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That Council approve that Lloyd Nash be appointed to the Downtown 
Advisory Committee as Next Up! representative. 
 
 

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 

Decision Note dated January 25, 2017 re: 46 Hussey Drive – Demolition Order – 
File # C1601540. 

 
Council considered the above noted Decision Note. 

SJMC2017-01-30/48R 
Moved – Councillor Puddister; Seconded – Councillor Hickman 

That Council approve the Demolition Order under Section 375 of the City of 
St. John’s Act. 
 
 

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 

Decision Note dated January 26, 2017 re: Expropriation - Park and Fly 
Development, Craig Dobbin’s Way 

Council considered the above noted Decision Note. 

SJMC2017-01-30/49R 
Moved – Councillor Galgay; Seconded – Deputy Mayor Ellsworth 
 
That Council approve to expropriate the Parcel of land claimed by the City 
on the corner of Portugal Cove Road and Craig Dobbin’s Way ill for the 
purpose of providing clear title to the Purchaser. 
 
 

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 

Decision Note dated January 25, 2017 re: Expropriation – McBride’s Hill Henry 
Bell Developments L.P. 

 
Council considered the above noted Decision Note. 

SJMC2017-01-30/50R 
Moved – Councillor Galgay; Seconded – Deputy Mayor Ellsworth 
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That Council approve to expropriate the Parcel of land on McBride’s Hill for 
the purpose of providing clear title to the purchaser. 
 
 

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 

Councillor Hann 

 Brought forward the following motion:  
 
To assure the multicultural community they are appreciated in our City. 
By sending our condolences to Quebec City, and show support, as well as 
solidarity for the multicultural community not only to Quebec City but to our 
residents. 
 
SJMC2017-01-30/51R 
Moved Councillor Hann; Seconded - Councillor Lane 
 

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 

Councillor Puddister 

 Questioned Deputy City Manager of Public Works on potholes and the use 
of a compound that has been used verses Asphalt. He Requested Public 
Works have an information note compiled to bring forward at the next 
Public Works Standing Committee Meeting. 

Councillor Galgay  

 Brought forward the following Motion: 

 WHEREAS the City of St. John’s, as the capital city of the Province,  
 continues to build relationships with municipalities throughout   
 Newfoundland and Labrador. 

 AND WHEREAS Dennis O’Keefe, Mayor of the City of St. John's, and  
 Jamie Snook, Mayor of the Town of Happy Valley-Goose Bay, have  
 signed a Letter of Intent on behalf of their communities expressing their  
 commitment to the pursuit of opportunities of mutual interest 

 NOW THEREFORE it is moved that in recognition of this mutually   
 beneficial friendship between the City of St. John's and the Town of Happy 
 Valley-Goose Bay that the Labrador flag be flown permanently at City Hall. 







Building Permits List 

Council’s January 30, 2017 Regular Meeting 

 
                               Permits Issued:      2017/01/19 To 2017/01/25 

            Class: Commercial 

 290 Lemarchant Rd                     Co   Single Detached Dwelling 

 447 Newfoundland Dr                   Co   Eating Establishment 

 1 Kiwanis St, Edible Arrange..        Sn   Retail Store 

 83 Thorburn Rd                        Sn   Office 

 150 Military Rd                       Sw   Office 

 210-214 Water St                      Rn   Office 

 296-300 Water St,Celtic Hearth        Rn   Restaurant 

 2 Mount Cashel Road                   Rn   Clinic 

 200 Military Rd, Basilica             Rn   Church 

 This Week $    777,731.00 

 Class: Industrial 

 This Week $           .00 

 Class: Government/Institutional 

 This Week $           .00 

 Class: Residential 

 11 Glavine St                         Nc   Patio Deck 

 80 Pearltown Rd                       Nc   Single Detached Dwelling 

 34 Cabot Avenue                       Nc   Accessory Building 

 132 Buckmaster's Cir                  Rn   Townhousing 

 134 Buckmaster's Cir                  Rn   Townhousing 

 136 Buckmaster's Cir                  Rn   Townhousing 

 138 Buckmaster's Cir                  Rn   Townhousing 

 140 Buckmaster's Cir                  Rn   Townhousing 

 90 Cabot St                           Rn   Single Detached & Sub.Apt 

 119 Castle Bridge Dr                  Rn   Single Detached Dwelling 

 16 Catherine St                       Rn   Single Detached Dwelling 

 8 Connemara Pl                        Rn   Single Detached Dwelling 

 30 Courtney St                        Rn   Single Detached Dwelling 

 20 Grenfell Ave                       Rn   Single Detached & Sub.Apt 

 20 Grenfell Ave                       Rn   Single Detached & Sub.Apt 

 5 Maurice Putt Cres, Lot 277          Rn   Subsidiary Apartment 

 1 Navy St                             Rn   Townhousing 

 3 Navy St                             Rn   Townhousing 

 5 Navy St                             Rn   Townhousing 

 7 Navy St                             Rn   Townhousing 

 9 Navy St                             Rn   Townhousing 

 15 Shriners Rd                        Rn   Single Detached Dwelling 

 228 Ladysmith Dr                      Sw   Single Detached Dwelling 

 15 Pine Bud Pl                        Sw   Single Detached Dwelling 

 This Week $    753,250.00 
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 Class: Demolition 

 This Week $           .00 

  This Week's Total: $  1,530,981.00 

 Repair Permits Issued:  2017/01/19 To 2017/01/25 $         21,700.00 

 Legend 

 Co  Change Of Occupancy        Sw  Site Work 

 Cr  Chng Of Occ/Renovtns       Ms  Mobile Sign 

 Ex  Extension                  Sn  Sign 

 Nc  New Construction           Cc  Chimney Construction 

 Oc  Occupant Change            Dm  Demolition 

 Rn  Renovations 

 

Year To Date Comparisons 

January 30, 2017 

        

Type 2016 2017 % Variance (+/-) 

Commercial $1,638,045.00 $2,909,481.00 78 

Industrial $0.00 $0.00 0 

Government/Institutional $0.00 $0.00 0 

Residential $1,946,723.00 $2,189,085.00 12 

Repairs $81,420.00 $129,700.00 59 

Housing Units(1 & 2 Family Dwelling 3 3   

Total $3,666,188.00 $5,228,266.00 43 

 
Respectfully Submitted, 

 

 

 

 

 

Jason Sinyard, P. Eng., MBA 

Deputy City Manager 

Planning, Engineering & Regulatory Services 
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A Culture of Cooperation 
 Create effective City-community collaborations 

 
4. Legal or Policy Implications 

As per Terms of reference for specific committees 
 

5. Engagement and Communications Considerations 
Committee members, lead staff and Council members who expressed interest were consulted 
as part of check in process. Prior to any changes/adjustments being made, public committee 
members should receive a follow up on the recommendations that came forward for 
consideration. 
 

6. Human Resource Implications 
City Clerk role for one committee to be adjusted. Two committees to have change in lead staff 
role. 
 

7. Procurement Implications 
N/A 
 

8. Information Technology Implications 
As per recommendations, enhance use of engage portal and public website. 
 

9. Other Implications 
 

Recommendation: Accept the recommendations as outlined in the powerpoint presentation and direct 
staff to make the necessary adjustments. Share report with public committee members to ensure 
awareness of the changes and close the loop on the check in process. 

Prepared by/Signature: Victoria Etchegary, Manager, Organizational Performance and Strategy 

Approved by/Date/Signature: Derek, Coffey, Deputy City Manager, Finance and Administration 

Attachments: Powerpoint Presentation – Committee Check in 2016 

 





















http://engagestjohns.ca/admin/projects/arts-jury


























 

 

 

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

 
Title: St. John’s Development Regulations Amendment #613, 2016 

Amendment to Parking Lot Size Limits 
   PDE # DEV400271 

53 Radio Range Road 
 
Date Prepared:  January 30, 2017 
 
Report To:  His Worship the Mayor and Members of Council 
 
Councillor & Role: Councillor Art Puddister, chair, Planning and Development Committee 
 
Ward:   1  
 
Decision/Direction Required: That Council adopt the attached resolution for St. John’s Development 
Regulations Amendment Number 613, 2016, which would remove the 0.5-hectare size limit on parking 
lots.  
 
Discussion – Background and Current Status:  
There is a conflict in the St. John’s Development Regulations concerning the size of parking lots, which 
has an important bearing on the application at 53 Radio Range Road. The size limit would prevent the 
proposed development of a Park ‘n’ Fly parking lot at Radio Range Road (now to have sole access from 
Craig Dobbin’s Way).  
 
In the Development Regulations, Section 9.1.1 “General Parking Requirements” sets out the amount of 
parking required for different land uses. The number of off-street parking spaces, and thus the size of a 
parking lot, varies depending on land use.  However, Section 7.13.1 “Parking Lot” sets a maximum size 
of 0.5 hectare (approximately 1.2 acres) for a parking lot. Depending on the land use, the requirements 
of Section 9 might require a parking lot larger than 0.5 hectare, and there have been a number of larger 
lots developed in past years. To correct this, staff recommended that Section 7.13.1 be amended to 
remove the maximum parking-lot size of 0.5 hectare.   
 
At its special meeting of May 11, 2015, Council directed staff to advertise the proposed amendment and 
refer it to a public meeting, which was held on June 3, 2015. The amendment was later adopted by 
Council on December 5, 2016. While the information package was being prepared for Municipal Affairs 
it was noted that the amendment was advertised only once, due to the fact it was originally submitted as 
a development application. The requirements of the Urban and Rural Planning Act require that an 
amendment be advertised twice. Therefore the ad was ran a second time to meet all legal requirements, 
and is now being referred back to Council for adoption.  
 
Key Considerations/Implications: 
 

1. Budget/Financial Implications: Not applicable  
 
 

DECISION/DIRECTION NOTE



Decision/Direction Note  Page 2 
Parking-lot size - 53 Radio Range Road 
 
 

2. Partners or Other Stakeholders:  
Area property owners and residents. 
 

3. Alignment with Strategic Directions/Adopted Plans: 
St. John’s Municipal Plan, Part III, Section 3.2.2: The City shall ensure adequate control of 
commercial developments to limit any detrimental effects. 
 

4. Legal or Policy Implications:  
A parking lot is a permitted use in the CN Zone, while the nearby houses on Radio Range Road 
are non-conforming uses. 

 
5. Engagement and Communications Considerations: Not applicable 

 
6. Human Resource Implications: Not applicable 

 
7. Procurement Implications: Not applicable 

 
8. Information Technology Implications: Not applicable 

 
9. Other Implications: Not applicable 

 
Recommendation: 
It is recommended that Council rescind its earlier approval (R2016-12-05/12) for this amendment and 
now adopt the attached St. John’s Development Regulations Amendment Number 613, 2016. This 
amendment would revise Section 7.13.1 “Parking Lot” by removing the existing maximum parking-lot 
size of 0.5 hectare. If the amendment is adopted, it will then be referred to the Minister of Municipal 
Affairs with a request for provincial registration, in accordance with the Urban & Rural Planning Act. 
 
Prepared by: 
Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett, MCIP – Planner III 
 
Signature:  ____________________________________ 
 
Approved by: 
Ken O’Brien, MCIP – Chief Municipal Planner 
 
Signature:  ____________________________________ 
 
LLB/dlm 
 
Attachments:  
Amendments 
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RESOLUTION 
ST. JOHN’S DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS 

AMENDMENT NUMBER 613, 2016 
 
WHEREAS the St. John’s Municipal Council wishes to remove the size restriction on a stand-
alone parking lot (that is, a parking lot that is not associated with another land use), 
 
 
BE IT THEREFORE RESOLVED that the St. John’s Municipal Council hereby adopts the 
following text amendment to the St. John’s Development Regulations pursuant to the provisions of 
the Urban and Rural Planning Act, 2000: 
 

Amend Section 7.13.1 “Parking Lot” by removing the following subsection: 
 
 “(a) the parking area shall be on a Lot having an area of not more than 0.5 ha;” 

and renumbering the following subsections accordingly. 
 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the St. John’s Municipal Council requests the Minister of 
Municipal Affairs to register the proposed amendment in accordance with the requirements of the 
Urban and Rural Planning Act, 2000. 
 
 
IN WITNESS THEREOF the Seal of the City of St. John’s has been hereunto affixed and this 
Resolution has been signed by the Mayor and the City Clerk on behalf of Council this        day 
of      , 2017. 
 
 
 
 
 
______________________________   ______________________________ 
Mayor       MCIP 

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

 
 
______________________________                                                     
City Clerk 
 
 
 
 
 
______________________________   ______________________________ 
Council Adoption     Provincial Registration 



 

 

 

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

 

Title:   St. John’s Development Regulations Amendment No. 613, 2016 
Amendment to Parking-Lot Size Limit of 0.5 Hectare 

   Application for a Stand-Alone Parking Lot at  
   PDE file DEV1400217, Council Directive CD#S2015-05-11/1 
   53 Radio Range Road 
 
Date Prepared:  May 30, 2016 
 
Report To:  His Worship the Mayor and Members of Council 
 
Councillor & Role: Councillor Art Puddister, chair, Planning and Development Committee 
 
Ward:   1 
 
Decision/Direction Required: 
To decide on removing the 0.5-hectare size limit on parking lots.  The size limit would prevent the 
proposed development of a Park ‘n’ Fly parking lot at Radio Range Road (now to have sole access from 
Craig Dobbin’s Way). 
 
Discussion – Background and Current Status:  
There is a conflict in the St. John’s Development Regulations concerning the size of parking lots, which 
has an important bearing on the application at 53 Radio Range Road. 
 
In the Development Regulations, Section 9.1.1 “General Parking Requirements” sets out the amount of 
parking required for different land uses.  The number of off-street parking spaces, and thus the size of a 
parking lot, varies depending on land use.  However, Section 7.13.1 “Parking Lot” sets a maximum size 
of 0.5 hectare (approximately 1.2 acres) for a parking lot.  Depending on the land use, the requirements 
of Section 9 might require a parking area larger than 0.5 hectare, and there have been a number of larger 
lots developed in past years. 
 
To correct this, staff recommended that Section 7.13.1 be amended to remove the maximum parking-lot 
size of 0.5 hectare.  At its special meeting of May 11, 2015, Council directed staff to advertise the 
proposed amendment and refer it to a public meeting, which was held on June 3, 2015 (minutes 
attached). 
 
PUBLIC MEETING 
 
The public meeting was intended to discuss the general restriction of 0.5 hectare on parking lots.  
However, discussion focused on the application noted above from Clayton Hospitality Inc. for a stand-
alone parking lot for a Park ‘n’ Fly operation at 53 Radio Range Road.  The parking lot would have 
access off Radio Range Road and off Portugal Cove Road and was proposed to be approximately 2.5 
hectares in size with 625 parking spaces. 
 

DECISION/DIRECTION NOTE



Decision/Direction Note  Page 2 
Parking-lot size / 53 Radio Range Road (now Craig Dobbin’s Way) 
 
 
Area residents are opposed to the parking lot and voiced their objections that removing the size limit 
would enable the parking lot to be developed.  Radio Range Road is in a peculiar situation, as they have 
an old residential neighbourhood that has never had residential zoning.  The area was zoned as Airport 
Restricted Building Area under the St. John’s Metropolitan Area Board.  When the area became part of 
the City in 1982, the zone applied was the Rural Commercial and Industrial (RCI) Zone, which no 
longer exists.  Then after 1992 the area was zoned Commercial Neighbourhood (CN). 
 
In short, the residential properties along the west side of Radio Range Road have been there for decades 
as non-conforming uses.  The Ann-Jeannette neighbourhood off Torbay Road is in a similar situation in 
that they are long-standing residential uses in a Commercial Industrial (CI) Zone. 
 
Non-conforming uses can always remain and can be expanded under certain circumstances.  These 
neighbourhoods are stable residential areas and should be treated in such a way that the quiet enjoyment 
of people’s property is respected, notwithstanding the non-residential zoning. 
 
APPLICATION 
 
In the present application, the proposed land use of a large parking lot is a permitted use in the CN Zone.  
The applicant is working through the City’s requirements for access, buffering, screen fencing, 
stormwater detention, landscaping and tree coverage.  However, the conditions are not ideal, given the 
presence of the houses.  Radio Range Road is substandard in terms of having a narrow width of 
pavement and no sidewalks.  It suits the purpose for the neighbourhood, as it is a dead-end road and thus 
has no through traffic.  The 19 houses along the road do not generate much traffic. 
 
Much of the neighbourhood concern centered on a large increase in traffic on Radio Range Road.  The 
City evaluated an alternative to have right-in/right-out access from Portugal Cove Road.  There now 
appears to be the option of having exclusive access from Craig Dobbin’s Way.  There would be no 
access on Radio Range Road or Portugal Cove Road, thus no traffic concerns. 
 
The City’s Development Regulations require a 3-metre landscaped area or a screen fence at least 1.8 
metres (6 feet) high; a higher screen fence is desirable to buffer the houses, especially since clearing out 
most of the forested area for the parking lot will open up the houses to the traffic noise from Portugal 
Cove Road. 
 
Key Considerations/Implications: 
 

1. Budget/Financial Implications: N/A 
 

2. Partners or Other Stakeholders:  
Area property owners and residents. 
 

3. Alignment with Strategic Directions/Adopted Plans:  
St. John’s Municipal Plan, Part III, Section 3.2.2: The City shall ensure adequate control of 
commercial developments to limit any detrimental effects. 

 



Decision/Direction Note  Page 3 
Parking-lot size / 53 Radio Range Road (now Craig Dobbin’s Way) 
 
 

4. Legal or Policy Implications: 
A parking lot is a permitted use in the CN Zone, while the nearby houses on Radio Range Road 
are non-conforming uses. 
 

5. Engagement and Communications Considerations: N/A 
 

6. Human Resource Implications: N/A 
 

7. Procurement Implications: N/A 
 

8. Information Technology Implications: N/A 
 

9. Other Implications: N/A 
 
Recommendation:  
It is recommended that Council adopt the attached amendment to amend Section 7.13.1 “Parking Lot” 
by removing the existing maximum parking-lot size of 0.5 hectare.  A Municipal Plan amendment is not 
required. 
 
If adopted, the amendment will then be sent to the Department of Municipal Affairs with a request for 
provincial registration. 
 
Prepared by/Signature: Ken O’Brien, MCIP, Chief Municipal Planner 
 
 
Signature: ____________________________________ 
 
Approved by/Date/Signature:  Jason Sinyard, P.Eng., MBA 
 
 
Signature: ____________________________________ 
 
KO’B/dlm 
 
Attachments:  
1. St. John’s Development Regulations Amendment No. 613, 2015. 
2. Air photo of the Radio Range Road area. 
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A Public Meeting was held on Wednesday, June 3, 2015 at 7:00 p.m. in the Foran/Greene Room, 
4th floor, City Hall. 

In Attendance:  Councillor Wally Collins, Chairperson 
   Councillor Art Puddister   

Councillor Danny Breen 
Ken O’Brien, Chief Municipal Planner 

   Blair Bradbury, Development Engineer, Traffic 
Kathy Driscoll, Senior Legislative Assistant 
 

Also in attendance were ten citizens from the neighborhood of Radio Range Road: 

The purpose of the meeting was to discuss the following matter: 
 

Amendment to Development Regulations – Parking Lot Size 

The reason for this Amendment is due to a conflict that exists in the Development 
Regulations as it relates to parking lot size.  
 
Section 9.1.1 General Parking Requirements sets the parking requirements that apply to all 
uses permitted under the Regulations. The parking requirements (ie. number of parking 
spaces) and the subsequent size of the parking lot vary depending on the use. However, 
Section 7.13.1 Parking Lot subsection (a) states that parking areas shall be on a lot having 
an area of not more than 0.5 hectares.  
 
Depending on the use, the requirements of Section 9 conflict with the maximum size allowed 
by Section 7. To correct this conflict it is recommended that Section 7.13.1 of the 
Development Regulations be amended to remove the maximum parking lot size. 

 
The following written email and letter submissions are included with this report: 

• Tony and Carla Barnes   Radio Range Road 
• Lisa Hurd     Radio Range Road 

Councillor Collins called the meeting to order and outlined the process of the hearing which will 
consist of a staff overview followed by an open floor discussion with residents.     

Review Process 

The City’s Chief Municipal Planner, Mr. Ken O’Brien, advised that he would be discussing a 
provision in the Development Regulations about parking lots.  The City recognizes a conflict 
exists, and that an amendment would be required to the St. John’s Development Regulations.   
He stated the provision, Section 7.13.1 Parking Lot subsection (a) states that parking areas shall 
be on a lot having an area of not more than 0.5 hectares.  The following parking lots exceed 0.5 
hectares in the City: 
 

• Dominion, Memorial Stadium parking lot, Lake Avenue – 1 hectare 
• Old Kmart Plaza, Torbay Road – 1.7 hectares 
• Stand-alone parking lot, next to 464 Torbay Road, - over 0.5 hectares 
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The Chief Municipal Planner acknowledged that the participants of the meeting were residents of 
Radio Range Road and that they were particularily concerned about the Park & Fly application 
presently before Council.  Mr. O’Brien advised that although somewhat peculiar, Radio Range 
Road is currently residential but does not have Residential zoning.  Under the St. John’s 
Municipal Plan, Radio Range Road is designated CN Zone (Commercial Neighbourhood) which 
allows for non-conforming use.  He gave an example of Anne Jeannette Trailer Park which also 
exists as residential but is clearly designated Commercial Industrial (CI) Zone due to its close 
proximity to the Airport . 
 
Zoning maps were on display and Mr. O’Brien referenced them to clarify any confusion with 
zoning for Radio Range Road.  Under the Municipal Plan for Metro Board dated July, 1966, it 
indicated that Radio Range Road and area had been zoned Airport Restricted Building Area. 
This designation applied to Radio Range Road, the Airport itself, and surrounding lands in all 
directions, including Major’s Path. 
 
In 1982 it became part of the City of St. John’s and in 1988 the west side was then classified as 
Rural Commercial Industrial (RCI) Zone while the east side had been changed to the Airport 
Zone.  Around 1994, the RCI Zone was eliminated and Radio Range Road became part of the 
Commercial Neighbourhood (CN) Zone which it remains as today.  The Airport property 
remained Airport Zone.  He concluded his presentation referencing that Mr. Blair Bradbury, the 
City’s Development Engineer – Traffic, would address any parking lot development questions 
the residents might have. 
 
The floor was opened for questions, comments and feedback. 
 

 – Radio Range Road 

• Opposed to the regulation change and was not clear why the City wanted to change it. 
• Wanted the provision of having a parking lot on not more than 0.5 hectares remain in 

place as to not allow for the proposed Park & Fly application which would be developed 
on 2.64 hectares of land. 

• Concerned about noise disturbances, rat infestation from proposed parking lot 
development, possible ground flooding, as well as environmental factors created from 
tree removal.   

• As Radio Range Road would be the access road leading to the proposed Park & Fly, there 
would be increased traffic volume throughout all hours of the night and would affect 
elderly neighbours that walked the road. 

• Safety concerns for pededstrians during high traffic times.   
• Concerned with snow clearing issues and noise from snow clearing equipment. 
• Felt that the proposed development should have its access road on Portugal Cove Road.  
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• Questioned the Airport Restricted, Metro Board Municipal Plan Zoning, as he purchased 
his home in 1974.  How did it get approved?  The Chief Municipal Planner noted that 
zoning was put in place by the former Metro Board. 

• Reference ongoing noise from construction and paving at the airport for approximately 
100 spaces.  Felt it was a bit ironic that the airport was expanding their long term parking 
which is not fully utilized.  Wondered why the 625 spaces would ever be required.   
Suspected that this was not a genuine application but was just to gain access onto the 
land.   

• Wondered if developer changed his application, would he be required to make another 
application to the City.   

• Asked when a decision will be made on this Amendment.  The Chief Municipal Planner 
advised that it would have to go to Council, probably within the next few weeks, for 
consideration.  The Development Engineer - Traffic advised that the application was 
submitted but not yet approved.  The redesign process is still ongoing for the Park & fly 
application.  

• Staff had to go back with conditions to the developer and are awaiting the developer’s 
response on that regard. 

• Opposed to being boxed in from fencing from the access road when approved but if it 
does proceed, Mr. Hurd would like a decent fence constructed. 

• Spoke to the comparisons of parking lots mentioned by the Chief Municipal Planner to 
the proposed parking lot and the comparison of Ann Jeanette to Radio Range Road and 
felt there was no comparison.   Mr. Hurd noted it was a very quiet residential area where 
he raised his children and now that would all be destroyed by this proposed development. 

• Recalled a meeting in 2012, called by Councillor Breen for the residents of Radio Range 
Road, residents were not consulted but advised that a road required by the Airport would 
be placed behind their house. 

• Spoke about deterioration of their road from cars. 
• Wondered if carrier trucks would be allowed to offload on Radio Range Road.  The 

Development Engineer – Traffic, advised that any offloading had to be contained on the 
property receiving the goods. 

• Felt that Radio Range Road did not have the width to accommodate carrier trucks and 
that Portugal Cove Road would be a better suited location for access to the Park & Fly.   

• As well a right handed turning lane for traffic would conflict with the Park & Fly in the 
night timed during the winter and travelling to the airport.  Felt there would be lots of 
merging taking place. 
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 –  Radio Range Road 

• Reiterated Mr. Hurd’s concerns and confusion regarding the allowance of residential 
construction even though the zoning was under Airport Restricted when her house was 
built in 1979/1980 was under Airport Restricted.  

• The Chief Municipal Planner noted the homes on Radio Range Road used to provide 
flight crew accommodations and now the crews are placed in hotels. 

• Safety concerns once again due to high traffic congestion. 
• Consulted with a Real Estate Agent and was advised if approval given for proposed 

development, her property value would decrease by 30%. 
• Felt Major’s Path was a better location for the access road compared to Radio Range 

Road which has 20 residential homes on a cul-de-sac.   
• Wondered if the developer had to comply with the application to construct 625 parking 

lots or would they develop so much of the land as a parking lot and try to create some 
other commercial business, like a car rental company. 

• The Chief Municipal Planner advised that if the development was approved and only half 
of the proposed site was used to construct a parking lot then the developer would have to 
apply for a commercial permit. 

• Up until 3 years ago, when the proponent approached the City to set up a Rent-a-car 
business, Ms. Barnes understood that access was supposed to come from the Airport 
Road and questioned what had changed to redirect the current application to Radio Range 
Road.  The Development Engineer – Transportation advised that he could not speak to 
the proponent’s previous application but only to the current application.  He advised that 
Portugal Cove Road is a controlled access road with right turn only for both access, 
egress and yield conditions. 
 

 – Radio Range Road 

• Recapped concerns regarding depreciation of his property as he would be boxed in by 
200 feet of fencing on one side and 75 feet on the back that would be created for the 
proposed access road. 

• Concerned about 600 cars driving up and down alongside his home everyday and snow 
clearing in the winter.  Where would the snow be placed?  Would it be put alongside his 
property? 

• He advised that the applicant already has a parking lot over by the Comfort Inn and felt it 
was not approved or finished with over 200 cars using it the last 4 or 5 days and on a 0.05 
hectare parking lot.  Why doesn’t the developer keep this existing parking lot as his Park 
& Fly and not proceed with the current application?  He argued that there are lots of 
parking spaced to avail of in the nearby retail area, ie. Walmart. 

• He advised that he spoke to an owner of a Park & Fly and they are never at full capacity.  
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• Noted that Craig Dobbin Way has had car rental staff from Budget, Hertz etc. driving 
haphazardly and does not want the same in his neighbourhood. 

• Repeated the same concerns with offloading vehicles as previously presented. 
• If approved, will Radio Range Road be a feeder road to Airport Access main road and 

further will area residents have to pay for any expensive upgrades.  Development 
Engineer – Traffic advised that any upgrades required due to the development would be 
the responsibility of the developer and not the area residents. 
 

 –  Radio Range Road 
 

• Wondered about exit/entrance to Park & Fly as it would be placed next  to his property 
but also has a limited exit on Portugal Cove Road (formerly known as Penetanguishene 
By-pass).   

• Feels that Radio Range Road does not meet the required Commercial 100 foot frontage 
and that Portugal Cove Road could better meet the needs for an access road. 

• Retold concerns of his standard of living being affected.  Has been a resident since 1968 
but now he will be forced to leave. 
 

 – Radio Range Road 

• Noted carriers offload vehicles on Craig Dobbin Way and place tractor trailers on the side 
of the road to do this 

• Carriers go down the old Airport Road onto Vanguard Court which is another dead end 
street creating further congestion with Avis and Woodward Car Rental Agencies on other 
side.  This lot goes way back and a fence enclosure.  The Chief Municipal Planner 
advised that complaints would have to be made to the City’s Call Centre in order for the 
City to address this issue.  The Development Engineer – Traffic advised if someone came 
in to build and transport vehicles, then they had to have access to their site for offloading 
as it would have to be maintained on their property.  Any U-turns would have to be 
contained within the property as well.   As for any existing properties, he advised that he 
could not comment as they were grandfathered in. 

• Felt the proposed Park & Fly application was not conducive to the neighbourhood.  How 
can you put in a 625 car parking lot behind Radio Range Road. 

• Developer demolished 191 Old Airport Road (Foster property) and placed a few rocks 
around the parameter and recently flooded it with cars.  Does the owner have permission 
to use it as a parking lot.   

• Felt this meeting should have been held 20 years ago so that everyone was aware of 
zoning and development possibilities.   He does not want to lose what he already has.   

• Felt mislead as developer bought a house on Radio Range Road with the intentions of 
converting it to a parking lot. 
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• Radio Range Road became part of the City years ago due to a technicality.  Prior to 
joining the City, they only had to pay taxes on the land they built on. Then under Mayor 
Wells, residents that required water hookup had to pay taxes on their deferred land which 
they felt was a ransom.     
 

 -   Radio Range Road 

• Has resided there since 1972 and never knew it was Airport Restricted.  
• Owns a lot on Radio Range Road and considered selling or developing as residential it; 

however, the City would not approve it. 
• She questioned the double standard that exists with the City supporting this proposed 

development. 
 

 – Radio Range Road 

• Questioned if there were any more applications similar to a Parking lot application 
behind residential homes.  The Chief Municipal Planner advised there were no 
applications for stand-alone parking lots. 

• Speculated that the proposed Development Regulation Amendment was to accommodate 
the proposed Park & Fly application so it could be approved. 

 
Councillor Breen advised that when the airport expanded there was no public consultation.  He 
further commented that the Radio Range Road residents were not aware of their current zoning 
until this application was presented and asked not to amend the Development Regulations. 
 
Councillor Puddister informed that he came to listen to the area residents’ concerns and that 
consideration be given to the access road being put on Portugal Cove Road instead. 
 
The Chair advised he had heard all of the residents’ concerns and that they would all be taken 
into consideration, once Council makes its decision. 
 
The meeting adjourned at 8:10 pm.   
 
 
 
_______________________________ 
Wally Collins 
Chairperson 
 



RESOLUTION 
ST. JOHN’S DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS 

AMENDMENT NUMBER 613, 2016 
 
WHEREAS the St. John’s Municipal Council wishes to remove the size restriction on a stand-
alone parking lot (that is, a parking lot that is not associated with another land use), 
 
 
BE IT THEREFORE RESOLVED that the St. John’s Municipal Council hereby adopts the 
following text amendment to the St. John’s Development Regulations pursuant to the provisions of 
the Urban and Rural Planning Act, 2000: 
 

Amend Section 7.13.1 “Parking Lot” by removing the following subsection: 
 
 “(a) the parking area shall be on a Lot having an area of not more than 0.5 ha;” 

and renumbering the following subsections accordingly. 
 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the St. John’s Municipal Council requests the Minister of 
Municipal Affairs to register the proposed amendment in accordance with the requirements of the 
Urban and Rural Planning Act, 2000. 
 
 
IN WITNESS THEREOF the Seal of the City of St. John’s has been hereunto affixed and this 
Resolution has been signed by the Mayor and the City Clerk on behalf of Council this        day 
of      , 2016. 
 
 
 
 
 
______________________________   ______________________________ 
Mayor       MCIP 

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

 
 
______________________________                                                     
City Clerk 
 
 
 
 
 
______________________________   ______________________________ 
Council Adoption     Provincial Registration 







 

 

 

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

 
Title: St. John’s Development Regulations Amendment Number 651, 2017 

Rezone property from the Rural Residential Infill (RRI) and Rural (R) Zones to 
the Commercial Industrial (CI) Zone  

   PDE # REZ1600003 
265 Brookfield Road 
Applicant: Commander Ventures on behalf of 10327 Newfoundland Limited 

 
Date Prepared:  January 30, 2017 
 
Report To:  His Worship the Mayor and Members of Council 
 
Councillor & Role: Councillor Art Puddister, chair, Planning and Development Committee 
 
Ward:   5  
 
Decision/Direction Required: That Council adopt the attached resolution for St. John’s Development 
Regulations Amendment Number 651, 2017, to rezone 265 Brookfield Road from the Rural Residential 
Infill (RRI) and Rural (R) Zones to the Commercial Industrial (CI) Zone.  
 
Discussion – Background and Current Status:  
The proposed application is to rezone 265 Brookfield Road from the Rural Residential Infill (RRI) and 
Rural (R) Zones to the Commercial Industrial (CI) Zone for the purpose of developing a single storey, 
six (6) unit light industrial building. A Municipal Plan amendment is not required. 
 
Following submission of an acceptable Land-Use Assessment Report (LUAR), the report was advertised 
for public review. A public meeting chaired by Councillor Hickman was held on January 17, 2017. 
Minutes of the public meeting are attached.  
 
Concerns were raised by residents regarding the Non-Conforming Use of the property and ongoing 
complaints in regards to both the application site and the adjoining property, 33 Tobin’s Road. At this time, 
there are several active complaint files for 265 Brookfield Road.  Additional concerns raised include 
noise, unsightly property, environmental and flooding concerns and overall safety for children.  
 
The Municipal Plan encourages a mix of land uses and the Rural District allows Industrial Zones to be 
considered, subject to a Land Use Assessment Report (LUAR). Given the long-standing commercial 
uses adjacent to this site, an extension of the existing CI Zone to include the subject property could be 
considered. Appropriate buffering must be provided by the applicant to separate the proposed CI Zone 
from the neighbouring residential properties.  

Key Considerations/Implications: 
 

1. Budget/Financial Implications: Not applicable  
  

DECISION/DIRECTION NOTE
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2. Partners or Other Stakeholders:  
Neighbouring residents and property owners. 
 

3. Alignment with Strategic Directions/Adopted Plans:  
In-line with the Rural District policies of the St. John’s Municipal Plan. 
 

4. Legal or Policy Implications: Not applicable 
 

5. Engagement and Communications Considerations: 
The City held a public meeting on this application. 
 

6. Human Resource Implications: Not applicable 
 

7. Procurement Implications: Not applicable 
 

8. Information Technology Implications: Not applicable 
 

9. Other Implications:  
A variance of 5.4% would be required on lot frontage, and would be considered if the rezoning 
application is approved. 

Recommendation:  
It is recommended that Council adopt the attached St. John’s Development Regulations Amendment 
Number 651, 2017 to rezone 265 Brookfield Road from the Rural Residential Infill (RRI) and Rural (R) 
Zones to the Commercial Industrial (CI) Zone. This rezoning would allow the development of a single 
storey, six-unit light industrial building. If the amendment is adopted by Council, it will then be referred 
to the Minister of Municipal Affairs with a request for provincial registration, in accordance with the 
Urban & Rural Planning Act. 
 
Prepared by: 
Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett, MCIP – Planner III 
 
Signature:  ____________________________________ 
 
Approved by: 
Ken O’Brien, MCIP – Chief Municipal Planner 
 
Signature:  ____________________________________ 
 
LLB/dlm 
 
Attachments:  
Amendments 
Zoning map 
Meeting minutes  
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RESOLUTION 

ST. JOHN’S DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS 
AMENDMENT NUMBER 651, 2017 

 

WHEREAS the City of St. John’s wishes to allow the development of light industrial 
development at 265 Brookfield Road. 
 
BE IT THEREFORE RESOLVED that the City of St. John’s hereby adopts the following map 
amendment to the St. John’s Development Regulations in accordance with the provisions of the 
Urban and Rural Planning Act: 
 

Rezone land at 265 Brookfield Road [Parcel ID# 29409] from the Rural 
Residential Infill (RRI) and Rural (R) Zones to the Commercial Industrial (CI) 
Zone as shown on Map Z-1A attached. 

 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the City of St. John’s requests the Minister of Municipal 
Affairs to register the proposed amendment in accordance with the requirements of the Urban and 
Rural Planning Act, 2000. 
 
IN WITNESS THEREOF the Seal of the City of St. John’s has been hereunto affixed and this 
Resolution has been signed by the Mayor and the City Clerk on behalf of Council this ___ day of 
_____________,2017. 

 
 
 
 
 

______________________________  ______________________________ 
Mayor       MCIP 

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

 
______________________________                                                     
City Clerk 
 
 
 
______________________________  ______________________________ 
Council Adoption     Provincial Registration 







 

 

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

 

Title:    Application to rezone from the RRI and R Zones to the CI Zone to allow 
for a single storey commercial building 

   PDE # REZ1600003 
265 Brookfield Road 

 
Date Prepared: May 13, 2016 
 
Report To:    Chair and Members, Planning and Development Committee  
 
Councillor & Role: Councillor Art Puddister, Chair, Planning and Development Committee 
 
Ward:   5 
 
Decision/Direction Required: 
To rezone the property located on the south side of Brookfield Road [Parcel ID #29409] from the 
Rural Residential Infill (RRI) Zone and Rural (R) Zone to the Commercial Industrial (CI) Zone 
to allow for a six (6) unit commercial building. The Municipal Plan outlines requirements for 
screening and protecting the quality of the rural environment, however an amendment to the 
Municipal Plan would not be required.  
 
Discussion – Background and Current Status: 
An application has been received from Commander Ventures on behalf of 10327 Newfoundland 
Limited to develop a single storey, six (6) unit commercial building to accommodate light 
industrial uses. The subject property is located on the south side of Brookfield Road. The subject 
property is long and narrow in shape and has an area of 1.27 hectares (12,700 square metres or 
3.14 acres) with a 40.4 metre frontage. The property slopes back towards a tributary of the 
Waterford River. There are currently no permanent buildings on the site but the rear of the site 
has been used for the outdoor storage of commercial vehicles, construction equipment and 
storage containers. There are no municipal water and sewer services in the area. 
 
The subject property is abutted on the east side by other industrial uses (including Auto sales and 
a Transportation Depot/Commercial garage operated for the past 25 years by Holden’s Transport 
Limited). The three adjacent parcels to the east that are currently zoned as Commercial Industrial 
(CI) Zone. On the south (rear) the property abuts farmland that is in the Agricultural Zone and 
the Rural Zone. On the west side it abuts single family dwellings along Brookfield Road as well 
as to the southwest there are more single family dwellings located along Tobin’s Road. These 
homes are located in the Rural and Rural Residential Infill Zones. Across the street on the north 
side of Brookfield Road is unoccupied land in the RRI Zone and behind those properties is the 
Federal-Provincial Experimental Farm. The future Team Gushue Highway Extension (east-west 
arterial) will be constructed north of Brookfield Road in the near future. 
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Under the St. John’s Municipal Plan the subject property is designated Rural (R). As the nearby 
tributary of the Waterford River makes this land an Environmentally Valuable Area, any 
development is subject to a mandatory Land Use Assessment Report (LUAR) and a 
Conservation Plan to ensure appropriate development and control any possible negative impacts 
of the development (Part III, Section 8.2.2 of the St. John’s Municipal Plan). 
 
The land is designated in the Rural District of the Municipal Plan. The property immediately east 
is designated Rural and zoned CI.  In the same way, the subject property could be rezoned to CI 
while remaining in the Rural District (therefore, no Municipal Plan amendment is required).  
Given the long-standing commercial uses adjacent to this site, the CI Zone could be extended to 
include the subject property.  Should the proponent take the proper steps to reduce the visual 
impact of the Commercial Uses and provide appropriate screening (as per Section 7.25 of the St. 
John’s Development Regulations) then the use may be deemed as suitable. 
 
Key Considerations/Implications: 
 

1. Budget/Financial Implications: N/A 
 

2. Partners or Other Stakeholders:  
Neighbouring property owners along Brookfield Road and Tobin’s Road. 
 

3. Alignment with Strategic Directions/Adopted Plans: 
St. John’s Municipal Plan, Part III, Section 1.2.4: The City shall encourage the mixture of 
land uses in all areas. 

 
4. Legal or Policy Implications: N/A 

 
5. Engagement and Communications Considerations:  

Public advertisement and a Public Meeting chaired by a member of Council. 
 

6. Human Resource Implications: N/A 
 

7. Procurement Implications: N/A 
 

8. Information Technology Implications: N/A 
 

9. Other Implications: N/A 
 
Recommendations: 
It is recommended that rezoning be considered to extend the Commercial Industrial (CI) Zone to 
the subject property. This application will require a Land Use Assessment Report (LUAR). A Draft 
Terms of Reference is attached.  
 
Once the LUAR is prepared by the applicant and accepted by the City, staff recommends that this 
application and supporting report be referred to a public meeting chaired by a member of Council.  
 



Decision/Direction Note  Page 3 
265 Brookfield Road 

 

 
Upon completion of this process, the amendment and the application would then be referred to a 
future Regular Meeting of Council for consideration of adoption. This application does not 
require a Municipal Plan amendment. 
 
Prepared by: 
Mark Hefferton, MURP, MCIP - Planner 
 
Signature:  ____________________________________ 
 
Approved by: 
Ken O’Brien, MCIP – Chief Municipal Planner 
 
Signature:  ____________________________________ 
 
MH/dlm 
 
Attachments: 

1. Location Plan 
2. Site Plan 
3. Elevation rendering 
4. LUAR Terms of Reference 
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INTRODUCTION
Commander Ventures Inc. are proposing to construct a one-storey commercial 
building, with a total of 6 units, at 265 Brookfield Road, St. John’s, NL. The property 
comprises of a long piece of land with the northwest side along Brookfield Road. The 
property also has a small drainage ditch running near the rear of the site. 

The property is currently zoned as Rural Residential Infill (RRI) and Rural (R) but it is 
Commander Ventures Inc.’s intention to seek rezoning of the property to Commercial 
Industrial (CI).  The immediate area is mixed use with the 2 properties to the east 
zoned Commercial Industrial (CI) and the 2 properties to the west zoned Rural 
Residential Infill (RRI).

At the request of the City of St. John’s Department of Planning, Development and 
Engineering, the following Land Use Assessment Report (LUAR) has been prepared to 
identify potential impacts and to describe the character and design of the proposed 
new development. This LUAR has been prepared in accordance with the Terms of 
Reference established by the City of St. John’s. A copy of these Terms and References 
is included in Appendix A. 

A | BUILDING USE
The proposed building is 1 storey in height and will contain 6 commercial units. Due 
to the elevation of the land, the length of the building is split into two contiguous 
sections having 3 units in each section with an elevation change of 0.6 m between 
the two sections. Please refer to Appendix D for building floor plans and Appendix E 
for elevations and sections.

PROPOSED USE 1 Commercial Building split into 2 contiguous sections
6 commercial units with 1 utility space

Warehouse Area:  1604 m2

Office Area:  112 m2

Utility Area: 101 m2

GROSS FLOOR AREA 1817 m2 (19, 560 ft2)

FLOOR AREA RATIO Total Property Area: 12,526 m2 (134,830 ft2)  
FAR: 0.15 
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B | BUILDING MATERIALS
The proposed building will be constructed as per the National Building Code 
requirements using steel stud construction with a structural steel frame. The 
building’s exterior will be a combination of aesthetically pleasing charcoal and white 
corrugated metal siding with storefront glazing. Building signage, including building 
name and address, will be placed on the north facade facing Brookfield Road with 
individual tenant signage placed above each unit. 

Please refer to Appendix E for building elevations and sections and Appendix C for 
exterior renderings. Please note that the exterior renderings are at the conceptual 
design phase.  

C | BUILDING HEIGHT + LOCATION
The proposed building is located on Brookfield Road approximately 140 m east of 
Tobin’s Road. To the east of the site are commercial/industrial properties including 
Sinnott’s Auto Sales, the immediate neighbor to the east, and Holden’s Transport 
further east on Brookfield Road. On the neighboring site to the west along Brookfield 
Road is a residential property with a detached house. Also neighboring along the 
west property line are two other residential properties at 11 and 25 Tobin’s Road. 
There is a vacant lot at 19 Tobin’s Road lining a small portion of the west property 
line. Neighboring at the rear property line to the south is another residential 
property at 33 Tobin’s Road. Please refer to Appendix B for a context map. 

The building is setback 23 m from the front property line at Brookfield Road, 4 m 
from the west property line, 167.7 m from the rear property line (130.9 m from the 
location of a small drainage ditch running through the rear of the property), and 
approximately 21 m from the east side property line. The building is placed near 
Brookfield Road leaving a substantially large area relatively untouched at the rear of 
the property near the existing drainage ditch.  

The building is split into 2 contiguous sections with a slight difference in elevation 
between the 2 sections. The height of the upper section is 7.9 m and the height of 
the lower section is 7.3 m.  Both sections are below the maximum allowed height 
of 15 m for the Commercial Industrial (CI) Zone. The height is comparable to other 
commercial buildings further east on Brookfield Road, such as Holden’s Transport. 
Please refer to Appendix F for a site section and Appendix B for a zone requirement 
table. 



4

As illustrated in the shadow study shown in Appendix G, the shadows from the 
proposed development do not have a significant impact on the neighboring 
properties at any time during the year. The shadow study depicts the shadows 
generated from the proposed development during the Spring Equinox (March 21), 
Summer Solstice (June 21), Fall Equinox (September 22), and the Winter Solstice 
(December 22). 

Please refer to the exterior renderings shown in Appendix C. Please note that the 
exterior renderings are at the conceptual design stage.

D | EXTERIOR EQUIPMENT + LIGHTING
The parking area, pathways, and main entrances to each unit will be well lit to ensure 
safety and ease of access. The lighting will consist of exterior wall sconces and soffit 
lighting at each unit entrance and canopies as well as exterior lamp posts of the 
hooded type for the parking area. There will also be wall sconces at the rear of the 
building where there are fire exits. All exterior lighting standards will meet the City of 
St. John’s regulations. 

The lighting will be in a contemporary but industrial style that accents the overall 
design of the building.  All lighting on the site will be designed to ensure the proper 
lighting levels and standards are met. The lighting will also be designed and situated 
to have minimal light pollution impact on neighboring properties, if any. 

Although the mechanical design has not yet been completed for this development, 
most equipment, with the possible exception of power transmission equipment 
provided by Newfoundland Power, will be held within the utility space. Any exterior 
HVAC equipment will be placed at the rear of the site near the building. The noise 
generation levels and any potential impact on neighboring properties will be 
minimal. 

Please refer to the site plan in Appendix B for more information on the lighting, 
including a spec sheet of exterior lamp posts.
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E | LANDSCAPING + BUFFERING
The following considerations have been factored into the proposed design to enable 
seamless integration and minimal impact on the neighbouring properties:

• Clean and attractive building design that enhances the aesthetic and appeal of
the immediate area.

• Non-imposing, narrow building shape that is well suited to the site dimensions
• Low profile single story building that is split into two sections and stepped down

to follow the natural contours of the site, align with the existing gradients, and
merge harmoniously with the profiles of the neighboring properties.

• Building orientation and placement that respects the privacy of the residential
properties to the west:
• Rear of the building facing west with only a snow clearing lane between the

building and the property line to minimize traffic and potential noise along
the western boundary.

• Building shape (cross-section) that tapers towards the rear (west) to
minimize the visual impact.

• All entrances and garage doors placed on the front of the building facing
east thereby ensuring that all traffic and activity faces the existing
commercial development (Sinnott’s Auto Sales).

• Low density parking lot in front with building set back to avoid side-by-side
placement with residential property to the west.

• A sound reduction barrier along the western boundary of the property that
creates privacy and buffers any potential noise that might affect neighboring
residents. Along this barrier, Virginia Creeper vine will be planted to grow
upwards and absorb any sound while softening the visual appearance. Plantings
of Feather Reed Grass, White Spruce and Weeping Nootka will also provide a
complementary perspective.

• Landscape design focused on the northwest side of the property that uses a
palette of hardy trees and shrubs to create a landscape that adds color and
interest to the property throughout the seasons. Japanese Tree Lilacs, Hydrangea
and Daylilies will bloom throughout the summer with White Spruce, Weeping
Nootka and Yews providing evergreen coverage during the winter.

• Proposed building usage is relatively “low density” with 6 light industrial/
commercial units that are ~3000 sq. ft. each and catered towards the needs of the
local business community.
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Another important design factor was to place the building near Brookfield Road so 
as to have minimal impact on the existing drainage ditch running at the rear of the 
property.  The new landscaping on the site will include adding extensive planting 
along the west property line adjacent to the residential property to further act as 
a noise and visual buffer. These plants include Ivory Silk Lilac Trees, Dense Yew, 
Rockspray Cotoneasters, and Dwarf Burning Bushes. There will also be planting at the 
entry to the site at Brookfield Road and also some planting along the east property 
line. At these locations the plants will include Annabelle Hydrangeas, Weeping 
Nootka Cypress, White Spruce, Reed Grass and Dense Yew. The planting adjacent to 
Brookfield Road is placed and chosen with the impact from snow storage in mind. All 
areas that feature planting will be sodded. The driveway and parking areas will be 
paved, and the rear of the site will be left as is (with the exception of the impact of 
civil work on the site). 

Outdoor pathways will be 1.5 m wide and will connect the parking areas to the 
main entrances of each unit in the building. All refuse containers and electrical 
transformers will be enclosed or screened from sight in a material that is 
complementary to the building’s design and have landscaped areas around them 
as necessary. All curbs and ramps as part of the development will meet all City 
requirements - drawing details will be submitted prior to final development approval. 
All landscape work shall meet City specifications as identified in Section 5 of the City 
of St. John’s Specification Manual. 

Please refer to the site plan and landscape design drawings in Appendix B for more 
landscaping information, including garbage enclosure design, and examples of sound 
reduction fencing. 

F | SNOWCLEARING + SNOW STORAGE
The proposed building will be privately owned and maintained.  Private contractors 
will be hired to clear snow from the site. Snow clearing and storage will conform to 
the City of St. John’s Regulations. 

Snow can be stored onsite on the landscaped areas in the front of the building 
and adjacent to the parking area. Snow storage in these areas will have no 
impact on building/parking access, no impact on the neighboring residents, and 
minimal impact on the areas of planting. In the rare event that the volume of snow 
accumulated exceeds these storage areas, more land is available to the south of the 
property for snow storage.

Please refer to the site plan in Appendix B for snow storage locations. 
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G | OFFSTREET PARKING
According to the City of St. John’s Development Regulations, Section 9 (Storage, 
Warehousing and Wholesale) states that one (1) parking space is required for every 
100 m2 of net storage, warehousing and wholesale area. Also one (1) parking space is 
required for every 30 m2 of net office e . The proposed building with a net
warehouse area of 2 2 ss 1604 m2 n net i e e 2  ss 112 m2  
would require sixteen (16) parking spaces in total based on this requirement. t e

ses t is ti n net e ss e The utility space does 
not require parking. The current site plan illustrates thirty seven (37) parking spaces. 

The parking lot will be treated with asphalt and surrounded by a concrete curb. 
Storm water runoff will be directed to catch basins located in the parking lot and the 
driveway. The catch basins will be connected to new storm sewer pipes that will be 
installed on the property.  The storm sewer for this site will be connected to a storm 
water detention system that will discharge to the existing drainage ditch at the rear 
of the property in keeping with storm water detention guidelines. 

H | TRAFFIC
Trip generation has been calculated in the table below following the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual 9th Edition. The calculations 
have been completed following the land use 150 - Warehousing criteria for 1000 
sq. foot of gross floor area as outlined in the Trip Generation Manual. This land use 
incorporates that these facilities may include a small office space within the building. 
The proposed warehouse building for 265 Brookfield Road is comprised of six (6) 
units with a total floor area of 270 m2 (2906 ft2) each. To calculate the total trips per 
unit, the average trip rate as taken from the Trip Generation Manual, for 1,000 ft2 of 
space will be multiplied by 2.9 to allow for the difference in gross floor area from the 
manual as compared to the proposed unit size. manual as compared to the proposed unit size. 
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Based on the calculated Total Trips in the table above, the property will not exceed 
100 trips during peak hours and will not exceed 1000 trips daily. It is recommended 
that a traffic study not be required.

I | MUNICIPAL WATER, SEWER SERVICES 
& STORMWATER DETENTION
The proposed building will be serviced with an onsite sewage treatment system and 
a drilled well that has been designed to meet all standards outlined by Government 
Services in the “Private Sewage Disposal and Water Supply Standards”.

A stormwater detention system has been designed and will discharge to the small 
drainage ditch at the rear of the property.

J | PUBLIC TRANSIT
Metrobus does not currently have a route that runs along Brookfeild Road. The 
closest route is Route 21 with a stop at the Commenwealth Avenue and Old Placentia 
Road intersection. Please refer to Appendix J for correspondence with Metrobus and 
a Metrobus route map for the area.

K| CONSTRUCTION TIMEFRAME
Following development approval, site development and construction of the proposed 
building will begin ideally in April or May 2017. Construction is estimated to take 
approximately 12 months and finish in Spring 2018. Phasing for the project will likely 
start with rough grading of the property followed by excavation for the building. 
While building construction is ongoing, placement of the storm water system will 
take place and well as construction of the retaining walls and granular placement for 
the parking/laneway areas. Curb and sidewalk placement would be completed next 
followed by asphalt placement. Finally the septic system would be installed.

Site development and construction will be in conformance with Municipal regulations 
and all necessary permits will be acquired. All on-site materials will be stored 
appropriately so as not to impact the adjacent properties to the development. 
Inspections will be carried out to ensure that safe and appropriate construction 
practices are followed on site. Parking for construction personnel involved with the 
project will be located on site. Please refer to Appendix H for a site plan depicting 
construction personnel parking and designated areas for equipment during 
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construction.

K | WETLAND EVA PROTECTION
During construction silt fences will be placed along the perimeter of the property as 
well as along the 15 meter buffer line from the drainage ditch. Appendix I illustrates 
the layout and details for the silt fence placement. After construction the site will 
benefit from a storm water detention system. The system is designed so that finished 
side grading will collect all overland flow and discharge controlled amounts to the 
existing small drainage ditch at the rear of the property.

CONCLUSION
In developing this rezoning application and corresponding conceptual design, there 
has been a specific focus on the following:

•	 Enhancing the aesthetic of the immediate area
•	 Respecting the privacy and minimizing any potential disturbances to neighboring 

residential properties
•	 Maximizing the use of the land and thereby contributing to the economic 

development of the community

As this Land Use Assessment Report demonstrates, there is minimal impact on the 
surrounding area of the proposed development. The design of the building and of 
the site carefully considers the placement of the building so as not to be within the 
15 m buffer zone around the small drainage ditch at the south of the property and to 
minimize impact on surrounding residential properties. Landscaped elements on the 
site, such as lighting and planting, further reduce potential negative impacts of the 
development. 



APPENDIX A
TERMS OF REFERENCE



TERMS OF REFERENCE 
LAND USE ASSESSMENT REPORT (LUAR) 

APPLICATION FOR 6 UNIT COMMERCIAL BUILDING 
265 BROOKFIELD ROAD 

REZONING TO THE COMMERCIAL INDUSTRIAL (CI) ZONE 
PROPONENT: COMMANDER VENTURES INC.

The proponent shall identify significant impacts and, where appropriate, also identify measures to 
mitigate impacts on land uses adjoining the subject property. All information is to be submitted under 
one report in a form that can be reproduced for public information and review. The numbering and 
ordering scheme used in the report shall correspond with that used in this Terms of Reference and a 
copy of the Terms of Reference shall be included as part of the report (including an electronic PDF 
version with a maximum file size of 15MB). A list of those persons/agencies who prepared the Land 
Use Assessment Report shall be provided as part of the report. The following items shall be addressed 
by the proponent at its expense: 

A. Building Use

 Identify the size of each proposed building by floor area (Gross Floor Area), and by 
Floor Area Ratio (FAR).  

 Identify the proposed uses or occupancies within each building by their respective floor 
area.

B. Building Materials 

 Provide elevations of the proposed buildings. 
 Identify the finish and colour of exterior building materials. 

C. Building Height & Location 

Identify graphically the exact location and height of the proposed apartment buildings relative 
to:

 Property boundaries/lot lines. 
 The minimum 15 metre development buffer from the stream to the rear (south end) of 

the property.   

Additionally, using cross-section drawings, identify the effect of the proposed building height 
on properties in the vicinity of the development site in terms of the following criteria: 

 Identify the proximity of the proposed buildings to property lines. 
 Possible loss of sunlight/ potential shadowing/ other potential impacts on adjacent 

properties. 
 Information on the proposed construction of patios/balconies. 

D. Exterior Equipment and Lighting 

 Identify the location and type of exterior lighting to be utilized. Identify possible 
impacts on adjoining residential properties and measures to be instituted to minimize 
these impacts. 

 Identify the location and type of any exterior HVAC equipment to be used to service 
the proposed buildings. Identify possible impacts on adjoining residential properties 
and measures to be instituted to minimize these impacts. 



TERMS OF REFERENCE 
Land Use Assessment Report 265 Brookfield Road Page 2 

E. Landscaping & Buffering 

 Identify with a landscaping plan, details of site landscaping (hard and soft) and 
measures to be undertaken to buffer the adjoining residential properties from activities 
on the building site; including, but not limited to possible traffic noise and lights from 
vehicles. The City’s Commercial Landscaping Plan shall also apply.  

 Identify the location and proposed methods of screening electrical transformers and 
refuse containers to be used at the site. 

F. Snowclearing/Snow Storage 

Identify proposed method of snowclearing and location of snow storage area(s). 

G. Offstreet Parking 

Identify the number and location of off street parking spaces to be provided and means by 
which parking area storm water runoff is to be managed. 

H. Traffic

Provide the anticipated traffic generation rates associated with the proposed development. 

I. Municipal Water, Sewer Services and Stormwater Detention 

Provide information as may be required by the City on the proposed installation of municipal 
water and sewer services to the site, including storm water detention. 

J. Public Transit (If Applicable) 

Consult with St. John’s Metrobus (St. John’s Transportation Commission) regarding public 
transit infrastructure requirements (e.g. a bus lay-by and shelter) and their provision as part of 
this proposed development.  

K. Construction Timeframe 

 Indicate the phasing of the project and approximate timelines for beginning and 
completion of each phase. 

 Graphically, indicate on a site plan how workers’ parking is to be accommodated during 
the construction period and designated areas for equipment and materials during the 
construction period. 

L. Wetland EVA Protection 

Prove information on measures and procedures to be instituted during project development to 
prevent intrusion into the minimum 15 metres development buffer of the stream to the rear 
(south) of the property in order to protect it from damage. 



APPENDIX B
CONTEXT MAP + SITE PLAN & LANDSCAPE ELEMENTS



















GARBAGE ENCLOSURE DESIGN

All refuse containers and electrical transformers will be enclosed or screened from sight in a material that 
is complementary to the building’s design and have landscaped areas around them. The design of this 
enclosure will be similar to the photo below with wood slats used in a horizontal pattern to create a screen. 
The wood will match the fencing along the west property line. 











APPENDIX C
RENDERINGS



AERIAL VIEW OF SITE
MAY NOT BE COMPLETELY INDICATIVE OF FINAL DESIGN
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APPENDIX D
FLOOR PLANS





APPENDIX E
ELEVATIONS + SECTIONS







APPENDIX F
SITE SECTION





APPENDIX G
SHADOW STUDY











APPENDIX H
CONSTRUCTION PLAN





APPENDIX I
WATERWAY BUFFER PROTECTION
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APPENDIX J
PUBLIC TRANSIT
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Jessica Stanford

From: Chris Whelan <chris.whelan@metrobus.com>
Sent: Tuesday, October 11, 2016 2:07 PM
To: 'Jessica Stanford'
Subject: RE: Transit Information for Brookfield Road Development

Hi Jessica 

Metrobus would not have any infrastructure requirements for a development at 265 Brookfield Rd.  We do not have any 
transit services in that area and yes you are right in that Route 21 would be the closest route to that address. Route 21 is 
a Mount Pearl route and would not be altered to service the development. 
 
Chris 
570‐2071 

Please consider the environment before printing this email! 
 

 
 
 
From: Jessica Stanford [mailto:jessica@woodfordsheppard.com]  
Sent: October-11-16 12:16 PM 
To: chris.whelan@metrobus.com 
Subject: Transit Information for Brookfield Road Development 

Hi Chris, 

Just in response to our phone conversation, I am working on a Land Use Assessment Report for the City of St. John’s for 
a proposed warehouse/office development at 265 Brookfield Road and I was inquiring as to if there would be any transit 
infrastructure requirements (bus shelters or a bus lay‐by, for example) that would be necessary at this proposed 
development.  
 
The nearest intersection to the development would be Brookfield Road and Tobins Road and currently there is no bus 
route that runs along Brookfield Road at this location. From the Metrobus route map, I think the route that would best 
service this area would likely be Route 21 that has a stop at Commenwealth Avenue and Old Placentia Road.  
 
Thanks again for your help! 
 
Jessica 
 
 
 
Jessica Stanford, M.Arch MRAIC 

WOODFORD/ SHEPPARD ARCHITECTURE 
11 Rowan Street 
St. John’s NFLD  Canada 
A1B 2X2 
Tel. 709 753 7917 











January 7, 2017 
 
This letter is with reference to correspondence we received regarding an application from Commander 
Ventures on behalf of 10327 Newfoundland Limited requesting that 265 Brookfield Road be rezoned to a 
commercial Industrial (CI) zone. 
 
My wife and I live at 25 Tobin’s Road; we also own the adjacent 27 Tobin’s Road, which is a vacant 
residential property. 
 
We purchased 25 Tobin’s Road in 1983 and built our home. 27 Tobin’s Road was purchased at a later 
date when it became available. 
 
The property referred to (265 Brookfield Road) extends immediately behind our property and is 
currently zoned “Residential”. Unfortunately, present use includes among many things storage and the 
operation of heavy trucks and construction equipment.   
 
Operations on this property are currently being disputed and a complaint has been filed with the city of 
St. John’s by the residents of Tobin’s Road.  
 
City Inspector Joe Windsor has visited on several occasions and has been very helpful to review our 
concerns. Also, City councilor Wally Collins has visited but as of today’s date little has been done by 
counsel to address them. 
 
At the time of Mr. Collins visit it was felt by him that there would be very little that could be done to by 
the City to fix the situation due to the owner’s uncooperativeness.   
This is very disheartening when you consider the legality of such operations in a residential area.  
 
Would city council allow such operation to be conducted on Pinebud Ave. or Regent St.? 
 
It is believed that with a rezoning of the land in question, the construction of the proposed building and 
development would only increase all activity in and around this area. It is also believed that the rezoning 
request is just another means to postpone any clean up or ceasing of operation in the area. 
 
When you consider the eyesore factor, the incredible and unbearable loud noise levels associated with 
current operations on this property. You can easily understand that it has been very difficult to live with 
and next to.  
 
We haven’t even mentioned the obvious adverse effect on property values and environmental concerns. 
 
I’d like to also add that we have 9 young grand children living in St. John’s who visit frequently. Their 
safety and well being is seriously jeopardized with all the noise and activity just on the other side of our 
fence. 
 
I hope I have provided all the proof and reasons you need to deny this application.  
We would also like to see additional measures be made to clean up existing activities immediately. 
 
Regards, 
 
W. A. (Bill) Bradley 
 



 
 

 



January 13, 2017 
 
To: City Clerk and whomever it may concern at The City of St. John’s only. 
 
This letter is in reference to the application to The City of St. John’s for the rezoning of 265 Brookfield Rd 
from Commander Ventures on behalf of 10327 Newfoundland Limited from Rural/Rural Residential Infill 
to Commercial Industrial. 
 
 
We started building our home at 11 Tobins Rd 14 years ago. The land in the area was and still is a mix of 
Rural and Rural Residential Infill.  There was a collection of junk (10 old school buses filled with various 
pieces of rubbish) on the land that we purchased. This junk had belonged to the gentleman that owned 
265 Brookfield Road at the time and it was removed from our property to 265 Brookfield Road before 
final purchase by us of 11 Tobins Road (the original owner of 11 Tobins Road lived out of province and 
was unaware of the storage use of his land).  The gentleman that owned the 265 Brookfield Road passed 
away, his relatives removed the junk and debris and sold the land. 
 
Within a short time of obtaining the land the new owner began to move in various pieces of derelict and 
surplus industrial and construction equipment. This new owner was Mr. Barrie James, the current 
proponent of the rezoning application.  
 
The city had to proceed with legal action to eventually have the equipment removed, as it was not 
allowed under the zoning. This removal process took several years and the department of Environment 
had to be called in during this time when creosote railway ties and a liquid asphalt truck carrier, leaking 
tar, were stored on the land adjacent to our boundary. We are on well and septic and were concerned for 
contamination to our well, which sits close to this stretch of land.  
 
Since that time we have had to endure many years of constant activity from trucks, cranes, welders and 
any other assortment of equipment that has been used and stored by Mr. James.   
 
Mr. James also owns the land on the other side of the environmentally protected stream/wetland to the 
rear of 265 Brookfield Road. The land has been used agriculturally and is zoned Rural. To access this land 
from 265 Brookfield Road the river and drainage area (without permit from the City or Department of 
Environment) were filled in with pieces of steel, concrete, car parts etc. causing flooding in the area. At 
one point during heavy rain, sections of Tobins road were under water, and it caused all the land draining 
into this area to retain water. This incident also resulted in legal action having to be taken to have the 
issue addressed.   
 
Picture below shows small culvert that was eventually placed to open up the huge drainage area.  
Once water levels in the area rise this culvert is not sufficient for the amount of area it drains.   



 
 
In addition we have had huge water flooding issues on our property adjacent to the 265 Brookfield land.  
The rear of our property was naturally draining towards 265 Brookfield Road and down into the 
protected stream/wetland in the rear of our properties. Mr. James proceeded to fill in 265 Brookfield 
Road approximately 1 -2 meters above our backyard elevation with no allowance for water drainage and 
no permit or permission from the City.  Our back yard became flooded to the point that once after a heavy 
rain we feared the basement of our house would flood. The issue was once again brought up with the city 
and we were told that Mr. James was supposed to put in drainage on the land and a site-grading plan was 
supposed to be followed.  After 2 years of constant flooding on our land after every rainfall we finally had 
to proceed with digging up the rear of our property, installing French drains, digging a trench down the 
boundary of our land, and installing piping alongside the 265 Brookfield Road property to the stream/ 
wetland drainage area to alleviate our flooding.  
Below are a couple of pictures of our flooded backyard. 
 



 



 



 
 
In the above pictures the fence shown is on our land boundary with 265 Brookfield Road. The proposed 
building will be located within one meter of this fence and the ground floor elevation of the building will 
be approximately level with the top of the fence.  
 
In recent years Mr. James has been involved in the operation of Tech Lift Crane and Transport. This is a 
boom truck/crane operation that has set up operation in the former agricultural field at the back of 265 
Brookfield Road, again outside of the municipal by laws in the area.  
 
This has left the residents in the immediate area subject to a 7 day a week procession of trucks and 
equipment at all hours of the day. Every morning 6-6:30am there is usually a procession of boom trucks 
and other heavy equipment rumbling up through 265 Brookfield Road. Once again we are told the city 
has had to commence legal action against Mr. James to remove a commercial business from a rural zoned 
area and we are once again, as tax paying residents, left to withstand the disruption until the legal 
process is completed. 
 
All of these events are indicative of some the activity that we as residents of the area have had to endure 
for many years. While some people in the Brookfield Road and even Tobins Road area may not notice or 
object to these activities (most people on the opposite side of the road are behind trees and have a buffer 
to this activity) there are some on Tobins road that have this in our backyards daily. We are frankly fed 
up with this activity.  Why should we as taxpaying citizens have to endure this repeated illegal activity? 
 



This application for rezoning, the Land Use Assessment Report (LUAR) and the Decision/Direction Note 
prepared by the City Planners raises many issues and questions. Below are a few of the issues/questions: 
 
1. As stated in the Decision/Direction Note “The Municipal Plan outlines requirements for screening 

and protecting the quality of the rural environment, however an amendment to the Municipal Plan 
would not be required.” There is no amount of screening that can be created in our Newfoundland 
environment to screen an industrial building that has its ground elevation sitting several meters 
above current properties plus the height of the building. This type of development belongs in 
areas of similar developments with much larger parcels of land to allow for buffers.  This building 
will sit about a meter from our boundary and an adjacent residential property bordering 
Brookfield Road. There is no room for a visual buffer and there will definitely not be any room for 
noise buffers.  

 
2. As stated in the Decision/Direction Note “There are currently no permanent buildings on the site 

but the rear of the site has been used for the outdoor storage of commercial vehicles, construction 
equipment and storage containers.” This statement sounds as if this has been allowed when in fact 
it should have been noted by City staff that this is illegal activity and the legal department is 
currently handling this situation. 

 
 
3. As stated in the Decision/Direction Note “The land is designated in the Rural District of the 

Municipal Plan. The property immediately east is designated Rural and zoned CI. In the same way, 
the subject property could be rezoned to CI while remaining in the Rural District (therefore, no 
Municipal Plan amendment is required). Given the long-standing commercial uses adjacent to this 
site, the CI Zone could be extended to include the subject property. Should the proponent take the 
proper steps to reduce the visual impact of the Commercial Uses and provide appropriate 
screening (as per Section 7.25 of the St. John’s Development Regulations) then the use may be 
deemed as suitable.” As a tax-paying citizen this is a very worrisome statement to be made by a 
planning committee.  Just because there is other Commercial Industrial zoning in the area does not 
mean it should be allowed to migrate any further towards a residential area. How can this be 
justified? Has any research into the past and current issues with this parcel of land been 
undertaken? Since we moved to this location there have been so many visits by City staff, to take 
pictures for files (for illegal activity), of the 265 Brookfield Road property that I have lost count. 
Therefore the onus should not be on us as residents to provide the city with background on this 
parcel of land when their own staff has spent a good percentage of their career dealing with and 
following up on issues with this property.  
 

4. The emphasis of this whole process seems to be on the LUAR and the building that Mr. James has 
proposed building on the site if it is rezoned CI.  The city staff are replying to residents concerns 
(in an email and through phone conversations) stating that the building will be built closer 
towards Brookfield Road and that basically it won’t have much effect on them and their property 
because of its location.  This building is a smokescreen just to get the property rezoned.  The LUAR 
had to be provided before the application would be considered.  Once the land is rezoned the 
activity that has previously existed on the property illegally will resume and the city and residents 
in the area will have no recourse. There will be no building built, no landscaping, no drainage, no 
buffers, no control and no restraints.   

 
5. City staff keep emphasizing that the current and past issues on 265 Brookfield Road have nothing 

to do with the current application to have the land rezoned.  As a resident of this city I find it very 
disheartening that the people that plan for the city would try to separate the issue.  If the applicant 



has been blatantly ignoring rules and bylaws for the past 13-14 years on the same piece of 
property, it should be first and foremost on the list of considerations of the current application. 

 
Below are several pictures of the current illegal activity on this parcel of land. 
 

 
  
 

 



 
 
 



 



 
More Construction equipment. Proximity to 25/27 Tobins Road is shown by owners fence in foreground. 



 
This picture shows a trailer that was positioned within one meter of 25 Tobins Road residents property 
Tuesday January 10, 2017. Prior to this placement all equipment and activities were in full view of the 
residential property. The empty field and Gazebo off in the distance at the top of the picture are behind 
the proponents house and his son’s house –owner/operator of the Techlift Crane company. 
 



We as residents built our homes on the strength of the zoning of both our land and the adjacent areas. 
The city granted us permits to build our houses in this area. They (the City planning department) couldn’t 
possibly have had plans for an increased industrial activity in this area.  We have however seen that this 
rezoning of land from R and RRI to CI has creeped ever closer to our homes.   
 
Is there a move to have this complete area rezoned as an industrial development? Surely the City does 
not plan development based on one individuals attempt to hijack the city’s bylaws. 
 
As homeowners that live adjacent to 265 Brookfield Road we can see no benefit to this rezoning, only 
more grief for the residents and the City.  Any rezoning will only serve to legitimize the illegal activities 
that have been carried on over the past number of years.  
 
The land use assessment report does not even include any protection or buffering for any resident on 
Tobins road. We are the very ones that will be most affected by the proposed rezoning. Although as seen 
from the pictures above, it is nearly impossible to hide this type of land usage, especially with the narrow 
lot of 265 Brookfield Road. 
 
One can only imagine the type of activity we will be subjected to if the zoning is changed and supports 
what has been carried out in the area over the last number of years illegally. 
 
 
Kelly Harris and Paul O’Keefe 
Residents  Tobins Road St. John’s 
 
 
 









































































































267 Brookfield Rd. 

St. John’s, Nl 

A1E 6J6 

January 15, 2017 

 

To: City of St. John’s 

(Attn: Chair & Members, Planning & Development Committee) 

Re: Rezoning of 265 Brookfield Rd, PDE# REZ1600003 

 

Dear Council Members, 

I am the owner of the property at 267 Brookfield Rd. and have significant concerns regarding 
the proposed rezoning of the abutting property located at 265 Brookfield Rd. 

My recently deceased husband and I purchased the land known as  Brookfield Rd in 2010. 
We have spent this last number of years constructing what we consider to be our “dream 
home.” 

The current proposal you present calls for the land directly abutting my property to be rezoned 
Commercial Industrial. It is to have a 6 unit Commercial apartment building constructed on it. It 
is obvious there has been absolutely no consideration given to the peaceful enjoyment of my 
residential property, which I believe I am entitled to. I ask council, has there been 
consideration given to the effect this rezoning and subsequent use of this land will have on 
my property value, my well, my air exchange system etc. The area already has a high water 
table, there are already issues with water run-off from another abutting property and this 
development would be detrimental to my septic field.  I also ask you would you permit 
myself or any other resident to construct a residential unit in Donavan’s or Kenmount 
Industrial Park? I would think not!  

Your proposal also states that currently there are no structures on this piece of property (265). 
Please be advised there is most certainly a garage on that property which was constructed this 
past summer/fall, I suspect without a permit. The proposal also calls for “light industrial 
use”….There are currently a number of cranes and other heavy equipment on the property 
which are coming and going at all hours of the day and night 1am, 4am, 5am; This without any 
approval in place. The dust, noise & diesel fumes alone are irritants to my property and restrict 
my enjoyment of it. Furthermore, a recent application from 33 Tobin’s rd (which is directly 
abutting the rear of 265 Brookfield) for the storage of containers was rejected by council, 
however containers have been coming and going on that lot for the last year & ½ to 2 years at 



least. These were transported by the flatbeds and cranes that are visible on the property next 
door to mine. 

Considering 265 Brookfield Rd does not have the required frontage, I ask council what it is that 
makes this property entitled to a variance which would be required to rezone the property?  
This variance would place the structure extremely close to my property. 

In 2012 there was as application made to council to subdivide a neighbouring property at 257 
Brookfield Rd. Subsequent to this, half of the lot was sold to Sinnott’s Auto and the other half 
was sold to Holden’s. We expressed concern at a meeting such as this, and were assured that 
the auto business would have little or no effect on our property and a buffer zone consisting of 
trees etc.  would be erected to protect neighbouring properties. Council said there would be no 
more than approx.30 cars at the location at any given time.  A permit was granted to develop a 
portion of the property at 257 Brookfield Rd. Currently, I would estimate in excess of 100 cars 
occupy that lot (see attached photos). It appears the lot is being used as storage for a local 
Dodge/Chrysler dealer. The protective buffer was never put in place. I literally look out the rear 
windows of my beautiful home onto a car lot! Photos attached. 

If indeed it is councils decision to allow this proposal to proceed, despite my objections; I suggest 
that you also require the developer to purchase my property at its replacement value, so that I 
can relocate to a more peaceful location and retain the value of my investment. This is not my 
preference as I said…my now deceased husband, Shane and I built this together. The house, 
although relatively new, holds immense memories & sentiment for me but I can no longer 
tolerate the aggravation of living directly next door to an industrial operation. Nor can I afford 
to have my property devalued to the extensive degree this development would cause. 

I respectively ask council to consider my concerns and reject this proposed rezoning. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Elaine Martin 

 

 











































Building Permits List 

Council’s February 6, 2017 Regular Meeting 

 
                               Permits Issued:      2017/01/26 To 2017/02/01 

            Class: Commercial 

 

 371-373 Duckworth St                  Co   Tavern 

 371-373 Duckworth St, Levels          Sn   Tavern 

 38 Hamlyn Road, Red Pepper            Sn   Eating Establishment 

 5-7 Pippy Pl                          Sn   Retail Store 

 20 Stavanger Dr                       Sn   Retail Store 

 470 Topsail Rd, M & M                 Sn   Retail Store 

 30-70 White Rose Dr                   Nc   Accessory Building 

 64 Pippy Pl, Level 1 #100             Rn   Mixed Use 

 464 Torbay Rd. Vitalaire #103         Cr   Service Shop 

 Avalon Mall, Nl Chocolate Co.         Cr   Retail Store 

 10 Beaumont Hamel Way                 Rn   Communications Use 

 650 Topsail Rd                        Rn   Retail Store 

 250 Southside Rd                      Sw   Office 

 This Week $ 2,689,766.00 

 Class: Industrial 

 This Week $          .00 

 Class: Government/Institutional 

 This Week $          .00 

 Class: Residential 

 303 Brookfield Rd                     Nc   Fence 

 18 Orlando Pl, Lot 253                Nc   Single Detached & Sub.Apt 

 24 Orlando Pl,Lot 250                 Nc   Single Detached & Sub.Apt 

 164 Canada Dr                         Co   Single Detached & Sub.Apt 

 55 Long's Hill                        Co   Home Office 

 10 Connolly's Lane                    Ex   Accessory Building 

 6 East Middle Battery Road            Rn   Single Detached Dwelling 

 10 Belvedere St                       Rn   Townhousing 

 125 Bond St                           Rn   Single Detached Dwelling 

 57 Hayward Ave                        Rn   Single Detached Dwelling 

 18 King's Rd                          Rn   Boarding House(4 Or Less) 

 23 Northern Ranger St                 Rn   Single Detached Dwelling 

 10 Otter Dr                           Rn   Single Detached Dwelling 

 9 Wedgeport Rd                        Rn   Single Detached Dwelling 

 205 Ladysmith Dr                      Sw   Single Detached Dwelling 

 This Week $   543,600.00 

 Class: Demolition 

 400 Blackhead Rd                      Dm   Single Detached Dwelling 

 This Week $           00 



 This Week's Total: $  3,233,366.00 

 Repair Permits Issued:  2017/01/26 To 2017/02/01 $         3,700.00 

 Legend 

 Co  Change Of Occupancy        Sw  Site Work 

 Cr  Chng Of Occ/Renovtns       Ms  Mobile Sign 

 Ex  Extension                  Sn  Sign 

 Nc  New Construction           Cc  Chimney Construction 

 Oc  Occupant Change            Dm  Demolition 

 Rn  Renovations 

 

  

Year To Date Comparisons 

February 6, 2017 

        

Type 2016 2017 % Variance (+/-) 

Commercial $2,929,228.00 $5,599,247.00 91 

Industrial $0.00 $0.00 0 

Government/Institutional $0.00 $0.00 0 

Residential $2,617,461.00 $2,732,685.00 4 

Repairs $95,220.00 $133,400.00 40 

Housing Units(1 & 2 Family Dwelling 4 5   

Total $5,641,909.00 $8,465,332.00 50 

 
Respectfully Submitted, 

 

 

 

 

 

Jason Sinyard, P. Eng., MBA 

Deputy City Manager 

Planning, Engineering & Regulatory Services 

 

 


































