday, March 9, 2020 9:42 AM
To: ; CityClerk
Cc: CouncilGroup; Andrea Roberts; Ann-Marie Cashin; Ashley Murray; Dave Wadden; Gerard Doran; 

Jason Sinyard; Karen Chafe; Ken O'Brien; Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett; Planning
Subject: RE: Clifts-Bairds Cove Proposed Hotel Construction

Good Morning: 
 
We thank you for your feedback and advise that all submissions will be presented to Council for 
consideration prior to a final decision being reached on this application. 
 
 
 
Elaine Henley 

 
Elaine Henley 
City Clerk 
t. 576-8202 
c. 691-0451 
 
From   
Sent: Friday, March 6, 2020 2:40 PM 
To: CityClerk <cityclerk@stjohns.ca> 
Subject: Clifts‐Bairds Cove Proposed Hotel Construction 
 
Hello 
 
I am writing to share my thoughts on the proposed hotel construction on the Atlantic place parking structure on the side 
of Cliffs‐Bairds cove. 
 
As a member of the downtown community I feel it is not in keeping with the look and feel of historic downtown.  
 
This area is seen by all cruise ship tourists as they port in St. John’s and is much loved by them, they enjoy so much to 
see Canada’s oldest city in it’s true form not as box hotels and flashy tourist stops.  
 
Please consider the impact this will have on our community and our city skyline once complete!  
 
I feel it would be worth much more to our city and our tourism to improve or fill the empty spaces that lay vacant. 
 
Thank you 

  
  
Disclaimer: This email may contain confidential and/or privileged information intended only for the individual(s) 
addressed in the message. If you are not the intended recipient, any other distribution, copying, or disclosure is strictly 
prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please notify me immediately by return email and delete the original 
message. 
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Any correspondence with employees, agents, or elected officials of the City of St. John’s may be subject to disclosure 
under the provisions of the Access to Information and Protection of Privacy Act, 2015, S.N.L. 2015, c.A‐1.2.  
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Karen Chafe

From: CityClerk
Sent: Monday, March 9, 2020 10:14 AM
To: NL Historic Trust
Cc: Andrea Roberts; Ann-Marie Cashin; Ashley Murray; Dave Wadden; Gerard Doran; Jason Sinyard; 

Karen Chafe; Ken O'Brien; Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett; Planning
Subject: FW: Public Hearing - 1 Clift's Baird's Cove
Attachments: 1CliftsBairdsCove.pdf

Good Morning: 
 
We thank you for your feedback and advise that your submission will be presented to Council for 
consideration prior to a final decision being reached by Council. 
 
 
 
Elaine Henley 

 
Elaine Henley 
City Clerk 
t. 576-8202 
c. 691-0451 
 
From:  
Sent: Monday, March 9, 2020 8:32 AM 
To: CityClerk <cityclerk@stjohns.ca> 
Subject: Public Hearing ‐ 1 Clift's Baird's Cove 
 
Good morning, 
 
Please find comments regarding 1 Clift's Baird's Cove attached. 
 
Thank you, 
Board of Directors 
Newfoundland and Labrador Historic Trust 
 
 
‐‐  
Newfoundland and Labrador Historic Trust 
www.historictrust.ca 
facebook NLHistoricTrust 
twitter @NL Historic Trust 
 
  
Disclaimer: This email may contain confidential and/or privileged information intended only for the individual(s) 
addressed in the message. If you are not the intended recipient, any other distribution, copying, or disclosure is strictly 
prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please notify me immediately by return email and delete the original 
message. 
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Any correspondence with employees, agents, or elected officials of the City of St. John’s may be subject to disclosure 
under the provisions of the Access to Information and Protection of Privacy Act, 2015, S.N.L. 2015, c.A‐1.2.  
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9 March 2020 

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: 1 Clift's Baird's Cove / A. P. Parking Garage 
 
Dear Mayor Breen, Deputy Mayor O’Leary, and Councillors Burton, Collins, Froude, Hanlon, Hickman, 
Jamieson, Korab, Lane, and Stapleton: 
 
We are writing in opposition to the proposed text amendments to the St. John’s Municipal Plan and 
Development Regulations for 1 Clift's Baird's Cove as they relate to the development of the A.P. Parking 
Garage. We would also like to address several misconceptions and deficiencies in process and fact on 
the part of councillors voting in favour of these amendments. Please consider the following: 

• The decision before Council is a change to zoning, not the approval of a design. Nevertheless, 
approving members of Council have repeatedly cited the design as an improvement over current 
conditions. It is imperative that Council understand the difference. Elements of the design 
considered “improvements” (i.e. renovations to the existing garage) may never be implemented 
and the final design may become as bulky and bland as Atlantic Place with no further input from 
Council. 

• The Envision St. John’s Draft Municipal Plan includes several provisions which suggest the 
proposal is inappropriate or premature: 

o  Section 6.1.6 reads: “ensure that tall buildings are designed and sited to: contribute 
positively to the skyline of the city; […] be integrated with adjacent areas by stepping 
down to lower-scale buildings and neighbourhoods.” In terms of skyline the proposal 
represents a flattening along Harbour Drive, blocking views of the distinctive terraced 
layout of downtown without contributing positively. The proposal in no way “steps 
down” to the buildings on Water Street and instead exacerbates the height difference. 

o Section 6.3.2 reads: “Develop detailed urban design guidelines for the downtown that 
address built form, the height and bulk of buildings and their relationship to the street 
and to each other.” Approving the proposed zoning changes at this time, before the 
area has been properly analysed by experts and appropriate recommendations made, 
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would be premature. The development of such guidelines may very well preclude a 
development of this scale in this location. 

• At the February 17th meeting of council both Councilor Hickman and Mayor Breen expressed 
confusion over Councilor Lane’s comments regarding “public space.” Councilor Lane was likely 
referring not to the subject property but Clift’s Baird’s Cove itself – a historically open right-of-
way with incredible potential to become a vibrant public square. The proposal inexplicably 
ignores its own property line and extends over this public space. This is not a case of a property-
owner doing what they like with their own property or using views to which they are entitled. 
They instead propose appropriating public views to which they have no claim. 

• Council has thus far neglected to consider impacts on 
neighbouring historic resources and, in particular, the St. John’s 
Court House National Historic Site. The Statement of Significance 
for the St. John's Court House lists "viewscapes to and from the 
building and St. John’s Harbour" among its Character-Defining 
Elements - the tangible and cultural features that contribute to 
the heritage value of a historic place and which must be retained 
to preserve its heritage value. Allowing this development to 
extend beyond its site, into the historically open cove, will 
absolutely impact viewscapes to and from the Court House and 
diminish its heritage integrity. 

The City of St. John's recently hosted a workshop with Parks 
Canada architect David Scarlett on the "Standards and Guidelines 
for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada." Councilor 
Hickman attended part of the day and Councilor Burton the whole 
day. Guideline 4.1.5, Visual Relationships, states that "the visual 
relationships between elements of [...] heritage districts, can influence the user experience." It 
goes on to discourage "introducing a new feature that alters or obscures the visual relationships 
in the cultural landscape, such as constructing a new building as a focal point, when a character-
defining vista was traditionally terminated by the sky." This is precisely what is proposed. It 
should be noted that St. John’s is lagging most other Canadian cities in adopting the Standards 
and Guidelines. 

• Also at the February 17th meeting Mayor Breen asserted that “[the proposal is] not as high as 
the current Atlantic Place.” This is false. According to the publicly available LUAR the proposal is 
precisely the same height as Atlantic Place.  

The St. John’s Court House has 
enjoyed unobstructed views to 
and from the harbour for 
more than 100 years. 



 
 

The Newfoundland and Labrador Historic Trust is dedicated to the preservation of the province’s buildings and 
landscapes and their importance to communities. 

PO Box 2403, St. John’s, Newfoundland and Labrador, Canada, A1C 6E7 
coordinator@historictrust.ca 

www.historictrust.ca 

 
 
 
The proposed amendments (and particularly the bump in FAR) would additionally allow floor 
space at these upper stories beyond what has been illustrated. 
 

• It should be noted that this proposal paradoxically grew out of a plan in 2011 to limit the height 
of the AP Parking Garage to its current 8 stories. While Council is in no way bound to the 
unrealized desires of past Councils, such intentions should be considered. At what point did 
massing akin to Atlantic Place change from unacceptable to desirable? 

The Trust is opposed to the proposed text amendments and urges Council to vote against them. Should 
they be approved we further ask that air rights over public rights-of-way not be sold or leased to the 
proponent. Public air rights should never be transferred without a compelling case and demonstrable 
public benefit, and the proponent has not articulated a single reason for the request. 

Sincerely, 

Board of Directors 
Newfoundland & Labrador Historic Trust 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Image from the 1 Clift’s Baird’s Cove LUAR indicating identical height. 
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Karen Chafe

From: CityClerk
Sent: Monday, March 9, 2020 10:08 AM
To:  CityClerk
Cc: Andrea Roberts; Ann-Marie Cashin; Ashley Murray; Dave Wadden; Gerard Doran; Jason Sinyard; 

Karen Chafe; Ken O'Brien; Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett; Planning
Subject: RE: harbour drive parking garage development

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: Sunday, March 8, 2020 11:56 AM 
To: CityClerk <cityclerk@stjohns.ca> 
Subject: harbour drive parking garage development 
 
Dear City Council: 
 
Please do not allow this bad development to go ahead. The proposed building is a truly bad design for many, many 
reasons and not just because seems derivative of the Fogo Island Inn, which works on Fogo Island but not in downtown 
St. John's.  
 
Any city planner will also tell you that building very tall buildings on the waterfront is just bad design. The view of 
waterfront is a collective treasure belongs to all citizens of St. John's, not just tourists who pay a hotel bill (besides which 
the travel industry is an inherently fragile one as recents news events have shown).  
 

 the Baird Building where this building will potentially overhang Clift Baird's Cove by 28 feet. This proposed will 
permanently alter the feel of the street and the buildings around it, which I believe is in a heritage zone. The "eyesore" 
of the parking garage was built precisely because of short‐sighted thinking; you want to be sure you're not making the 
same mistake twice over. 
 
The parking garage might be bad enough, but allowing this building to go ahead would be like "putting lipstick on the 
pig." Please vote to postpone or cancel this project altogether until there can be a transparent and public process of 
engagement with residents on how they want to develop their downtown. 
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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, March 9, 2020 10:10 AM
To: CityClerk
Cc: Andrea Roberts; Ann-Marie Cashin; Ashley Murray; Dave Wadden; Gerard Doran; Jason Sinyard; 

Karen Chafe; Ken O'Brien; Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett; Planning
Subject: RE: I do not support Atlantic Place 

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: Sunday, March 8, 2020 8:02 PM 
To: CityClerk <cityclerk@stjohns.ca> 
Subject: I do not support Atlantic Place 
 
I wish to voice my concern regarding the proposed development of Atlantic Place. While I agree something needs to be 
done to this eyesore, the overhang is NOT a reasonable addition. 
 
This overhang will affect all of the buildings around. It is poorly designed and looks like a shipping container hanging off 
Atlantic Place. 
 
Again, while I agree that Atlantic Place needs modernization I do not support the overhang that is proposed. Please do 
not move forward with this. 
 
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: Monday, March 9, 2020 2:08 PM
To:  CityClerk
Cc: Andrea Roberts; Ann-Marie Cashin; Ashley Murray; Dave Wadden; Gerard Doran; Jason Sinyard; 

Karen Chafe; Ken O'Brien; Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett; Planning
Subject: RE: Comments on 1 Clift's Barid's Cove Amendments

Good Afternoon: 
 
We thank you for your feedback and advise that all submissions will be presented to Council for 
consideration prior to a final decision being reached on this application. 
 
 
 
Elaine Henley 

 
Elaine Henley 
City Clerk 
t. 576-8202 
c. 691-0451 
 
From:    
Sent: Monday, March 9, 2020 1:30 PM 
To: CityClerk <cityclerk@stjohns.ca> 
Subject: Comments on 1 Clift's Barid's Cove Amendments 
 
To the City Clerk and Council Members, 
 
Height:  
 
I believe that the height of the hotel isn’t a problem from street level, but it blocks historic sight‐lines out towards 
Southside from the businesses and homes behind. Furthermore, a very large portion of the colourful streets terraced 
behind it will be obscured from photographs of the downtown’s ‘scape, one of the most iconic and important draws to 
the city for tourists. 
 
Cladding: 
 
The City has acknowledged that we are in a climate emergency, yet this proposal seeks to clad an entire new‐build and 
existing garage in steel and aluminum. Firstly, this bad for building efficiency with regards to heating and cooling. 
Secondly, the garage’s screen will inevitably rust due to the strong salt winds from the harbour, quickly resulting in an 
eyesore and increased stormwater pollution. We should only be approving for more innovative and crisis‐aware 
materials for structure and cladding — especially in such an influential location. 

Roof: 
 
This structure will immortalize a large swath of green‐less land within the downtown. As this region is already starved for 
urban vegetation, it should be a condition for projects of this size and shape to include planning for a green roof. Lacking 
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this, this project continues to snub the climate emergency council has proclaimed and further appropriates the status 
quo. 
 
Best, 

 

 

  
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, March 9, 2020 2:05 PM
To:
Cc: Andrea Roberts; Ann-Marie Cashin; Ashley Murray; Dave Wadden; Gerard Doran; Jason Sinyard; 

Karen Chafe; Ken O'Brien; Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett; Planning
Subject: FW: Atlantic Place Hotel Proposal

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: Access St. John's <service@stjohns.ca>  
Sent: Monday, March 9, 2020 12:33 PM 
To: CouncilGroup <councilgroup@stjohns.ca> 
Cc: Janet Adams <jadams@stjohns.ca> 
Subject: Fw: Atlantic Place Hotel Proposal 
 

This came in on the web. 
 
Tks 
Violet 
 

Access St. John's 

Web Service 

Call: 311 or 709-754-2489 

Fax: 709-576-7688 

From:   
Sent: Monday, March 9, 2020 12:13 PM 
To: Access St. John's <service@stjohns.ca> 
Subject: Re: Atlantic Place Hotel Proposal  
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Honorable Mayor, Deputy‐Mayor and Councillors 
 
Further to my earlier email, it is now my sad understanding that the hotel has been approved, but that the 
developer is now seeking an exemption with respect to building height. 
 
As I have already noted, City Council has, to its credit, sought to preserve historic views of downtown 
residents, other citizens, and tourists. City zoning, density and height restrictions are there for a reason. They 
were implemented after some unfortunate earlier decisions, including the striking ugliness and intrusion of 
Atlantic Place and its parking garage, as they currently are. 
 

 I hope you will not decide to breach these restrictions and thereby provide hotel guests 
with fine views at the cost of those of us and our downtown neighbours, other citizens, and tourists. By doing 
so, you would reduce the attractiveness (and property values and tax base) of our inner city neighbourhoods, 
and encourage people to sell and move away from the downtown, with secondary adverse effects on local 
businesses (stores, cafes, restaurants, etc.). 
 
Sincerely 
 

 

From:   
Sent: March 9, 2020 11:24 AM 
To: service@stjohns.ca <service@stjohns.ca> 
Subject: Atlantic Place Hotel Proposal  
  

Honorable Mayor, Deputy‐Mayor and Councillors 

 

I am writing again, on behalf of my partner,  , and 
myself, to express our continued opposition to the proposed hotel on top of the Atlantic Place Parking Garage.

 

We live at , a property I purchased in the 1980s in large part because of its location and, in 
particular, the view. We and our   neighbours enjoy a fine panorama of the Downtown, Harbour, and 
Southside Hills.  The City, to its credit, has sought to preserve such views of downtown residents, as well as 
other citizens and tourists. I was working in the City Planning Department during some early efforts re zoning 
and height restrictions. This was after some unfortunate earlier decisions, including the striking ugliness and 
intrusion that is Atlantic Place and its parking garage.  

 

There has subsequently been general success in preserving classic views, through height restrictions and 
encouraging the construction of larger buildings in the West End of the Downtown. However, the proposed 
hotel on top of the Parking Garage seems almost to have been designed to destroy the views of 
downtown residents, other citizens, and tourists. Its alignment, like a wall parallel to the Harbour, could have 
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been selected to block as much of and as many views as possible. Our property, many adjacent ones, and the 
Tessier Place Park would lose sight of a large section of the Harbour, more than doubling the effect of Atlantic 
Place itself. And the artist's rendition of the proposed hotel show it making the Atlantic Place structures even 
uglier! 

 

We hope our City Council will decide to vote against this proposed intrusion, rather than deciding to provide 
visiting hotel guests with fine views at the cost of downtown residents, other citizens, and tourists. That would 
reduce the attractiveness (and property values and residential tax base) of downtown neighbourhoods, 
and encourage people to sell and move away from the Downtown and our great City. 

 

Please don't hesitate to contact us   if you would like to discuss this matter further! 

 

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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Shanna Fitzgerald

From: Karen Chafe
Sent: Tuesday, March 10, 2020 3:33 PM
To: Shanna Fitzgerald
Subject: Fwd: 1. No to the the proposed hotel at 1 Clift's Baird's Cove 2. Yes to a plan/design for downtown 

with real rules and regulations and codes

 
Get Outlook for iOS 

From: CityClerk <cityclerk@stjohns.ca> 
Sent: Tuesday, March 10, 2020 3:25:17 PM 
To:   
Cc: Andrea Roberts <aroberts@stjohns.ca>; Ann‐Marie Cashin <acashin@stjohns.ca>; Ashley Murray 
<amurray@stjohns.ca>; Dave Wadden <dwadden@stjohns.ca>; Gerard Doran <gdoran@stjohns.ca>; Jason Sinyard 
<jsinyard@stjohns.ca>; Karen Chafe <kchafe@stjohns.ca>; Ken O'Brien <kobrien@stjohns.ca>; Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett 
<LLyghtleBrushett@stjohns.ca>; Planning <planning@stjohns.ca> 
Subject: FW: 1. No to the the proposed hotel at 1 Clift's Baird's Cove 2. Yes to a plan/design for downtown with real 
rules and regulations and codes  
  

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: Janet Adams <jadams@stjohns.ca>  
Sent: Tuesday, March 10, 2020 12:10 PM 
To: CityClerk <cityclerk@stjohns.ca> 
Subject: FW: 1. No to the the proposed hotel at 1 Clift's Baird's Cove 2. Yes to a plan/design for downtown with real 
rules and regulations and codes 
  

  
  

From: service@stjohns.ca <service@stjohns.ca>  
Sent: Monday, March 9, 2020 5:11 PM 
To:   Janet Adams <jadams@stjohns.ca> 
Subject: Re: 1. No to the the proposed hotel at 1 Clift's Baird's Cove 2. Yes to a plan/design for downtown with real rules 
and regulations and codes 





3

  
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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Shanna Fitzgerald

From: Karen Chafe
Sent: Tuesday, March 10, 2020 3:34 PM
To: Shanna Fitzgerald
Subject: Fwd: Clift's Baird's Cove proposal

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

 
Get Outlook for iOS 

From: CityClerk <cityclerk@stjohns.ca> 
Sent: Tuesday, March 10, 2020 3:30:24 PM 
To:   
Cc: Andrea Roberts <aroberts@stjohns.ca>; Ann‐Marie Cashin <acashin@stjohns.ca>; Ashley Murray 
<amurray@stjohns.ca>; Dave Wadden <dwadden@stjohns.ca>; Gerard Doran <gdoran@stjohns.ca>; Jason Sinyard 
<jsinyard@stjohns.ca>; Karen Chafe <kchafe@stjohns.ca>; Ken O'Brien <kobrien@stjohns.ca>; Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett 
<LLyghtleBrushett@stjohns.ca>; Planning <planning@stjohns.ca> 
Subject: FW: Clift's Baird's Cove proposal  
  

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: Janet Adams <jadams@stjohns.ca>  
Sent: Tuesday, March 10, 2020 12:11 PM 
To: CityClerk <cityclerk@stjohns.ca> 
Subject: FW: Clift's Baird's Cove proposal 
  

  
  

From: service@stjohns.ca <service@stjohns.ca>  
Sent: Monday, March 9, 2020 7:20 PM 
To: Janet Adams <jadams@stjohns.ca> 
Subject: Re: Clift's Baird's Cove proposal 
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. 

 
From:   
Sent: Monday, March 9, 2020 1:15 PM 
To: service@stjohns.ca 
Subject: Clift's Baird's Cove proposal 

Hi, 
I do not support the proposal to waive the height restriction in place for downtown St. 
John's for the hotel at 1 Clift's Baird's Cove. I ask the city to maintain the current height 
of the building or not more than 4 stories if any development is to happen at this 
property  
  

 

  

  
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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Shanna Fitzgerald

From: Karen Chafe
Sent: Tuesday, March 10, 2020 3:33 PM
To: Shanna Fitzgerald
Subject: Fwd: Atlantic Place Hotel

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

 
Get Outlook for iOS 

From: CityClerk <cityclerk@stjohns.ca> 
Sent: Tuesday, March 10, 2020 3:27:24 PM 
To:   
Cc: Andrea Roberts <aroberts@stjohns.ca>; Ann‐Marie Cashin <acashin@stjohns.ca>; Ashley Murray 
<amurray@stjohns.ca>; Dave Wadden <dwadden@stjohns.ca>; Gerard Doran <gdoran@stjohns.ca>; Jason Sinyard 
<jsinyard@stjohns.ca>; Karen Chafe <kchafe@stjohns.ca>; Ken O'Brien <kobrien@stjohns.ca>; Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett 
<LLyghtleBrushett@stjohns.ca>; Planning <planning@stjohns.ca> 
Subject: FW: Atlantic Place Hotel  
  

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: Janet Adams <jadams@stjohns.ca>  
Sent: Tuesday, March 10, 2020 12:11 PM 
To: CityClerk <cityclerk@stjohns.ca> 
Subject: FW: Atlantic Place Hotel 
  

  
  

From: service@stjohns.ca <service@stjohns.ca>  
Sent: Monday, March 9, 2020 5:18 PM 
To: Janet Adams <jadams@stjohns.ca> 
Subject: Re: Atlantic Place Hotel 
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. 

 
From:   
Sent: Monday, March 9, 2020 4:24 PM 
To: service@stjohns.ca 
Subject: Atlantic Place Hotel 
I am writing regarding the proposal to waive the height restrictions for the proposed hotel at 1 Clift's 
Baird's Cove.  
  
This building will affect views from all over downtown ‐ not only private homes but  businesses, public 
buildings and tourists! 
  
The City, to its credit, has sought to preserve historic views of downtown residents.  City Planning 
Department zoning and height restrictions rules are there for a reason!  They were implemented after 
some unfortunate earlier decisions, including the striking ugliness and intrusion that is Atlantic Place and 
its parking garage. 
  
There has been some ugly decisions regarding building in the city lately that are further eroding our 
views; such as the hotel at the bottom of Pleasant Street.  You used to be able to see out towards the 
narrows and Signal Hill from Patrick and that is gone!!  The building is set on land that should have 
served as a gateway to the City, instead an ugly building and the continued growth of construction to 
what end!!! 
  
We hope you will not decide to provide visiting hotel guests with 12 floors of fine views ‐ at the cost of 
downtown residents who live here year‐round, pay taxes and support our local economy too! 
  
Your efforts to "build" St John's should have started when you allow vacancies to be the norm and new 
construction king of the only parts of St John's those worshipped tourists want to see!  When does the 
"City" council open their eyes and start an actual plan for preserving the spirit of my city! 
  
A City the tourists' and residents want to see! 
  

 

Downtown Resident 

  
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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Shanna Fitzgerald

From: Karen Chafe
Sent: Tuesday, March 10, 2020 10:01 AM
To: Shanna Fitzgerald
Subject: Fwd: Submission for Public Meeting 1Clift's-Baird's Cv March 11, 2020
Attachments: Letter re 1Clift's-Baird'sCv Final.docx; Attachment1 2013 Submission.docx; Attachment 2 2018 

Submision.docx

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

 
Get Outlook for iOS 

From: CityClerk <cityclerk@stjohns.ca> 
Sent: Tuesday, March 10, 2020 9:57:39 AM 
To:   
Cc: Andrea Roberts <aroberts@stjohns.ca>; Ann‐Marie Cashin <acashin@stjohns.ca>; Ashley Murray 
<amurray@stjohns.ca>; Dave Wadden <dwadden@stjohns.ca>; Gerard Doran <gdoran@stjohns.ca>; Jason Sinyard 
<jsinyard@stjohns.ca>; Karen Chafe <kchafe@stjohns.ca>; Ken O'Brien <kobrien@stjohns.ca>; Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett 
<LLyghtleBrushett@stjohns.ca>; Planning <planning@stjohns.ca> 
Subject: FW: Submission for Public Meeting 1Clift's‐Baird's Cv March 11, 2020  
  

Good Morning  

  
We thank you for your feedback and advise all submissions will be presented to Council for 
consideration prior to reaching a final decision on this application. 
  
  
  
Elaine Henley 

  
Elaine Henley 
City Clerk 
t. 576-8202 

c. 691-0451 

  

From:    
Sent: Monday, March 9, 2020 3:23 PM 
To: CityClerk <cityclerk@stjohns.ca> 
Cc: Ken O'Brien <kobrien@stjohns.ca> 
Subject: Submission for Public Meeting 1Clift's‐Baird's Cv March 11, 2020 
  

Please accept my submission for inclusion with the materials for the meeting On March 11.  It consists of three 
files 

1.  A Document outlining my concerns with the current proposal including those related to the text and 
map amendments. 
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2. Attachment 1 for this Document which is actually the submission I made in 2013 regarding the 
development on the site. 

3. Attachment 2  for this Document which is an e‐mail I sent to the public meeting in 2018. 
I hope this is not too confusing way to submit.  I felt is would be more manageable for the commissioner not 
to have it all in one manuscript.   
  
If you have any concerns please do not hesitate to contact me. 
  
Thank‐you for you time and 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.  



Submission On Clift’s-Baird’s Cv Proposal: March 11, 2020 
 

1.  Opposed to Text and Map Amendments 
  

I am writing   to express my opposition to the proposed development on top of the AP Parking 
Garage, and specifically, in this instance, to the Text and Map amendments proposed in the 
Resolution following that will allow increasing a height to a 12 storey building rather than the 11 
storey one which proposed in 2014. The current iteration of the SONCO’s proposal is primarily 
for a hotel, plus related amenities and offices 
 

RESOLUTION                        
ST. JOHN’S MUNICIPAL PLAN 
AMENDMENT NUMBER 147, 2020 

  
1. Amend Section 3.3.6 A.P. Parking Garage District by removing the following 

Building Height and Bulk subsection: 
 
“Building Height and Bulk - In this District, the maximum building height is limited 
to 11 Storeys and the maximum Floor Area Ratio is limited to 2.25”. 

 
2. Amend Map III-2 (Downtown Building Control Map) by substituting the property at 

1 Clift’s-Baird’s Cove (Parcel ID #34257 & 139734) as follows: 
 

“Areas allowing a building height not exceeding 12 storeys/47 m and a floor area 
ratio not exceeding 2.5.” 
 

Further, separate from that actual text and map amendments, I would request that the City assure 
that the inclusion of Office Space and Retail as discretionary uses be constrained to that directly 
related to the operation of the hotel and garage. And additionally that any use of the proposed 
restaurant, lounge, sauna, and by those other than hotel guests and staff be reviewed with respect 
to parking availability. 
 

2. Rationale for Requests  
 

a) Previous Submission to Council: I have attached my two previous submissions to 
requests for public input (2013 and 2018) on plans for this site - Attachments 1 and 2.   
As many of my concerns remain the same I feel it unnecessary to reiterate them again 
here but would ask the Commissioner to consider them. 
 

b) Inappropriate Development and potential Broadening of Scope: This has been a 7-8 year 
process originating in December 2012.  In 2014, the City wrote the 11 storey (a three 
storey hotel on top of the AP Parking Garage) proposal into the New Municipal Plan 
being developed at the time. This was done despite objections by citizens concerning 
potential impact on the historic area and its industry, the precedent it could set regarding 
increasing the building heights on Water St, non-support of  the New Plan being 
submitted, and the inappropriateness of the structure for the historic area.  This new 



submission (2019) for an extra storey just increases the potential for these negative 
impacts given the magnitude of the development is now 25% greater. 
 
Additionally, it appears to me that the proposed new wording in Resolution Item 2 above 
opens the door for construction of any12 storey building in that lot.  While I do not 
approve of spot zoning which, in essence this was what was done in 2014, at least by 
linking the development wording to the AP Garage, at least could save us from a new 
dark hole similar to the one we have been in for the last 7 or 8.years. 

 
c) Scope Creep:  In my opinion the approval of this extra storey justifies incremental scope 

creep.   Now at the whim of the developer we have a 12 -storey building that overhangs 
the sidewalk on Baird’s Cove and Harbour Drive. Additionally Discussion/Direction 
Note in the March 11th notice package, the following  statement points out the very real 
possibility of additional requests for enlarged project scope 

 
….”applicants could later apply for a Variance on the building height to allow additional 
height; however, as per Section 8.4(6) of the Development Regulations, this type of 
application would be referred to Council for consideration of approval…. “ 

 
Given this, developers could request further height to facilitate potential income that would 
make the construction more profitable and their opinion more viable.  Alternatively they 
could request a variance because some things were not discovered until detailed engineering 
and design plans were produced.  Inevitably this will come with a request for an increase in 
FAR.  Again given the sensitivity of the location, increasing project size will be an issue.    

 
d) Possible Parking Implications for discretionary uses and use of amenities 

The proponent indicates that there would be a shortage of 21 parking spaces should the 
proposal proceed; however, i). An arrangement could be made with regard to street 
parking and ii) the hotel and Atlantic Place parking needs will not overlap. The number 
one reason I hear from people who live north of Empire Ave for not going downtown is 
lack of parking. Further encroachment on street level parking will not help other 
businesses downtown.  If the hotel anticipates allowing public access to the amenities 
(Spa, restaurant, and retail area) I would suggest that there will overlap parking 
requirement in the already crowded garage. 

 
e) Lack of  precise information on intensity  of Citizen Concerns: Some of the justifications 

provide in the package for considering this text amendment include statements like: 
  

There has been a mixed reaction for this development. Many of the submissions against 
the development discussed the additional height and the design of the building. Some feel 
that the building is too modern for this area and will block views, and, 
 
Other submissions to the City stated that this is a good addition to the downtown and 
believe the proposed building will be an improvement from the existing parking garage. 
Some felt that the design is unique and that the harbour front retail is a welcome addition 

 



 
References to “some” and “many” in the background material should  be quantified and 
substituted with specific numbers (which should excluded members of council and the 
developer’s teams as they get there input in other ways), and should include number back 
to initial opportunities in for citizen input in 2013.  This would provide a better picture of 
the actual support (or not) for the development in general  

  
I think it would be worthwhile both from the perspective of a) providing information to current 
participants, and, b) providing a historical context for current councillor who have not be 
involved since the onset to help inform their decision making process on this matter. 
 
 

3. Related Activity regarding AP Garage Proposals to Date.   
 
As noted previously this has been a 7-8 year journey.  In December 2012 Sonco made it first 
request to Council for approval in principle to explore construction of a 3 storey hotel on top of 
the AP Parking Garage.  The Development came up for public discussion in May 2013.  A 
request for public input at that time was delayed until October 2013. At that time there was 
considerable public objection and I, in addition to many others wrote with concerns (See 
Attachment 1 for  my letter of 7 years ago which outlined my concerns many of which are still 
current).  
 
 At the time, Council was in the process of seeking input to a new municipal plan and 
development regulations.   Despite citizen concerns, Council altered the specific zone for 
Atlantic Place that allowed changes/addition to the height to 11 stories (including a3 storey hotel 
on the AP Garage) into the new Municipal Plan and Development Regulations that were being 
prepared in 2014. 
 
To the best of my knowledge the Draft Municipal Plan and Development Regulation were 
submitted to the provincial government in 2017.  (Both ae still listed on the City’s website as 
Draft-2019 
 
In  2018 and a new proposal is submitted by SONCO for a 12-storey development, i.e., one 
requiring a text amendment to a Municipal Plan that had only just been submitted to the 
Provincial Government, and to my knowledge has not yet been approved.   At that time I 
submitted an e-mail outlining concern and again these points are still valid. (See Attachment 2 
for e-mail submission to the 2018 request for input.  At that time I was advised that in due course 
we would be able to comment in a LUAR which became public in December of 2019. 
 
Given a) the level of concern that has been raise over the years about the development, and b) the 
almost 8-year path to this decision point,  I think  that the City should provide a document 
clarifying  the path of the various proposals and input opportunities, and  where these site in the 
various development and policy decision processes. 

At this point one wonders if we actually have an approved Municipal Plan and Development 
Regulations, and if not why not.   



4. Concerns 

I continue  have many of the same concerns with this proposal  that I have raised in previous 
submissions, e.g., precedent setting for building heights in the area, non-support of the City’s 
strategic vision as stated  the Draft Plan, inappropriate proposal for this region, etc..  The City 
obviously does not share these concerns or it would not have allowed this proposal to continue.  

 At least now there is a proposal on one type of building: a hotel.   In recent years there have 
been two hotels constructed in the Downtown (the ALT: the black box container port and the 
lower-end Hilton – The Garden Hilton Inn). The AirBnB market is cutting into to the hotel 
market in the City (there are 3 on my block on William St). You will never be able to market a 
hotel sitting on the top of a garage as high-end establishment.  This development will just eat into 
an already troubled market.  Presumably the addition of an extra floor will further contribute to 
this problem. 

The hotel, as designed is, really inappropriate in this setting. If it were to be built at all (I will 
admit to you that I don’t like abstract art either) it should be placed in some more modern 
portion of the City.   The building is out of proportion.  It towers over, and with this design, 
shouts over everything in the older part of the City.   

The City, and the Province, is promoting tourism as a significant post-carbon industry.   This 
hotel will not present a welcoming image for that industry.   Tourist travel to for “authentic” 
experience.   International tourists and national and international conference attendees (who in 
part, select their conference locations for week they will stay afterward) will be looking for this 
experience.  This proposal including the current purposed over-hang on Clift’s-Baird’s Cove will 
block the last view that people arriving by sea will have of the old city.  This would be a great 
shame given the Court House, a recognised historic site, is a natural access to the old town. 

Conclusion:  

In closing, I reiterate, that I respectfully ask that the City not recommend proposed text and map 
amendments to the Draft Municipal Plan: April 2019 and Draft Development Regulations: 
February 2019 that would allow the additional storey and accompanying amenities  to be added 
to the proposal.  
 
Thank-you for your kind consideration of my concerns. 

 

 
 

 
See Attachments: 
 1    2013 Submission   
 2    2018 E-mail Submission 
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Attachment 1: 2013 Submission 
 

October 29, 2013 
 
 
 
TO: Neil Martin, City Clerk 

P.O. Box 908, 
St. John’s, NL 
A1C 5M2 

 
FROM:   
 
Re:   A.P. Parking Garage – hotel/residences        
 
Dear Mr. Martin  
 
I am writing with regard to the proposal to build a three-storey hotel or set of apartment/condos on top 
of the AP Parking Garage and the developer’s request for approval in principle to proceed.   I have a 
number of concerns, some of a more general nature including process  potential impacts on the 
surrounding infrastructure and one or two to the specific proposal.   I have itemized these concerns 
below. 
 
For ease of reading I have summarized my position on the actions that I feel should be taken in the first 
Section, i.e., Section A and I have provided a rationale for these point s in Section B. 
 
Section A:   Summary of Requested Actions. 
 

1.  This proposal should not be approved because it is as the proposal indicates the development is 
well outside what is allowed under the current Municipal Plan and the Development 
Regulations. 

2. This proposal should not be approved because if a group cannot managed to make money on 
operating a parking garage in a city that has such a parking problem that garages are being built 
hand over fist, one would question the ability of the owner/operators to make a successful 
venture of a hotel / condo development. 

3. Citizens have been advised that the west – end of the downtown has been zoned for higher rise 
building thus creating an opportunity to protect the integrity of the heritage area of the east 
end.   I building that will be almost 4 times the height of the water street façade certainly does 
not support the intent this decision nor does it “protect the architectural scale of the 
downtown.   I council want so to attempt to camouflage  poor decisions of previous era perhaps 
the garage could be screened as it stands. 

4. The new Municipal Plan, for which the consultations concluded a year, should be released and 
discussed prior to decisions being made on a development of this magnitude.  

 
 

Should the Council want to continue to consider this proposal: 
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5. The developer should be required to submit one option can be evaluated against the Municipal  

Plan, including the impact on infrastructure, the needs and requirements of residents, including 
those most affected in the nearby neighborhoods.   A set of high-end condos will have a 
different impact on many factors than a hotel.  
 

6. Council should commission a study on the  Impact  on existing street infrastructure and traffic  
flow and congestion in, and to and from, the downtown of all the new developments approved 
and in construction, prior to approval of this or other development of this scale and scope.   This 
study should be made available to the public. . 

  
Should the decision on this proposal already be made which would not be unlikely given there has  

been dialogue between the City and the developer since 2011: 
 

7. The City should assure that the design concept as presented be implemented and not some 
modification. 

8. The proponent should be required to operate the garage at times when the public needs the 
space e.g. evening after 8:00 PM an week-ends which has not been their practice to date. 

9. The use approved should have no option for change.  If one reviews the proponent’s website 
the only buildings listed are the one that their offices are in, the AP Garage and buildings that 
are or house casinos.  It is worrisome. 

 
Section B:  Rationale for Requested Actions 
 

1 General Concerns 
 
 

a) Planning should be the practice, not arbitrary changes to Regulations and Zone Requirements to 
suit the needs of a  specific site/ developer  . 
 
The letter from Mr. O’Brien & Mr. Boundridge of May 2013 indicates that; 
A)  on April 11 2011 the City initiated a process to amend the Municipal Plan and Development 

Regulations, 
B) City Staff wrote the owner of the AP Parking Garage of the intention to limit the use of the 

building to its current  use, 
C) other property owners in the area were a advise that the plan was to maintain the use of 

the property as it currently existed, 
D) the Council agreed to delay decisions on  amendment  to the Development Regulations with 

regard to the AP Garage to require that it remain a Garage. 
 
The City is embarking on its St. John's Municipal Plan Review, which will begin with the 
Mayor's Symposium on Feb. 25, 2012, and will take approximately a year and a half to 
complete (City of St. John’s Website).  Councilor Hann advised participants that this meeting 
was the first step in the review of the plan (See Press Release attached) 
 
Was Council considering changing the regulations for this already special zone in advance of the 
Plan review which it planned to announce within a few months?   Surely this request was just 
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part of data gathering for the Plan and should not be, at the stage, have developers looking for 
approval in principle and city staff recommending to Council that the developer,  in essence, be 
allowed to circumvent any  number” of the rules and regulations by use of the ever convenient “ 
text amendments” to its own regulations.  It seems a strange way to govern 
 
That aside, 18 months have passed since the Mayor’s Symposium and approximately a  year has  
passed since the last public meeting on the new plan. 

a) Why have we not seen a draft Plan against which to judge this or other proposal?   
Surely there has been sufficient to produce more than the few page summary  that 
is currently on the city website.   Has something delayed the production or 
publication of the draft plan? 

b) If the plan is not available, those making decisions should read the minutes of the 
public meetings when making them.   While the meetings, particularly the three or 
four that would include comment on this area did agree that a mix of old and 
complementary new buildings were acceptable there were many issues raised 
about access to the harbor, the already existing congestion on streets leading to the 
downtown , the need for a more pedestrian/ bicycle friendly, human scale 
environment, the for more green space,  etc. . Where does this development fit in 
this vision articulated by the citizens? 
 

Even if the City asked for ideas from this owner, it would seem  appropriate at this juncture, that 
decisions should be held for until the new Municipal Plan has been circulated for comment. 

 
 

 
b) This and other significant developments in the downtown should not be considered before the 

new (2013) Municipal Plan and Development Regulations are approved.    
 

 
Public meetings on the new Plan were held over a year ago.  Residents who attended were told 
at these meetings that it was likely we would see a consolidation released in the fall (2012).   A 
year has now past and we have yet to see the draft Plan.  I attended three of the meetings.   
Residents are expected to comply with every minutia of the regulations in renovating or building 
homes no matter the cost.  While people were amenable to new development in the 
downtown, indiscriminate use of text amendments to accommodate specific developments was 
considered detrimental to the ambiance and quality of existence in the downtown.  This practice 
is unfair to the residents and to other entrepreneurs in the City who accept their role in 
preserving the human scale and heritage feel of what is a very small area of the old City intact 
for future generations.   The next generation will need to be able to capitalize on the City’s 
uniqueness for personal and economic opportunities when oil money is gone. 
 

c)  Precedent for Buildings to the East 
 
I have observed  of late that each time the City allows a developer to in essence break the City’s 
rules and regulation the next group that wants to break the guidelines says  “me too”.  The most 
recent example was the request to construct a very dense and higher than regulation building 
complex on the 83 and 90 Duckworth St.  The proponents argued with some validity that the 
City had allowed the Marriott to alter the rules so they should be allowed to do the same.   
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The owners of the block of buildings immediately to the east of the AP Garage will surely be well 
positioned to argue that they too should be allowed to the rules adjusted to their needs.  There 
is no reason why they should refrain from requesting a text amendment.  After all there will be 
11 storey buildings on either side of the block.  11 stories if almost 4 times as high as the existing 
street scape and dangerously close to the 15 storey block proposed  by Fortis recently  This may 
well provide short term gain for a few and even some short term additional tax revenue but the 
long term health of the City will be better served by other decisions 
 

d) Scenario planning should be undertaken by the City on the impacts of the east west street 
infrastructure in the downtown (Water and Duckworth) and access road ( Monkstown; Rennies 
Mill and Old Topsail and Hamilton ) 
 
 
di) Downtown Streets  
 
The city staff letter states that the only impact on municipal infrastructure would be relate to 
the traffic division’s potential concerns about access on Harbour Drive. This seems a particularly 
limited view of the matter.  This proposal is the latest in a series that will increase traffic and 
strain on the already overtaxed street infrastructure of the older districts of the Coty, i.e., those 
street south of Empire Ave. 
 
I feel that there are two issues here, one directly regarding the proposed hotel entrance and the 
second regarding the cumulative effect of another busy building in this very small area with 
limited infrastructure.   It should be noted that there is little if any discussion in the submission 
regarding the impact and requirements  of residences : they will obviously be quite different 
from a hotel with a greater impact on parking and traffic congestion among other things. 
 
The Hotel Entrance:  The idea that that upscale business persons will  want to enter a hotel from a 
four lane road, with  a  fenced security area on one side and with little else but unattended 
parking garages and the backs of closed buildings  on the proposed hotel  side ill conceived .    
Imagine yourself arriving in a strange city  the 12:30 or 3:00AM flight and unloading yourself and 
your luggage in that type of area: not likely.  The Water Street entrance will become the 
functional entrance for this and other reasons. The resulting  traffic will further contribute to the 
Water St. congestion ( see next sections) 
 
Cumulative Effect of buildings under construction or approved:  Traffic heading either east or west on 
Water or Duckworth at certain times in the business day is already very heavy and it can take 20 
minutes to get from Springdale Street to Prescott.  There are limited opportunities to exit Water 
Street once you get on it.   Use of Harbour Drive is only a temporary diversion as traffic must 
ultimately enter or exit onto Water.  Duckworth and Water Streets were built for streetcars and 
horses, not the amount of traffic high-rise buildings.   Already when there are activities at Mile 
One, traffic already frequently backs up into Queen’s Road almost to the churches and on 
Duckworth to the condo development.  i1 

 
1 When a Festival 500 afternoon concert let out at about 3:45 in July the traffic on Duckworth extended 
back to Cathedral Street.  As one who was trying to go west at the time, I can attest that I almost lost the 
side of my car as I was in the left-hand lane (having finally gotten off Duckworth into this assigned lane) 
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 In the last few years Council has approved the construction of the 14 story building at 351 
Water, the Fortis Building on the bottom of Springdale, extension to the Convention Centre; the 
complex of condo buildings on Duckworth, the extension to the Marriott, and has given 
approval for development of sites on the bottom of Hamilton and recently there was a public 
meeting on a 6-storey building on George and Springdale.   Each developer holds  that its 
proposal will have no significant impact in the traffic in intersections, parking, congestion, 
shadows etc.   Presumably the City in conducting due diligence reviews uses a data analysis 
model to check both a) the assertions of those with an interest in the construction that the 
impact will be minimal, and b) the cumulative effect of the immediate proposal as well as those 
mentioned above will have on nearby streets and neighbourhoods.   The cumulative effect on 
functionally the very limited street can already be experiences when travelling east of west 
during any busy hour. 
 
I wonder, since that City has access to a GIS data base whether it has conducted its own 
metadata  analysis to predict the impact on traffic flow and street infrastructure when all these 
buildings, including this hotel/ condo-apartment building are fully occupied with the 
accompanying activities that go with them, people coming for meetings, visitor to condo owners 
etc..  If so,  it would be very helpful to see this analysis at this public meeting.  If not at any 
planned public meeting, I wonder if this type of analysis could be made available for viewing 
through the website before this or other similar development decisions are made related to this 
already congested area. 
 
dii)  Infrastructure leading to the downtown:  
 
 Recently the City has had to place street calming devices on “Old Topsail” Road and I know that 
there has been an attempt by the residents of Monkstown Road to have the speed limit 
reduced.  These, to me , are indicators that  infrastructure leading to the downtown is becoming 
stressed.  Very few relatively narrow roads lead directly from the newer regions of the City to 
the downtown.  As the residents are indicating though their requests the through traffic is 
already a concern.  At this point only the relevant construction and related workers are 
travelling to the downtown: one can only imagine the impact on the few “ feeder” streets and 
the surrounding neighborhoods and drivers seek alternate routes when all these buildings a fully 
functioning.    
 
Again I would suggest that the development of realistic scenarios that could be shared with the 
public should be considered before yet another major construction site is decided upon. 
 
 
2.  Issues Specific to the Proposal 

 
intending to go straight through the intersection.   Unfortunately I did not see the SUV that was behind be 
and signaling left as they cut right in front of me to get to the left turning lane where the new Convention 
Centre construction is occurring.  Of course I do not know if the driver was frustrated with having been in 
the long lane of slowly moving traffic that extended back beyond Bates Hill at that stage and just wanted 
out, or whether he legitimately had to turn there.  Either way I was the accident that almost happened 
due to the congestion. 
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a) Parking: 
 
ai)   Hours of Operation 
 
Local Businesses: The Atlantic Place Parking Garage was built to accommodate the parking for 
those people working in and doing business in Atlantic Place.   At this point, it is not truly public 
parking. It is, for instance, closed on week-ends and after 8:00PM when there was much traffic 
downtown with no place to park.  Perhaps if this garage were open for longer periods with fees 
collected like  he Delta  the garage would produce more revenue.  Therefore be of some use to 
local business trying to develop locally owned and operated business in the City core. This could 
decrease the need for other garages to be built and increase the access to the downtown on the 
week-ends for people who will otherwise shopping at malls and box stores.   
 
Parking for Hotel/Condo : Will the proponents be required to operate the garage 24 hours a day 
or will the cars related to the hotel/ residence be parking on the streets at night further 
congesting the available street parking spaces as well as increasing the overall traffic as people 
circle looking for places? 
 
 
aii)  50 Parking Spaces 
 
The developers maintain that the 50 parking spaces that will be required for the hotel will have 
minimal impact give the total of 720 spaces.   As one who has had occasion to use the AP Garage 
on a few occasions to attend meetings or other functions in Atlantic Place, I would guestimate 
that 100 to 150 spaces are all that are available to “ the public”: the remainder are rented long 
term by organization and people working in Atlantic Place.  We visitors are all quite used to 
parking “ in the sky dome” as the local parlance has it.  The hotel will likely remove 1/3 of the 
“public” spaces.   Perhaps the developer can be asked to provide a more realistic discussion of 
the impact on parking.    
 
In addition, 50 spaces seems a low estimate to accommodate all the people who would have to 
work in the hotel. 
 
 Similarly, if the scenario that allows development of 18 residential units per floor is approved 
this amounts to 54 apartments/ condos.   The developer has allowed for less than one car per 
residence.  Again I find this unrealistic.   At least a portion of what will be high-end units will 
have more than one car and occupants will likely entertain visitors on occasion.  Again this 
would appear to underestimate the potential impact on street infrastructure. 
 
If the ultimate proposal is for a hotel; the current submission sates that there will be not 
assembly points egg. banquet halls; casinos, restaurants etc..   If there will ever be any change to 
this the implications for parking should be considered at that time. 

 
 

e) Present one option:  
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 The proposal should have contained a specific option, not three different potential approaches 
each with quite different impacts.  It is difficult to provide focused comment  without a specific 
proposal on the table.  
 
Creating yet another spot zone, i.e., the suggestion that this building be put in a bonus zone 
which will allow for addition height leaves any number of doors open for additional height in the 
near or far term.  Should the City continue to pursue this proposal the zoning change be quite 
clear on the additional height and also the allowable use.  Given concern above, it should not be 
left open to allow casinos and other like businesses which seem to be the principal types of 
business listed on the proponent’s website. 

 
 
As you can likely tell from the comments, I am apprehensive about this proposal.  Thank-you for your 
kind consideration of my concerns. 
 
 
 
 
Sincerely, 
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Monday, February 27, 2012 - 4:15 AM  

Mayor's Symposium Brings Residents Together  

 
More than 100 residents helped the City of St. John's launch its Municipal Plan Review with the Mayor's 
Symposium on Saturday, Feb. 25 at City Hall. 
The Mayor's Symposium was facilitated by the Rural Secretariat and used keypad technology to allow 
residents to determine and rank their priorities for the next 10 years based on a series of broad 
development related questions. 
"We have heard loud and clear from our residents that our standard form of public consultation has not 
been working and we needed to try something different," says Councillor At Large Tom Hann, chair of 
the Planning and Housing Standing Committee. "This was a very unique engagement process for us and I 
would like to thank all of the residents who took part and helped provide input which we will use to plan 
our next level of public consultations." 
 
Participants were broken up into round tables, with each table having a facilitator and a recorder who 
captured what residents were saying. The day centred around seven discussion questions and a series of 
keypad polling questions. All of the results from the day were captured and will be released. 
 
"It was wonderful to see a room full of residents who so clearly care about our City and the direction we 
are going," says Mayor Dennis O'Keefe. "This was a great opportunity for us to get their opinions on a 
number of key areas that are dealt with in our Municipal Plan and I would like to thank everyone for 
taking the time to participate in what was a very interesting day for us all." 
 
The Mayor's Symposium was the first step in the Municipal Plan review process which is anticipated to 
take a year and a half to complete and will be guided by a citizen advisory group. 
 
The Municipal Plan Review will take at least 18 months to complete and additional meetings based on 
the data gathered at the Mayor's Symposium will be scheduled. 
 
"This is the first step of a long journey," says Councillor Hann. "I hope everyone will remain as engaged 
and passionate about this process as the residents who registered for our Mayor's Symposium. It was a 
great experience and for those of us on Council who stayed as observers it was a great opportunity to 
get immediate input from a large cross-section of our City." 
 
For further information: 
Jennifer Mills 
Communications Officer 
City of St. John's 
Phone: 709-570-2037 
Cell: 709-690-7586 
E-mail: jmills@stjohns.ca 
 
Tom Hann 
Councillor At Large 
Chair, Planning and Housing Committee 
City of St. John's 
Phone: 576-8219 
E-mail: thann@stjohns.ca 
 



 

Attachment 2 

E-mail to Council Monday September 24, 2018. 

 

Proposed Hotel on On Top of AP Parking garage. 

Mon 2018-09-24 7:31 PM 

September 24, 2018 

TO:         Mayor and Councillors 

From:      

Re:         AP Parking Garage and Hotel and Draft Development Regulations 

  

My letter will not be long as my primary purpose is to state categorically that I disagree with the latest 
proposal for the hotel on top of the AP Parking Garage.  As some may remember, I had concerns about 
the first proposal and submitted a letter on the matter, a copy of which I have attached should you wish 
to review it.  My concerns are much the same but magnified with new proposal.   And add to this, the 
design as proposed is awful.   It is in inappropriate in so many ways.  You have only to look at the City’s 
2017 Draft Municipal Plan to know that this does not fit within any of the strategic vision.  I know that 
the Council is considering this proposal on its agenda tonight and hopefully this will disappear. 

 

Precedent for Buildings to the East:  Although it is covered in the letter attached, I will I highlight here, 
that aside from the inappropriateness of the height, bulk, scale and  impact on many views of this hotel,  
approval  will open the door to a renewed proposal from the Fortis for a block of 15-storey  buildings 
immediately to the east.   After all there will be 11/12 storey buildings on either side of the block (the 
old Fortis building and the AP Hotel).  Most Council members may remember there was considerable 
public outcry in 2010 related to that proposal.  12 stories is approximately 4 times as high as the existing 
street scape and dangerously close to the 15-storey block that was proposed.  This may well provide 
short term gain for a few and even some short term additional tax revenue but the long term health of 
the City will be better served by other decisions.    

 

Development Regulations:   One last point before I conclude, what became of the discussion that was 
occurring in the spring about the draft development regulations including building heights in the 



downtown?  I continue to wonder, why the “spot heights” are applied to the AP buildings.   How they 
got there and, more importantly, why they continue to exist?   

 

  

Thank-you for your consideration of my concern and opinion.    
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Shanna Fitzgerald

From: Karen Chafe
Sent: Tuesday, March 10, 2020 3:49 PM
To: Shanna Fitzgerald
Subject: Fwd: Hotel proposal

 
Get Outlook for iOS 

From: CityClerk <cityclerk@stjohns.ca> 
Sent: Tuesday, March 10, 2020 3:36:17 PM 
To:   
Cc: Andrea Roberts <aroberts@stjohns.ca>; Ann‐Marie Cashin <acashin@stjohns.ca>; Ashley Murray 
<amurray@stjohns.ca>; Dave Wadden <dwadden@stjohns.ca>; Gerard Doran <gdoran@stjohns.ca>; Jason Sinyard 
<jsinyard@stjohns.ca>; Karen Chafe <kchafe@stjohns.ca>; Ken O'Brien <kobrien@stjohns.ca>; Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett 
<LLyghtleBrushett@stjohns.ca>; Planning <planning@stjohns.ca> 
Subject: FW: Hotel proposal  
  

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: Janet Adams <jadams@stjohns.ca>  
Sent: Tuesday, March 10, 2020 12:11 PM 
To: CityClerk <cityclerk@stjohns.ca> 
Subject: FW: Hotel proposal 
  

  
  

From: service@stjohns.ca <service@stjohns.ca>  
Sent: Monday, March 9, 2020 10:14 PM 
To: Janet Adams <jadams@stjohns.ca> 
Subject: Fw: Hotel proposal 
  
.. 

 





From: Karen Chafe
To: Shanna Fitzgerald
Subject: Fwd: Clift"s Baird"s Cove Hotel Submission
Date: Tuesday, March 10, 2020 3:48:52 PM

Get Outlook for iOS

From: CityClerk <cityclerk@stjohns.ca>
Sent: Tuesday, March 10, 2020 3:37:56 PM
To:  CityClerk <cityclerk@stjohns.ca>
Cc: Maggie Burton <mburton@stjohns.ca>; Hope Jamieson <hjamieson@stjohns.ca>; Sheilagh
O'Leary <soleary@stjohns.ca>; Karen Chafe <kchafe@stjohns.ca>
Subject: RE: Clift's Baird's Cove Hotel Submission
 
Good Afternoon 
 
Duly noted.
 
We will replace your original submission with the most current one.
 
 
 
Elaine Henley
 

Elaine Henley
City Clerk
t. 576-8202
c. 691-0451
 

From:  
Sent: Tuesday, March 10, 2020 12:34 PM
To: CityClerk <cityclerk@stjohns.ca>
Cc: Maggie Burton <mburton@stjohns.ca>; Hope Jamieson <hjamieson@stjohns.ca>; Sheilagh
O'Leary <soleary@stjohns.ca>
Subject: Clift's Baird's Cove Hotel Submission
 

Dear City Clerk: 

I ask that you replace the submission I sent yesterday re the  Clift's Baird's Cove Hotel proposal with
the attached submission I have dated March 9th and 1Oth. 

I had incomplete information available to me on the weekend when I prepared this submission so I
corrected this matter this morning. I have just changed recommendation number one in the
attached submission and the other recommendations are as I had stated yesterday.  



I apologize for the inconvenience this may cause. 

Thank you for your consideration of this matter.

Sent from my iPad
 
Disclaimer: This email may contain confidential and/or privileged information intended only
for the individual(s) addressed in the message. If you are not the intended recipient, any other
distribution, copying, or disclosure is strictly prohibited. If you have received this email in
error, please notify me immediately by return email and delete the original message.
 
Any correspondence with employees, agents, or elected officials of the City of St. John’s may
be subject to disclosure under the provisions of the Access to Information and Protection of
Privacy Act, 2015, S.N.L. 2015, c.A-1.2.



OBJECTION 
1 Clift's Baird's Cove - 
City of St. John's Hotel  
Text Amendment  

Submitted by:  
 

March 9th and 10th, 
2020  

1





I am opposed to this proposed text amendment as I was 
opposed to the previous Council's approval of up to a 11 
story structure for the site and its approval in the 1980s to 
construct a garage on the site. 

3 wrongs do not make a right.  

This text amendment will result in a hotel being built on top 
of a parking lot on our waterfront in an area deserving of 
special consideration, for its immense 500 year history, see 
Appendix 1.  

Therefore I do not agree with the proposed text amendment 
for the following 8 reasons:  

1. The Decision Note sent to Council on this matter 
dismissed the impact the proposed development would 
have on historic environment in which this project would 
sit. While it is technically not in a Heritage Area as 
defined by the City,  it will however impact the identity 
and the appreciation of the National Historic Water 
Street Commercial District, the Water Street Court 
House National Historic Site, the Water Street Baird's 
Premises located on Baird's Cove and the St. John's 
Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site.   
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Full information is therefore important to be provided to the 
City councillors by the BHEP when a proposal of this 
magnitude is being brought forward that will have a long 
lasting impact on a landscape composed of,spaces, 
buildings and streetscapes.  

It is therefore incorrect in the Decision Note for the City to 
say that this proposed development does not impact the 
historic setting of the downtown historic districts or that it is 
not located in a place of immense historical importance.  

It also does not identify all the stakeholders that will be 
impacted such as Churches and the Basilica Foundation in 
the Ecclesiastical District National Historic Site or the 
Newfoundland Historic Trust. 

I would like to remind The City that our the harbour is 
historic despite the fact that an earlier Council dismissed this 
matter.  

The harbour has a history that dates back 500 years, a site 
of historical importance in North America for European and 
other nations of the world, before it was even settled by our 
English and Irish ancestors.  

Therefore the harbour front needs special consideration and 
caution by Council when considering monumental 
developments at a place that has a great historical and 
personal value to its Citizens.  
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The development if approved would sit on a harbour front   
that was a major fishing port for European nations as early 
as the 1500s and claimed for England by Elizabeth 1 in 
1583, to protect our lucrative fishery.  

The waterfront has been a hub of commercial,  business, 
transportation for many nations of the world including 
Holland, France, Spain, England, Japan, Portugal and 
Russia.  

It has been a place where fish was made, where schooners 
took salt fish to the world and a place where ships were built 
and repaired.  Coastal transportation boats, naval defence 
vessels, the first steel boats in the Province and  
international fishing fleets and yachts from all over the world 
were repaired, serviced and built on the shores of St. John's 
harbour.  

But first and foremost it was a harbour where our merchant 
marines in the Second World War departed from to save 
convoy ships in peril.  

The port where our first 500 departed from and for most 
never returned to.   

It is where Newfoundlanders left for the Second World War 
and a harbour that serviced a North American military naval 
fleet going to and from Europe.  
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A place that welcomed service men home and those who 
came from Canada and America to construct their bases.  

The City may have also forgotten our harbour was also the 
home to our early naval governors and where the sealing 
fleet annually departed from. 

It greeted dignitaries and royalty with great grand fare and 
the Queen, Prince Charles and Diana and their sailing vessel 
the Britannia have all arrived and departed from our historic 
harbour.  

Today It is a center for our North Atlantic oil industry and a 
port for our own fishing fleet. 

For all these above-noted reasons it is now a place that 
tourists seek out when visiting our City and those that visit 
from Europe and other destinations by cruise ship that 
usually disembark right in front of the parking garage.  

The proposed development boarders on a significantly and 
historically important judicial center with a spectacular Court 
House that was designed to be seen from the harbour and it 
has been a place of judicial importance since 1720 and 
designated of National Historical Significance in 1981. 

The proposed development boarders a historic commercial 
district also designated of National Historical Significance in 
1987 by the Historic Sites and Monuments Board of 
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Canada that includes the remaining Baird's building right on 
historic Baird's Cove.  

A Cove built by an historically important family, the Baird's, 
contributed to the economic growth of our City and the  
Country for almost 150 years. A family that still owns I 
believe, the commercial building on Water Street, that was 
built after the great fire of 1892, but known more today as 
the London, New York and Paris Building, see Appendix 2.  

2. To refuse the proposed amendment as it will allow for a 
modern intrusion that is out of scale, form, colour and mass 
and proportion to its existing historic environment in the 
historic commercial and institutional district of St. John's.  

3. To refuse the proposal as it will also visually impact the 
historic integrity and authenticity of the historic landscape it 
sits amongst including the proposed building overhang 
above Baird's Cove. There is no overhang architecture now 
or ever has been in our architectural building designs and 
this is not the place to introduce such a feature.  

The BHEP  must have realized such a square and 
voluminous proposal for our historic waterfront is in 
complete opposition to the beautiful aesthetics of our  
centuries old  wooden voluminous fishing premises, or our  
stately romansque style designed Courthouse, the only 
stone courthouse in Newfoundland and Labrador, and the 
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fourth courthouse to occupy the strategic location 
overlooking the harbour on Baird's cove since 1730.  

Other building forms the BHEP could have used to evaluate 
this proposal against include the brick commercial and retail 
buildings located on the Water Street, designated as a 
National Historic District by the Government of Canada.    

4 To refuse the proposed text amendment as the 
development's visual impact stretches to the Ecclesiastical 
District National Historic Site and it will completely obliterate 
the view from the harbour of the internationally important 
Anglican Cathedral, considered to be one of the best 
example of Gothic architecture in the new world.  

A Cathedral built to be seen from the harbour and a 
Cathedral which is part of a district of international 
importance.  

The amendment request also actually contradicts other 
aspects of the draft Plan now before the Department of 
Municipal Affairs for their consideration.  

You see the new proposed Envision City Plan, page 2 to 10 
actually states it will  protect the Ecclesiastical District 
National Historic Site, not hide it from residents and the 
public.  
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It goes on to say the downtown blocks of row housing, 
streetscapes and public spaces that are unique in the City 
are to be preserved.  That would include our air space.  

It also states Design Guidelines will be prepared for the 
commercial areas of the Downtown addressing such things 
as site specific parameters for height, bulk and form of 
buildings as well as exterior design elements.  

The City Councillors are therefore asking to have a text  
amendment that contradicts what the new plans says about 
this area.  

If approved the text amendment will also impede the 
appreciation of a historic district including one that dates to 
1699 and one that shaped the educational, social, 
charitable, political and religious development of 
Newfoundland.  

A District worthy of full appreciation and anticipation for 
viewing by residents and visitors from the harbour. 

Also the Church district is an important place for cruise ship 
visitors. A District other Cities would do everything in their 
power to protect and present, like is done in Old Quebec.  

The churches actually received15,000 visits last August 
alone from Cruise Ship visitors and they need these visitors 

9



to create revenue, so these magnificent churches can be 
maintained and enjoyed for future generations.  

5. To refuse the proposal, as the parking garage should not 
have been allowed to have been constructed  in the first 
place and that three wrongs do not make a right.  

Citizens in the 1980's rightly opposed the parking garage at 
that time as it disrespected in form, mass, scale and design  
the historic identity and significance of the historical 
landscape of St. John's harbour.  

Also planning for Cities have advanced since the 1980s and 
the use of standards and guidelines for new development is 
now a requirement in most jurisdictions that have historic 
centers.  

These guidelines outline that there is a right and a wrong 
way to introduce hotel density into a historic city and a right 
and wrong place for this development to occur.   

This is not the type or place for this proposal.  It does not 
belong here. The West end of the City, away from our 
precious nationally designated heritage districts, buildings 
and harbour is a more suitable location for this proposal.  
  
6. The proposal if approved will also impact the Provincial 
interests in growing the tourism and cruise ship industries 
where it's prime arrival and departure place is right in front of 
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this proposed out of scale hotel with a parking garage   
draped in fabric!!!  

The Department of Tourism's web site identifies that visitors 
to our city want travel experiences that have pleasurable 
walking experiences, where they see historic sites and 
attractions and have authentic and meaningful city cultural 
experiences visiting museums, churches and connecting 
with artisans and people.  Residents want this quality 
experience as well, as a nice place to visit must be 
first and foremost a nice place to live.  

Most Cities work to refurbish their ports and cruise ship 
arrival points as welcoming, accessible and attractive 
terminals that promote their heritage and culture, as is done 
in places like Barcelona, Bermuda and PEI.  

The proposal will also block views of  a significant part of our 
historic city that visitors want to see. As such it will degrade 
the quality of experiences by residents and tourists alike 
visiting the harbour and as such it will degrade our cultural 
tourism potential.  

This amendment will also allow a development that will 
clearly open up old biases about Newfoundland.  

An amendment that will allow a development that will easily 
be seen as nothing more than a laughing stock and a 
Newfie Joke. A hotel on top of a parking garage!!! at the 

11



entrance of one of the worlds most important heritage 
cities!! Really.  

Citizens were outraged that Signal Hill was going to build a 
fence to block the views of the City.  Wait until citizens see 
this planned hotel and how it will block views of our historic 
city and have a development that looks like shipping 
containers on a fully draped parking garage! Really!  

7. That this proposed text amendment be turned down as it 
has not been developed based on national and international 
development and architectural standards for modern 
developments in historic settings.  

8. That the proposed text amendment be turned down as 
once approved it will open the door to further requests for 
spot plan revisions to increase heights and allow historically 
incongruent "top hat" development on all buildings in our 
heritage areas.  

Also a Council member saying that it will create new 
heritage is laughable and insulting to informed citizens of our 
City.  

Instead the Council should be requiring development that 
meets architectural standards and guidelines for new 
construction in historic urban settings that are followed by 
other historic cities and architects throughout North America 
and around the globe.  
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These Standards and Guidelines for new architecture in 
historic settings are readily available.  

The Guidelines and Standards for new construction in 
historic settings have been in place since 2005 and 
specifically outline that development in historic places 
should not try to be "iconic in its own right" as the 
"history and structures of the historic place is what is 
iconic and must be respected".  

As the proposed amendment will allow a structure with a 
hotel that does not meet these standard and I expect the 
planning process did not include a review of the history of 
the place, before the development was approved as 
outlined,  therefore the proposed development is "in breach 
of these national and international Standards". 

It is also specifically in breach of Standards that directs  
Cities and architects to achieve quality in modern 
development proposals by respecting and referencing the 
heritage and place and the traditional volumes and heights, 
roofscapes, scale, colour and cladding of the traditional 
buildings and institutions of the place and setting.  

First and foremost new development is to be 
insubordinate to the real heritage and authenticity of 
the place.  
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Unesco actually states that Cities and Architects, in historic 
districts, have an obligation to respect the historic elements 
that are of social and economic importance to past, current 
and future generations and that the historic urban landscape 
is embedded with current and past social expressions that 
are place based and form the identity of the place and its 
people. 

The historical significance of a place is gained from its 
gradual evolution over a period of time and therefore it 
expresses the economic and socio-cultural values pertaining 
to its society.  

This proposed text amendment, that will allow it to proceed, 
does not belong in one of the most historic districts in North 
America, that evolved over a 500 year period. 
.  
So where is there accountability to the public on these 
matters as City Councillors are just temporary 
custodians of an immense heritage they have 
inherited and where uninformed decision making can 
destroy what has taken hundreds of years to create.  
  
I do not know why some of the Councillors do not value 
what their citizens do, see Appendix 3, and why they do not 
understand that some aspects of our city are more 
important then just new monies and revenue from 
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development permits. Why do they not stand up to 
pressuring from developers.  

Our Province and Canada do their best to ensure our 
heritage resources are commemorated and the City needs 
to do more to ensure for their protection.  

We need to see more plan amendments to protect our 
Cities heritage not to diminish it.  

Appendix 1 The Harbour in the 1500's - 500 Years Ago  

There is no where in North America more historically 
important than St. John's  Harbour.  

One of Europe's first centers of trade, commerce and 
settlement in the Western Hemisphere. A place of universal 
importance and value to not just local residents but as an 
important part of our world identity.  

It was declared in 1583 a  England's first oversees Colony to 
protect England's interest in maximizing the highly economic 
profitability associated with the Cod Fishery, a fishery that 
changed the world and as such has had St.Johns's as its 
main global harbour.  

By the 1500's Spain, France, Holland and Portugal were 
using St. John's harbour as their New World base.  By 1519 
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St. John's harbour was located on a Portuguese map of the 
new world.  

There was permanent habitation in St. John's by English 
settlers in 1620 where they lived and worked around St. 
John's Harbour.  Later West Country merchants operated 
their immense fishing premises and migratory fishery from 
the shorelines of the harbour but they were later replaced in 
1800's by resident merchants such as the Scottish Murray's 
and Baird's. 

Appendix 2  The Baird Family and Baird's Cove  

Baird's Cove is named after a family that has made a 
significant contribution to the commercial business of St. 
John's and our economic development for over 100 years.  

James Baird came to Newfoundland from Scotland in 1844 
where his father had been in business. By 1853 James 
Baird had established his own importing and draping 
business with his brother David. By the early 1880's James 
had expanded into the fishery supply business and 
wholesaler and retailer of groceries, wines and spirits and 
dry goods.  After the fire of 1892 he rebuilt their premises on 
a much larger scale and later was involved in the sealing 
and whaling industries.  By the 20th century the Baird 
Company grew into  a major fish exporter having survived 
the bank crash of 1894 taking over the assets of several 
local bankrupt companies.  
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In 1908 the business was once again destroyed by fire and 
again it was rebuilt.  

Baird was also prominent in developing many local 
industries in the city including wooden, clothing, shoe and 
boot  factories,  a bakery, a foundry and was President of 
the St. John's Gas and Light Company. 

Today's citizens recognize their remaining building on Water 
Street as the former location of the New York, London and 
Paris retail store.   

Their immense contributions and heritage at this location  
needs to be reflected and not by a shipping container style 
development above a parking garage.  

Appendix 3 Valuing the Harbour  

, my  father, has memories of the 
harbour that span almost a century.  

My Father, like many of our citizens, wants to see the 
harbour and its heritage respected by our elected officials as 
it had a significant role in forging our identity and the 
development of the society we enjoy today.  
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My father however does not need to quote standards and 
guidelines to express this or his opinions about this 
proposed development. 

My father you see spent much of his working career at the 
harbour building and repairing ships such as our coastal 
transportation boats, naval defence vessels, the first steel 
boats in the Province and looking after fishing fleets from all 
over the world. When I was growing up it was common for 
us to have Japanese, Spanish or Russian Captains and their 
Officers at our home for supper. 

The harbour is also where my fathers remembers his 
grandfather, , arriving as a Captain of his 
Grand Bank schooner, a schooner as big as the Bluenose, 
with a crew of men and always laden down with cod fish.    

It is where my father remembers leaving every June as a 
young boy aboard a coastal boat such as the Kyle or the 
Northern Ranger to spend his summers in Catalina.  

He remembers it is where all Newfoundlanders arrived and 
departed from when visiting the capital city for business, 
educational, health or family reasons.  

It is also where his father worked from as a Chief Engineer 
for the Scottish Reid Newfoundland Company and their 
Alphabet Fleet coastal service. 
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It was where his other grandfather from Scotland,  
, came as an engineer to help Mr. Reid build his 

railway. His picture hangs in the Coastal Marine Railway at 
the head of the harbour. It is the only picture we have of him.  

He remembers the industry of the harbour and all those who 
worked hard. He remembers his grandfather repairing the 
sails of his schooner or seeing fish loaded onto schooners 
for export around the world and people selling fish and 
flippers on the harbour from its many piers and premises.  

But first and foremost in his mind it is a harbour he sailed 
out of in stormy weather during the Second World War as a 
merchant marine to save convoy ships in peril.  

The port he reminds us is also where our first 500 departed  
from and for most never to return to.   

He goes on to say it is where Newfoundlanders also left for  
the Second World War and a harbour that serviced a North 
American naval fleet going to and from Europe.  

A place that welcomed service men home and those who 
came from Canada and American to construct their bases. 

It is in this context my father says that this text 
amendment will allow a proposal  that has no meaning 
to this place and a development that no one can 
identify with. 
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He goes on to say it is an amendment that will allow 
for a development that is nothing more than a 
monstrosity and one that is disrespectful to all of  
those who built and sacrificed their lives for the future 
we enjoy in the City today.  

It is a place of inherited legacy and one deserving more 
respect by all our City Councillors and those who approve 
developments and those who design its buildings.  

:  
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Shanna Fitzgerald

From: Karen Chafe
Sent: Tuesday, March 10, 2020 3:48 PM
To: Shanna Fitzgerald
Subject: Fwd: Regarding the proposal to waive the height restrictions for the proposed hotel at 1 Clift's 

Baird's Cove

 
Get Outlook for iOS 

From: CityClerk <cityclerk@stjohns.ca> 
Sent: Tuesday, March 10, 2020 3:35:30 PM 
To:   
Cc: Andrea Roberts <aroberts@stjohns.ca>; Ann‐Marie Cashin <acashin@stjohns.ca>; Ashley Murray 
<amurray@stjohns.ca>; Dave Wadden <dwadden@stjohns.ca>; Gerard Doran <gdoran@stjohns.ca>; Jason Sinyard 
<jsinyard@stjohns.ca>; Karen Chafe <kchafe@stjohns.ca>; Ken O'Brien <kobrien@stjohns.ca>; Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett 
<LLyghtleBrushett@stjohns.ca>; Planning <planning@stjohns.ca> 
Subject: FW: Regarding the proposal to waive the height restrictions for the proposed hotel at 1 Clift's Baird's Cove  
  

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: Janet Adams <jadams@stjohns.ca>  
Sent: Tuesday, March 10, 2020 12:11 PM 
To: CityClerk <cityclerk@stjohns.ca> 
Subject: FW: Regarding the proposal to waive the height restrictions for the proposed hotel at 1 Clift's Baird's Cove 
  

  
  

From: service@stjohns.ca <service@stjohns.ca>  
Sent: Monday, March 9, 2020 8:13 PM 
To: Janet Adams <jadams@stjohns.ca> 
Subject: Re: Regarding the proposal to waive the height restrictions for the proposed hotel at 1 Clift's Baird's Cove 
  
.  
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Shanna Fitzgerald

From: Karen Chafe
Sent: Tuesday, March 10, 2020 3:33 PM
To: Shanna Fitzgerald
Subject: Fwd: Halt rezoning for Atlantic Place

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

 
Get Outlook for iOS 

From: CityClerk <cityclerk@stjohns.ca> 
Sent: Tuesday, March 10, 2020 3:28:33 PM 
To:   
Cc: Andrea Roberts <aroberts@stjohns.ca>; Ann‐Marie Cashin <acashin@stjohns.ca>; Ashley Murray 
<amurray@stjohns.ca>; Dave Wadden <dwadden@stjohns.ca>; Gerard Doran <gdoran@stjohns.ca>; Jason Sinyard 
<jsinyard@stjohns.ca>; Karen Chafe <kchafe@stjohns.ca>; Ken O'Brien <kobrien@stjohns.ca>; Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett 
<LLyghtleBrushett@stjohns.ca>; Planning <planning@stjohns.ca> 
Subject: FW: Halt rezoning for Atlantic Place  
  

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: Janet Adams <jadams@stjohns.ca>  
Sent: Tuesday, March 10, 2020 12:11 PM 
To: CityClerk <cityclerk@stjohns.ca> 
Subject: FW: Halt rezoning for Atlantic Place 
  

  
  

From: service@stjohns.ca <service@stjohns.ca>  
Sent: Monday, March 9, 2020 5:19 PM 
To: Janet Adams <jadams@stjohns.ca> 
Subject: Re: Halt rezoning for Atlantic Place 
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. 

 
From:   
Sent: Monday, March 9, 2020 5:09 PM 
To: service@stjohns.ca 
Subject: Halt rezoning for Atlantic Place 
Dear City of St Johns,  
  
  
We are writing regarding the proposal to waive the height restrictions for the proposed hotel at 1 Clift's 
Baird's Cove.  
  
The City, to its credit, has sought to preserve historic views of downtown residents, as well as other 
citizens and tourists. City Planning Department zoning and height restrictions rules are there for a 
reason. They were implemented after some unfortunate earlier decisions, including the striking ugliness 
and intrusion that is Atlantic Place and its parking garage. 
  
There has been general success in preserving classic views, through height restrictions and encouraging 
the construction of larger buildings in the West End of the Downtown. However, the proposed hotel on 
the Parking Garage seems almost to have been designed to destroy views. Its alignment, like a wall 
parallel to the Harbour, could have been selected to block as much of and as many views as possible. In 
doing so, it would remove from our sight a large section of the Harbour, more than doubling the effect 
of Atlantic Place itself. And the artists rendition of the proposed hotel show it making the Atlantic Place 
structures even uglier! 
  
We hope you will not decide to provide visiting hotel guests with 12 floors of fine views ‐ at the cost of 
downtown residents, other citizens, and tourists. That would reduce the attractiveness (and property 
values and residential tax base) of downtown neighbourhoods, and encourage people to sell and move 
away from the Downtown and our great City. 
  

  
  

  
 

 
  

  
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.  


