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AGENDA 
REGULAR MEETING 
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4:30 p.m. 

 
At appropriate places in this agenda, the names of people have been removed or edited out so 
as to comply with the Newfoundland and Labrador Access to Information and Protection 
of Privacy Act. 
 
1. Call to Order 

 
2. Approval of the Agenda  
 
3. Adoption of the Minutes (January 19, 2015) 
 
4.  Business Arising from the Minutes   
 

a. Included in the Agenda  
 
i. 146-148 Ladysmith Drive, Ward 4 

Proposed Rezoning to Apartment Medium Density (A2) Zone 
Proponent:  11368 NL. Ltd. / Northern Property REIT 
St. John’s Municipal Plan Amendment Number 131, 2014, and 
St. John’s Development Regulations Amendment Number 606, 2014. 
 
Report of the Commissioner, Wayne Thistle  
Hearing Date: Dec. 11, 2014; Recommendation Date: Jan. 7, 2015 
 

ii. Memorandum dated January 21, 2015 from Deputy City Manager of  
 Financial Management re:  Snowclearing Report 
 
iii. Proposed Rezoning from CDA to RQ and O Zones for 6-Lot Residential  
 Subdivision situated at 39, 39B and 39C Quidi Vidi Village Road and  
 City-owned land to the west, Ward 2 

Applicant: Powder House Hill Investments Limited 
 

b. Other Matters  
 
  

5.         Notices Published: 
 

a. A Discretionary Use (Restoration of Non-Conforming Use) Application has been 
submitted to remove and rebuild the dwelling at 672 Main Road. The new 
dwelling is proposed to be 50% larger than the existing dwelling, and will have a 
maximum total floor area of 132m2. 
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No submissions received 

 
6. Public Hearings      
  
7. Committee Reports  
 

a. Economic Development, Tourism & Public Engagement Standing Committee 
meeting of January 21, 2015 

 
  
8. Resolutions    
  
9. Development Permits List (January 15, 2015 – January 21, 2015) 
 
10. Building Permits List (January 15, 2015 - January 21, 2015) 
 
11. Requisitions, Payrolls and Accounts (Week ending January 21, 2015) 
 
12. Tenders 

 
13. Notices of Motion, Written Questions and Petitions     
 
14. Other Business  
 
15. Adjournment   



January 19, 2015 
 
The Regular Meeting of the St. John’s Municipal Council was held in the Council Chamber, 

City Hall at 4:30 p.m. today. 

 
Mayor Dennis O’Keefe presided. 

There were present also, Deputy Mayor Ron Ellsworth; Councillors Hann, Davis, Puddister, 

Hickman, Breen, Lane, Galgay, Tilley, and Collins.   

The City Manager; City Clerk; Deputy City Manager of Corporate Services; Deputy City 

Manager of Financial Management; Deputy City Manager of Public Works; Deputy City 

Manager of Planning, Development & Engineering; City Solicitor; Chief Municipal Planner 

and Senior Legislative Assistant were also in attendance.  

Call to Order and Adoption of the Agenda 
 

SJMC2015-01-19/030R 
It was decided on motion of Councillor Collins; seconded by Councillor 
Puddister:  That the agenda be adopted as presented.  
 
 The motion being put was unanimously carried. 
 

Adoption of Minutes 
 

SJMC2015-01-19/031R  
It was decided on motion of Councillor Lane; seconded by Councillor Hickman:  
That the minutes of January 12, 2015 be adopted as presented. 
 
 The motion being put was unanimously carried. 
 

Business Arising from the Minutes 
 

PDE File: REZ1400015  (deferred from January 5, 2015 meeting) 
Proposed Rezoning from the commercial Neighbourhood (CN) Zone, Open 
Space (O) zone and the Rural (R) Zone to a Residential Zone 
310 Main Road, Goulds, Ward 5 

 
Discussion took place with the following motion to defer put forward: 
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SJMC2015-01-19/032R  
Moved by Councillor Collins; seconded by Councillor Puddister:  That the 
above-noted application be deferred. 
 

Voting in favor of the motion were Councillors Collins, Puddister and 
Mayor O’Keefe. 
 
Voting against the motion were Deputy Mayor Ellsworth, Councillors 
Hann, Hickman, Lane, Breen, Davis, Galgay, and Tilley. 
The motion was defeated. 

 
 

SJMC2015-01-19/033R  
It was decided on motion of Councillor Hann;  seconded by Councillor Galgay:  
That Council reject an application to rezone land at 310 Main Road, Goulds 
from the Commercial Neighbourhood (CN) Zone, Open Space (O) Zone and the 
Rural (R) Zone to a Residential Medium Density (R2) Zone and/or Apartment 
Low Density (A1) Zone. 
 
 The motion being put was carried with Councillor Collins dissenting. 
 
Snowclearing Report 2014 
 
For informational purposes and as requested at the last regular meeting, Council was 

provided with preliminary snow clearing budget results for the year ended December 

31, 2014.  Recognizing a budget of more than $16m for 2014, the overall result is a 

deficit of $130,000 or less than 1%.  

 
Committee Reports 

 
Development Committee Report – January 13, 2015 

 
Council considered the following report. 
 
1. Department of Planning, Development & Engineering SUB1400004 

Proposed Townhouse Development Three (3) Lots 
 Aiden Craig 
 53 Fleming Street - Ward 2 
 Residential Medium Density (R2) Zone  

 

It is recommended by the Development Committee that Council approve the 9% variance on 
lot area to allow for development of the townhouses.  
 
 
 



 - 3 -         2015-01-19 
 

2.      Planning, Development & Engineering File No. DEV1400042 
 Proposed Addition of Clinic and Parking Relief 
 Civic No. 181 Mundy Pond Road - Ward 3 
 Residential Low Density (R1) Zone  
 
It is the recommendation of the Development Committee that twenty-one (21) parking spaces 
will be sufficient for this proposed business.  Parking relief may be approved by council. 
 
 
Dave Blackmore 
Deputy City Manager – Planning, Development and Engineering 
Chairperson 
 

SJMC2015-01-19/032R  
It was decided on motion of Councillor Hann; seconded by Councillor Davis:  
That the recommendations of the Development Committee as identified in the 
January 13, 2015 report be adopted as recommended.  
 
 The motion being put was unanimously carried. 
 
 

Heritage Advisory Committee Report – January 9, 2015 
 
In Attendance: Councillor Sandy Hickman, Co-Chairperson 
 Councillor Dave Lane, Co-Chairperson 
 Deputy Mayor Ron Ellsworth 
 George Chalker, Heritage Foundation of NL 
 Peter Jackson, NL Historic Trust  
 Wayne Purchase, Downtown St. John’s 
 Shannie Duff, Citizen Representative  
 Maria Lear, Citizen Representative   
 Garnet Kindervater, Canadian Homebuilders NL 
 Lydia Lewycky, Planners’ Institute 
 Jason Sinyard, Director of Planning & Development 
 Ken O’Brien, Chief Municipal Planner 
 Sylvester Crocker, Manager of Technical Services 
 Peter Mercer, Heritage Officer 
 Margaret Donovan, Tourism Industry Coordinator 
 Helen Miller, City Archivist 
 Kathy Driscoll, Legislative Assistant  
  Karen Chafe, Supervisor of Legislative Services 
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1. 55 Duckworth Street – Exterior Renovations 
The Committee met with Mark Whelan, Troy Healey and Elaine Campbell of 
Fougere Menchenton to discuss their application for exterior renovations to 55 
Duckworth Street.  A copy of the architectural renderings is attached to this report. 
 

The Committee recommends approval of the plans as submitted.   
 

2. 318 Water Street – Rooftop Deck for the Cove at O’Reilly’s  
During the Heritage Advisory Committee meeting of June 22, 2011, the attached 
design was approved for the rooftop deck.  A photo of the property as it presently 
exists was also presented as attached and shows that the deck’s wall, facing the 
laneway side of the building, actually protrudes beyond the building which is contrary 
to the approved design. 
 

The Committee recommends that the applicant be required to conform to 
the original approval of June 22, 2011. 
 

 
Councillor Sandy Hickman  
Co-Chair  

 
SJMC2015-01-19/033R  
It was decided on motion of Councillor Galgay; seconded by Councillor 
Puddister:  That Council adopt the recommendation contained in the 
Heritage Advisory Committee Report dated January 9, 2015 with respect to 
55 Duckworth Street and that the recommendation regarding 318 Water 
Street be deferred for further consideration. 

 
 The motion being put was unanimously carried. 
 
 

Building Permits List 

Council considered the Building Permits list for the period January 8, 2015 to January 15, 

2015. 

Building Permits List 
Council’s January 19, 2015 Regular Meeting 

 
                               Permits Issued:      2015/01/08 To 2015/01/14 

 
 Class: Commercial 

 3-7 Cashin Ave                        Co   Retail Store 
 290 Lemarchant Rd                     Co   Office 
 20 Cathedral St                       Sn   Service Shop 
 30 Eastland Dr                        Sn   Office 
 25 Hebron Way                         Ms   Retail Store 
 279 Portugal Cove Rd                  Ms   Restaurant 
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 40 Ropewalk Lane   Kfc                Sn   Eating Establishment 
 40 Ropewalk Lane   Kfc                Sn   Eating Establishment 
 20 Cathedral St                       Cr   Service Shop 
 59 Duckworth St                       Rn   Office 
 720-764 Kenmount Rd                   Sw   Vacant Land 
 This Week $     37,425.00 
 
 
 Class: Industrial 

 This Week $           .00 
 Class: Government/Institutional 
 This Week $           .00 
 Class: Residential 

 29 Petite Forte Dr                    Ex   Single Detached Dwelling 
 79 Cape Pine St                       Rn   Single Detached Dwelling 
 5 Capulet St                          Rn   Single Detached Dwelling 
 14 Cherrington St                     Rn   Single Detached & Sub.Apt 
 14 Colonial St                        Rn   Townhousing 
 61 Grenfell Ave                       Rn   Single Detached Dwelling 
 93 Lester St                          Rn   Single Detached Dwelling 
 33 Willenhall Pl                      Rn   Single Detached & Sub.Apt 
 75 Della Dr                           Sn   Home Office 

 This Week $    117,950.00 

 Class: Demolition 
 This Week $           .00 
 This Week's Total: $     155,375.00 

 Repair Permits Issued:  2015/01/08 To 2015/01/14 $      11,000.00 
  
 Legend 

 Co  Change Of Occupancy        Sw  Site Work 
 Cr  Chng Of Occ/Renovtns       Ms  Mobile Sign 
 Nc  New Construction           Sn  Sign 
 Oc  Occupant Change            Ex  Extension 
 Rn  Renovations                Dm  Demolition 

YEAR TO DATE COMPARISONS 

January 19, 2015 

        

TYPE 2014 2015 % VARIANCE (+/-) 

Commercial $3,433,000.00 $2,221,000.00 -35 

Industrial $0.00 $0.00 0 

Government/Institutional $0.00 $0.00 0 

Residential $419,500.00 $382,482.00 -9 

Repairs $70,000.00 $23,000.00 -67 

Housing Units (1 & 2 Family 
Dwellings) 2 0   

TOTAL $3,922,500.00 $2,626,482.00 -33 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 

 
 

Jason Sinyard, P. Eng., MBA 
Director of Planning & Development 
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SJMC2015-01-19/034R  
It was decided on motion of Councillor Collins; seconded by Councillor Tilley:  
That the recommendations of the Director of Planning and Development with 
respect to the Building Permits List for the period January 8, 2015 to January 
14, 2015 be approved. 
 
 The motion being put was unanimously carried. 

 
Requisitions, Payrolls and Accounts 
 
Council considered the requisitions, payrolls and accounts for the week ending January 14, 

2015. 

Weekly Payment Vouchers 
For The 

Week Ending January 14, 2015 
 
 
 
Payroll 
 
 
Public Works $  554,706.98 
 
Bi-Weekly Administration $  818,067.73 
 
Bi-Weekly Management  $  834,332.41 
 
Bi-Weekly Fire Department $  714,547.86 
 
 
Accounts Payable                                                       $2,824,088.67 
 
 
                                            Total:                                                            $ 5,745,743.65 
 

 
SJMC2015-01-19/035R  
It was decided on motion of Councillor Collins: seconded by Councillor Tilley:  
That the Payrolls and Accounts for the week ending January 14, 2015 be 
approved. 
 
 The motion being put was unanimously carried. 
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Memorandum dated January 9, 2015 from the City Solicitor re: Major’s Path Street 
Widening 
 
Council considered the above noted which outlined the City requires land from property at 77 

Major’s Path from Tripple JK and L Holdings Ltd.  As negotiations have not been successful 

for the purchase of this land it is recommended it be expropriated. 

 

SJMC2015-01-19/037R  
It was decided on motion of Councillor Puddister; seconded by Councillor 
Breen:  That approval be given to proceed with expropriation of land at 77 
Major’s Path as recommended.  
  
 The motion being put was unanimously carried. 

 
Deputy Mayor Ellsworth 
 
Deputy Mayor Ellsworth referenced a demonstration that had taken place by lobbyists in 

support of the clean-up of oil from the sunken ship, the Manolis L.  

 
SJMC2015-01-19/037R  
It was decided on motion of Deputy Mayor Ellsworth; seconded by Councillor 
Davis:  That a letter of support be sent to  lobbyists, reaffirming the City's 
support for Governments to move forward with clean-up of fuel leaks from the 
sunken ship, the Manolis L.  
  
 The motion being put was unanimously carried. 
 

Councillor Puddister 
 

• Requested that the Mayor contact the St. John’s Port Authority with respect to 

the restricted access to the harbor apron.  He reported that upon return of the 

HMCS Toronto, this past weekend, it was noticed that some greeters where 

inside the harbor fence while other greeters were outside. 

 
Councillor Galgay 
 

• Requested a report on the protocol for snow clearing fire hydrants at the next 

meeting of the Public Works Committee. 
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Councillor Breen 
 

• Recognizing there is a public information session on January 22, 2015 

regarding the Long Pond Weir Project, requested that the consultant be asked 

to consider having the proposed design include a provision that would see 

improvements to the width of the sidewalk as it is very narrow and dangerous. 

 
Adjournment 

There being no further business the meeting adjourned at 5:27 p.m. 
 
 
 
 

____________________________ 
                                                            MAYOR    
 
 
 
 
         _____________________________  
                                         CITY CLERK 



 

 
 
 
Date: January 20, 2015 
  
To: His Worship the Mayor and Members of Council 
  
Re:   PDE File Number REZ1400005 

146-148 Ladysmith Drive, Ward 4 
Proposed Rezoning to Apartment Medium Density (A2) Zone 
11368 NL. Ltd. / Northern Property REIT 
St. John’s Municipal Plan Amendment Number 131, 2014, and 
St. John’s Development Regulations Amendment Number 606, 2014  

 
A public hearing chaired by Commissioner Wayne Thistle was held on December 11, 2014, at the ReMax 
Centre/St. John’s Curling Club, 135 Mayor Avenue.  The hearing was well-attended, with about fifty (50) 
residents of the Kenmount Terrace neighbourhood, representatives of Northern Property Real Estate 
Investment Trust (REIT), and City staff. 
 
The commissioner submitted his report to the City on January 6, 2015 (see attached). He recommends 
against the amendments. 
 
The present memorandum examines the commissioner’s report.  City staff respectfully disagree with his 
conclusion and recommend that the proposed amendments be considered for approval by Council. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The company 11368 NL Ltd. applied to have vacant land at 146-148 Ladysmith Drive rezoned from the 
Institutional (INST) and Open Space (O) Zones to the Apartment Medium Density (A2) Zone.  This was 
to allow the development of three (3) rental apartment buildings by Northern Property REIT.  To 
accommodate rezoning, it would be necessary to amend the Municipal Plan. 
 
The property is mostly zoned Institutional and was reserved for the potential future development of a 
school, church, or other public use; a portion at the rear was zoned Open Space (O), but new more 
accurate mapping shows this to be outside the buffer of the Yellow Marsh wetland. 
 
The Institutional Zone includes seniors’ apartment buildings as a permitted use.  The property owner did 
inquire with the City about developing seniors’ apartment buildings.  In response, the City contacted the 
Eastern School District (now the NL English School District) to see if there were plans to acquire this 
privately owned land for a school.  The School District did not have any plan or budget to acquire the 
land. 
 
At its March 24, 2014, regular meeting, Council accepted the recommendation of its Planning and 
Development Committee to consider the rezoning and require the applicant to prepare a land-use 
assessment report (LUAR).  When the report was submitted, Council further agreed to refer the 
application to a public meeting chaired by a member of Council. 



 

The public meeting was held at City Hall on October 15, 2014, chaired by Councillor Hann.  It was well 
attended.  Written comments were received before and after the meeting.  A number of concerns were 
expressed about the proposed rezoning and development, including: increased traffic; potential for crime; 
adverse impact on property values; competition with people who have basement apartments in their 
houses; and that some people had bought in the area relying on the subject property being developed for a 
school or other community use. 
 
At its regular meeting of November 17, 2014, Council adopted resolutions to amend the Municipal Plan 
and Development Regulations and appointed Mr. Wayne Thistle as an independent commissioner to chair 
a public hearing in accordance with the Urban and Rural Planning Act, 2000. 
 
 
THE COMMISSIONER’S REPORT 
 
The public hearing was held on December 11, 2014.  Prior to it, Commissioner Thistle was provided with 
background information about the application that included staff reports, the applicant’s LUAR, and 
supplementary information that the applicant had presented to Kenmount Terrace residents and to 
Council.  Following the hearing, the commissioner was provided with a variety of additional information. 
 
The commissioner states that “perhaps the biggest concern for residents is their feeling of betrayal… 
Many of them were given assurances there would be no apartments built on that land and they had a 
reasonable expectation that would be the case.” 
 
In his conclusion, the commissioner states that he “will provide a brief summary on the more significant 
concerns which…are legitimate concerns on the part of residents…: 

 
- The possibility of a decrease in property values… 
- The possibility … (of) a competition for tenants. 
- The possibility of increased traffic and associated traffic and safety concerns. 
- The currently inadequate road network connectivity. 
- The possibility of increased parking congestion. 
- The loss of an Institutional District with no guarantee that it will be replaced. 
- The loss of an Institutional District while there still remains the possibility that the area will 

be needed to accommodate a school. 
 

Following this, the commissioner arrives at the following conclusion: 
 

“On balance then, the Commissioner finds the evidence produced through the LUAR along with 
the technical and hard data contained in that report and the additional submissions by the 
proponent are insufficient to address the many concerns made by area residents so as to warrant 
my recommendation that Council should proceed with the proposed … amendments….  I 
recommend against the aforementioned Amendments.” 

  
 
STAFF COMMENTS 
 
City staff respectfully disagree with the commissioner’s conclusion to reject the amendments.  Staff 
recommend that the proposed amendments be considered for approval based on the merits of the 
application. 
 



 

The St. John’s Municipal Plan encourages compact urban form to better utilize land and deliver services 
more efficiently to the public.  One way is through residential intensification and mixed-use development 
in suitable locations.  This increases housing choice and is a way of providing more affordable housing.  
While the City has been engaged with the public in preparing Envision St. John’s, our new Municipal 
Plan, citizens have called for a better mix of housing and walkable neighbourhoods. 
 
The Municipal Plan’s Planning Area 9 (Southwest Expansion Area) Development Plan deals with lands 
in the Kenmount Valley up to the present 190-metre servicing limit, including Kenmount Terrace.  When 
that Development Plan was prepared by the City more than a decade ago, the subject property was 
designated for possible development of a school or other institutional use, but the land remained in private 
ownership.  A recent statement from the School District indicates that they have not committed to 
acquiring the land to develop a school at that site. 
 
It is worth examining the commissioner’s main concerns from his summary.  He was appointed by 
Council as required under the Urban and Rural Planning Act.  Council is not bound by his 
recommendations but must give them serious consideration in any final decision.  
 
There would be no apartments built on that land. 
 
It must be acknowledged that the current INST Zone includes seniors’ apartment buildings as a permitted 
use, meaning that even without the rezoning, the land owner could construct apartment buildings as a 
right.  The rezoning simply removes the limitations on renting to seniors only. 
 
Given the possibility of seniors’ apartment buildings as a permitted use in the INST Zone, area 
residents/potential buyers would not have advised, by the City, that apartment buildings would not be 
built on the subject property. 
 
The possibility of a decrease in property values… 
 
Concerns were made over a possible decrease in the value of surrounding residential properties, however, 
no one present was able to cite a study or source to validate this claim.  On the contrary, the applicant’s 
consultant, a registered professional appraiser, stated that there is no direct link between the presence of 
an apartment building and a lowering of values for nearby houses.  This is consistent with opinions 
provided over time in various locations by the City’s Assessment Division. 
 
The possibility … (of) a competition for tenants. 
 
The potential of a competition for tenants with existing property owners was expressed; however, the 
applicant advised that Northern Properties intends to offer their units at a monthly rental of about $1,400.  
This is well above the average of $900 for basement apartments in Kenmount Terrace.  Rental rates are 
based on supply and demand in the local market.  It has been the practice of the City to not constrain the 
supply of publicly available goods and services when deciding on an application for rezoning. 
 
The possibility of increased parking congestion, the possibility of increased traffic and associated traffic 
and safety concerns, and the currently inadequate road network connectivity. 
 
In regards to traffic-related matters: (1) Sufficient off-street parking will be supplied so as not to spill over 
onto nearby streets; (2) The City agrees with the applicant that the traffic associated with a public school 
or other institutional uses could be greater than the proposed residential development of three apartment 
buildings; and (3) Road connections to Thorburn Road and Messenger Drive are planned to be built in the 
near future, which will alleviate difficulties entering and leaving Kenmount Terrace. 



 

 
The loss of an Institutional District with no guarantee that it will be replaced. 
 
The City reserved some lands for commercial development in the neighbourhood and has held firm in 
keeping those zones in place for future development.  Some of the public comments refer to a lack of 
park/open space; the City is working on plans for a large new park off Messenger Drive which may have 
trail access to the Kenmount Terrace area.  The City does not plan to develop any public buildings on 
Ladysmith Drive and is not aware of any plans by other levels of government, including the Eastern 
School District.   
 
It is important to remember that the subject property is privately owned, therefore we have to consider if 
it is fair to keep the Institutional designation in place with the absence of any future plans. 
 
The loss of an Institutional District while there still remains the possibility that the area will be needed to 
accommodate a school. 
 
While there remains a possibility that the area will be needed to accommodate a school, the Eastern 
School District has not stated that they have a budget and intend to acquire this privately owned land for a 
future school.  The City does work with the School District on the changes in the school system.  In 
recent years, a number of schools have closed; their fate is to be determined.  On a more positive note, the 
School District has redeveloped schools such as St. Teresa’s on Mundy Pond Road and is completing the 
new Waterford Valley High School on Topsail Road.  We will continue to co-operate with the School 
District in their work developing and running the school system. 
 
 
CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION 
 
Upon examination of the commissioner’s concerns regarding the proposed amendments, it is the opinion 
of City staff to respectfully disagree with the commissioner’s recommendation.  Instead, it is 
recommended that Council consider approving the attached St. John’s Municipal Plan Amendment 
Number 131, 2014, and St. John’s Development Regulations Amendment Number 606, 2014 (see 
attached) as previously adopted on November 17, 2014. 
 
This is provided for Council’s consideration. 
 
 
 
_________________________ 
Ken O’Brien, MCIP 
Chief Municipal Planner 
 
KO’B/dlm 
 
Attachments 
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RESOLUTION 
ST. JOHN’S MUNICIPAL PLAN 

AMENDMENT NUMBER 131, 2014 
 
 
WHEREAS the City of St. John’s wishes to achieve increased efficiency in the delivery of municipal 
services and encourage higher density development on a parcel of undeveloped, vacant land situated at 
146-148 Ladysmith Drive [Parcel ID # 400474]. 
 
BE IT THEREFORE RESOLVED that the City of St. John’s hereby adopts the following map 
amendment to the St. John’s Municipal Plan in accordance with the provisions of the Urban and Rural 
Planning Act. 
 

Redesignate land that is situated at 146-148 Ladysmith Drive [Parcel ID # 400474] 
from the Institutional (INST) District and the Open Space (O) District to the 
Residential Medium Density (RMD) District, as more specifically shown on the Map 
III-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                        , 2015. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
______________________________   ______________________________ 
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 

  



RESOLUTION 
ST. JOHN’S DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS 

AMENDMENT NUMBER 606, 2014 
 
 
WHEREAS the City of St. John’s wishes to achieve increased efficiency in the delivery of municipal 
services and encourage higher density development on a parcel of undeveloped, vacant land situated at 
146-148 Ladysmith Drive [Parcel ID # 400474]. 
 
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 that is that is situated at 146-148 Ladysmith Drive [Parcel ID # 400474] 
from the Institutional (INST) Zone and the Open Space (O) Zone to the Apartment 
Medium Density (A2) Zone, as more specifically shown on the 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                        , 2015. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
______________________________   ______________________________ 
Mayor        MCIP 

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

 
 
 
______________________________                                                     
City Clerk 
 
 
 
 
 
              
Council Adoption      Provincial Registration 
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  St. John’s Municipal Plan Amendment Number 131, 2014 

     and 

  St. John’s Development Regulations Amendment Number 

  606, 2014 

 

  Re: 146 – 148 Ladysmith Drive – Proposed Rezoning to        
Apartment Density (A2) – PDE File Number: REZ14 - 00005 

 

Hearing Date:    December 11, 2014 

Recommendation Date: January 7, 2015 

My File # 892 

 

Report of the Commissioner 

Wayne Thistle, Q.C., C. Arb., C. Med. 
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Background Information 

The following Memorandum from Ken O’Brien, Chief Municipal 

Planner dated March 14, 2014 to the Chair and Members of the Planning 

and Development Committee provides the background to the proposed 

rezoning of 146-148 Ladysmith Drive to Apartment Medium Density 

(A2) Zone: 

The City has received an application from 11368 NL Ltd. to have 
property at 146-148 Ladysmith Drive rezoned from the Institution 
(INST) Zone to the Apartment Medium Density (A2) Zone. The 
purpose of the rezoning is to accommodate the subdivision of land 
for development of 28 rowhouse lots along Ladysmith Drive and 
development of a large lot to the rear of the rowhouse lots on 
which would be located three apartment buildings containing a 
total of 181 apartment units. The applicant has provided 
preliminary subdivision and development concept plans/survey 
drawings. 

To accommodate the rezoning a Land Use Assessment Report 
(LUAR) and an amendment to the Municipal Plan, redesignation 
of the subject property to the Residential Medium Density District, 
will be required. Subject to completion of the review by the 
Department of Engineering and relevant concerns being addressed, 
this application and (sic.) could be considered for referral to the 
rezoning process.  

 

BACKGROUND 

The subject property has an approximate area of 2.95 hectares 
(7.29 acres) and 258 metres (847 feet) frontage along Ladysmith 
Drive. The undeveloped property is zoned Institutional as it was 
intended to accommodate the future development of a school or 
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other public use in this area. It has since been determined that the 
Eastern School District has no intention of developing a school in 
the Kenmount Terrace area.  

Along its north (rear) side of the subject property is land occupied 
by a watercourse and associated wetlands. This land is zoned Open 
Space. 

Abutting the subject property on the east and west, and on the 
opposite side of Ladysmith Drive, are properties that are in the 
Residential Kenmount (RK) Zone and occupied by single detached 
houses. A little west of the subject property at the corner of 
Ladysmith Drive and Lady Anderson street is vacant land that is 
zoned Commercial Neighborhood (CN) and will eventually 
accommodate development of commercial services for this area.  

Planning Considerations 

St. John’s      St. John’s       

Municipal Plan  Development Regulations 

Current:  Institutional (INST)  Institutional (I) Zone 

                          District  

Proposed: Residential Medium         Apartment  

Density (RMD) District Medium Density (A2)  

1. The subject property is in the Institutional (INST) District. This 
designation is applied to lands which are or could be used for 
the delivery of public services by government or non-
governmental entity. In this case, it has been determined that 
reservation of this land for development of a public school is not 
warranted. Therefore, it would be appropriate to redesignate this 
property to the Residential Medium Density (RMD) District to 
accommodate the rezoning to A2. A Land Use Assessment 
Report (LUAR) will be necessary before the zoning could be 
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considered as the A2 Zone is a Conditional Zone in the RMD 
District.  

2. An overall objective of the Municipal Plan is to encourage 
compact urban form by accommodating development with 
higher densities and infill development. A residential objective 
of the Municipal Plan is to maintain neighborhood character and 
quality of life in residential neighborhoods. 
 
The Kenmount Terrace area in which the subject property is 
situated is occupied solely by single detached house. The uses 
proposed, rowhouse dwellings and five-story apartment 
buildings, make efficient use of land, respond to the need for 
more housing, and allow the city to be more efficient its (sic) 
delivery of services. The compatibility of the proposed 
development with the surrounding neighborhood could be 
determined through the LUAR (draft Terms of Reference 
attached) and public review of this application.  
 

3. The portion of the subject property where the development of 
three apartment buildings is proposed abuts or encroaches upon 
the Yellow Marsh Wetland - an Environmentally Valuable Area 
(EVA). A minimum of 15 metres (15 m) development buffer is 
required to be maintained from the edge of the EVA. The extent 
of the buffer limits will have to be identified and appropriate 
mitigation measures taken during construction to prevent 
intrusion into the EVA and damage to it. This can be addressed 
by the applicant through the LUAR.  
 

4. Council has the discretion, following review by the 
Environmental Advisor Committee (EAC) and receipt of advice 
to allow limited developed within the EVA buffer zone. This 
can also be addressed by the applicant through the LUAR. 
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Technical/Engineering Considerations 

The Department of Engineering has not had the opportunity to 
review and comment on the preliminary development plan recently 
submitted by the applicant. However, it is noted that review and 
approval of a site development plan including control site access, 
parking lot layout and landscape/buffering, would ordinarily be 
addressed at the time an application for development approval is 
submitted to the City.  

Until the Department of Engineering has completed its review, the 
Committee should be aware that:  

1. Municipal water and sewer services are available in the area of 
the subject property to service the proposed development. The 
applicant may have to extend them along the entire frontage of 
the subject property to be able to connect to City systems.  

2. The proposed development is subject to the City`s Net Zero 
Runoff Policy. On site storm water detention may be required.  

3. The Transportation Engineer will have to determine if the 
intensity of the mixed-form development (number of proposed 
dwelling units) requires the undertaking of a Traffic Impact 
Study by the applicant. This may be done as part of the Land 
Use Assessment Report, if required. 

CONCLUSION  

An overall objective of the Municipal Plan is to encourage 
compact urban form by accommodating development with higher 
densities and infill development where appropriate, and making 
better use of municipal infrastructure. This development would be 
consistent with the Municipal Plan and make good use of the site 
by providing needed housing. Rezoning of the subject property to 
allow a mix of residential land uses would also be responsive to 
changing local demographics and housing affordability concerns. It 
therefore has merit and warrants consideration.  
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Following completion of the review by the Department of 
Engineering, if the Planning and Development Committee concurs, 
it is recommended that upon Council’s confirmation and approval 
of the attached draft Terms of Reference and subsequent receipt of 
a satisfactory Land Use Assessment Report, the application be 
advertised in accordance with the requirements of Section 5.5 of 
the Development Regulations and a public meeting chaired by a 
member of Council be held. At a later stage, a public hearing 
chaired by an independent Commissioner will be required. 

This is provided for the consideration of the Planning and 
Development Committee. 

 

Subsequent to this memorandum, a memorandum from Jason Sinyard, 

Director of Planning and Development dated August 21, 2014 referred 

to the fact that at a regular meeting of Council held on March 24, 2014 

Council accepted the recommendation from the Planning and 

Development Committee that the applicant undertake a LUAR for the 

property.  The development was altered to three apartment buildings, 

each 4 storeys in height containing a total of 229 dwelling units. 

A public meeting chaired by a member of Council was held on October 

15, 2014.The Minutes of that meeting are attached as Appendix “A”. 

They were brought to the October 27, 2014 Regular Meeting of Council.  

At that Meeting, Council agreed to proceed with the proposed 

amendments and to ask the Department of Municipal Affairs to issue a 

Provincial Release for S. John’s Municipal Pan Amendment Number 
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131, 2014 and St. John’s Development Regulations Amendment 

Number 606, 2014 

A memorandum from Mr. O`Brien to Council on November 12, 2014 

provided inter alia as follows: 

These amendments would rezone property at 146 – 148 Ladysmith 
Drive from the Institution (INST) Zone and the Open Space (O) 
Zone to the Apartment Medium Density (A2) Zone. The 
application is intended to accommodate the subsequent 
development by Northern Property REIT of the subject property 
for the purpose of accommodating three (3) apartment buildings 
containing a total of 229 apartment dwelling units.  

The Department of Municipal Affairs has issued a Provincial 
Release for the proposed amendments and it is now in order for 
Council to proceed with the next steps in the amendment process.  

Recommendation 

It is recommended that Council now adopt the attached resolutions 
for St. John's Municipal Plan Amendment Number 131, 2014 and 
St. John's Development Regulations Amendment Number 606, 
20142 to rezone land to the Apartment Medium Density (AZ) 
Zone.  

If the resolutions are adopted by Council, then it is further 
recommended that Council appoint Mr. Stan Clinton, a member of 
the City’s commissioner list, as the commissioner to conduct a 
public hearing on the Municipal Plan and Development 
Regulations amendments. 

The proposed date for the Public Hearing is Thursday, December 
11, 2014 at 7:00 pm at St. John's City Hall. 
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Public Hearing and the Role of the Commissioner 

Pursuant to s. 18 – 23 of the Urban and Rural Planning Act, 2000, 

Council is required to set a date, time and place for the holding of a 

public hearing where a proposed plan and development regulations have 

been adopted under subsection 16(1). This hearing is to consider 

objections and representations which may be made by a person or 

association of persons to the plan or development regulations or a part of 

them. Where a proposed plan and development regulations have been 

submitted under subsection 16(2), Council shall appoint a Commissioner 

and may appoint one other person that is considered necessary to help 

the Commissioner in holding a public hearing and complete a report on 

that hearing. 

Not fewer than two days before the date set for the public hearing, a 

person or association of persons may submit to Council, two signed, 

written statements of objections and representations with respect to a 

plan, development regulations or a part of them. 

Where a public hearing held under the Act is completed, the 

Commissioner shall in the case of a plan and development regulations 

referred to in subsection 16(2), submit a written report on the public 

hearing to Council together with two copies of evidence taken at the 

public hearing.  
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In the report, the Commissioner shall set out in detail his or her 

recommendations respecting objections and representations considered 

by him or her at the public hearing together with reasons and a statement 

showing objections and representations that came to the attention of the 

Commissioner but were not considered together with reasons why they 

were not considered. 

I was informed by letter dated November 25, 2014 of my appointment to 

act as commissioner for the public hearing to deal with the proposed 

amendments. The hearing was scheduled for Thursday, December 11, 

2014 commencing at 7:00 pm at the St. John’s Curling Club. 

 

Public Notification of the Application  

Various measures were taken to ensure that residents of the City be 

informed of the application and have an opportunity to provide input 

through a public hearing.  These included newspaper notices on 

Saturday, November 22, 2014 and again on Saturday, December 6, 

2014. The Commissioner was advised that notices were mailed to 1077 

property owners and residents in the area.  The notice was also 

circulated by a posting on the City’s website.   

There were a significant number of responses expressing opposition to 

the development and a number expressing support.   
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Northern Properties (the “proponent”) informed the Commissioner that 

in addition to the City of St. John’s completing their own mail-outs, 

website postings and public advertisements, it also completed the 

following: 

- Detailed presentations by Northern Property representatives and 

Consultants at two public hearings 

- Door to door conversations with homeowners in the immediate 

area 

- Mail-out information packages to 1400 houses in the immediate 

neighborhood 

- Posting an information session and inviting the entire 

neighborhood 

- Publicly available e-mail address for inquiries and 

A total of approximately 50 people attended the public hearing.  Four 

represented the applicant, two were city staff and two Councillors 

attended.  A number of individuals who had provided written 

submissions spoke about the concerns they had regarding the 

development. 

 

 

 



 
 

11 
 

The Municipal Plan 

The Commissioner has been advised by the Department of Planning, 

Development and Engineering (the “Department”) that an overall 

objective of the Municipal Plan is to encourage compact urban form by 

accommodating development with higher densities and infill 

development and making better use of municipal infrastructure. A 

residential objective of the Municipal Plan is to maintain neighborhood 

character and quality of life in residential neighborhoods.  

The Department expressed the view that the proposed use for apartment 

buildings would make efficient use of the land; respond to the need for 

more housing and to allow the City to be more efficient its delivery of 

services. It also stated rezoning of the subject property to allow a mix of 

residential land uses would be responsive to changing local 

demographics and housing affordability concerns.  

 

General Comments re Rezoning 

The City of St. John’s web page provides the following information 

regarding rezoning: 

The St. John's Municipal Plan contains the policies adopted by the 
St. John's Municipal Council for land use and development. The 
regulations that implement these policies are contained in the St. 
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John's Land Use Zoning and Subdivision Regulations, commonly 
called the St. John's Development Regulations. 

The Development Regulations contain a series of zoning maps, a 
list of uses permitted in each zone, and standards for development 
(such as lot sizes, yard sizes, building heights and more).  

…….. 

1. Rezoning - Changing the zoning (changing the Zoning Map), 
and in some cases, changing the Municipal Plan designation, to 
allow a proposed development to proceed which otherwise 
would have been turned down. 

The literature regarding rezoning states the view that when rezoning 

occurs the decision to rezone must be supported by evidence that it was 

done “for the good of the community” and in accordance with good 

local planning. The community can be interpreted in various ways but it 

certainly must include the neighbouring homes and the subdivision 

where the rezoning occurs. 

 

Concerns about Double Standards when it comes to Rezoning 

The residents made reference to two recent rezoning requests, one near 

Stavanger Drive and the other on Logy Bay Road. The one on Logy Bay 

Road had a proposal for 8 units and traffic concerns appeared to be the 

major factor. Both these were rejected by Council after the public 

meeting chaired by a member of Council where residents presented 

compelling arguments against the request.  
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At the public hearing chaired by the Commissioner, one resident quoted 

a member of Council as having said “If you go changing zoning, it is a 

dangerous precedent.  There is a need to preserve the integrity of the 

neighbourhood.” 

Residents of Kenmount Terrace who expressed opinions were 

unanimously of the view that Council is adopting double standards and 

they feel very let down as a result.  

 

Expectation of Residents Regarding Rezoning 

The purchase of a home is perhaps one of the biggest investments a 

family can make.  It requires a decision as to the type of house, 

affordability, location, amenities and future development in the area. 

Approximately 1100 homes had been purchased with the expectation 

that the subject property would be developed within the parameters of 

what is permitted in the Institutional Zone.  

There is no mistaking the fact that many residents of Kenmount Terrace 

feel they have been betrayed by Council, are very upset that a move to 

rezone has been made after they decided to purchase in an area where 

there was no contemplation of an apartment complex of 229 units and 

have been very vocal in expressing their frustration.  A sampling of the 

representations includes the following: 
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- When we bought our house we were told that the area is not 

zoned for an apartment building and it will never be. 

- My husband and I purchased a home on Gil Eannes Drive in 

2007. We purposely bought in this neighborhood as we were a 

young couple and we plan on having a family and want to live 

in an up-and-coming low density neighborhood.  …My husband 

and  I are concerned and feel so strongly against the rezoning 

that if it occurs, bringing apartment complexes into our 

neighborhood, we will most likely sell both properties and move 

to Paradise or CBS.  

- We purchased our property based upon the area being 

residential with the potential for a school at this site.  

- I for one am exploring the option of selling my home as this 

neighborhood is no longer living up to my expectations. If I do 

sell, my next home will not be in St. John's as I feel our Council 

makes inappropriate decisions for its residents. Our city needs 

to do better for its people!  

- I own a home in this area. I did not buy a home up here to live 

in an area with apartment buildings. I will be selling my home 

and moving if this goes through. 

- The City of St. John's will start losing working families in this 

area as many families will move to Paradise or CBS. Many of 

us are thinking about it already because of the rezoning. 
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- We just bought a house right up the road from where this has 

been proposed to be built; we were not informed of the potential 

for an apartment dwelling being built in that location. If we had, 

knowing that it would affect our future selling value as well as 

way of life, we would not have bought the house in this 

particular area. 

- I was never notified by the developer or builder that there ever 

was a chance for something like this to be constructed. Not at all 

fair. If the city wants to allow construction of an apartment 

building, fine, but ensure it is in an area about to be developed 

so all homeowners know what to expect in their front yard. 

- This will ruin our neighborhood. I will be moving out of 

Kenmount Terrace if this goes ahead.  

- I purchased my home with hopes of raising my family here; we 

were promised walking trails, a new park, a nice community. 

We were told nothing about an apartment building. I can assure 

you if this is approved my house will be on the market the same 

day and my family will be moving outside John's. This is very 

upsetting. 

- My family and I moved from Halifax to St. John’s 

approximately 2 years ago and we decided to settle in the 

Ladysmith area due to the potential of a school possibly being 

built on the area set aside for Institution.  Also, we were told by 
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our Realtor that this was a great family setting and a sought 

after part of St. John’s.  We took his recommendation and 

decided to build a new home for our growing family. 

 

Institutional Zoning and the Possibility of a School on the Subject 

Property 

 Darrin Pike, CEO / Director of Education for the Newfoundland and 

Labrador English School District sent the following e mail to the Deputy 

Premier on October 20, 2014: 

Dear Deputy Premier, 

At this time, the District has not made a decision to request a new 
school for the area. Students of Kenmount Terrace attend Larkall 
Academy which feeds to Leary’s Brook Junior High and then onto 
Prince of Wales Collegiate. Current infrastructure is adequate to 
accommodate the school age elementary population for the 
immediate future. The District is aware of the growth occurring in 
this area and is monitoring the situation. The District is currently 
studying population trends in the entire greater St. John's area. It is 
possible that a school may be required in the future in response to 
infrastructure and/or population demands. 

The City of St. John's held a public meeting last week on a 
proposal to rezone “institutional” zoned land for an apartment 
complex. VOCM erroneously reported that the District was the 
owner of the land. This was later corrected by VOCM. Under the 
City’s Southwest Development Area Concept Plan the area was 
zoned “Institutional” in anticipation of the need for a school once 
the Kenmount Terrace area was fully developed. The City’s brief 
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to council will state: “with respect to the present INST zoned land, 
the School District does not have approval to acquire that land for 
a future school, but that the School District may be interested in 
building a school in the Kenmount Terrace area in the future.” 

I hope this helps. 

Darrin 

 

In a March 14, 2014 memorandum to the Chair and Members, Planning 

and Development Committee Mr. O’Brien reviewed certain planning 

considerations and based on the information available to him at the time, 

he made the following observation: 

 

The subject property is in the Institutional (INST) District. This 
Designation is applied to lands which are or could be used for the 
delivery of public services by a government or non-governmental 
entity. In this case, it has been determined that reservation of this 
land for development of a public school is not warranted. 
Therefore, it would be appropriate to redesignate this property to 
the Residential Medium Density (RMD) District to accommodate 
the rezoning to A2. A Land Use Assessment Report (LUAR) will 
be necessary before the zoning could be considered as the A2 Zone 
is a Conditional Zone in the RMD District.  

 

The memorandum to Council from Mr. O’Brien dated October 23, 2014 

did reflect what the English School District had communicated in its e 

mail of October 20, 2014 viz. that with respect to the subject property, 
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the School District does not have approval to acquire the land for a 

future school.  However, the School District has advised the City that it 

may be interested in building a school in the Kenmount Terrace area in 

future. 

I have to conclude from the information available to me that at this time, 

the School District has not made a decision to request a new school for 

the subject area.  The School District is aware of the growth occurring in 

this area and is monitoring the situation.  It is possible that a school may 

be required in this area in the future in response to infrastructure and/or 

population demands.   

 

Representations Opposed to the Development 

There were a significant number of   submissions either by letter or e 

mail and approximately 440 signatures on a petition from area residents 

expressing opposition to the development. Appendix “B| is a listing of 

those who expressed in writing, opposition to the development.  The 

representations  can be considered in various categories including and in 

no order of priority the following: 

- Making zoning changes is unprofessional and inherently 

unethical in the face of such vociferous opposition from the 

neighbourhood 
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- The current level of traffic and expected traffic to be generated 

by the proposed apartment buildings 

- The anticipated safety problems associated with higher traffic 

levels  

- Frequent speeding causing an unsafe pedestrian environment for 

children and adults 

- Increased parking congestion 

- The off-street parking in the existing neighbourhood creating an 

unsafe walking environment as many parked vehicles hang out 

over the sidewalks 

- The high amount of on-street parking interfering with sightlines 

for motorists and pedestrian 

- The need for improved road connections within Kenmount 

Terrace and to the principal nearby arterials (Kenmount and 

Thorburn Roads). 

- Problems with snow clearing 

- The possibility of the development decreasing property values 

in the area 

- The potential for competition for tenants for people who own 

rental properties in Kenmount Terrace or rent their basement 

apartments 

- More rental apartments would result in a higher crime rate in the 

area 
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- Property neglect because of the number of rental units 

- Turnover of tenants reduces the community /family feeling to a 

subdivision 

- Many people bought homes in the neighbourhood thinking the 

subject property would eventually be developed as a public 

school 

- Lack of public infrastructure (community and recreational 

facilities) and traffic controls 

- No designation of another area as Institutional District to 

replace the subject property 

 

Appendix “C” is a sampling of the representations and are included as 

comments appended to the petition to “Deny the request to rezone 146-

148 Ladysmith Drive from Institutional to Apartment Medium Density.” 

 

Rezoning and the Potential Impact on Property Values 

There was significant concern expressed in respect of the potential 

negative impact the proposed apartment complex could have on property 

values in the area. There are varying opinions on this matter with a 

consultant appraiser for the proponent giving an example where in 

another part of the city a new apartment complex had no such negative 

impact. The fact is that there is a strong perception by residents that the 
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introduction of a high density apartment complex would affect property 

values and this might be shared not only by current homeowners but also 

by others who are looking to purchase a property.  There is no scientific 

way to predict what drives property values but perception may well 

become reality when the population density becomes far greater that 

what would be case if the property remained in the Institutional Zone. 

In the result, while the Commissioner does not have a crystal ball in 

determining what impact the proposed complex would have on property 

values, it is reasonable to conclude that the concerns of residents in this 

regard might turn out to be founded. 

 

The Potential Impact on Competition for Tenants  

The information provided to the Commissioner is that of the 

approximately 1100 homes in Kenmount Terrace, approximately 45% 

have basement apartments. Homeowners who have rental properties in 

the areas or are renting basement apartments have expressed the concern 

that to introduce 229 rental units in the area may well create competition 

for tenants and have a downward effect on current rental rates. 

The point was made that many of the resident built or bought so as to 

have rental income to enable them to meet mortgage payments and if 

they lose tenants, this would create a significant financial loss for them. 
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The Commissioner accepts that 229 new units, many with underground 

parking and other amenities may well cause some of the current or 

prospective tenants in the single detached dwellings to have an interest 

in relocating.  This is a legitimate concern of residents in the area. 

 

Traffic – Trip Generation 

A significant number of the written submissions by those objecting to 

the development were based on traffic concerns and the impact on 

safety. 

Participants at the public meeting and then the public hearing took 

exception to the conclusions reached in the Traffic Impact Statement, 

particularly the Estimated Trip Generation numbers of AM Peak Trips 

In being 21 and Trips Out being 48, the total two way trips being 69.  

The PM Peak was shown at Trips In being 52 and Trips Out being 37 for 

a total two way trips of 89. The LUAR referenced using the trip 

generation rates provided by the Institute of Transportation Engineers. 

The Report used was based on surveys of similar sites from across North 

America. 

The presenters challenging these numbers noted that the trip generation 

rates would be very much affected by the capacity and use of public 

transit where much of this date would have been collected. The 

observation was that the public transit system available in St. John’s 
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cannot be easily compared with many other cities across North America.  

One resident noted that while living in Ottawa, he regularly took public 

transportation. Another made the same comment about living in Halifax 

The Commissioner does not have access to how the trip generation 

numbers were calculated but can take notice of the concerns expressed 

by residents about access to efficient public transit where one resident 

noted it would take one half hour to wait for a bus, then 40 minutes from 

the time of boarding to get to Memorial University.  In the circumstance 

described, the solution was to purchase a second vehicle. 

Towards the close of the public hearing, one resident asked a 

representative of the proponent if the residents could be shown what 

factors were used to drive the trip generation numbers.  The reply was 

“that was a very good point.”  The supplemental information provided 

by the proponent after the hearing did make reference to the Traffic 

Impact Analysis and how Harbourside Traffic Consultants employed 

standard and proven techniques with trips generated by the proposed 

development calculated using the methodology and trip generation rates 

from the Institute of Transportation Engineers’ Trip Generation Edition 

(2011). This uses rates based on surveys of similar sites from across 

North America. 

This does very little to add comfort that the numbers reflect the real 

situation in St. John’s where high use of public transit is not known to be 
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the case and particularly so, according to residents, in the area in 

question. 

In the result, the Commissioner is not satisfied that the information 

provided thus far allows a proper evaluation or projection as to the trip 

generation numbers for the subject property located in St. John`s, given 

the general propensity to opt for private vehicles over public 

transportation.  

 

Traffic and Safety 

The Commissioner was presented with numerous concerns about safety 

and examples of accidents occurring because of speeding, lack of traffic 

controls and digital speed signs, absence of speed bumps and general 

lack of traffic calming mechanisms.  

Congested off-street and on-street parking where there is high 

population density presents challenges for pedestrians and motorists 

alike. Vehicles extending out over sidewalks create a dangerous 

situation and it illegal to do so. 

One resident provided an estimate that approximately 60% of the 

household in Kenmount Terrace have children 

At the time of preparing this Report, the local news described yet 

another incident which occurred at 2:30 am after New Year’s Eve where 
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a 27 year old female was struck and seriously injured on Ladysmith 

Drive by a vehicle driven by an impaired driver.  While this can happen 

in any part of the City and at any time, it did bring home the reality that 

traffic concerns can manifest themselves at any time with quite serious 

consequences   

In respect of traffic concerns, I accept that given the current lack of 

connectivity with other major arterials, the lack of traffic controls, the 

speeding and the safety issues, the addition of 229 apartment units 

would further exacerbate these concerns. 

 

Increased Parking Congestion 

The Commissioner had taken several views of the subject property and 

surrounding streets. Given the percentage pf single dwellings with 

apartments and the associated need for parking, possibly 2 – 4 vehicles 

for each residence, the prospect of introducing 229 additional units, even 

with the parking provided for the apartments is something that must be 

approached with caution.  This would not be a major factor in my 

deliberations on the assumption the parking allocated will be able to be 

accommodated by what the proponent has projected.  
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Increased Crime 

While this has been raised by residents, there is nothing to support a 

conclusion that the introduction of apartment buildings will necessarily 

lead to such an outcome. The referenced drive-by shooting some months 

ago and several break-ins occurred before the introduction of apartments 

and regrettably is an occurrence which knows no boundaries in any 

metropolitan, or for that matter, rural area. I am not prepared to give this 

issue any significant consideration in my deliberations 

 

No designation of new Institutional District to replace area proposed 

to become Apartment Medium Density 

 Several residents expressed concern that there has been no designation 

of new Institutional District to replace what is now proposed to become 

Apartment Medium Density. The Commissioner was informed that 

planning work is being done for the City for the Kenmount Concept Plan 

for lands above the 190 metres (the current limit for water and sewage 

servicing) This could conceivably  be designated Institutional District 

but the Plan has not been finalized nor brought to Council. As such, one 

cannot accept this as any guarantee of a replacement for the subject 

property. 
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Summary and Conclusion 

As indicated earlier in this Report, the role of the Commissioner, 

pursuant to the Act, in respect of this application is to hold a public 

hearing, prepare a report on that hearing, set out in detail his or her 

recommendations respecting objections and representations considered 

by him or her at the public hearing together with reasons. 

I have given careful consideration to those representations and to all the 

information provided by the City and the proponent. I have set out some 

of my views in the text of this Report but will provide a brief summary 

on the more significant concerns which, while they cannot be 

empirically determined are legitimate concerns on the part of residents. 

These are a brief summary: 

- The possibility of a decrease in property values because of the 

introduction of 229 apartment units. 

- The possibility that 229 apartment units in an area where there 

is a significant density of rental units may lead to a competition 

for tenants. 

- The possibility of increased traffic and associated traffic and 

safety concerns. 

- The current inadequate road network connectivity. 

- The possibility of increased parking congestion. 
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- The loss of an Institutional District with no guarantee that it will 

be replaced. 

- The loss of an Institutional District while there still remains the 

possibility the area will be needed to accommodate a school. 

All these concerns have some legitimacy. Perhaps the biggest concern 

for residents is their feeling of betrayal when they purchased houses with 

an expectation that a school or other compatible institutional building 

would be located on the subject property. Many of them were given 

assurances there would be no apartments built on that land and they had 

a reasonable expectation that would be the case. Some individuals had 

purchased houses within the last several months and had no knowledge 

of the possibility of the apartment development. 

As stated earlier, ``generally, any rezoning in a neighbourhood must be 

supported by evidence that the rezoning was done for the good of the 

community, and in accordance with careful local planning.`` 

On balance then, the Commissioner finds the evidence produced through 

the LUAR along with the technical and hard data contained in that report 

and the additional submissions by the proponent are insufficient to 

address the many concerns made by area residents so as to warrant my 

recommendation that Council should proceed with the proposed text 

amendments to the St. John’s Municipal Plan, Amendment Number 131, 
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2014 and the St. John’s Development Regulations, Amendment Number 

606, 2014.   

In conclusion, I recommend against the aforementioned Amendments. 

 

Respectfully submitted as the recommendation of the Commissioner this   

7th   day of January, 2015. 

 

Wayne Thistle, Q.C., C. Arb., C. Med. 

Commissioner 
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APPENDIX “A” 

A public meeting was held on Wednesday, October 15, 2014 at 7:00 
p.m. in the Foran/Greene Room, 4th floor City Hall. 

In Attendance:  Councillor Tom Hann, Chairperson 

Councillor Bernard Davis, Ward 4  

Councillor Sandy Hickman, At Large 

Councillor Dave Lane, At Large 

Ken O’Brien, Chief Municipal Planner 

Paul Boundridge, Planning Coordinator 

Karen Chafe, Senior Legislative Assistant 

 

Also in attendance were approximately 60-70 citizens from the 
neighborhood.  

Representing the proponents were: 

• Melvin Nash 

• Dennis Lane 

• Yvonne O'Brien 

• Gerry Kirkland (Kirkland, Balsam Associates) 

• Paul Dick 

• Dick Cook (RJC Services) 

• Robin King (Harbourside Transportation Services) 

The purpose of the meeting was to discuss the following issue: 
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Application from Northern Property REIT to rezone property at 146-148 
Ladysmith Drive to the Apartment Medium Density (A2) Zone.  This 
would allow development of three, four-storey apartment buildings (two 
79 unit buildings and one 71 unit building).  A Land Use Assessment 
Report (LUAR) has been completed by the applicant. 

The following written submissions of objection/concern are included 
with this report: 

• E-mail from Kimberley Smith 

• E-mail from Zachary Autexier 

• E-mail from Geoff Stewart 

• E-mail from Tina and Patrick Careen 

• E-mail from Theresa Jarvis and Jack Browne 

• E-mail from Cal and Ruth North 

• E-mail from Suzanne Krauklis 

• E-mail from Mila Major 

• E-mail from Matthew Wheaton 

• E-mail from Katherine Misch 

• E-mail from Dion Stagg and Dulcie Sharpe-Turpin Realtor 

• E-mail from Jean Rideout-Whittle 

• E-mail from Darnell Nadeau-Normore 

• E-mail from Rob Humphries and Jennifer Sainsbury 

• E-mail from Tracey Madore 

• E-mail from Kimberly Smith and Jody Pickett 

• E-mail from Amy Seward and Katie Woodford 
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The following written submissions of support are included with this 
report: 

• E-mail from John Bidgood 

• E-mail from Joan Gallivan 

• E-mail from Terry Reardon 

• E-mail from Roch Martin 

• E-mail from Lorne Snow 

• E-mail from Louis Nugent 

• E-mail from Doris Blackwood 

• E-mail from Edwina Baldwin 

• E-mail from Norm Tobin 

Two petitions objecting to the application were also tabled at the 
meeting and are included with this report.   

Councillor Hann called the meeting to order and outlined the process to 
ensue, consisting of a staff overview; presentation by the proponent, 
followed by an open floor discussion with residents.   

Councillor Hann commended the proponent for having a meeting with 
the residents prior to this one out of which came a number of issues that 
need to be addressed by the City: 

• Traffic issues:  the City is in the process of hiring a traffic engineer 
to assist with these issues.  Eventually, the Team Gushue Highway will 
be open and will offset traffic congestion.   The general public was 
encouraged to contact their ward councillor about any specific issues 
regarding traffic.  

• Snow issues:  as the area is at a high elevation, it will typically get 
more snow than most areas.  The City is in the process of reviewing 
snow clearing procedures and awaiting the finalization of a draft 
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consultant’s report within the next month so that steps can be taken to 
alleviate snow clearing concerns.   

• Trails:  the City has purchased land in the area which will become 
part of the City’s open space master plan.   

• There is a concept plan being developed for development above 
190 meter contour area.   

• Messenger Drive is anticipated to be opened in 2015.   

• Crime:  this has been a significant problem in the City and the 
Mayor’s Advisory Committee on Crime Prevention has been established 
to investigate these issues and they are working diligently with the RNC 
and other groups.   

• At Councillor Davis’ request, the City will hold another meeting 
with citizens of Kenmount Terrace to deal with issues that fall outside 
this specific development application and which need to be addressed by 
Council.    

Planning Review Process 

Staff advised that the application was submitted to the city in the spring 
of this year. The application involved a parcel of land which had been 
designated (under the Southwest Expansion Area Development Plan) 
Institutional to accommodate development of a school.  The land had not 
been acquired by the Eastern School district (formerly the Avalon East 
School Board) and the City had come to the understanding that it had no 
interest in acquiring the subject property for development of a school, 
thus making it available for other uses.    The current Institutional zoning 
does not allow the proposed use of three apartment buildings making it 
necessary to rezone the property in order to accommodate such use.  A 
municipal plan amendment is also required.   

 

The City asked the applicant to undertake a Land Use Assessment 
Report to identify potential impacts on the neighborhood and the ability 
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of the existing infrastructure to handle the demands placed upon it.    
Pending the feedback received through the public consultation process 
and the City’s Municipal Plan land use policies, Council may either 
approve the rezoning to allow the proposed development; defer the 
application pending the submission of further information to address any 
issues that may arise from tonight’s meeting; or reject the application 
outright.  As there is a requirement for a Municipal Plan amendment, 
there is a requirement for a second hearing.   

 

Proponent’s Presentation of LUAR 

Mr. Melvin Nash conducted a power point presentation, a copy of which 
is on file with the Planning Division, outlining the results of the Land 
Use Assessment Report, a copy of which is also on the City’s website.  
The proposed development will consist of three phases with the first 
building being targeted toward 50 plus demographic and will consist of 
79 units.  Phase 2 will start shortly after completion of phase 1which 
depending on the demand from phase 1 may also be targeted to the same 
demographic or to professional singles and couples.  Though a seniors’ 
complex is permitted in the existing zone, the developer wished to make 
the units available to everyone.    

Mr. Richard Cook was then introduced and he provided a detailed 
overview of the development application itself, outlining the 
configuration of the buildings to the land as well as the layout of the 
individual units.  The following was noted: 

• There will be a total of 229 apartment at 1000 square feet each.  
The first building will consist of 79 units; 2nd building - 71 units; and 
3rd building 79 units 

• Northern Properties want these units to be available to all 
demographics thus the request for rezoning to the Apartment Medium 
Density. 
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• A total of 291 parking spaces will be available with 141 as surface 
parking.   

• The buildings will be 4 storeys in height.  

• The target market is working couples, young professionals, and 
people not necessarily ready to purchase their first home.   

• The proposal fits in with the City’s new Municipal Plan which 
encourages density and the provision for more apartment buildings.   

Mr. Robin King, Senior Transportation Engineer with Harbourside 
Consultants was present to outline the traffic impacts of the proposed 
development in this area.  He conducted a power point in this regard 
which is on file with the Planning Division: 

• Trip generation rate for 229 units:  69 trips in total during the am 
peak hours and 89 trips in total during the pm peak hours. These 
volumes are quite light for traffic standards.   

• As the area is currently zoned for institutional use, the traffic 
demand could actually be quite higher with some of the permitted uses 
within that existing zone, than what is proposed with this development, 
i.e. office buildings which could generate 700 trips in am peak hours.  A 
commercial school would generate 113 trips exiting/entering the site 
during the peak hours.   

• One access is proposed opposite Georgina St.   

• In terms of parking, Northern Properties is providing 291 parking 
spaces with 141 spaces above ground and another 150 spaces 
underground.   

• Reference was made to the Southwest development area which is 
close to Kenmount Terrace.  There is a plan for 11 access lanes, many of 
which are not yet developed but which will become open as 
development progresses in the area and will relieve congestion.  The 
Team Gushue Highway is also an important component that is scheduled 
to open next year.  While at present, residents are confined to the 
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Kenmount Road access, there will be an opening in future for access 
onto Thorburn Road and Kelsey Drive.   

Mr. Jerry Kirkland, President of Kirkland Balsom and Associates was 
present to provide his expert opinion with regard to the real estate 
market, particularly what if any impact will be imposed upon the 
existing residential properties in the area with the development of this 
apartment complex.  He has examined the sales of properties on 
Ladysmith Drive and though he could not guarantee there would not be 
an effect on value, he could not see any change in value so far.  He made 
comparisons to other sites where residential apartment buildings were 
recently constructed, i.e. Bennett House in Pleasantville.  He was 
involved with the appraisal of several houses in that area and has found 
that their value has not changed with the addition of the apartment 
building.  In his view there should not be a significant or an adverse 
effect on the residential properties in this area.   

Open Floor for Discussion 

Knowlton Jewer – Area Resident 

Mr. Jewer noted that he is retired but used to be in the real estate 
business.  He questioned Mr. Kirkland’s opinion, particularly what he 
stands to gain from it as he is sitting with the proponent’s delegation.  
Mr. Jewer also noted that residents’ homes are their biggest investment 
and they were purchased in good faith.  To see this property rezoned is a 
major disappointment to existing residents.  He was also of the opinion 
that property values will go down in time, particularly as the 
development gets built.   

Andrew Whittle- Area Resident 

Mr. Whitten agreed with Mr. Jewer’s comments, noting that all residents 
know an apartment building will negatively affect property values in the 
area.  They have all purchased homes in the area and paid a premium for 
them under the assumption a school would be put in place.  It is 
unfortunate that the land is not required by the Eastern School Board for 
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a school as was originally intended by the zoning, but there are a number 
of other opportunities for development that would be more compatible.  
All of the permitted uses listed in the current zoning would not adversely 
affect property values.  The current zoning allows a seniors’ complex 
and he felt that residents would not be adverse to that idea and would 
even welcome it.  A community center would be most welcome and 
needed in this community of young families.  The land could be used for 
walking trails and/or a playground or park.  These types of uses would 
increase the resale value of properties in the area.   

With regard to access, Mr. Whitten questioned why these accesses are 
not installed first, particularly given the large increase in construction 
traffic.   Presently, traffic is severely congested and there is a dire need 
for more roadway accesses.  More development will further exacerbate 
congestion on existing roads.   

With regard to the rentals of these apartments, Mr. Whittle questioned 
what kind of guarantee citizens will have if the premium rentals sought 
cannot be sustained and they are forced to lower the rentals thus 
attracting a lower end market.   

Lindsay Phillips – Area Resident 

It was Ms. Phillips understanding that when she purchased her property, 
there would eventually be a park and walking trails in the area.  They 
were also of the understanding that this would be a community with the 
usual amenities that a community has.  At present, it is not a 
neighborhood but rather just a collection of houses upon houses with no 
parks or anything for residents to enjoy.  The land in question for 
development is the place where she takes her dog for a walk and it is 
unacceptable when there are so many young families strolling around on 
dirty sidewalks.  If the City or the developer cannot invest in such basic 
amenities as sidewalks, it is unreasonable to expect that additional high 
density development such as what is proposed should be approved.  The 
needs of the existing residents should be addressed prior to any further 
increase in density.  The City has never given the subdivision anything 
for the community and they are all young families.  If Council delivered 
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on the neighborhood amenities perhaps people would be more amenable 
to increasing the diversity of the area.  They need more fun things to 
help the subdivision gel into a neighborhood.   

Councillor Hann acknowledged the concerns expressed and noted that 
the revised Municipal Plan takes into consideration the need for 
increased amenities in neighbourhoods such as convenience stores, 
trails, community centers, etc., and it is something that Council will 
continue to strive for as the City grows.  Ms. Phillips proposed that 
Council cease approval of any new developments until such time as the 
new Municipal Plan is approved. 

Lisa Badcock – Area Resident 

Ms. Badcock raised a number of points: 

• New development in this area should not be considered prior to 
fixing the existing traffic congestion, i.e. increased access, stop signs, 
reduced speed limit, speed bumps, etc.  To do so is putting the cart 
before the horse.  The speed zone is 50 kph in the area; however, there is 
a major problem with speeding and this is an area that requires Council’s 
attention.  Her mother’s car was struck by someone speeding through a 
stop sign at the intersection of Ladysmith and Great Eastern, sending the 
vehicle 15 meters down the road.   The lack of regard for speed limits is 
to the point that she fears someone will be run down given the 
recklessness of some drivers.   She is afraid to walk on the streets or 
sidewalks as a result.   

• The traffic counts outlined in the traffic study conducted by Mr. 
King in which he compared them to traffic counts for a school were a 
moot point now that a school is no longer planned for the area.  Instead, 
the traffic patterns should have been compared to those typical of a 
seniors’ complex which is permitted in the current zoning.   

• More roads and accesses would be ideal but such should be put in 
place prior to moving forward with more development.   
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• The development requires parking in the amount of 1.25 cars per 
unit.  She asked members of Council to witness for themselves the 
number of people who run the stop sign on Ladysmith and Great 
Eastern.  It is a major problem.  

• Cars are often parked close to or on the sidewalks making it 
difficult for pedestrians to get around them, particularly for strollers or 
wheelchairs.   

• To allow the increased density of three apartment buildings in 
addition to the existing properties, many of which are two apartment 
units, is far too much for the area’s existing road networks to handle.   

• Ms. Badcock urged councillors to visit the area during peak traffic 
hours before they vote on this matter and to witness for themselves the 
issues with traffic, and think about the needs of the people in Kenmount 
Terrace.   

• She referenced the comments of Mr. Lawrence Stead at last night’s 
public meeting wherein he is a developer who has four or five houses for 
sale on Ladysmith Drive.  His real estate agent tells him people do not 
want to buy these properties because of the proposed apartment 
development.   

• Council was urged to look at the issues surrounding Kenmount 
Terrace as it is now and address those issues first before anything further 
is done.  Further, Council should review the potential uses that are 
permitted within the existing zone prior to consideration of rezoning.  

Bonnie Jones – Area Resident 

Ms. Jones spoke on behalf of her family of four and her neighborhood.  
She noted that what would have been a forest will now be towering 
buildings.  When she received the notice after being away this summer 
on vacation, she was quite distressed about it.  She had hoped for a small 
playground to be placed on the land and agreed with the residents’ 
comments made so far.  She stressed the importance of people speaking 
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up so that Council is made fully aware of residents’ objections.  She 
outlined the following three points: 

• She believes that property values will decrease with the 
development of this apartment complex, noting that she left an old house 
in the inner city to live in a subdivision where her children could play 
safely in a quiet neighborhood setting. 

• She expressed amazement at the increase of traffic in the area, 
noting that she too has walked with a stroller and there are times when 
she has felt unsafe crossing the road due to high speed traffic.  
Additional development will exacerbate this problem. 

• She moved to this subdivision for the sake of her children’s safety 
but she is afraid to let her ten year old ride his bike on the streets due to 
traffic speeds and general disregard that some have for obeying traffic 
rules.  

Heddie Carpenter – Area Resident 

Ms. Carpenter just moved into the area and had not been advised of this 
public meeting because she lives outside the 150 meter radius.  That was 
a concern to her because as a resident, she too is impacted by traffic 
concerns.  She referenced the intent to construct a road to alleviate the 
traffic going to Thorburn Road, noting that Thorburn Road itself is 
highly congested.  She felt this was not a solution.  Had she known 
about the proposed development, she may not have purchased her 
property.  Instead, the neighborhood needs more parks and more traffic 
lights, safety patrols, etc. to ensure traffic speeds are adhered to.  She 
urged residents to send e-mails and letters, etc. to all members of 
Council urging them to vote against this proposal.   

Chantal English – Area Resident 

Ms. English stated that she and her husband made a decision to rebuild 
in this neighborhood because they love it so much.  They liked the 
potential of the place, noting that they could have built in other areas 
such as Southlands or in Paradise where the taxes are cheaper.    
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Southlands just received a new recreation center.  She was disturbed by 
the statement that the City's plan is to build growing communities, yet 
this appears not to be the case with regard to Kenmount Terrace which 
has little to nothing in the way of amenities compared to other 
neighborhoods.  It would be irresponsible for the City to entertain the 
idea of this proposed development before giving back to the people of 
Kenmount Terrace who have already invested significantly in the area.   

Ms. English has two small children and she is afraid to walk on the road 
because of traffic and construction.  The land in question was 
supposedly set aside for the residents of the area and should not be 
rezoned.  The residents themselves are doing enough to offer an 
adequate supply of apartment rentals for the people of St. John’s, noting 
that there are close to 500 apartment homes in Kenmount Terrace which 
are relied upon to help families pay their mortgages.  An apartment 
building will likely impact her ability to rent her unit because of the 
competition that the City has allowed.  This could have a serious impact 
on residents’ abilities to pay their mortgages.  She too would not have 
been informed of this meeting had she not been told by her builder.  She 
personally printed out copies of the notice and handed them to people in 
the community.  Notices should have been sent to every resident in 
Kenmount Terrace.  Anything other than what is proposed would add 
value to the area, i.e. a doctor’s office, a dental office, a recreation 
center, etc.  She implored Council to put themselves in the shoes of 
residents before they make a decision on this matter.   

Jackie Hayward Frances – Area Resident 

Ms. Hayward Frances acknowledged the need for St. John’s to have 
more apartments but felt that there must be other land for that purpose 
rather than deep in the heart of a subdivision where it was never meant 
to be. 

Patrick McDonald – Area Resident 

Mr. McDonald noted that there's a lack of investment in local 
community amenities.  Recently The City announced a $32 million 
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development in Wedgewood Park and Southlands just opened a 
community center; and millions of dollars have been invested in 
Bannerman Park.  He has lived in this area for about 6 years and all he 
has seen so far is commercial development. He questioned why there is 
no traffic management plan put in place given the concerns expressed 
about excessive speed and traffic congestion.  Build the infrastructure 
before you bring the people in and there is a need to make sure that 
street widening and street speed measurements are in place before there 
is further development in the area. 

 

The Chief Municipal Planner advised that the City did set aside land for 
a school in this area; however, the School Board advised the City that it 
was not required.  The land is privately owned, and the City has an 
obligation to consider the application to rezone, as it would have an 
obligation to consider for any property owner in the City.   

Jack Brown – Area Resident 

Mr. Brown noted that the 150 meter radius required for notifications to 
residents is not big enough and that this rule eliminates 90% of 
Kenmount Terrace.  Residents of the entire area are, therefore, not 
adequately represented.  He reiterated the concerns previously expressed 
about incompatibility, reduced property values, diminishment of quality 
of life.  This will also interfere with rental rates for two-apartment 
properties in the area.   

Mr. Brown asked Mr. Nash for some examples of the community 
mindedness of his organization.  Mr. Nash advised that the development 
will enhance the community and will provide more choices of housing 
for the City as a whole.   He noted that though many residents feel this 
should be a seniors’ development only, he sees Kenmount Terrace as a 
family neighborhood encompassing all demographics.  He could not 
understand how families living in houses and seniors or singles living in 
rental units would have a negative impact on each other.  In other 
neighborhoods, they have helped host community neighborhood get-
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togethers in the summertime in partnership with local community 
groups; did fund raising for the new YMCA Center on Ridge Road and 
built community rooms in the building to allow residents to form their 
own tenants association and provide residents with a room in the 
building they can book for various events. They are very community 
minded and are most willing to work with the city on traffic concerns.   

Mr. Brown felt that to rezone this property would be a breach of faith 
and contract.  A number of people bought these houses because a portion 
of the mortgage would be from rental of their basement units.   

The Chief Municipal Planner referenced the 150 meter radius 
requirement for mail out of notifications which is the minimum 
requirement of the City under its Development Regulations.  In this case, 
the City made a mistake and should have expanded its radius to include 
all residents of Kenmount Terrace.  This will be done for any further 
meetings held in the area.   

Sean Simmonds – Area Resident 

Mr. Simmonds expressed concern about the ambiguity of what was 
circulated to residents via public notification and what is being proposed 
tonight.  If phase 1 is constructed and there is little uptake, he questioned 
how the developer would proceed.  Particularly, could plans change to 
convert the properties into subsidized housing?  Mr. Nash advised that 
should Phase 1 not be marketable, phases 2 and 3 will not proceed.  All 
their research indicates that there is a demand however.  He also assured 
that the development will not be inferior quality.   

Mr. Simmonds expressed concern for the safety of his children given the 
intensified density as proposed and his feelings of uncertainty about the 
potential for subsidized housing should these units not be as marketable 
as previously thought.   

Mike James 

Mr. James has a daughter who lives in the area.  He compared this 
proposal with one recently brought forward for the Stavanger Drive area 
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which Council did reject due to the strong opposition of the residents.  
Councillor Hann advised that each application is different and is judged 
on its individual merits.    

 

Mr. James referenced the civic numbering which indicates a total of two 
lots and questioned how such a massive development could fit on two 
residential lots.  He questioned if this gives the developer access to the 
acreage behind the property.  The Chief Municipal Planner advised that 
it is not uncommon for civic numbering to change once a development 
takes place, though he did not know the particulars of civic numbering 
for this piece of land.    

 

Kayla  Breen – Area Resident 

Ms. Breen advised that though she respected the comments made by the 
proponents, it is now Council’s duty to respect and consider the 
comments of citizens first and foremost. 

 

Dale Kirby, MHA for St. John’s North 

Mr. Dale Kirby, MHA for St. John’s North referenced the proposed plan 
to extend the road out to Messenger and Thorburn and questioned why 
that is taking so long.  He also stated that the completion of Team 
Gushue Highway is delayed by two years.  He questioned if the 
proposed development is contingent upon the completion of Team 
Gushue Highway.  Councillor Hann advised that the road should be 
completed by early spring.   

 

Lisa Badcock – Area Resident  

Ms. Badcock noted that there was a break-in at Kenmount Terrace last 
night.  Crime is an issue requiring Council’s attention and whether or not 



 
 

45 
 

crime will increase with this proposed development.  It is not a place 
citizens feel safe in right now.  The addition of rental units wherein 
tenants are transient with no vested interest in the area is disconcerting.  
In addition, if people can afford to pay $1500 - $1700 in rental, as is 
proposed for these units, then they can afford to pay a mortgage and 
would more likely go that route.  She conjectured that this would likely 
lead to a reduction in rental fees, leading to a change in demographic.   

She also felt that parking would be a major problem, particularly during 
the winter when there will be an overflow parking situation leading to 
illegal on-street parking.   Would the City be willing to hire more 
parking enforcement officers to offset this problem?  She noted that it 
was her understanding there would be layoffs for parking enforcement 
personnel.  Councillor Hann assured that there have been no layoffs of 
parking personnel nor is there any intention of doing so.   

Neil Hold – Area Resident 

Mr. Hold referenced a previous question from Mr. Brown about what the 
proponent would be willing to do to add value to the community.  There 
are no community centers in the area for example and would that be 
something the proponent would be willing to consider.  Mr. Nash noted 
that they would be willing to work with the City to find out what more 
they can do to participate in the enhancement of the community.  If this 
application is approved, the proponent would be more than willing to 
meet with the City and the community to initiate some new community 
enhancements.   

 

Councillor Hann advised that residents may wish to consider the 
establishment of a neighbourhood association that would work in 
conjunction with its ward councillor to bring forth various issues to 
Council.  It is Council’s experience that dealing with a unified 
neighbourhood association works very well, i.e. Southlands, Airport 
Heights, Georgestown, and Shea Heights.   
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Councillor Davis voiced his commitment to lobbying on behalf of the 
community and offered the use of City Hall as a meeting area should 
people wish to congregate to discuss various community issues.  He also 
expressed great enthusiasm about helping residents establish a 
neighbourhood association which would be instrumental in helping to 
lobby and further residents’ various causes.   

 

Stan McNeil – Area Resident 

Mr. McNeil expressed concern about the parcel of institutional land 
which is the only piece that is zoned as such and which is in a central 
location in Kenmount Terrace.  If this development is approved, all 
opportunities for institutional zoning will be lost should there be a 
demand for schools in the long term, though none are planned at present.  
The land will cease to be accessible to the community.  He purchased in 
this area knowing full well what zoning was in place.  He also stated that 
from conversations he has had with the director at St. Michaels, they 
were interested in a portion of the land for their church but could not 
purchase it because the price was too high.  He found it particularly 
troubling when developers can buy up land from the original owners 
who can price the land in such a way that it is not attractive to 
institutions.  Perhaps the City has an interest in higher density but 
citizens knew what the density was when they purchased property and 
have abided by that.  Mr. McNeil asked residents to indicate by standing 
up if they were against the proposed development.  Everyone who spoke 
tonight, spoke against and every one of the residents also stood in 
objection, indicating 100% of residents that attended tonight are totally 
opposed.   

 

Mr. Nash advised that they do not currently own the property in question 
but are in the process of purchasing it.  They were also never contacted 
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by St. Michaels about purchasing a portion of the land.  If this proposal 
does not get Council approval, the proponent will have to move forward 
with other options.   

 

John Fitzgerald – Area Resident 

Mr. Fitzgerald questioned that if people do not want this development to 
proceed, where would a new city park be placed, in the bog area?  The 
Chief Municipal Planner advised that he did not have the exact 
dimension but there will be a park or open space off Messenger Drive, a 
certain amount of which will be passive open space.  Mr. Fitzgerald then 
questioned if this land could be part of the park should the City 
expropriate it.  He suggested that Council investigate that possibility as 
that is what the residents would most prefer.  

 

Councillor Hann referenced a petition that was given to Councillor 
Davis for forwarding to the next meeting of Council.  The matter will be 
referred to Council in approximately two weeks time for a decision.   

 

Residents asked Councillor Davis where he stood on this matter to 
which he replied that due to legal implications, he could not discuss this 
in public prior to the Council meeting.  He did agree to present the 
residents’ case to Council when the issue is referred for a decision.   

 

Adjournment 

There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at 9:05 p.m. 

 

Councillor Tom Hann 

Chairperson 
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APPENDIX “B” 

List of individuals who made written representations against the 

proposed amendments: 

Zachary Autexier 

Shannon Baker 

Nanci Barnes 

Cheryl Barrett 

Holly Barry 

Byron Bennett 

Brenda Beresford 

Frank Beresford 

Victoria Beresford 

Rick Berthiaume 

Marie Claude Berube 

Kayla Blain 

John Bolt 

Leo Bolt 

Kristi Bradbury 

Gordon Brinson 

Sam Bromley 

Jack Browne 

Mark Browne 
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Phyllis Browne 

David Bry 

Kayla Bry 

Crystal Buffett 

Dave Burt 

Carol Button 

Donovan Byrd 

Norman Byrd 

Patrick Careen 

Tina Careen 

Stacey Carew 

Jason Chase 

Bonnie Churchill 

Kirk Collins 

Steve Cooper 

Jeff Corcoran 

Amanda Cranford 

Barry Crocker 

Nancy Crocker 

Alyssa Crosbie 

Grant Cutler 

Brent Dawe 

Mark Dooley 
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Terri Dooley 

Brandon Drake 

Patrick Dunn 

Jonathan Dwyer 

Nick English 

Len Evans 

Elizabeth Fahey 

Vicki Ficzere 

Carmel Finlay 

John Fitzgerald 

Adam Follet 

Stephanie Fontaine 

Khrystle Fowler 

Stephanie Fowler 

Jacquie Hayward Francis 

Joel Fulford 

Scott Galloway 

Travis Galloway 

Vanessa Grandy 

Courtney Greenham 

Steve Grimes 

Billy Dee Hickey 

Linda Hickey 
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Clive Hicks 

Brad Hiscock 

Donna Harpur 

Robert Humphries 

Crystal Hynes 

Michael James 

Gayla Jarvis 

Theresa Jarvis 

Joan Jewer 

Malcolm Jewer 

Bonnie Jones 

Krystal Kelsey 

Sean Knight 

Suzanne Krauklis 

Danine LaVallee 

Steve Lawlor 

Elizabeth Lewis  

Matthew Lewis 

Rod Linehan 

Mike Loder 

Stephen Lucas 

Laura MacDonald 

Patricia MacDonald 
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Tracy Madore 

Suzanne Maher 

Mila Major 

Adam Manning 

Ashley Manning 

Beverly Martin 

Dan McClusky 

Amy McGrath 

Robert Mercer 

Katherine Misch 

Samantha Mouland 

Anna Aylward Murphy 

Daniel Murphy 

Christina Neno 

Thomas Nemec 

Brenda Rumboldt Norman 

Darnell Normore 

Cal North  

Ruth North 

Leo O’Brien 

Stephanie O’Keefe 

Paul O’Leary 

Kathleen O’Shea 
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Daniel Parsons 

Lana Parsons 

Morgan Pendergast 

Jennifer Penney 

Jody Pickett 

David Power 

Ronald Power 

Theresa Power 

Dennis Pynn 

Kristen Raisanen 

Nancy Rideout 

Craig Rogers 

Lisa Ryan 

Jackie Ryan 

Jennifer Sainsbury 

Nikoo Naeemi Sanatdoost 

Amy Seward 

Courtney Sheppard 

Kari Short 

Sean Simmonds 

Kimberley Smith 

S. Smith 

Gerry Snow 
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Kelly Snow 

Noel Sparrow 

Dion Stagg 

Ashley Stead 

Crystal Stead 

Geoff Steward 

Gail Strickland 

Jane Stokes 

Heather Sturge 

Mark Sturge 

Eric Thompson 

Dulcie Sharpe Turpin 

Anna Valcheva 

Bradley Wade 

Aiden Wadman 

Patricia Walsh 

Mathew Wheaton 

Jean Rideout Whittle 
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Date: January 21, 2015 
  
To: His Worship the Mayor and Members of Council 
  
Re:   Department of Planning File# 1200290 

Proposed Rezoning from CDA to RQ and O Zones for 6-Lot Residential Subdivision 
39, 39B and 39C Quidi Vidi Village Road and City-owned land to the west, Ward 2 
Applicant: Powder House Hill Investments Limited 

 
An application has been submitted by Powder House Hill Investments Ltd. to rezone land on the 
former School House Hill site off Quidi Vidi Village Road for a proposed residential subdivision on 
which six (6) single detached houses with driveways would be developed – the house at 41 Quidi 
Vidi Village road would share a driveway with its neighbour. This was referred to a public meeting 
on March 12, 2013, and to Council’s regular meeting on July 22, 2013. Since then, the applicant has 
submitted a revised site plan to address some concerns raised at the meeting. 
 
The subject property is in the Residential Medium Density District of the St. John’s Municipal Plan 
and is zoned Comprehensive Development Area 6 (CDA-6) and Open Space (O) under the St. John’s 
Development Regulations.  The CDA Zone is a holding zone, pending a comprehensive plan for 
development. Residential uses may be entertained in the CDA-6 Zone with a maximum density of 50 
dwelling units per net hectare.  
 
The Quidi Vidi Village Development Plan, adopted in principle by Council in 2006, called for 
maintaining a circle of green around the upper reaches of the village. Regarding the subject property, 
the QVV Development Plan recommended that it could be developed with “roadside housing in a 
way that integrates the homes into the landscape”. An underground pipeline bisects the site, and the 
applicant proposes to rezone the property north of the pipeline, furthest from the road and 
overlooking Quidi Vidi Lake, to the Open Space (O) Zone. 
 
This is the latest in a series of applications to develop the site. In the 1980s the site was proposed for 
a hotel, and in recent years there have been applications to develop the land with various types of 
houses and road layouts.  In 2012 an application to rezone and develop an apartment building was 
withdrawn by the applicant in favour of working toward development that is in keeping with the 
QVV Development Plan. 
 
The application has been found suitable by the City’s transportation staff for site visibility from the 
proposed driveways. The applicant modified the site plan to provide a sidewalk along the frontage of 
the property, extending west along the frontage of the neighbouring house at 39 Quidi Vidi Village 
Road.  Please note that this house (not part of the subject property) is in the CDA-6 Zone and is 
recommended by staff for rezoning, along with a parcel of City-owned land next to the walking trail 
that connects Quidi Vidi Village Road to the Grand Concourse trail around Quidi Vidi Lake. 



 

The applicant has been dealing with the neighbouring property at 41 Quidi Vidi Village Road which 
does not have frontage on a public road. The residents traditionally used the lane that ran alongside 
the old schoolhouse (now demolished) for access, crossing the subject property. The City has been 
working with the applicant to ensure that the property at 41 Quidi Vidi Village Road will not be 
landlocked by the new development and will continue to have access to the public road. 
 
The applicant was asked to provide typical building elevations (CD#R2013-07-22/7) and produced 
photographs of 3-storey houses similar in style to the houses on nearby Regiment Road (as attached). 
Please note that the subject property is not in a designated heritage area. 
 
Recommendation 
 
The present application is for low-density residential development that meets the recommendation of 
the Quidi Vidi Village Development Plan (2006) for “roadside housing in a way that integrates the 
homes into the landscape”. Therefore, it is recommended that Council adopt the attached St. John’s 
Development Regulations Amendment No. 604, 2014. This would have the effect of rezoning the 
front portion of the subject property at 39B and 39C Quidi Vidi Village Road, as well as the 
adjoining house at 39 Quidi Vidi Village Road and a parcel of City-owned land, from the CDA-6 
Zone to the Residential Quidi Vidi (RQ) Zone. The rear portion of the subject property, from the 
underground pipeline to the northern property boundary overlooking Quidi Vidi Lake, would be 
rezoned from CDA-6 to the Open Space (O) Zone, along with a section of land to the west of Civic 
39. No Municipal Plan amendment would be required. 
 
This is provided for Council’s consideration. 
 
 
 
     
Ken O’Brien, MCIP  
Chief Municipal Planner 
 
LLB/dlm 
 
Attachment 
 

G:\Planning and Development\Planning\2015\Mayor and Council\Mayor  39 A-C- Quidi Vidi Village Rd CDA - PHHI  Jan 21 2015(llb) docx  



RESOLUTION 
ST. JOHN’S DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS 

AMENDMENT NUMBER 604, 2014 
 
 
WHEREAS the St. John’s Municipal Council wishes to rezone lands at Quidi Vidi Village Road 
to allow for residential development in keeping with the Quidi Vidi Village Development Plan. 
 
BE IT THEREFORE RESOLVED that the St. John’s Municipal Council hereby adopts the 
following map amendment to the St. John’s Development Regulations pursuant to the provisions 
of the Urban and Rural Planning Act, 2000: 
 
  Rezone lands situated at 39, 39B, 39C, and an adjoining parcel of 

City-owned land [Parcel ID #’s 20363, 17539, 18004, and part of 
36099] from the Comprehensive Development Area 6 (CDA 6) Zone to 
the Residential Quidi Vidi (RQ) Zone and the Open Space (O) 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 January, 2015. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
______________________________  ______________________________ 
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 























 

 
 
 
Date:  2015-01-16 
 
To:  Councillor Bruce Tilley and Councillor Dave Lane – Co-Chairs 

Economic Development, Tourism and Public Engagement Standing Committee 
 

From:  Jill Brewer, Deputy City Manager, Community Services 
 
Re:  Quidi Vidi Village Plantation Wharf Usage 
_____________________________________________________________________________       
 
Attached for your review is an overview of the current Quidi Vidi Village Plantation Wharf 
Usage prepared by Deborah Cook, Manager of Tourism and Culture, in response to a number of 
tour operators expressing interest in accessing the wharf. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Recommendation: 
 
Council defer consideration of wharf usage until the Expression of Interest is developed and 
reviewed for future programs and services of the Quidi Vidi Village Plantation. 
 
 
 
 
 
______________________________ 
Jill Brewer, M.P.E.  
Deputy City Manager 
Community Services 
 
Enclosure 



 

 
 
 
Date:  2015-01-16 
 
To:  Jill Brewer, Deputy City Manager, Community Services  
 
From:  Deborah Cook, Manager - Tourism and Culture 
 
Re:  Quidi Vidi Village Plantation Wharf Usage 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
       
In response to a number of tour operators expressing interest in accessing the Quidi Vidi Village 
Plantation Wharf, the attached briefing note has been prepared for Council’s consideration.  
 
The City had a Market Readiness Report completed for the Quidi Vidi Village Plantation, and 
the next phase will be a proposal call for expressions of interest for further work for the 
Plantation. 
 
It is recommended that Council defer consideration of the Quidi Vidi Village Plantation Wharf 
usage until further research, branding and design work for the Plantation and its programs and 
services has been completed.         
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
______________________________ 
Deborah Cook 
Manager, Tourism and Culture 
Department of Community Services 
 
Enclosure 



ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT, TOURISM AND 
PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT STANDING COMMITTEE 

 
QUIDI VIDI VILLAGE PLANTATION WHARF USAGE  

BRIEFING NOTE 
 
Issue 
 
A number of boat tour operators recently expressed interest in accessing the Quidi Vidi Village Plantation 
Wharf.  Given the heightened interest in the wharf, the City of St. John’s needs to determine how wharf 
space should be utilized - public or private sector use, short or long-term use, or some combination of 
usage. 
 
 
Background 
 
The Quidi Vidi Village Plantation (QVVP) opened in June, 2012, and is owned and operated by the City 
of St. John’s.  The primary purpose of the QVVP is the Craft Incubator with 10 Artisan Studios.  QVVP 
is also comprised of a Visitor Information Centre, the Quidi Vidi Village Foundation archive/office, 
public exhibition space, a kiln shed, parking lot, pedestrian footbridge to Cadet Road, and a wharf with 10 
docking spaces.  In 2014 a total of 19,013 people visited QVVP between April and December.  During 
the peak season of July and August,  QVVP hosted 8,957 (47% of total) visitors, with an average of 169 
visitors per day, ranging from a low of 83 to a high of 263. When special events are held at QVVP, daily 
visitation can be higher and peaked at 425 visitors during Door Open Days in September.    
 
For the past three years the QVVP Wharf has provided short-term docking space to all visitors wishing to 
dock their vessels.  As with any public dock in the Province, the City has permitted usage of this wharf on 
a temporary basis and to date access has been permitted free of charge. The City does not provide 
electricity or supply water to vessels using this wharf.  While usage has not been monitored on a regular 
basis, QVVP wharf space has been used frequently by members of the public with vessels used for 
recreational and food fishery purposes.  Demand for wharf space has been at its greatest during each food 
fishery.  As well, photographers and wedding groups often use the wharf space and the parking lot.   
 
In November, 2014, the City of St. John’s, through partnership with Hospitality Newfoundland and 
Labrador, engaged a consultant to prepare a Market Readiness Report on the QVVP.  Recognizing QVVP 
programs and partnerships are still evolving, the consultant recommended further research, branding and 
design work be completed in a careful manner to ensure QVVP mirror the authenticity of one of the most 
precious places in Atlantic Canada.  An Expression of Interest is being developed by City staff which will 
seek proposals from proponents interested in furthering this work and include consideration of QVVP’s 
interior and exterior spaces and the wharf.   
 
 
Implications  
 
There are a number of issues to be considered when determining future usage of the QVVP Wharf: 
 

• Wharf suitability or need for enhancements to existing infrastructure. 
• Impact on the QVVP building, i.e. future uses of the building, access to the building or an 

outbuilding for ticket sales/administrative support, access to electricity, water, etc. 
• Gathering/assembly area and indoor/outdoor space requirements for groups awaiting tours. 



• Vessel servicing including fuel, supplies, line handling equipment, repairs, etc. 
• Impact on QVVP scheduled events, activities and exhibits. 
• Availability of parking space for owners, operators, suppliers and users.   
• Increases in traffic flow patterns.  
• Impact on adjacent slipways. 
• Impact on partners such as the Anna Templeton Centre and Artisans involved in the Craft 

Incubator and the Quidi Vidi Village Foundation presence in QVVP. 
• Future development of the adjacent building, (former Flakehouse Property). 
• QVVP Market Readiness Report recommendations. 
• Quidi Vidi Village overlay plan/zoning. 
• City of St. John’s Strategic Economic Roadmap.  
• Cost/benefits to City of St. John's. 
• Liability and risk management.  

 
 
Recommendation 
 
Given the number and complexity of issues, it is recommended Council defer consideration of wharf 
usage until further research, branding and design work for the Quidi Vidi Village Plantation and its 
programs and services has been completed.  
 



 

 
 
Date:  2015-01-16 
 
To:  Councillor Bruce Tilley and Councillor Dave Lane – Co-Chairs 

Economic Development, Tourism and Public Engagement Standing Committee 
 

From:  Jill Brewer, Deputy City Manager, Community Services 
 
Re:  Transportation Association of Canada Conference – Sept. 23-28, 2017 
_____________________________________________________________________________       
 
Attached is a letter from Lisa Martin-Davis, Sales Manager, Meeting and Conventions, 
Destination St. John’s, requesting financial assistance of $2,500 to assist with the cost of shuttle 
services from hotels to the St. John’s Convention Centre for this Conference.  Destination St. 
John’s is providing $5,000 for this shuttle service for a combined cost of $7,500, and the City of 
St. John’s has been short-listed with two other cities to host the Conference. 
 
There will be 1000-1200 delegates from across Canada attending this Conference with an 
anticipated 3,700 hotel rooms and over $2,000,000 in economic benefits to the City excluding 
airfare. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Recommendation: 
 
Due to the economic benefits to the City of St. John’s, it is recommended Council approve 
$2,500 for Destination St. John’s under the Financial Support Policy for Meetings and 
Conventions. 
 
 
 
 
______________________________ 
Jill Brewer, M.P.E.  
Deputy City Manager 
Community Services 
 
Enclosure 



 

 

 

 
City of St. John’s 
100 New Gower Street 
St. John’s, NL   A1C 1J3 
 
January 16, 2015 
 
Subject:   2017 Transportation Association of Canada Conference 
 
To whom it may concern, 

Destination St. John’s is applying to the City of St. John’s for the maximum financial support of $2500 that is 

available under the conference and meeting program for the 2017 Transportation Association of Canada (TAC) 

Conference. 

The conference takes place from September 23 – 28, 2017 with approximately 1000 – 1200 delegates. Delegates 

attending this conference come from all across Canada with 95% of them from outside NL.  This translates to over 

3700 room nights and based on average delegate spend over $2,000,000 in economic impact to the city – 

excluding airfare. 

The group has requested shuttle service be provided from hotels to the St. John’s Convention Centre where the 

conference will be taking place. St. John’s was short listed against two other cities, both of whom offered 

substantial financial incentives to the organization.  Destination St. John’s is committed to working with the City of 

St. John’s to ensure that the conference is not lost to another destination. It is with this view that Destination St. 

John’s will provide $5000 in financial support for transportation to the TAC conference if the City of St. John’s can 

guarantee the $2500 financial commitment. Working together this provides up to $7500 for transportation for the 

conference.  

Destination St. John’s looks forward to a positive response and together with the City of St. John’s, welcoming the 

2017 Transportation Association of Canada to this magical place we call home. 

Sincerely, 
 

 
Lisa Martin-Davis 
Sales Manager, Meetings & Conventions  
Destination St. John’s  
11 Waldegrave Street, Suite 201  
St. John’s, NL A1C 4M5  
T: 709-757-0419 F: 709-739-8897  
E: lmartindavis@destinationstjohns.com  
 
cc. Cathy Duke, CEO, Destination St. John’s 
cc. Krista Cameron, Director of Sales, Destination St. John’s 

 





Building Permits List 
Council’s January 26, 2015 Regular Meeting 

 
                               Permits Issued:      2015/01/15 To 2015/01/21 

 

 Class: Commercial 

 36 Pearson St                         Co   Retail Store 
 166 Water St                          Co   Retail Store 
 55 Duckworth St                       Rn   Office 
 1 Anderson Ave                        Ms   Clinic 
 48 Kenmount Rd, Motherhood            Sn   Retail Store 
 12 Bay Bulls Rd                       Ms   Eating Establishment 
 255 Bay Bulls Rd                      Ms   Retail Store 
 260 Blackmarsh Rd  Dominion           Ms   Retail Store 
 57 Blackmarsh Rd                      Ms   Place Of Assembly 
 44 Crosbie Rd                         Ms   Convenience Store 
 10 Elizabeth Ave                      Ms   Retail Store 
 44 Elizabeth Ave                      Ms   Eating Establishment 
 84-86 Elizabeth Ave                   Ms   Service Shop 
 92 Elizabeth Ave                      Ms   Club 
 92 Elizabeth Ave                      Ms   Office 
 385 Empire Ave                        Ms   Office 
 395 Empire Ave                        Ms   Club 
 391-395 Empire Ave                    Ms   Retail Store 
 32 Frecker Dr                         Ms   Service Station 
 324 Frecker Dr                        Ms   Convenience Store 
 78 Harvey Rd                          Ms   Eating Establishment 
 12-20 Highland Dr                     Ms   Retail Store 
 189 Higgins Line                      Ms   Office 
 61 James Lane                         Ms   Warehouse 
 55b Kelsey Dr                         Ms   Communications Use 
 55 Kelsey Dr                          Ms   Office 
 58 Kenmount Rd                        Ms   Office 
 120 Kenmount Rd. Sign #1              Ms   Car Sales Lot 
 120 Kenmount Rd., Sign #2             Ms   Car Sales Lot 
 33 Kenmount Rd                        Ms   Office 
 85-95 Kenmount Rd                     Ms   Car Sales Lot 
 275 Kenmount Rd                       Ms   Eating Establishment 
 409 Kenmount Rd                       Ms   Car Sales Lot 
 461 Kenmount Rd                       Ms   Car Sales Lot 
 475 Kenmount Rd                       Ms   Car Sales Lot 
 479 Kenmount Rd                       Ms   Car Sales Lot 
 497 Kenmount Rd                       Ms   Car Sales Lot 
 75 Kiwanis St                         Ms   Club 
 90 Logy Bay Rd                        Ms   Club 
 326 Logy Bay Rd                       Ms   Convenience Store 
 484 Main Rd                           Ms   Club 
 10 Messenger Dr                       Ms   Retail Store 
 6 Mullaly St                          Ms   Warehouse 
 34 New Cove Rd                        Ms   Place Of Amusement 
 119 New Cove Rd                       Ms   Clinic 
 446 Newfoundland Dr                   Ms   Restaurant 
 87 Old Pennywell Rd                   Ms   Convenience Store 
 60 O'leary Ave                        Ms   Retail Store 
 37 O'leary Ave                        Ms   Retail Store 
 20 Peet St                            Ms   Car Sales Lot 
 59-61 Pippy Pl                        Ms   Retail Store 
 279 Portugal Cove Rd                  Ms   Service Shop 
 279 Portugal Cove Rd                  Ms   Clinic 



 35 Ridge Rd                           Ms   Club 
 46-50 Robin Hood Bay Rd               Ms   Industrial Use 
 20 Ropewalk Lane                      Ms   Service Shop 
 45 Ropewalk Lane                      Ms   Retail Store 
 10 Stavanger Dr                       Ms   Retail Store 
 16 Stavanger Dr                       Ms   Restaurant 
 410 Stavanger Dr                      Ms   Retail Store 
 3 Stavanger Dr                        Ms   Restaurant 
 3 Stavanger Dr                        Ms   Restaurant 
 25 Stavanger Dr                       Ms   Retail Store 
 415 Stavanger Dr                      Ms   Restaurant 
 Thorburn Rd                           Ms   Retail Store 
 Thorburn Rd                           Ms   Convenience Store 
 446 Topsail Rd                        Ms   Service Station 
 632 Topsail Rd                        Ms   Service Station 
 660 Topsail Rd                        Ms   Tavern 
 681 Topsail Rd                        Ms   Place Of Amusement 
 26-34 Torbay Rd                       Ms   Tavern 
 26 Torbay Rd                          Ms   Place Of Amusement 
 10 Elizabeth Ave                      Ms   Office 
 192-194 Torbay Rd                     Ms   Eating Establishment 
 192-194 Torbay Rd                     Ms   Eating Establishment 
 192-194 Torbay Rd                     Ms   Eating Establishment 
 286 Torbay Rd                         Ms   Retail Store 
 320 Torbay Rd                         Ms   Club 
 426 Torbay Rd                         Ms   Retail Store 
 430 Torbay Rd                         Ms   Tavern 
 585 Torbay Rd                         Ms   Retail Store 
 This Week $      2,200.00 

 Class: Industrial 

 This Week $           .00 

 Class: Government/Institutional 

 This Week $           .00 

 Class: Residential 

 19 Caravelle Pl                       Nc   Accessory Building 
 89 Ladysmith Dr                       Nc   Patio Deck 
 13 Allan Sq                           Rn   Townhousing 
 11 Charlton St                        Rn   Single Detached Dwelling 
 26 Dauntless St                       Rn   Single Detached Dwelling 
 7 Hoyles Ave                          Rn   Single Detached & Sub.Apt 
 13 Hyde Park Dr                       Rn   Single Detached Dwelling 
 25 Pine Bud Pl                        Rn   Single Detached Dwelling 
 48 Signal Hill Rd                     Rn   Townhousing 
 10 Silverton St                       Rn   Single Detached Dwelling 
 14 William St                         Rn   Infill Housing 
 86 Freshwater Rd                      Sw   Single Detached Dwelling 
 25 Rhodora St                         Ms   Condominium 

 This Week $    508,950.00 

  

 



 Class: Demolition 

 24 Coronation St                      Dm   Townhousing 

 This Week $     12,000.00 

 This Week 'S Total: $    523,150.00 

 Repair Permits Issued:  2015/01/15 To 2015/01/21 $               .00 

 Legend 

 Co  Change Of Occupancy        Sw  Site Work 
 Cr  Chng Of Occ/Renovtns       Ms  Mobile Sign 
 Nc  New Construction           Sn  Sign 
 Oc  Occupant Change            Ex  Extension 
 Rn  Renovations                Dm  Demolit  
 
 
 

YEAR TO DATE COMPARISONS 

January 26, 2015 

        

TYPE 2014 2015 % VARIANCE (+/-) 

Commercial $3,818,000.00 $2,224,000.00 -42 

Industrial $0.00 $0.00 0 

Government/Institutional $36,869,000.00 $0.00 -100 

Residential $1,502,000.00 $903,432.00 -40 

Repairs $141,700.00 $23,000.00 -84 

Housing Units (1 & 2 Family 
Dwellings) 10 0   

TOTAL $42,330,700.00 $3,150,432.00 -265 
 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 

 
 
 
 
 

 
Jason Sinyard, P. Eng., MBA 
Director of Planning & Development 

 




















