




































                                                        
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

              
 

 

 
 

 

14th May 2015          
 
 
 
Jason Sinyard 
Director of Planning and Development 
City of St. John’s 
 
 
 
 
Re:  Glencrest/Galway – Response to Staff Comments 
 
 
 
Thank you for your timely comments relating to the planning and development application for 
the proposed Galway residential community. We are also appreciative of the meetings held at 
the end of April which shed additional light on staff’s comments and areas of concern. 
Earlier in April, we received preliminary comments from Mr. O’Brien which outlined general 
conformity with the new Regional Plan for St. John’s. We appreciate his comments and are 
pleased our client will be providing a master planned community which is in line with the City’s 
long-term vison.  
 
From the beginning, Galway has been designed as a fully integrated master planned community 
with an emphasis on walkability, tree retention, and housing choice. Of primary importance is 
the need to move away from traditional rear lot servicing and the inherent requirement to 
remove most on-site vegetation. Subject to agreement with the City and Newfoundland Power 
on technical design specifications, which from our discussions to date we see happening in the 
near future via further detailed technical discussions we believe the parties are generally 
supportive of front yard servicing and the resulting privacy afforded future property owners. 
 
Below is a detailed response to the specific comments received earlier this week (we have also 
attached specific responses to each staff comment, which corresponds with the below 
comments). When reviewing the comments, please reference the attached revised plans 
detailing revised road cross sections, main parkland entrance plan with adjacent residential and 
commercial mixed use concept, and a parkland and pedestrian trail plan.   
 
In general terms, we have attempted to rationalize staff’s comments into five areas of concern, 
namely: 

 Streets (hierarchy, design specifications) 



   
 

 

 Pedestrian movement (sidewalks and trails) 
 Park and Open Space (location, design details) 
 Community Commercial & Transit 
 Front-Yard Servicing 

 
Streets 

 
We acknowledge the need to address snow storage capacity within and adjacent to the street 
right-of-way. As such, we appreciate the general direction provided by staff relative to grassed 
medians, pole locations, trees planting, etc. 
 
A series of revised cross-sections has been provided for your consideration. Please note that 
each cross section has sufficient room for parking on both sides of the street. We have also 
enlarged the proposed median to 2.25 meters. Power poles and street trees will be planted not 
closer than 1.75m from the curb leaving adequate separation from the sidewalk. 
It is our intention to work with the City’s arborist and others during the permitting phase to 
identify the appropriate planting specified for the area as well as the spacing intervals. In the 
end, we would hope to see a functional yet attractive streetscape that will mature into a well-
defined urban tree canopy. 
 
A comment was made that the city may require traffic calming measures. We would suggest 
that the overall plan as presented does not give rise to gratuitous through traffic nor does it 
promote speeding on local streets. Roads have been purposely designed to be more circuitous 
than straight with changes in land use or housing type at every intersection.  This generates 
greater awareness amongst drivers as they navigate around parked cars and pedestrian 
crosswalks. 
 
It is our intention to introduce “street printing” within the neighborhood roundabout as well as 
other pedestrian signage. We do not believe additional traffic calming measures are required at 
this time. In addition to our review we have also asked Harbourside Transportation Consultants 
to review the requirement for traffic calming measures with respect to the current proposed 
design and following this review they also agreed that traffic calming is not required, given the 
proposed design.  This being said, we are certainly open to further dialogue at the permitting 
stage. 
 
Please note that the proposed collector Road #10 has been reconfigured to provide direct 
routing to the water tower connector road. This has necessitated reconfiguration of the adjacent 
local streets (Road #7). We are comfortable with these changes. 
 

Pedestrian Movement 
 
From the outset of our discussions with staff, we have promoted the concept of pedestrian 
movement through a variety of sidewalk and trail configurations. In our view, we have 
incorporated best practices found in other jurisdictions throughout Atlantic Canada while at the 
same time recognizing the additional costs associated with increased pedestrian options 
throughout the community. 
 
We have included a revised sidewalk and trails plan for your consideration. There are three 
streets which will include sidewalks on each side. Road #2 will be the main entrance to the 
community and is proposed to have sidewalks on both sides of two travel ways separated by a 



   
 

 

raised median. Road #10 is a proposed collector road that will link future phases of Galway 
residential to the water tower connector road. We believe it important for this road to offer 
sidewalks on both sides of the street. 
 
Road #3 is proposed to have sidewalks on both sides of the street between Road #1 and Road 
#5. This is an area that encircles the Village Green and future community commercial node 
where increased traffic (local and external) as well as pedestrian movement can be anticipated. 
In the interest of providing convenient and accessible on- street parking, we would anticipate 
children and adults accessing their cars from the adjacent median and sidewalk and proceeding 
to the Green or commercial node. 
 
Please note, three of the four cul-de-sacs are proposed to contain sidewalks along one-side of 
the street. Roads #1 and #5 provide important pedestrian links to Village Green. While 
sidewalks are normally not required on cul-de-sacs, we believe the use of same enhances the 
overall pedestrian experience throughout the community. Likewise, Road #7 will offer a single 
sidewalk in order to facilitate pedestrian movement to and from the proposed collector Road 
#10. 
 
With the exception of Road #9, the remaining streets are proposed to have single sidewalks – 
the specific side to be determined at the permitting stage. Harbourside Transportation 
Consultants along with our engineers have determined these streets to fall within the “local” 
street classification. Based on our client’s extensive experience with master plan communities 
elsewhere in Atlantic Canada, we fully appreciate the concept of integrating single sidewalk 
streets with a comprehensive “off-site” trails network. This is common practice elsewhere in 
master planned communities and should be integrated into the Galway residential plan. 
 
You will note a series of trails identified on the “Pedestrian Movement” plan. Trails marked in 
green are intended to be 5 - 6ft wide crusher-dust trails for the exclusive use of pedestrians. 
Trails marked in orange are intended for both pedestrians and cyclists. Our intention is to work 
with staff during the detail design/permitting phase to better understand the partnership 
opportunities for maximizing end user experience of these trails. We have attempted to follow 
the thinking contained in the December, 2014 Park and Open Space plan, but would appreciate 
a more thorough discussion with staff in parallel with the rezoning process. 
 

Park and Open Space 
 
The overall concept plan proposes a generous and diverse mixture of park and open space. 
This is an extremely important component of the master plan for which our clients are most 
anxious to discuss in partnership with city staff and council. These areas will be developed over 
time. The specific details for each area are not necessarily required for the requested rezoning. 
However, in the near future we would appreciate an opportunity to discuss how these important 
areas can be developed to serve the recreational and cultural needs of local residents as well 
as those of the broader community.  
 
The smaller neighborhood parks require additional commentary from staff. Again, this may not 
be necessary for the proposed rezoning. We have attempted to integrate these areas with the 
pedestrian trails in a manner that reflects the intent of the city’s Open Space Plan. However, we 
are flexible and open to suggestions as to the location and intended use of these areas. 
 

 
 





May 8, 2015 (KMK responses in red below) 

Galway Residential Development – Proposed Cross –Sections: Comments  

During April 30 and May 1, 2015, a series of meetings occurred between the developers of the proposed 

Galway Residential Development and the City of St. John's to discuss concerns and comments of various 

City departments with respect to cross sections proposed for the development. 

Based on these meetings and a review of the currently proposed cross sections, a series of comments is 

provided below:   

1. On-street parking is required on both sides of the proposed local roads.  The proposed 10m 

travel way must be increased to a width of 10.2 m.  Agree – please see revised plans. 

2. The developer must be aware that the proposed boulevards with sodding are likely to be 

damaged during winter maintenance.  [Due to budget implications, this issue will need to be 

discussed with council prior to final approval].  In all instances, trees must be planted behind 

the sidewalk.  The proposed boulevards are an important feature for the Galway development 

that will set it apart from others and help in making it a success.  We believe that maintenance 

costs are not significant in the context of the overall snow clearing budget and would be a small 

concession to achieve this improved streetscape.  

We understand the concern with respect to the proximity of the proposed trees to the street is 

the ability of the trees to survive. We will work with the City arborist to source appropriate 

species of trees that are proven to survive within the proposed proximity to the road in this 

climate. 

3. Proposed street lighting of all cross sections should be relocated a minimum of 1.75 m from the 

face of curb. LED lighting should be used for all street lighting. Agree 

4. The Cul-de-Sac bulbs for all public streets (Road 1, Road 9 and Road 10) must meet the City’s 

minimum requirements of a 15.25 m radius.   Agree 

5. With respect to the proposed private cul-de-sac west of the  Community Green, please note 

the following: 

i. The City cannot accept a private street.  This is a condominium and steps will be taken 

such that it is differentiated from a street in its appearance. 

ii. During meetings, the developer suggested that the access will be for a condominium 

development, and that it will be clearly delineated as such. The City requests further 

information on this proposal to ensure that the access is not misinterpreted as a public 

street.  Will provide, but should not be a reason to delay rezoning application as the 

requirement is understood. 



6. The proposed design/end treatment of “Road 3” must be designed in such a manner that 

access for City equipment (snow clearing and fire access) is maintained: 

i.  A minimum turning radius of 15.25 m must be provided at the end.  Agree 

ii. Full details of this cross section must be provided for review, prior to approval. This 

should also include providing information as to whether the “loop” is proposed to be 

one-way or two-way traffic, and whether any on-street parking will be permitted on the 

street (one side, or two). Agree – designed for one-way traffic movement. 

iii. The Developer has indicated that they may use bioretention in the proposed central 

boulevard of Road 3. Further details must be provided from a stormwater management 

point of view and a Parks management perspective. Will not be used for stormwater 

purposes. 

iv. For information, the developer should be aware that for the end loop of Road 3, the City 

cannot plow snow into the central boulevard area. The City of St. John's pushes snow to 

the right.  Agree 

7. A sidewalk (or multi use trail) should be placed on both sides of all cross sections. In limited 

cases, adjustments to this requirement may be entertained as long as the overall goal of 

maintaining safe access for all modes of transport between homes and destination within and 

outside the community is maintained.  The developer should revised cross sections accordingly. 

Details of any variations should be provided for review.  We disagree.  This is a significant extra 

cost that, in our opinion, is not needed for safety.  We can review multiple other jurisdictions as 

examples.  It should also be noted that the proposed investment in off-street walking and 

cycling trails is unmatched elsewhere in the City and is required to achieve the envisioned plan.  

If the above noted City comment were to be implemented it would necessitate a reduction in 

the off-street walking and cycling trails and would detract from the master planned 

community.  We welcome further discussion on this matter.  

8. Further details are required about the proposal for Road 2 (red as shown on Schedule D), 

particularly with respect to the proposed central boulevard.  To provide appropriate space to 

support tree growth, the boulevard must be a minimum of 5 m in width.   Trees can be planted 

no closer than 2.5 m from the face of curb. Should the developer wish to maintain a more 

narrow boulevard, alternate plantings would be required.  The Developer should provide some 

details for review by the City’s Parks and Open Spaces Division. Regardless, road speeds must 

be limited to 50 km/hr. Agreed – plan has been revised and ready for additional comment. 

9. It appears that traffic calming will be required at the intersection locations. Details should be 

provided for review.  We disagree with this assessment. Streets are short in travel distance and 

circuitous by design. The street design does not lend itself to speeding. Pedestrian safety will 

be incorporated into final design of central roundabout.  Harbourside Transportation 

Consultants have also reviewed and have stated that traffic calming is not required.  We can 

review this in further detail with the City and our traffic consultants if required. 



10. The City does not accept direct access parking into a public street right-of-way.  As per the 

Commercial Development Policy, for a proposed commercial development, all parking  must be 

contained on site with a central access point. All turning movements must be contained within 

the parking area. There are a couple of locations within the concept plan which show proposed 

parking areas directly accessed to the street (both east and west of the roundabout). However, 

it is our understanding that this will be revised in future revisions.  Agree – plan has been 

revised. 

11. At this stage, the concept plan does not appear to show sufficient parking for the commercial 

development.  Future revisions should indicate where proposed parking lots for these 

developments are to be located.  In addition, the proposed use and size of the Community 

Green may require parking. If a sports field or otherwise is constructed at this location then 

where would the users park?  This should be considered during future design revisions. The 

Community Green will require amenities identified in the Parks and Open Spaces Master Plan 

(adopted December 2014).  Specific attributes will be determined based on demographics and 

criteria identified in the Recreation Master Plan. This will need to be discussed with Parks and 

Recreation Divisions prior to final approval.  Community commercial uses adjacent to the 

village green are intended as primarily “walk-to” destinations. While some on-site parking has 

been provided, the uses are designed for boutique local retailers and not high traffic nationals 

that will generate high volume vehicular traffic.  Such national tenants will be located in the 

Galway retail area located to the North. In addition to the parking lots provided, there is also 

significant on street parking to serve both the small local retail component and the recreation 

space.  We can review this issue further on the most recent plan in conjunction with the City. 

12. Details of the proposed neighborhood parks should be provided and should be consistent with 

the Parks and Open Spaces Master Plan. Further consultation required with city staff, but not 

an issue we foresee critical to the rezoning. 

13. It should be indicated how the proposed stormwater detention pond will be accessed for 

maintenance.  This should be shown on future revisions. From the cul-de-sac (Road 1). 

14. The City’s Parks and Open Spaces Division would like the submission of details regarding the 

proposed multi-use/walking trail network throughout the proposed development.  Currently, 

the multi-use trails specified lack explicit connectivity to the off road trail network. There 

should be consideration of adding a trail using the proposed transmission line easement.  In 

addition, trail systems will need to connect outside the proposed development to neighboring 

areas. Details must be provided. As a minimum, the surface of a multi-use trail should be 3.0 m 

in width and connectivity should be demonstrated throughout the proposed development. To 

be further reviewed with city staff and discussed if required for rezoning. 

15. The installation of non-signalized 4-way intersections will not be approved unless it can be 

demonstrated that appropriate traffic calming is in effect. We disagree with this comment. 



There is only one 4-way intersection. It is unavoidable. We do not see anything to suggest that 

this intersection is problematic from a safety point of view. 

16. The intersection of "Road 3" and "Road 5" is improperly designed and needs to be 

reconfigured. The current designation of the roadways along with the end treatment and 

change in designation of "Road 3" results in the main flow of traffic preforming turning 

movements at an intersection. This can be eliminated by continuing the main roadway and 

altering the cul-de-sac to intersect with the main travel way. The current design encourages 

non-compliance to the traffic control and invites collision problems. This intersection has been 

redesigned accordingly. 

17. The junction of the Residential Collector Road and Road 7 is improperly designed. The 

"Residential Collector Road" should be continuous as this is one of the main thoroughfares. The 

alignment should be altered to maintain the continuous flow/alignment of the collector with 

"Road 7" altered to intersect and form a T intersection. The road configuration has been 

revised accordingly. 

18. The current network layout does not appear to be transit friendly. This issue will be referred to 

the St. John’s Transportation Commission (Metrobus Transit) for review.  Please note that 

approved Metrobus transit routes do not necessitate sidewalk clearing by the City of St. John’s. 

We understand this has not yet been reviewed in detail with respect to transit.  We would like 

to review with the appropriate staff. 

19. Road 2 has a different cross-section in Schedule "D" and Schedule "E". Revised 

20. During the phasing of the residential development temporary turn arounds will be required. 

These must maintain a minimum radius of 15.25 m and will require 50 mm asphalt with 

appropriate subgrade and granular materials. Understood – would like some flexibility where 

work has to be stopped for the winter period, to be continued in the spring. 

 

Additional Comments, specifically with respect to Snow Storage: 

21. The proposed 1-acre snow storage is insufficient. A minimum 3 acres must be provided, with a 

minimum frontage of 300 ft (91.5 m). The Developer indicated during meetings that this could 

be achieved near the proposed future water reservoir.   The details of the 3 acre storage must 

be shown on future revisions.  A minimum 10 m separation from the reservoir and the 

proposed snow storage area should be provided. Agreed  



22. The snow storage information provided for the lots appears to meet the requirements; 

however the driveway sizes must be strictly controlled in order to maintain the space. Details 

of proposed covenants must be provided for review by the City’s legal department.  Agreed, 

this will be provided, but we don’t see it as an issue for the rezoning. 

 

Additional Comments, specifically with respect to NL Power Servicing: Further review of detailed plans 

on this issue is required between the developer, its consultants, NL Power and the City.  

23. Newfoundland power conduits for the proposed front lot servicing must been the following 

requirements: 

i. Conduit spacers must be placed at 1 meter intervals 

ii. 2” x 8 protective boards must be placed over the conduits at appropriate vertical 

separation. 

iii. On top of the boards, marker/locater balls should be installed at approximately 5 to 10 

meter intervals.  These balls are manufactured by 3M. A data sheet is provided for 

reference. 

iv. Underground conduits must be located 2 m behind the right-of-way, which will 

necessitate that all house services for the development will terminate 5 meters behind 

the right of way. 

v. House services must be located at the center of each lot. 

vi. The City will require detailed plans for review showing the locations of: 

 all underground infrastructure; 

 tree planting;   

 hydrants;  

 poles;  

 curb stops;  

 power distribution boxes; 

 guy wire anchors; 

 driveways, structures and lot layouts; and 

 easements 










