
 

AGENDA 
REGULAR MEETING 

 
July 14, 2015 

4:30 p.m. 
 















               2015-06-29 
 
 

 
 

4 

   
 

Engineering for review of possible concessions that could be made to offset privacy 

issues.  
       CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 

 
 
Special Events Committee Report – June 3, 2015   Link to Report 
 
Council considered the above noted report: 
 

SJMC2015-06-29/312R  
Moved – Councillor Galgay; Seconded – Councillor Hickman 
 
That the recommendations of the Special Events Committee Report 
dated June 25, 2015 be approved.   
 

 
       CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 

 
 

Planning & Development Standing Committee Report – June 16, 2015  Link to Report 
 
Council considered the above noted report: 
   
  SJMC2015-06-29/313R 
  Moved – Councillor Hann; Seconded – Councillor Hickman 
 
  That the recommendations of the Planning & Development Committee 
  Report dated June 25, 2015 be approved. 
 
  SJMC2015-06-29/314R 
  Moved – Councillor Collins; Seconded Councillor Galgay 
 
  That Item #3 (267 Mundy Pond Road Application) be referred to a public 
  meeting as per staff’s recommendation. 
 
Those speaking against the motion to refer item # 3 to a public meeting felt that it 

would be more beneficial for staff through its Development Team to meet with the 

proponent to determine what the best uses for the land would be.  A public meeting 

on this particular application would be counter-productive given that the majority of 

Council feels it is inappropriate intensification of the small tract of land and would 

likely be rejected irrespective of the feedback received from a public meeting.   
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3. Registering of License Plates for Uncovered Loads 

The Committee considered a memo dated June 9, 2015 from the Manager of Waste & 
Recycling regarding the above noted.   

 
The memo states that individuals travelling to the Residential Drop Off (RDO) are 
responsible for the majority of uncovered loads coming to Robin Hood Bay.  Presently, 
there is not always an employee at the kiosk at the RDO.  When the position is staffed the 
employee records license plates and material types of vehicles entering that facility.  
Recording license plate numbers of people who have uncovered loads can be done when 
the kiosk is occupied.  However, if the goal is to charge these people, it would be just one 
step in a cumbersome approach to enforcing the Highway Traffic Act.  It is thought that 
direct ticketing is a better means of enforcement.  This issue was discussed at a meeting 
attended by Council, the RNC and staff on June 4 as part of a larger plan to address 
unsecured and uncovered loads coming to the Robin Hood Bay Landfill.   
 

The Committee agreed with this approach presented by staff, noting that 
there is a need for the general public to know that they can be issued a ticket 
for $120 for non-compliance.   

 
4. Discarded Needles in Downtown 

The Committee considered a Council Directive from the regular meeting of April 21, 
2015 wherein reference was made to the problem of discarded needles in the downtown 
area and what if anything the City can do to offset this problem.  The following was 
provided by staff: 
 

• The Parks and Open Spaces Division is primarily responsible for the collection of 
discarded needles on City owned public property.  After hours service is provided 
by the Water and Waste Water Division Utility Crew. 

• Best practices are followed utilizing protective gloves, long handled litter pickers 
and “sharpes” containers. 

• Staff receive appropriate training during orientation meetings and tool box talks. 
• Collected needles are placed in “sharpes” containers securely attached to the 

vehicles.  Once full the unopened containers are placed in a secured storage unit 
at the City Depot.  The contents of the unit are then transported to the Tommy 
Sexton Centre for disposal, as required. 

• Needles are collected as a result of staff observation and calls to the Citizen 
Service Center. 

• There were approximately 200 Citizen Request Cases submitted since May 2014.  
• Calls for service are addressed within a twenty four (24) hour period, dependent 

on time of notification. 
 

The Committee recommends the status quo be maintained given the work 
being done already by staff as noted above, to offset the problem of discarded 
needles.   
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5. Notices for Water Service Leaks (rental properties) 

The Committee considered a memo dated June 11, 2015 from the Director of Water & 
Wastewater regarding the above noted.  The City’s current practice is to issue three 
notices to property owners once a leak is discovered.  The process could take as long as 
six weeks before the final notice and water shut-off occur.  Council felt that this 
timeframe was much too long to allow water to flow unchecked.    

 
The Committee on motion of Councillor Breen; seconded by Councillor 
Davis  recommends that the present guidelines for the issuance of written 
notices regarding service lateral leaks be compressed from three written 
notices to two, with the second notice identifying the water shut-off date and 
time, should the property owner fail to have the leak repaired. 

 
6. Roncalli School Playground 

Councillor Davis requested that the Committee consider incorporating a wheelchair 
accessible park in Airport Heights.  Staff did advise that the Open Space Master Plan 
indicates the City is 30% over capacity for parks in this area and there are four 
playgrounds in the area, though none are accessible.   

 
The Committee on motion of Councillor Davis; seconded by Councillor 
Breen:  recommends that Council purchase a piece of accessible playground 
equipment up to a cost of $3000 for installation at the Roncallie School 
playground. 

 
7. 132 Waterford Bridge Road Sanitary Sewer 

The Committee considered a memo dated June 11, 2015 from the Director of Water & 
Wastewater regarding the above noted.  Three options were presented to address the 
required replacement of a private on-site septic system: 
 

i. Connection to Sanitary Sewer System at the Rear of the Property 
There is an existing sanitary sewer located at the rear of this property however it is 
located approximately 120 meters from the house and at an elevation approximately 2 
meters higher than the house. In addition the sanitary sewer is located on private 
property and it is not a City owned or maintained sewer. In order to connect the sewer 
service for the property to this sanitary sewer it would require a pump system and 
easement and approvals from the third party. Due to these reasons this option is not 
recommended. 

ii. Construction of a New On-Site Septic System 
The property owner could construct a new on-site septic system for this property. 
  

iii. Connection to City’s Sanitary Sewer System 
A new sanitary sewer service for the property could be constructed and connected to 
the City’s existing sanitary sewer system. However the existing sanitary sewer along 
Waterford Bridge Road terminates approximately 30 meters east of this property. The 
property owner would be required to extend the existing sanitary sewer along the 
frontage of their property on Waterford Bridge Road and then connect the sanitary 
sewer service to the new sanitary sewer main. 
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The Committee recommends that the property owner be presented with the 
above noted options, particularly options 2 and 3.  With regard to Option # 3, 
it should be noted that the City has received similar requests for the 
extension of water and/or sewer services in the past and it has been the 
responsibility of the property owner / developer to install the new 
infrastructure.  
 
Should Option # 3 be the preferred option of the property owner, it is further 
recommended that this request be forwarded to the Planning, Development 
and Engineering Division for their review as well as referral to the Capital 
Works program. 
 

8. New Gower Street Landscape Upgrading 
The Committee considered a memo dated June 15, 2015 from the Manager of Parks and 
Open Spaces regarding the above noted in response to Councillor Galgay’s previous 
request (CD#R2014-08-11/26) to look into options for the beautification of the entrance 
to the Downtown coming off Pitts Memorial Drive. 

In this regard, the following is provided; 

• The Parks and Open Spaces Division is primarily responsible for the horticultural 
displays on municipal publicly accessible property.  

• Significant horticultural displays are exhibited in the “Downtown Core”. 
• The entrance to New Gower Street at the Hamilton Avenue intersection would benefit 

from an enhanced display.  
• The New Gower Street- Hamilton Avenue intersection will receive an enhanced floral 

display including additional hanging baskets and shrub bed by June 30, 2015. 
• Additional median treatments and lighting are suggested.   
• The Water Street, Duckworth Street, New Gower Street horticulture and lighting themes 

should be compatible.  
 
The Committee recommends that the horticultural and lighting themes be 
developed for the Downtown Core as part of the redevelopment of the Water 
Street infrastructure enhancement project.  A landscape professional will be 
engaged to address both sites in a comprehensive plan and the plan would be 
phased in over a period of 2-3 years. 

 
 

 
Councillor Jonathan Galgay 
Chairperson 
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Date:  2015-06-25 
 
To:  His Worship the Mayor and Members of Council 
 
From:  Natalie Godden, Acting Director, Recreation Division  

Department of Community Services 
 
Re:  Special Events Advisory Committee  
______________________________________________________________________________       
 
The following recommendation of the Committee is forwarded to Council for approval in 
principle subject to route confirmation by the Traffic Division. 

 
 
1.    Event:    Mews Memorial 8K  

  Road/Lane Closures: See attached document for complete listing 
  Date:    July 12, 2015 

Time:  7:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m.  
 

  
   
 
 
Special Events Advisory Recommendation: 

 
It is the recommendation of the Committee that Council approve the above noted event, subject 
to the conditions set out by the Special Events Advisory Committee. 
 
 
 
   

______________________________ 
Natalie Godden 
Acting Director, Recreation Division 
Department of Community Services 
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Council suggested that the applicant acquire the property at 196 Freshwater Road to facilitate 
a more accessible entry to the property from Winchester Street.  Dillon Consulting advised 
that 196 Freshwater Road uses Liverpool Avenue to gain access to their property and even 
with the development, nothing would change.  The applicants did assure Council they would 
explore the option of purchasing 196 Freshwater Road.  

 
Recommendation 
It was moved by Councillor Hickman; seconded by Councillor Davis:   That Council 
support staff’s recommendation to approve the draft Terms of Reference and after 
subsequent receipt of a satisfactory Land Use Assessment Report, the application be 
referred to a public meeting chaired by a member of Council.  At a later stage, a 
public hearing chaired by independent commissioner will be required. 
 

2.  627 Torbay Road – Rezoning for two Apartment Buildings 
 
The Committee welcomed Mr. Jim Ford and Mr. Greg Hussey of Karwood Estates Inc.  Mr. 
Ford advised that they wished to construct two 6-storey apartment buildings for a total of 246 
units.  He proceeded to give an overview of their proposed development noting it would be 
outside the NEF Zone boundary.   
 
Mr. Hussey advised there was potential retail development in the area which would result in the 
need for more residential development. The plan was to keep the buildings set back off Torbay 
Road.  The arterial road would deal with the extra traffic as it connects with Major’s Path and 
would address issues involving the Anne Jeannette area.  There has been no objection from area 
residents and the development’s proximity to Hussey Drive would still allow for privacy.   There 
would also be more open space provided with proposed underground parking. 

 
Recommendation 
The Committee agreed to staff’s recommendation that the applicant be required to 
prepare a Land Use Assessment Report (LUAR) under the draft Terms of 
Reference and once completed, the report would be referred to a public meeting 
chaired by a member of Council.  At a later date, a public hearing chaired by an 
independent commissioner would be required. 
 
 

New Business 
 
3.  267 Mundy Pond Road – Rezoning for Semi-Detached Houses 
 

The Committee considered a memorandum dated June 2, 2015 from the Chief Municipal 
Planner.  DH Consulting has applied to have land situated at the east side of Mundy Pond 
Road (Parcel ID #17732) from the Residential Low Density (R1) Zone to the Residential 
Medium Density (R2) Zone.  This is to allow for four (4), three-storey, semi-detached 
residential units.  This rezoning would not require an amendment to the St. John’s 
Municipal Plan. 
 

Planning and Development Standing Committee Report                                                          June 16, 2015         
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The committee expressed the following concerns: 
 
• whether there is enough room for the proposed semi-detached houses; 

 
• potential traffic issues, as the property is near a sharp bend in the road and there may 

be conflicts with vehicles backing out of new driveways; 
 

• potential for what else might be permitted at the property if rezoning took place.  The 
application is for two sets of semi-detached houses (4 houses in total) but the R2 
Zone also permits townhouses; 

 
• the change in the neighbourhood, which is mostly single detached houses in the 

immediate area (though there are semi-detached houses and row houses on 
Blackmarsh Road nearby). 

 
Recommendation: 
The Committee recommends rejection of rezoning of 267 Mundy Pond Road from 
the Residential Low Density R1) Zone to the Residential Medium Density (R2) 
Zone. 

 
 
 
 

_______________________ 
Councillor Tom Hann 
Chairperson 

Planning and Development Standing Committee Report                                                          June 16, 2015         
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Building Permits List 

Council’s June 29, 2015 Regular Meeting 

 
                               Permits Issued:      2015/06/18 To 2015/06/24 

 

 Class: Commercial 

 11 Major's Path                       Nc   Accessory Building 

 40 Aberdeen Ave                       Ms   Service Shop 

 40 Aberdeen Ave                       Ms   Office 

 40 Aberdeen Ave                       Ms   Service Shop 

 40 Aberdeen Ave                       Ms   Clinic 

 40 Aberdeen Ave                       Ms   Retail Store 

 46 Aberdeen Ave                       Ms   Restaurant 

 12 Bay Bulls Rd. Tim Hortons          Ms   Eating Establishment 

 57 Blackmarsh Rd                      Ms   Place Of Assembly 

 77 Blackmarsh Rd                      Ms   Retail Store 

 245 Blackmarsh Rd                     Ms   Convenience Store 

 Carpasian Rd                          Ms   Place Of Assembly 

 23 Cashin Ave                         Ms   Clinic 

 44 Crosbie Rd                         Ms   Convenience Store 

 395 East White Hills Rd               Ms   Commercial Garage 

 84-86 Elizabeth Ave                   Ms   Service Shop 

 84-86 Elizabeth Ave                   Ms   Retail Store 

 92 Elizabeth Ave                      Ms   Club 

 92 Elizabeth Ave                      Ms   Club 

 92 Elizabeth Ave                      Ms   Office 

 94 Elizabeth Ave                      Ms   Retail Store 

 71-77 Elizabeth Ave                   Ms   Service Station 

 391-395 Empire Ave                    Ms   Club 

 2 Fogwill Pl                          Ms   Restaurant 

 32 Frecker Dr                         Ms   Service Station 

 324 Frecker Dr                        Ms   Convenience Store 

 336 Freshwater Rd                     Ms   Service Shop 

 336 Freshwater Rd                     Ms   Communications Use 

 336 Freshwater Rd                     Ms   Office 

 12 Gleneyre St                        Ms   Retail Store 

 15 Goldstone St                       Ms   Service Shop 

 169 Hamlyn Rd                         Ms   Service Shop 

 179 Hamlyn Rd                         Ms   Club 

 25 Hebron Way                         Ms   Retail Store 

 35 Hebron Way                         Ms   Office 

 12-20 Highland Dr                     Ms   Convenience Store 

 189 Higgins Line                      Ms   Office 

 61 James Lane                         Ms   Warehouse 

 55b Kelsey Dr                         Ms   Communications Use 

 58 Kenmount Rd                        Ms   Office 

 102 Kenmount Dr                       Ms   Hotel 

 102 Kenmount Dr                       Ms   Office 

 120 Kenmount Rd                       Ms   Car Sales Lot 

 120 Kenmount Rd                       Ms   Car Sales Lot 

 150 Kenmount Rd                       Ms   Car Sales Lot 

 222 Kenmount Rd                       Ms   Retail Store 

 33 Kenmount Rd                        Ms   Office 

 35 Kenmount Rd                        Ms   Retail Store 

 85-95 Kenmount Rd                     Ms   Car Sales Lot 

 161 Kenmount Rd                       Ms   Retail Store 

 193 Kenmount Rd                       Ms   Place Of Amusement 

 195 Kenmount Rd                       Ms   Service Shop 

 275 Kenmount Rd                       Ms   Eating Establishment 
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 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 

 515 Kenmount Rd                       Ms   Retail Store 

 541 Kenmount Rd                       Ms   Retail Store 

 147 Lemarchant Rd                     Ms   Service Shop 

 90 Logy Bay Rd                        Ms   Club 

 484 Main Rd                           Ms   Club 

 53-59 Main Rd                         Ms   Retail Store 

 355b Main Rd                          Ms   Service Shop 

 355-367 Main Rd                       Ms   Office 

 215 Major's Path                      Ms   Retail Store 

 10 Messenger Dr                       Ms   Retail Store 

 6 Mullaly St                          Ms   Warehouse 

 6 Mullaly St                          Ms   Warehouse 

 120 Mundy Pond Rd                     Ms   Place Of Assembly 

 34 New Cove Rd                        Ms   Clinic 

 119 New Cove Rd                       Ms   Clinic 

 446 Newfoundland Dr                   Ms   Restaurant 

 22 O'leary Ave                        Ms   Take-Out Food Service 

 60 O'leary Ave                        Ms   Retail Store 

 78 O'leary Ave                        Ms   Retail Store 

 37 O'leary Ave                        Ms   Retail Store 

 36 Pearson St                         Ms   Retail Store 

 154 Pennywell Rd                      Ms   Service Station 

 34 Pippy Pl                           Ms   Office 

 52 Pippy Pl                           Ms   Retail Store 

 5-7 Pippy Pl                          Ms   Retail Store 

 59-61 Pippy Pl                        Ms   Retail Store 

 260 Portugal Cove Rd                  Ms   Retail Store 

 279 Portugal Cove Rd                  Ms   Service Shop 

 279 Portugal Cove Rd                  Ms   Clinic 

 279 Portugal Cove Rd                  Ms   Eating Establishment 

 150 Clinch Cres                       Ms   Lodging House 

 25 Rhodora St                         Ms   Condominium 

 35 Ridge Rd                           Ms   Club 

 46-50 Robin Hood Bay Rd               Ms   Industrial Use 

 38-40 Ropewalk Lane                   Ms   Retail Store 

 117 Ropewalk Lane                     Ms   Eating Establishment 

 10 Stavanger Dr                       Ms   Retail Store 

 16 Stavanger Dr                       Ms   Restaurant 

 16 Stavanger Dr                       Ms   Restaurant 

 16 Stavanger Dr                       Ms   Retail Store 

 386 Stavanger Dr                      Ms   Commercial School 

 386 Stavanger Dr Soulful Sound        Ms   Retail Store 

 410 Stavanger Dr                      Ms   Retail Store 

 3 Stavanger Dr                        Ms   Retail Store 

 3 Stavanger Dr                        Ms   Retail Store 

 25 Stavanger Dr                       Ms   Retail Store 

 15-27 Stavanger Dr                    Ms   Retail Store 

 415 Stavanger Dr                      Ms   Restaurant 

 86 Thorburn Rd                        Ms   Office 

 86 Thorburn Rd                        Ms   Service Station 

 86 Thorburn Road                      Ms   Convenience Store 

 86 Thorburn Rd                        Ms   Convenience Store 

 88 Thorburn Rd                        Ms   Retail Store 

 92 Thorburn Rd                        Ms   Eating Establishment 

 446 Topsail Rd                        Ms   Service Station 

 644 Topsail Rd                        Ms   Service Shop 

 644 Topsail Rd                        Ms   Club 

 644 Topsail Rd                        Ms   Day Care Centre 

 668 Topsail Rd                        Ms   Retail Store 
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 660 Topsail Rd                        Ms   Tavern 

 656 Topsail Rd                        Ms   Tavern 

 393 Topsail Rd                        Ms   Day Care Centre 

 681 Topsail Rd                        Ms   Retail Store 

 681 Topsail Rd                        Ms   Place Of Amusement 

 26 Torbay Rd                          Ms   Tavern 

 26 Torbay Rd                          Ms   Tavern 

 10 Elizabeth Ave                      Ms   Office 

 10 Elizabeth Ave                      Ms   Office 

 192-194 Torbay Rd                     Ms   Eating Establishment 

 192-194 Torbay Rd                     Ms   Eating Establishment 

 286 Torbay Rd                         Ms   Retail Store 

 286 Torbay Rd                         Ms   Restaurant 

 286 Torbay Rd                         Ms   Retail Store 

 320 Torbay Rd                         Ms   Club 

 320 Torbay Rd                         Ms   Retail Store 

 320 Torbay Rd                         Ms   Retail Store 

 320 Torbay Rd                         Ms   Retail Store 

 340 Torbay Rd                         Ms   Clinic 

 350 Torbay Rd                         Ms   Service Shop 

 426 Torbay Rd                         Ms   Retail Store 

 430 Torbay Rd                         Ms   Tavern 

 141 Torbay Road-Torbay Rd Mall        Ms   Retail Store 

 141 Torbay Rd                         Ms   Office 

 585 Torbay Rd                         Ms   Retail Store 

 377 Duckworth St, Lower Level         Cr   Tavern 

 673 Topsail Rdunits 3 & 4             Sw   Retail Store 

 31 Peet St. , Christian Missio        Co   Office 

 Petty Harbour Rd,  Zipline            Nc   Patio Deck 

 1 Fort Townshend-Bell Mobility        Rn   Admin Bldg/Gov/Non-Profit 

 385 Old Pennywell Rd                  Nc   Accessory Building 

 446 Newfoundland Dr, Wok Box          Cr   Eating Establishment 

 369 Duckworth St                      Ex   Mixed Use 

 This Week $  1,714,000.00 

 Class: Industrial 

 This Week $           .00 

 Class: Government/Institutional 

 This Week $           .00 

 Class: Residential 

 14 Amherst Pl                         Nc   Fence 

 22 Balnafad Pl                        Nc   Swimming Pool 

 16 Bowring Pl                         Nc   Fence 

 4 Caravelle Place - Lot 6             Nc   Single Detached Dwelling 

 82 Castle Bridge Dr                   Nc   Patio Deck 

 23 Chafe Ave                          Nc   Accessory Building 

 68 Cypress St                         Nc   Fence 

 716 Empire Ave                        Nc   Fence 

 94 Firdale Dr                         Nc   Fence 

 53 Firdale Dr                         Nc   Single Detached Dwelling 

 49 Gold Medal Dr                      Nc   Patio Deck 

 116 Gower St                          Nc   Patio Deck 

 114 Great Eastern Ave                 Nc   Fence 

 88 Kenai Cres                         Nc   Fence 
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 20 Kerry St                           Nc   Fence 

 13 Legacy Pl , Lot 35                 Nc   Single Detached & Sub.Apt 

 35 Linegar Ave                        Nc   Patio Deck 

 14 Mccrae St                          Nc   Accessory Building 

 55 Meadowbrook Dr                     Nc   Accessory Building 

 51 Meighen St                         Nc   Patio Deck 

 38 Mullock St                         Nc   Accessory Building 

 286 New Pennywell Rd                  Nc   Fence 

 24 O'neil Ave                         Nc   Patio Deck 

 42 O'reilly St                        Nc   Accessory Building 

 40 Orlando Pl, Lot 242                Nc   Single Detached & Sub.Apt 

 201 Petty Harbour Rd                  Nc   Accessory Building 

 20 Roche St                           Nc   Accessory Building 

 94 Royal Oak Dr                       Nc   Patio Deck 

 12 Sackville St                       Nc   Accessory Building 

 6 Sequoia Dr                          Nc   Fence 

 41 Spratt Pl                          Nc   Accessory Building 

 6 Stephano St                         Nc   Fence 

 27 Suez St                            Nc   Accessory Building 

 4 Torngat Cres                        Nc   Patio Deck 

 22 Tullamore St                       Nc   Single Detached Dwelling 

 139 Waterford Bridge Rd               Nc   Fence 

 14 Willenhall Pl                      Nc   Single Detached Dwelling 

 18 Glenlonan St                       Co   Single Detached & Sub.Apt 

 30 Pleasantville Ave                  Cr   Subsidiary Apartment 

 49 Kenai Cres                         Ex   Patio Deck 

 51 Monkstown Rd                       Ex   Single Detached Dwelling 

 34 Shaw St                            Ex   Single Detached Dwelling 

 416 Back Line                         Rn   Single Detached Dwelling 

 20 Cherrybark Cres                    Rn   Single Detached Dwelling 

 26 Gros Morne Pl                      Rn   Townhousing 

 28 Gros Morne Pl                      Rn   Townhousing 

 30 Gros Morne Pl                      Rn   Townhousing 

 32 Gros Morne Pl                      Rn   Townhousing 

 34 Gros Morne Pl                      Rn   Townhousing 

 36 Gros Morne Pl                      Rn   Townhousing 

 25 Gros Morne Pl                      Rn   Townhousing 

 27 Gros Morne Pl                      Rn   Townhousing 

 29 Gros Morne Pl                      Rn   Townhousing 

 31 Gros Morne Pl                      Rn   Townhousing 

 14 King's Rd                          Rn   Townhousing 

 33 Meadowbrook Park Rd                Rn   Mobile Home 

 30 Merrymeeting Rd                    Rn   Single Detached & Sub.Apt 

 72 Merrymeeting Rd                    Rn   Townhousing 

 63 Military Rd                        Rn   Townhousing 

 21 Monkstown Rd                       Rn   Semi-Detached Dwelling 

 2 Prim Place                          Rn   Townhousing 

 4 Prim Pl                             Rn   Townhousing 

 6 Prim Pl                             Rn   Townhousing 

 21 Prim Place                         Rn   Townhousing 

 25 Prim Pl                            Rn   Townhousing 

 9 Exeter Ave                          Sw   Single Detached & Sub.Apt 

 12 Exmouth St                         Sw   Single Detached & Sub.Apt 

 38 Ladysmith Dr                       Sw   Single Detached Dwelling 

 86 Main Rd                            Sw   Single Detached Dwelling 

 10 Powell Pl                          Sw   Single Detached Dwelling 

 9 Rhodora St                          Sw   Single Detached Dwelling 

 22 Rigolet Cres                       Sw   Single Detached Dwelling 

 19 Tupper St                          Sw   Single Detached Dwelling 

 This Week $  1,864,871.00 
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 Class: Demolition 

 This Week $           .00 

 This Week's Total: $   3,578,871.00 

 

 Repair Permits Issued:  2015/06/18 To 2015/06/24 $         81,800.00 

 Legend 

 Co  Change Of Occupancy        Rn  Renovations 

 Cr  Chng Of Occ/Renovtns       Sw  Site Work 

 Ex  Extension                  Ms  Mobile Sign 

 Nc  New Construction           Sn  Sign 

 Oc  Occupant Change            Dm  Demolition 

  

  

YEAR TO DATE COMPARISONS 

June 29, 2015 

        

TYPE 2014 2015 % VARIANCE (+/-) 

Commercial $48,442,000.00 $92,100,000.00 90 

Industrial $125,300.00 $0.00 -100 

Government/Institutional $74,512,000.00 $8,625,000.00 -88 

Residential $54,587,000.00 $40,280,000.00 -26 

Repairs 1,878,000.00  1,979,000.00  5 

Housing Units (1 & 2 Family 

Dwellings) 134 105   

TOTAL $179,544,300.00 $142,984,000.00 -20 

 

Respectfully Submitted, 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Jason Sinyard, P. Eng., MBA 

Director of Planning & Development 
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Date: July 6, 2015 
  
To: His Worship the Mayor and Council 
  
Re:   PDE File # EAR1500055  

7 Garrison Hill (Howard House), Ward 2  
Proposed Text Amendment to Grant Relief from Full Compliance with the 
Requirements of the Downtown Parking Standard (Institution Use) 
St. John’s Development Regulations Amendment No. 610, 2015 

 
An application has been received from the John Howard Society for approval to develop a two-
storey extension on the existing property situated at 7 Garrison Hill (corner of Queen’s Road). 
The extension would contain a total of 10 affordable apartment units and have a Gross Floor 
Area of 464 square metres (5000 square feet). The applicant cannot provide any off-street 
parking and has asked for the right to use an on-street parking space for a Designated 
Handicapped Parking space for the new development. The applicant further advises that it needs 
to remove five (5) mature public trees along the Garrison Hill frontage to accommodate the new 
construction. 
 
The subject property is in the Institutional (INST) Zone. The existing use (offices and a 
temporary residence for recently released ex-offenders) is a Permitted Use in the INST Zone. 
The residential extension would also be a Permitted Use in this zone, subject to compliance with 
relevant municipal requirements. 
 
The subject property is subject to the Downtown Parking Requirements as set out in Section 
9.1.2(2) of the Development Regulations. As the property has a lot area of 1017square metres 
and a Net Floor Area of 371 square metres, a minimum of four (4) off-street parking spaces are 
required. The Downtown Parking Requirements do not allow Council the discretion to waive the 
minimum off-street parking requirements. 
 
The proposed development of affordable housing units and the adaptive reuse of an institutional 
property is consistent with the City’s Municipal Plan land-use policies. It is anticipated that other 
applications for affordable housing units in other institutional properties in the Downtown which 
may involve requests for relief from the Downtown Parking Requirements. 
 
 The proposed amendment to allow Council discretionary authority to vary the off-street parking 
requirements in the Downtown Parking Area for institutional development was discussed at the 
April 21, 2015 meeting of the Planning and Development Committee. It was the 
recommendation of the Committee that “the proposed text amendment to the St. John’s 
Development  Regulations  be referred  to  the  public  notification process (public  notice  then  
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referral to Council for consideration). At the Regular Meeting of Council of May 11, 2015 this 
recommendation was accepted. 
 
The proposed amendment was subsequently advertised in accordance with the requirements of 
the Urban and Rural Planning Act, 2000. A notice was also placed on the City’s website as is 
normal practice. No public comments were received. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
It is recommended that Council now adopt the attached resolution for St. John’s Development 
Regulations Amendment Number 610, 2015.   
 
If the resolution is adopted by Council staff will write the Minister of Municipal and 
Intergovernmental Affairs to request that the amendment be registered. The amendment will come 
into effect on the date a Notice of Registration is published in The Newfoundland and Labrador 
Gazette. 
 
 
 
________________________   
Ken O’Brien    
Chief Municipal Planner 
 
PDB/dlm 
 
Attachments 
  

G \Planning and Development\Planning\2015\Mayor and Council\Mayor - 7 Garrison Hill July 06 2015(pdb) docx  
 



RESOLUTION 
ST. JOHN’S DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS 

AMENDMENT NUMBER 610, 2015 
 
WHEREAS the St. John’s Municipal Council wishes to have the discretionary authority to vary 
the minimum off-street parking requirement for an “Institution” in the area where the Downtown 
Parking Standard applies; 
 
BE IT THEREFORE RESOLVED that the St. John’s Municipal Council hereby adopts the 
following text amendment to the St. John’s Development Regulations pursuant to the provisions 
of the Urban and Rural Planning Act, 2000: 
 
Amend Section 9.1.2. [OFFSTREET PARKING REQUIREMENTS – Special Parking 
Requirements] by adding the following: 
 

  “9.1.2 (2) (IV)(i) 
  (c) Parking Relief 
  In the case of an Institution, Council may relieve an applicant of all or any of the 

parking required under Section 9.1.2 provided that the applicant is able to show 
that because of the particular characteristics of the development, the actual parking 
requirements within the foreseeable future are expected to be lower than those 
required by the City’s Downtown Parking Standard.” 

 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the St. John’s Municipal Council requests the Minister of 
Municipal and Intergovernmental 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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Susan Curtis, Jill Bruce, Charmaine Flynn 
Airport Heights Community Group Representatives - St. John's 
 
 
 
Dear Councillor Galgay: 

We write to you to address our concerns regarding the Discretionary Use Application 
submitted to the City of St. John's by Rogers Communications Inc. requesting permission to 
construct a telecommunications tower located at 39 Airport Heights Drive.  

We have several issues with the proposed application.  We, along with many other residents, 
feel that this location could not be any worse.  While, yes, the land in question is a 
commercial piece of property, Airport Heights community is not.   It is at the entrance to 
Airport Heights and will be quite visible, standing at 25m tall, in the heart or our community 
surrounded by residences.   It is also near playgrounds, a baseball field, a soccer pitch, a 
daycare and our community elementary school, all of which are cited in the City's 'Siting 
Protocol for Wireless Facilities' document, as areas of discouraged use.   

In the same document it also cites that one of the objectives of the protocol is to assist the 
proponent in finding a suitable location that meets its needs while addressing the concerns of 
the city.  We ask you, how can the city recommend this location since it sits so close to all of 
these "discouraged use" areas?  We feel that there must be another area that this tower can be 
placed.  All around Airport Heights sits empty pockets of land and already commercially 
zoned land.  

We also feel that there could be possible health risks involved. Health Canada states that 
while there is no conclusive evidence to support or deny risks, they do say more research is 
needed in this area.  As well, the House of Commons Standing Committee on Health released 
a report this week asking Government to consider funding additional research on the potential 
health risks related to exposure to cell towers, cell phones and wi-fi networks. While we wait 
for more long term research to be carried out, we do not want to be the guinea pigs in that 
scenario.   

While, Industry Canada regulates tower siting decisions, settles disputes, and sets health and 
safety standards, their 'Tower Siting Policy' states that they must consider the community 
views.  Impasses are rare (0.1% cases require Industry Canada's decision), so we ask you as a 
councillor to make the first decision so our voices are heard and vote NO on this discretionary 
use application. This will then help ensure Rogers Communications will indeed work with 
you, as council and us, as the community to find a suitable location for the proposed tower. 

Thank you for your time, 

 

Susan, Jill, Charmaine 

       

JUNE 19,  2015 

AIRPORT HEIGHTS COMMUNITY GROUP   



Office of the City Clerk 
P.O. Box 908 
St. John’s, NL 
A1C 5M2 
Fax: 709-576-8474 
cityclerk@stjohns.ca 
 
2015/06/04 
 

Firdale Dr 
St. John’s, NL 
A1A 4X5 
 
Dear Sir/Madam, 
 
I am a resident in the Airport Heights neighbourhood.  I am writing to express my strong opposition to the 
proposed construction of a Rogers tower on the property at 39 Airport Heights Drive.  After reviewing the 
application for the project and the research available on similar projects, I am convinced that this tower poses 
a potentially significant health hazard to residents of the community, as well as to the local environment. 
 
Many, including Rogers, state that cell towers are safe, yet there have been no long-term studies done to 
prove this claim.  In fact, there is a growing body of research concerning the health hazards posed by extended 
close proximity to these towers.  Numerous studies (primarily in Europe where independent studies not 
funded by the telecommunications industry exist) conclude that living, working or spending the day near such 
emitters is dangerous, especially for children.  The proposed tower will be located within an elementary school 
zone, and is startlingly close to Windsor Lake.  Some studies show that living within ¼ mile of such antennas 
increases cancer risk 3 to 4 times, as well as increases the likelihood for developing cancer at a younger age. 
 
The precautionary principle is becoming increasingly accepted in the global scientific community as a wise 
standard for gauging environmental risks.  If the precautionary principle is applied here, the burden of proof 
that this technology absolutely will not negatively impact the health of the community or the environment fall 
squarely on Rogers who is proposing the tower, and the City of St. John’s who is considering the proposal.  The 
precautionary principal states: 
 
When an activity raises threats of harm to human health or the environment, precautionary measures should 
be taken even if some cause and effect relationships are not fully established scientifically.  In this context, the 
proponent of an activity, rather than the public or residents likely to be affected, should bear the burden of 
proof.  The process of applying the precautionary principle must be open, informed and democratic and must 
include potentially affected parties.  It must also involve an examination of the full range of alternatives, 
including rejecting the proposal. 
 
I urge you to consider the impact of the proposed cell tower on our community and our natural spaces and 
consider a location that is not in the middle of a growing residential area or near a public water source. 
 
Even if you choose to ignore the multiple environmental and health concerns that this project poses, you 
cannot dispute that cell phone towers in residential neighbourhoods instill fear and resentment in the local 
residents.  The additional reality is that such placement negatively impacts property values.  I urge you to take 
all these concerns seriously. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Tim Bruce 

mailto:cityclerk@stjohns.ca






3 to 4 times, as well as increases the likelihood for developing cancer at a younger age.
 
The precautionary principle is becoming increasingly accepted in the global scientific 
community as a wise standard for gauging environmental risks. If the precautionary principle is 
applied here, the burden of proof that this technology absolutely will not negatively impact the 
health of the community or the environment fall squarely on Rogers who is proposing the 
tower, and the City of St. John’s who is considering the proposal.  The precautionary principal 
states:

When an activity raises threats of harm to human health or the environment, 
precautionary measures should be taken even if some cause and effect relationships are 
not fully established scientifically.  In this context, the proponent of an activity, rather 
than the public or residents likely to be affected, should bear the burden of proof.  The 
process of applying the precautionary principle must be open, informed and democratic 
and must include potentially affected parties.  It must also involve an examination of the 
full range of alternatives, including rejecting the proposal.
 

I urge you to consider the impact of the proposed cell tower on our community and our natural 
spaces and consider a location that is not in the middle of a growing residential area or near a 
public water source.
 
Even if you choose to ignore the multiple environmental and health concerns that this project 
poses, you cannot dispute that cell phone towers in residential neighbourhoods instill fear and 
resentment in the local residents.  The additional reality is that such placement negatively 
impacts property values.  I urge you to take all these concerns seriously.
 
Sincerely,
 
Glenda Leyte

Andrea Doyle 2015/06/06 01:41:13 PMOffice of the City Clerk P.O. Box 908

From: Andrea Doyle <
To: "cityclerk@stjohns.ca" <cityclerk@stjohns.ca>
Date: 2015/06/06 01:41 PM
Subject: Cell tower Airport Hts

Office of the City Clerk
P.O. Box 908
St. John’s, NL
A1C 5M2
Fax: 709-576-8474
cityclerk@stjohns.ca
 
June 6, 2015



 
 Turnberry Street

St. John’s, NL
A1A 5P3
 
Dear Sir/Madam,
 
I am a resident in the Airport Heights neighbourhood.  I am writing to express my strong 
opposition to the proposed construction of a Rogers tower on the property at 39 Airport Heights 
Drive.  After reviewing the application for the project and the research available on similar 
projects, I am convinced that this tower poses a potentially significant health hazard to residents 
of the community, as well as to the local environment.
 
Many, including Rogers, state that cell towers are safe, yet there have been no long-term studies 
done to prove this claim.  In fact, there is a growing body of research concerning the health 
hazards posed by extended close proximity to these towers.  Numerous studies (primarily in 
Europe where independent studies not funded by the telecommunications industry exist) 
conclude that living, working or spending the day near such emitters is dangerous, especially for 
children.  The proposed tower will be located within an elementary school zone, and is 
startlingly close to Windsor Lake.  Some studies show that living within ¼ mile of such antennas 
increases cancer risk 3 to 4 times, as well as increases the likelihood for developing cancer at a 
younger age.
 
The precautionary principle is becoming increasingly accepted in the global scientific 
community as a wise standard for gauging environmental risks.  If the precautionary principle is 
applied here, the burden of proof that this technology absolutely will not negatively impact the 
health of the community or the environmentfall squarely on Rogers who is proposing the tower, 
and the City of St. John’s who is considering the proposal.  The precautionary principal states:
 
When an activity raises threats of harm to human health or the environment, precautionary 
measures should be taken even if some cause and effect relationships are not fully established 
scientifically.  In this context, the proponent of an activity, rather than the public or residents 
likely to be affected, should bear the burden of proof.  The process of applying the precautionary 
principle must be open, informed and democratic and must include potentially affected parties.  
It must also involve an examination of the full range of alternatives, including rejecting the 
proposal.
 
I urge you to consider the impact of the proposed cell tower on our community and our natural 
spaces and consider a location that is not in the middle of a growing residential area or near a 
public water source.
 
Even if you choose to ignore the multiple environmental and health concerns that this project 
poses, you cannot dispute that cell phone towers in residential neighbourhoods instill fear and 
resentment in the local residents.  The additional reality is that such placement negatively 
impacts property values.  I urge you to take all these concerns seriously.
 



Sincerely,
 
Andrea Doyle

Sent from my iPhone

Bev 2015/06/08 12:29:01 PMDear Sir/Madam, I am a resident in the Airport H...

From: Bev <
To: rogers.maritimesconsultations@rci.rogers.com
Cc: st.john_s.district@ic.gc.ca, gdoran@stjohns.ca, bdavis@stjohns.ca, cityclerk@stjohns.ca
Date: 2015/06/08 12:29 PM
Subject: Rogers cell phone tower opposition letter...

Dear Sir/Madam,

I am a resident in the Airport Heights neighborhood. I am writing to express my strong 
opposition to the proposed construction of a Rogers tower on the property at 39 Airport Heights 
Drive. After reviewing the application for the project and the research available on similar 
projects, I am convinced that this tower poses a potentially significant health hazard to residents 
of the community, as well as to the local environment.

Many, including Rogers, state that cell towers are safe, yet there have been no long-term studies 
done to prove this claim. In fact, there is a growing body of research concerning the health 
hazards posed by extended close proximity to these towers. Numerous studies (primarily in 
Europe where independent studies not funded by the telecommunications industry exist) 
conclude that living, working or spending the day near such emitters is dangerous, especially for 
children. The proposed tower will be located within an elementary school zone, and is startlingly 
close to Windsor Lake. Some studies show that living within ¼ mile of such antennas increases 
cancer risk 3 to 4 times, as well as increases the likelihood for developing cancer at a younger 
age.

The precautionary principle is becoming increasingly accepted in the global scientific 
community as a wise standard for gauging environmental risks. If the precautionary principle is 
applied here, the burden of proof that this technology absolutely will not negatively impact the 
health of the community or the environment fall squarely on Rogers who is proposing the tower, 
and the City of St. John’s who is considering the proposal. The precautionary principal states:

When an activity raises threats of harm to human health or the environment, precautionary 
measures should be taken even if some cause and effect relationships are not fully established 
scientifically. In this context, the proponent of an activity, rather than the public or residents 
likely to be affected, should bear the burden of proof. The process of applying the precautionary 
principle must be open, informed and democratic and must include potentially affected parties. It 
must also involve an examination of the full range of alternatives, including rejecting the 



proposal.

I urge you to consider the impact of the proposed cell tower on our community and our natural 
spaces and consider a location that is not in the middle of a growing residential area or near a 
public water source.

Even if you choose to ignore the multiple environmental and health concerns that this project 
poses, you cannot dispute that cell phone towers in residential neighborhoods instill fear and 
resentment in the local residents. The additional reality is that such placement negatively impacts 
property values. I urge you to take all these concerns seriously.

Sincerely,

Bev Laite

Burry Port Street

Angela Skinner 2015/06/11 05:10:00 PMOffice of the City Clerk P.O. Box 908

From: Angela Skinner <
To: "cityclerk@stjohns.ca" <cityclerk@stjohns.ca>
Date: 2015/06/11 05:10 PM
Subject: Cell tower in Airport Heights

Office of the City Clerk
P.O. Box 908
St. John’s, NL, A1C 5M2
 
June 11, 2015
 
Angela Skinner
Galaxy Crescent
St. John’s, NL

 
Dear Sir/Madam,
 
I am a home owner on Galaxy Crescent in the Airport Heights – near the proposed site of the 
new Rogers tower.  I am VERY strongly opposed to this tower being built. I understand that no 
one actually knows the long term effects of this type of project however, after some significant 
research I am concerned that there may be a health risk...and I am not willing to take a risk when 
it comes to dealing with my health, the health of my spouse or more importantly, the health of 



my young children. I encourage my children to eat healthy, exercise, play outside and engage in 
activities to increase their physical and mental health. Given my efforts to date, I simply refuse 
to expose them to this potential hazard. 
 
I will fight this in every possible way!
 
 Many, including Rogers, state that cell towers are safe, yet there have been no long-term studies 
done to prove this. In fact, there is a growing body of research concerning the health hazards 
posed by extended close proximity to these towers. Numerous studies (primarily in Europe 
where independent studies not funded by the telecommunications industry exist) conclude that 
living, working or spending the day near such emitters is dangerous, especially for children. 
Some studies show that living within ¼ mile of such antennas increases cancer risk 3 to 4 times, 
as well as increases the likelihood for developing cancer at a younger age.
 
The precautionary principle is becoming increasingly accepted in the global scientific 
community as a wise standard for gauging environmental risks. If the precautionary principle is 
applied here, the burden of proof that this technology absolutely will not negatively impact the 
health of the community or the environment fall squarely on Rogers who is proposing the tower, 
and the City of St. John’s who is considering the proposal.  The precautionary principal states:
 

When an activity raises threats of harm to human health or the environment, 
precautionary measures should be taken even if some cause and effect relationships are 
not fully established scientifically.  In this context, the proponent of an activity, rather 
than the public or residents likely to be affected, should bear the burden of proof.  The 
process of applying the precautionary principle must be open, informed and democratic 
and must include potentially affected parties.  It must also involve an examination of the 
full range of alternatives, including rejecting the proposal.
 

I urge you to consider the impact of the proposed cell tower on our community and our natural 
spaces and consider a location that is not in the middle of a growing residential area or near a 
public water source.
 
Even if you choose to ignore the multiple environmental and health concerns that this project 
poses, you cannot dispute that cell phone towers in residential neighbourhoods instill fear and 
resentment in the local residents.  The additional reality is that such placement negatively 
impacts property values.  I urge you to take all these concerns seriously.
 
Sincerely,
 
Angela Skinner

Sent from my iPhone

Tim H 2015/06/17 07:37:20 PMCity of St. John's, I am contacting you as a resid...



From: Tim H 
To: cityclerk@stjohns.ca
Date: 2015/06/17 07:37 PM
Subject: Proposal for a 25+ meter tower along Airport Heights Drive

City of St. John's,
I am contacting you as a resident of Airport Heights regarding an item on the CBC news; a proposal for a 25+ meter tower along Airport Heights 
Drive.
I am sure many others have already contacted you regarding this matter, and if they haven't yet, I hope apathy does not prevent them from taking 
the 5 minutes required to voice their concerns. 
I would simply suggest that the tower be moved away from the residential area, I am not against having one built in airport heights. I am, 
however, against the proposed location. Please consider the safety surrounding the amount of children in that specific location. If there is a tower 
amongst their playground areas, they will try to climb it. If there is a tower approximately 200 yards from an elementary school, they will try to 
climb it.
Instead I would rather you suggest that the tower be built up behind the soccer and baseball pitch. There is more than enough space in that area 
and it can be properly secured by fencing the surrounding area, or, in some other difficult to access location to prevent children from being 
children. Or, alternatively, the patch of land surrounded by the 47B turn-off ramp would also be a more than suitable location. 
I am well aware of the public's perception on these things as is viewable form CBC comments. A large vocal minority decry NIMBY and other 
acronyms whenever somebody attempts to put forward a concern. I do not believe this is a case of NIMBY, I simply think it is not justified at its 
specific location. Will it be an eye soar? Yes, but more importantly, will in pose a safety concern so close to an elementary school? I think the 
answer is yes and I believe it is your responsibility to take issues of neighbourhood safety seriously, however remote they may be. 
Airport Heights has often been the victim of reactionary measures instead of proactive planning. It took a automobile related to death to get a left 
hand turn arrow into airport heights. It took a death of a child at a playground to get no parking zones around them, that particular playground is 
now called Zachery's Place - which is no more than 500 meters from the proposed location of this tower. I hope it doesn't come to a child injuring 
themselves from a fall from this tower for city council to come to the realization it was a mistake.
Thank you for your time,
Tim Harlick
Resident of Airport Heights

Donette Tizzard 2015/06/17 08:10:17 PMTo Whom It May Concern  Our Household is AG...

From: Donette Tizzard <
To: "cityclerk@stjohns.ca" <cityclerk@stjohns.ca>
Date: 2015/06/17 08:10 PM
Subject: Cell Tower Airport Heights   (Rogers Communications)

To Whom It May Concern 

Our Household is AGAINST   the location of this cell tower so close to a residential area. 

Donette & Jon Tizzard  
Branscombe st  
St Johns, 

Thank you 

Catherine Forsey 2015/06/18 08:03:48 AMTo the Office of the St. John's  City Clerk; I am w...

From: Catherine Forsey 
To: "cityclerk@stjohns.ca" <cityclerk@stjohns.ca>
Date: 2015/06/18 08:03 AM



Subject: Cell Tower at 39 Airport Heights

To the Office of the St. John's  City Clerk;

I am writing as a concerned soon to be resident of Cahill Drive, in Airport Heights St. John's N.L. 
Please note that I strongly object to the placement and construction of a telecommunications 
tower at 39 Airport Heights. 

I understand that Rogers Communications Ltd. has followed Health Canada's Safety Code 6 with 
consideration being given to compounding side effects and risks. However, as a Safety 
professional I believe that not enough independent research has been done to ascertain the 
long term safety and health consequences of such structures. Code 6 lays out minimum 
requirements not the industry best practice. It is prudent to err on the side of safety and 
change the location of this tower. This will proactively mitigate the the probability and severity 
of possible side effects.

St. John's is a city that is rightfully concerned with its representation and development. What 
does a 25 meter cell tower at the entrance of a residential area and school zone say about our 
city? It will be a giant eyesore and, in time it will be a technologically redundant, dilapidated 
blot on the landscape.  It has the possibility of lessening home value and has already upset the 
community.

It is commendable that consistent quality service is a concern of Rogers Communications Inc. 
Nevertheless, this proposal has alienated current and future customers. As a current Rogers 
customer if this tower is to proceed I will not be transferring my services; I will be permanently 
disconnecting them. 

Kind Regards,

Catherine Forsey

Darla Ryan 2015/06/18 07:39:27 PMHello, As a resident of Airport Heights, I feel that...

From: Darla Ryan 
To: "cityclerk@stjohns.ca" <cityclerk@stjohns.ca>
Date: 2015/06/18 07:39 PM
Subject: Rogers' Telecommunications Tower

Hello,
As a resident of Airport Heights, I feel that I need to voice my objections to 
the proposed telecommunications tower that Rogers is planning to install at 39 
Airport Heights Dr.
I am aware that the City's ruling can be overruled, however, the residents of 
Airport Heights are asking the City of St. John's to stand with us in our 
fight to convince Rogers to build their tower in a more appropriate location.  
So much has been done in the 15 plus years that we've lived in Airport 



Heights, to make the neighborhood attractive, and there are other locations
very nearby for Rogers' proposed tower. 
Best Regards,
Darla Ryan

Sent from my iPhone

Anna and Gerry Tapper 2015/06/18 09:28:58 PMIt is very unfortunate that we find ourselves...

From: Anna and Gerry Tapper <
To: cityclerk@stjohns.ca
Date: 2015/06/18 09:28 PM
Subject: Stop Cell Tower 39 McNiven - Airport Hts

It is very unfortunate that we find ourselves in a situation to be writing the City of St. John's on 
this matter. It is simply unacceptable for the City to allow such a structure to be erected in the 
heart of our community. As residents of Airport Hts for 13 years, we must express our complete 
disagreement with this proposal. If allowed to proceed it will literally be in the backyard of many 
surrounding properties on this and the adjacent streets. It will be extreme height, quite visible, on 
a main road leading to a major ball park and playground. It will negatively impact the visual 
appeal and selling potential of homes and properties in this community. Should property values 
decrease it will result in less assessable city taxes. There is also potential for health concerns 
related to the waves transmitted from the equipment. There is growing scientific research on 
potential health risks related to the use of cell phones and related equipment. Any amount of 
radiation emission is of great concern to the public, especially to children.

We support Rogers intention to improve service for its clients. However there is no good 
rationale provided to date for having this location as the only option. There is plenty of land in 
this area that can accommodate the tower without encroaching on private residents or impacting 
the broader community.  

Please ensure that our views are considered when the City makes a decision. We hope the City 
will remain objective in its analysis and not be in a conflict of interest given the media coverage 
currently provided by Rogers to broadcast City Council meetings. We ask that this proposal not 
be approved.

Anna & Gerry Tapper
Hall's Road
Airport Heights 



To: Karen Chafe/CSJ, 
Cc:
Bcc:
Subject: Fw: Cell Phone Tower - Airport Heights

Justine Perry 2015/06/05 08:22:53 PMOffice of the City Clerk

From: Justine Perry <
To: "cityclerk@stjohns.ca" <cityclerk@stjohns.ca>, "citymgr@stjohns.ca" <citymgr@stjohns.ca>
Date: 2015/06/05 08:22 PM
Subject: Cell Phone Tower - Airport Heights

Office of the City Clerk
P.O. Box 908
St. John’s, NL
A1C 5M2
Fax: 709‐576‐8474
cityclerk@stjohns.ca
 
June 4, 2015
 
 Ventura Pl.
St. John’s, NL
A1A 5P9
 
Dear Sir/Madam,
 
I am a resident in the Airport Heights neighbourhood.  I am writing to express my strong 
opposition to the proposed construction of a Rogers tower on the property at 39 Airport 
Heights Drive.  After reviewing the application for the project and the research available on 
similar projects, I am convinced that this tower poses a potentially significant health hazard to 
residents of the community, as well as to the local environment.
 
Many, including Rogers, state that cell towers are safe, yet there have been no long‐term 
studies done to prove this claim.  In fact, there is a growing body of research concerning the 
health hazards posed by extended close proximity to these towers.  Numerous studies 
(primarily in Europe where independent studies not funded by the telecommunications 
industry exist) conclude that living, working or spending the day near such emitters is 
dangerous, especially for children.  The proposed tower will be located within an elementary 
school zone, and is startlingly close to Windsor Lake.  Some studies show that living within ¼ 
mile of such antennas increases cancer risk 3 to 4 times, as well as increases the likelihood for 
developing cancer at a younger age.
 



The precautionary principle is becoming increasingly accepted in the global scientific 
community as a wise standard for gauging environmental risks.  If the precautionary principle is 
applied here, the burden of proof that this technology absolutely will not negatively impact the 
health of the community or the environment fall squarely on Rogers who is proposing the 
tower, and the City of St. John’s who is considering the proposal.  The precautionary principal 
states:
 
When an activity raises threats of harm to human health or the environment, precautionary 
measures should be taken even if some cause and effect relationships are not fully established 
scientifically.  In this context, the proponent of an activity, rather than the public or residents 
likely to be affected, should bear the burden of proof.  The process of applying the 
precautionary principle must be open, informed and democratic and must include potentially 
affected parties.  It must also involve an examination of the full range of alternatives, including 
rejecting the proposal.
 
I urge you to consider the impact of the proposed cell tower on our community and our natural 
spaces and consider a location that is not in the middle of a growing residential area or near a 
public water source.
 
Even if you choose to ignore the multiple environmental and health concerns that this project 
poses, you cannot dispute that cell phone towers in residential neighbourhoods instill fear and 
resentment in the local residents.  The additional reality is that such placement negatively 
impacts property values.  I urge you to take all these concerns seriously.
 
Sincerely,
 
Justine Perry

 
  





 

 
Department of Community Services 

Recreation Division 
 

Proposed Financial Support Program - City of St. John’s Programs 
For Children and Youth Facing Financial Barriers 

 
Issue Paper 

 
Issue:  
 
To provide a standardized approach to supporting children and youth in St. John’s facing financial barriers to 
participate in City-run programs falling outside the mandate of the R.E.A.L. Program. 
 
The majority of families requiring financial assistance for their children and youth to participate in recreation and 
leisure programs are supported through the R.E.A.L. Program.  However, the R.E.A.L. Program mandate does not 
include support for child care programs or other specialized program areas that exceed the established average 
placement cost of $110.00/child per season.  In order to provide all children and youth with the opportunity to 
participate in City-run programs that fall outside the mandate of the R.E.A.L. Program, the Recreation Division is 
proposing a support system which bases the degree of investment on the Statistics Canada’s Low Income Cut-Offs.   
 
Background: 
 
In a national scan of other municipalities, the majority have fee assistance services for After School and Day Camp 
type programs that base eligibility on Statistics Canada’s Low Income Cut-Offs.  The low income cut-offs (LICOs) 
are income thresholds below which a family will likely devote a larger share of its income on the necessities of food, 
shelter and clothing than the average family.  In addition to other neighboring municipalities, LICOs are also used to 
determine eligibility for Canadian children aged 4-18 applying for fee assistance through the national Canadian Tire 
Jumpstart Program. 
 
Proposed Policy: 
 
The Recreation Division is proposing implementation of a support program that would allow children and youth 
facing financial barriers to participate in City-run Day Camp, Activity Centre, After School and other programs 
where funding is not provided through existing financial support services.  The following criteria will be used to 
determine eligibility and level of support - if the family’s combined income meets the LICO criteria in relation to 
family size and City population, a discount will be approved.   
 

Families with a total income: 
 

• Equal to or less than the applicable LICO will qualify for a 75% fee reduction.  
• More than the applicable LICO plus an additional 25% will qualify for a 50% fee reduction. 
• More than the applicable LICO plus an additional 50% will qualify for a 25% fee reduction. 
• Families requiring financial support other than the Low Income Cut-Off determinant and 

identified discounts above may be considered at the discretion of the program area manager in 
consultation with the Manager, Family and Leisure Services. 

 
Effective Date: 

Fall, 2015. 
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2. Memo dated June 16, 2015 from the Chief Municipal Planner re: Glencrest Development – 

Trans Canada Highway, Proposed Rezoning to the Industrial General (IG) Zone 
 
Council considered the above noted memo as attached.  Representatives from KMK Capital also 
spoke briefly to the subject 
 
  Recommendation 

It was moved by Deputy Mayor Ellsworth; seconded by Councillor Tilley:   That the 
proposed amendment be advertised for public review and comment.  Upon 
completion of this process, the amendment would then be referred to a future 
Regular Meeting of Council for consideration and adoption. 

 
 

 
 
 
Councillor Tom Hann 
Chairperson 

 









 
 
 
 
 
 
Date: June 25, 2015 
  
To: Chair and Members 

Planning & Development Committee 
  
Re:   PDE File #: REZ1400022 

Proposed Rezoning to the Planned Mixed Development (PMD) Zone 
725 Southlands Boulevard (Ward 5) 
KMK Capital Inc.  

 
The City has received an application from KMK Capital Inc. to rezone land at 725 Southlands 
Boulevard from the Comprehensive Development Area – Southlands Zone to the Planned Mixed 
Development (PMD-1) Zone. The purpose of the rezoning application is to allow for the 
development of a master planned community, which is part of the Galway development. A 
Municipal Plan amendment would not be required.   
 
It is recommended that this application be given further consideration. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
 
 

 
St. John’s 

Municipal Plan 

 
St. John’s 

Development Regulations 

 
Current 

Urban Development – 
Southlands/Kenmount District 

Comprehensive Development Area – 
Southlands (CDA Southlands) Zone and 

Residential Low Density (R1) Zone 
 

Proposed Same Planned Mixed Development (PMD-1) 
Zone and Open Space (O) Zone 

 
The proposed area for development is currently zoned Comprehensive Development Area – 
Southlands (CDA Southlands) and Residential Low Density (R1). The CDA - Southlands Zone was 
created in 2011 to facilitate future urban development on municipal water and sewer services above 
the 190 metre elevation. The R1 Zone was applied in 2013 as a result of the rezoning application for 
the initial stage of the Glencrest development.  
 
The subject property is the first residential neighbourhood to be developed within the Galway 
Development, and will be designed as an integrated, mixed-use master planned community. The area 
proposed for development is approximately 46.32 hectares (114 acres), and is located northwest of 
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the existing Southlands development. The Galway development will consist of a mixture of houses, 
including single detached dwellings on varying lot sizes, townhouses, stacked townhouses, and 
apartment buildings. The diversity of housing creates an inclusive and integrated approach to 
neighbourhood design. The proposed maximum density for the development would be 40 persons 
per hectare (16 persons per acre), with a projected population of 1,853.  
 
The centre area of the Galway development will be a 2.4 hectare (6 acre) “community green” that 
will act as a central gathering place and recreational area. In addition, several neighbourhood parks 
have been incorporated into the development as passive recreation spaces. A green corridor is 
proposed along the electric transmission line which runs east to west through the centre of the 
development. Trail connections extend from each cul-de-sac to neighbouring streets or parkland, 
providing key pedestrian connections, while a multi-use trail runs southward from the community 
green towards South Brook. Overall parkland within the development is approximately 7.3 hectares 
(18 acres), totaling close to 16% of the total land area.  
 
Along with the residential and open space, a central plaza is proposed adjacent to the community 
green, and will feature a broad range of commercial uses and is intended as a “walk-to” area. The 
overall development is designed around transit-supportive road design and complete street design 
principles. The development focuses on tree retention in rear yards, with additional tree planting 
along streets and front yards.  
 
PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS 
 
The Glencrest/Galway area was redesignated and rezoned in 2011 to the Comprehensive 
Development Area Zone, as a way to anticipate and facilitate future development above the 190 
metre elevation (previous limit for piped services). The Municipal Plan encourages compact urban 
form by encouraging a mixture of land uses, and attempts to minimize sprawl by encouraging large-
scale integrated developments in all expansion areas. Several areas were rezoned in 2013 as part of 
the initial stage of the Glencrest concept plan. One of these parcels which is zoned R1 has now been 
included in this rezoning application for the Galway master planned community.   
 
During consultations for the new Municipal Plan, the public identified “their desire for a city of 
healthy, walkable neighbourhoods with access to neighbourhood services. There was also 
recognition that a greater mix of uses and higher density of residential development will be required 
to support such development”. Although the new Municipal Plan has yet to be adopted, it has been 
supported by Council, and its policies endorsed by the public.  
 
As part of the Municipal Plan review, the City’s Development Regulations are also being reviewed, 
and as a way to support these new policies within the Municipal Plan, a new zone has been created, 
titled Planned Mixed Development. Its purpose is to encourage higher density in mixed–use 
developments in both Comprehensive Development Areas and Urban Expansion areas, and would 



P a g e  | 3 

provide a creative method for land use planning and design. As the new PMD zone meshes with the 
proposed master planned community, it has been brought forward now.      

The new PMD Zone allows flexibility in the zoning, and allows a range of both permitted and 
discretionary residential and commercial uses, while a set of adopted development plans detail the 
proposal, ensuring the development is carried out as proposed i.e. required green space, roads, trails, 
etc.  

Staff with the Parks and Open Space Division of the Public Works Department have reviewed the 
proposal and determined that it meets the intent of the new St. John’s Parks and Open Space Master 
Plan. All open space identified within the master planned community will be zoned as Open Space 
(O) and turned over to the City. Trees are a main feature proposed within the development, and are 
proposed within all street right-of-ways, while the exact location will be determined by staff prior to 
final development approval.   

The Road and Traffic Division of the Public Works Department reviewed the application in regards to 
road cross sections and adequate snow clearing and storage within the development. They have no 
concerns with the proposed street cross sections and all lots within the proposed development are 
acceptable based on the calculations provided by the developer regarding snow storage. As this area 
has a high volume of snow fall, the developer must meet the City’s new snow volume calculations per 
lot. In addition a minimum 3 acre snow storage area will be provided (located outside boundary for 
proposed development).    

The Traffic Engineer with the Planning, Development and Engineering Department reviewed the 
application in regards to a traffic perspective and finds the proposal acceptable and in line with current 
industry best practices (mobility, accessibility, safety and complete streets).   

Achieving a compact community requires commitment to orderly land use patterns, and in addition 
to the commitment to increase density and a mix of land uses, the City must ensure the provision of 
appropriate supportive infrastructure. The CDA - Southlands District identifies lands above the 190 
metre contour which have the potential to be developed on municipal water and sewer services. 
Design work for roads, and water and sewer systems are currently underway within this area of the 
Glencrest/Galway development. Access to the proposed development will be provided along 
Southlands Boulevard extension, which extends from Ruth Avenue, past the Protestant cemetery, 
and connects into the existing Southlands Boulevard. All infrastructure and services will be provided 
at the developer’s cost and must be completed and accepted by the City prior to the issuance of 
building permits. Review and approval of detailed engineering and development plans would 
ordinarily be addressed at the time an application for development approval is submitted to the City. 
Stormwater detention will be required for this development in accordance with the City’s policy.  
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CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION 

The Municipal Plan encourages compact urban form, while minimizing sprawl through the 
encouragement of large-scale integrated developments in all expansion areas. As the City continues 
to grow and expand, the creation of mixed use neighbourhoods provides more sustainable places for 
people to live and work. The proposal supports the current Municipal Plan policies, while advancing 
the goals and objectives of the City’s new draft Municipal Plan.  

It is recommended that the proposal to rezone land at Civic 725 Southlands Boulevard to the Planned 
Mixed Development (PMD) Zone be considered; that staff be directed to prepare amendments to the 
Development Regulations; and that the application be publically advertised and referred to a public 
meeting chaired by a member of Council.  

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

Ken O’Brien, MCIP  
Chief Municipal Planner 

LLB/ss 

(Original Signed)





































 
On Apr 8, 2015, at 9:40 AM, Colleen Squires <colleensquires@gmail.com> wrote: 

Councillor Galgay 
City of St. John's 

Hello Mr. Galgay, 
This inquiry takes some explanation, so I'll give a brief synopsis first , then explain as best I 
can... thanks in advance for your time in this matter. 
I have documents if you can meet to discuss, I am seeking your interpretation of, and definition 
of French's Lane... a forgotten address at the foot of Signal Hill. 

Synopsis: Historic French's Lane somehow* missed inclusion as a City street, and it is affecting 
our goal of building on our fourth-generation property, which is on this Lane. We have spoken 
with the City who suggest it is a 'privately owned lane' but this seems incorrect from our 
research, and they do not provide an owner, saying "it's a private matter". We wish to ask your 
guidance on next steps. A longer explanation follows: 

I am Colleen Squires, the owner of a property at "73 Signal Hill Road." 
This property is actually on an historically known lane called French's Lane, and our research 
(while limited) shows much historical indication that we are on a Street that has had many 
residents living and dying there over the years. 

We approached the city with a desire to build a new home on our property, (we have enough 
space for a duplex or two town homes - one for me and one for my brother - and wanted to know 
what we were allowed to do). The City told us that our only option was to re-build a single-
family dwelling, as we do not front on a City street.  
It is a stipulation that in order to build one's property has to be adjacent to a City street. We have 
no problem with that, we just want to know why they missed inclusion of this historic Lane? 
Thereby leaving us out of a frontage to a "street", which we have actually been living on for four 
or five generations. 

We access our house by French's Lane, as has been done so for 60 - 100 years by all 
its'  historical dwellers (not just us, there are three homes there). It is paved (no one knows who 
paved it) and the City says it's a "privately owned lane"... yet somehow we have a Signal Hill 
Road address assigned to our property, which we do not front on, and we never assumed that 
French's Lane was NOT a thoroughfare. 

We asked the City who the owner of the lane was, so we could ascertain the true nature of our 
access - obviously, it matters a great deal if we are one day to lose access! 
I was told that's up to me, it's a "private matter".  

I did some preliminary research and have some documents that show it as: 
a) a demarcated "French's Lane" on a 1953 City Engineer's drawing,  
b) a 1945 City census, which shows some 25 resident's on "French's Lane", 
c) in 1923 a 8-month old boy died of Marasmus at "French's Lane, St. John's",  



d) the man it was named after (Robert French) died there of "Senile Decay", 
e) also, we have another person's Will that leaves estate to a resident of "French's Lane",  
and it goes on... 
A community grew on Signal Hill, and French's Lane was an address there, long before the 
world of money and cars... 

A neighbour told me that a seaman named Robert French (born 1845, son of a tidesman), owned 
the house at 67 Signal Hill Road a very long time ago (100-ish years ago). At some point his 
long house, which he had a lane along side of, was divided into three homes for his daughters. 
The land adjacent  on the North East side was once property of St. Bon's, and once a farm, and is 
now Crown Land as I understand. That land is known to locals there as 'the grove', and you can 
access Signal Hill from that green space. 

Over time the property changed hands and was divided into three homes (presently 65-67,"71, 
and 73 Signal Hill Road").  Ours was in our family a long time, we're in the public census WAY 
back. 
It appears that when the City paved the road up the Signal Hill, around the time of 
Confederation, they did not take into account all the off-shoot streets there, as Walsh's Square 
did become a City Street, as did Power's Court (which I think was then Power's Avenue).  

Perhaps, as the folks in French's Lane were relatively poor (Marasmus, that boy's cause of death, 
means severe malnutrition, he was 8 months old), and hence had no vehicles, and little sway, the 
City decided to throw an address at them and ignore the historical relevance of the Lane as both a 
right of way, and as a City street. No one at the time thought anything of it, as future reckoning 
about "fronting on a city street" had no relevance, at that time. We see little difference between 
Willicott's Lane and French's Lane, as historical early roads/paths/lanes in old St. John's. 

A few generations later, I've taken over the house from my parents and my grandparents, and 
while our family is here for ages, I do not have official street access to my property, in theory. 
Being the first in our line to be able to develop the property, I believe that a historical 'sweeping 
under the carpet' may have happened and now our Lane is not only not a Lane, but it's private? 
And not only that, it changes how I can approach my re-build. 
And yet, the City cannot tell me who owns it. 

So my request is twofold: 
1. To meet with you to discuss how I can access the information as to who owns the lane, if 
anyone, and how it got this status. 
2. We also ask your direction on being given an address on our Lane,  by making French's Lane a 
City street, as that is our historical path to and from the rest of the world, as any road or lane is 
originally in the City. 

I thank you for your time, as I understand you must be busy. 
Sincerely,  
Colleen Squires 
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3. Department of Planning, Development and Engineering File No. DEV1500057 
 Proposed Demolition of Existing Dwelling to Re-Build new Dwelling 
 6 Fort Waldegrave 
 Residential Battery (RB) Zone  
It is recommended by the Development Staff that Council approve the above listed application to 
demolish the existing dwelling to re-construct a new dwelling. 
 
 
David Blackmore 
Deputy City Manager – Planning, Development & Engineering 
Chair – Development Committee 
 
 
 
 
 



 

Date:  July 07, 2015 
 
To:  His Worship the Mayor and Members of Council 
 
From:  David Blackmore, Deputy City Manager, Planning, Development & Engineering; 
  Chair - Development Committee 
 
Re:  Planning, Development & Engineering File No. DEV1400353 
  Proposed Parking for Dance Studio 
  Civic No. 75 Airport Road - Ward 1 
  Commercial Highway (CH) Zone      
 
An application has been submitted for a dance studio in the building located at Civic No. 75 Airport 
Road which is a permitted use in the CH Zone. There are no Minimum Required Parking Facilities 
in the Development Regulations for a Dance Studio. 

Under Section 9.1.1. of the Development Regulations, for every Building or structure not specified, 
the requirement shall be determined by Council with the advice of the Director of Planning & 
Development. 
 
There are 35 parking spaces provided on site. Based on past calculations of Dance Studios and 
Fitness Facilities, the parking formula of one (1) parking space per 25m2 of net studio area has been 
adequate. Therefore, the Dance Studio requires 15 spaces; Office use requires 10 spaces for a total 
parking requirement of 25 parking spaces for this occupancy. 

Recommendation 

It is the recommendation of the Development Committee that the existing 35 parking spaces will be 
sufficient for the proposed Dance Studio occupancy. 

 
_______________________________ 
David Blackmore 
Chair - Development Committee 
 
AAR/ss 
 



 

 
 
 
          
Date:  July 8, 2015 
 
To:  His Worship the Mayor and Members of Council 
 
From:  David Blackmore, Deputy City Manager, Planning, Development & Engineering; 
  Chair - Development Committee 
 
Re:  Planning & Development File No. DEV1400124 
  Restoration of a Non-Conforming Use 
  Proposed Rebuild of Single Detached Dwelling 
  51-55 Windemere Road - Ward 5 
  Rural (R) and Open Space (O) Zones 
 
At the Regular Meeting of Council held on January 12, 2015, Council deferred the above-noted 
application to demolish and reconstruct a single detached dwelling with 50% more floor area located 
at Civic No. 55 Windemere Road.  
 
The application was advertised, and one letter of objection was received.  The application was 
deferred by Council based on concerns regarding a property dispute. This issue has since been 
resolved. 
 
The property is situated within the Rural (R) and Open Space (O) Zones. These zones do not permit 
residential development as a permitted use, therefore the dwelling has legal non-conforming status. 
 
Where a legal non-conforming status exists, Section 7.12.3 of the Development Regulations 
provides Council with the discretion to permit reconstruction of buildings that are primarily zoned 
and used for residential purposes, subject to the following: 
 

b) the use of the Building is, in Council’s opinion, compatible with the predominant land 
use in the Land Use District and the Non-Conforming Use does not affect the use and 
enjoyment of properties in the area;  

 
c) the Building does not exceed the floor area of the original Building by more than 50% 

and the new Building is constructed in accordance with the Municipal Plan and these 
Regulations; and  

 
d) public notification has been carried out under the procedures set out in Section 5.5 of 

these Regulations.  
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Recommendation: 
 
It is the recommendation that this application be approved subject to the following conditions: 

 
1. Compliance with the requirements of the Planning and Development Division; 

 
2. The required Building Permits must be obtained from the City, prior to the 

commencement of any development; 
 

3. The required Demolition/Building Permits must be obtained from Access St. John’s prior 
to the commencement of any development on the site; 

 
4. The existing dwelling must be removed from the site prior to commencement of 

construction of the new dwelling, or a security must be deposited with the City to ensure 
that the older dwelling is removed from the site upon occupancy of the new structure; 

 
5. The new dwelling does not exceed the floor area of the original Building by more than 

50%, for a maximum total floor area of 65m2; and 
 
6. The new dwelling and septic field must be located entirely outside of the flood plain and 

buffer. 
 
 
 
 
_______________________________ 
David Blackmore  
Deputy City Manager - Planning, Development & Engineering 
 
AAR/ss 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Date:  July 8, 2015 
 
To:  His Worship the Mayor and Members of Council 
 
From:  David Blackmore – Deputy City Manager, Planning, Development & Engineering; 
  Chair - Development Committee 
 
Re:  Department of Planning, Development & Engineering File No. DEV1500057 

Proposed Demolition of Existing Dwelling to Re-Build New Dwelling 
6 Fort Waldegrave 

  Residential Battery (RB) Zone - Ward 2   
 
An application has been submitted to the Department of Planning, Development & Engineering 
requesting permission to demolish the existing dwelling at the above referenced property to 
construct one (1) single detached dwelling in the same footprint as the existing dwelling. The 
property is situated in the Residential Battery (RB) Zone where the minimum lot area for 
development is 150 m² and the minimum lot frontage is 10 metres.  
 
The lot does satisfy the zone requirements set out in the Development Regulations, however, in 
accordance with “The Battery Development Study Guideline, Appendix C: Footprint and Height 
Control Overlay” states that there is probable interference with existing or potential views regarding 
vertical expansion, and that there is not enough space around building to allow horizontal expansion. 
 
In order to meet Building Code Regulations, the proposed height of the new dwelling will be slightly 
higher than the roofline of the existing dwelling. Mock-ups have been provided by the Applicant to 
indicate the change in height and roofline. There was one adjacent property whose view was 
potentially interrupted. Plans have been revised, new mock-ups provided and a signed letter from 
area resident has been received in support of the changes that no longer obstruct their view. 
 
The existing patio currently encroaches another resident’s property at the southeast side of the 
property on 6 Fort Waldegrave. Applicant has been advised that any new patio development is 
required to be a minimum of 0.3m from existing lot lines, as this is in accordance with Section 8.3.8 
of the Development Regulations. A letter in acceptance of this has been signed by Owner and 
received at our office.  
 
The abutting property owners have all been notified of this proposal. All concerns have been 
rectified as noted above. 
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Recommendation 
 
It is recommended by the Development Staff that Council approve the above listed application to 
demolish existing dwelling to re-construct a new dwelling. 
 
 
 
  
David Blackmore  
Deputy City Manager - Planning, Development & Engineering 
Chair - Development Committee 
 
MLB/ss 
 
 





Building Permits List 
Council’s July 14, 2015 Regular Meeting 

 
                               Permits Issued:      2015/06/25 To 2015/07/07 

 Class: Commercial 

 222 Kenmount Rd                       Ex   Retail Store 
 37 Anderson Ave                       Ms   Eating Establishment 
 48 Kenmount Rd, Unit 0268             Sn   Retail Store 
 48 Kenmount Rd - Aldo                 Sn   Retail Store 
 48 Kenmount Rd -Boathouse             Sn   Retail Store 
 288 Duckworth St-The Reluctant        Sn   Restaurant 
 428 Empire Ave                        Sn   Retail Store 
 401 Empire Ave                        Sn   Office 
 336 Freshwater Rd                     Ms   Retail Store 
 12-20 Highland Dr                     Ms   Clinic 
 35 Kelsey Dr                          Ms   Restaurant 
 55 Kelsey Dr                          Ms   Retail Store 
 55 Kelsey Dr                          Ms   Restaurant 
 75 Kelsey Dr                          Ms   Eating Establishment 
 54 Kenmount Rd                        Ms   Eating Establishment 
 345-349 Main Rd                       Ms   Eating Establishment 
 14 Stavanger Dr                       Ms   Retail Store 
 15 Stavanger Dr                       Ms   Retail Store 
 15-27 Stavanger Dr                    Ms   Retail Store 
 95a Stavanger Dr Hallmark             Ms   Retail Store 
 462 Topsail Rd                        Ms   Convenience Store 
 506 Topsail Rd                        Ms   Eating Establishment 
 686 Topsail Rd Red Rock Grill         Ms   Retail Store 
 248 Torbay Rd                         Ms   Eating Establishment 
 320 Torbay Rd Rustler's               Ms   Restaurant 
 436 Torbay Rd                         Ms   Day Care Centre 
 319 Water St                          Sn   Hotel 
 687 Water St                          Cr   Retail Store 
 61 James Lane - Base Building         Rn   Warehouse 
 61 James Lane                         Rn   Warehouse 
 8-10 George St                        Rn   Club 
 1 Church Hill                         Rn   Office 
 18 Argyle St                          Cr   Office 
 720 Water St                          Rn   Retail Store 
 288 Duckworth St                      Rn   Restaurant 
 288 Duckworth St                      Rn   Mixed Use 
 61 James Lane                         Rn   Warehouse 
 61 James Lane, Bay 8                  Cr   Custom Workshop 
 48 Kenmount Rd Avalon Mall            Cr   Retail Store 
 336 Logy Bay Rd                       Rn   Commercial School 
 70 Southern Shore Hwy                 Sw   Admin Bldg/Gov/Non-Profit 
 15 Hebron Way, 2nd Floor              Rn   Office 
 215 Lemarchant Rd                     Rn   Office 

 This Week $    995,483.00 

 Class: Industrial 

 This Week $           .00 

 Class: Government/Institutional 

 Fort Amherst Rd, Lighthouse           Rn   Other 

 This Week $     47,228.00 

 

 



 Class: Residential 

 300 Back Line                         Nc   Accessory Building 
 12 Bar Haven St                       Nc   Fence 
 10 Bawnmoor St, Lot 19                Nc   Single Detached Dwelling 
 81 Bonavista St                       Nc   Patio Deck 
 69 Brazil St                          Nc   Fence 
 28 Burgeo St                          Nc   Accessory Building 
 248 Canada Dr                         Nc   Accessory Building 
 85 Castle Bridge Dr                   Nc   Fence 
 97 Cheeseman Dr                       Nc   Fence 
 12 Cornwall Hts                       Nc   Accessory Building 
 10 Crestview Pl                       Nc   Accessory Dwelling Unit 
 153 Doyle's Rd                        Nc   Single Detached Dwelling 
 39 Duntara Cres                       Nc   Accessory Building 
 11 Eagle Crt                          Nc   Fence 
 70 Eastbourne Cres                    Nc   Patio Deck 
 11 Fitzgibbon St                      Nc   Patio Deck 
 78 Fox Ave                            Nc   Fence 
 20 Gibbs Pl                           Nc   Patio Deck 
 15 Gleneyre St                        Nc   Patio Deck 
 42 Guzzwell Dr                        Nc   Patio Deck 
 23 Howley Ave Exten                   Nc   Accessory Building 
 51 Hussey Dr                          Nc   Patio Deck 
 29 Iceland Pl                         Nc   Fence 
 36 Jasper St                          Nc   Accessory Building 
 72 Julieann Pl                        Nc   Accessory Building 
 65 Jordan Pl                          Nc   Patio Deck 
 39 Keith Dr                           Nc   Accessory Building 
 17 Lions Rd                           Nc   Accessory Building 
 28 Maclaren Pl                        Nc   Accessory Building 
 86 Main Rd                            Nc   Fence 
 88 Main Rd                            Nc   Accessory Building 
 7 Markland St                         Nc   Patio Deck 
 23 Nautilus St                        Nc   Accessory Building 
 51 Nautilus St                        Nc   Patio Deck 
 51 Nautilus St                        Nc   Fence 
 49 Oxen Pond Rd                       Nc   Accessory Building 
 37 Parade St                          Nc   Accessory Building 
 11 Parkview Cres                      Nc   Patio Deck 
 68 Parsonage Dr, Lot 3.03             Nc   Single Detached Dwelling 
 61 Parsonage Dr                       Nc   Fence 
 6 Pepperwood Dr, Lot 349              Nc   Single Detached & Sub.Apt 
 201 Petty Harbour Rd                  Nc   Accessory Building 
 127 Airport Heights Dr                Nc   Accessory Building 
 22 Robinsons Pl                       Nc   Fence 
 40 Rosalind St                        Nc   Accessory Building 
 10 Salisbury St                       Nc   Fence 
 25 Scouts Pl                          Nc   Accessory Building 
 6 Simms St                            Nc   Accessory Building 
 8 Smith Ave                           Nc   Fence 
 2 Solway Cres, Lot 349                Nc   Single Detached & Sub.Apt 
 53 Stamp's Lane                       Nc   Accessory Building 
 53 Stamp's Lane                       Nc   Patio Deck 
 284 Stavanger Dr                      Nc   Patio Deck 
 5 Sugar Pine Cres - Lot 256           Nc   Single Detached & Sub.Apt 
 15 Sugar Pine Cres                    Nc   Accessory Building 
 116 Topsail Rd                        Nc   Patio Deck 
 14 Whiteford Pl                       Nc   Accessory Building 
 48 Willenhall Pl                      Nc   Accessory Building 
 18 Young St                           Nc   Patio Deck 
 3a Saunders Pl                        Co   Office 
 115 Rennie's Mill Rd                  Co   Single Detached Dwelling 
 6 Allan Sq                            Cr   Infill Housing 
 44 Empire Ave                         Cr   Single Detached & Sub.Apt 
 14 Butterworth Pl                     Ex   Accessory Building 
 14 Craigmillar Ave                    Ex   Single Detached Dwelling 
 404 Empire Ave                        Ex   Single Detached Dwelling 
 
 
 



 12 Hyde Park Dr                       Ex   Patio Deck 
 25 Prospect St                        Ex   Patio Deck 
 73 Savannah Park Dr                   Ex   Patio Deck 
 31 Blue Puttee Dr                     Rn   Single Detached Dwelling 
 24 Bonaventure Ave                    Rn   Single Detached Dwelling 
 86 Bond St                            Rn   Townhousing 
 3 Bond St                             Rn   Single Detached Dwelling 
 129 Campbell Ave, Unit 1              Rn   Townhousing 
 94 Circular Rd                        Rn   Semi-Detached Dwelling 
 47 Duckworth St                       Rn   Condominium 
 94 Empire Ave                         Rn   Apartment Building 
 7 Flavin St                           Rn   Townhousing 
 284 Freshwater Rd                     Rn   Single Detached & Sub.Apt 
 158 Gower St                          Rn   Townhousing 
 51 Hussey Dr                          Rn   Mobile Home 
 28 James Pl                           Rn   Townhousing 
 30 James Pl                           Rn   Townhousing 
 32 James Pl                           Rn   Townhousing 
 34 James Pl                           Rn   Townhousing 
 36 James Pl                           Rn   Townhousing 
 11 James Pl                           Rn   Townhousing 
 13 James Pl                           Rn   Townhousing 
 15 James Pl                           Rn   Townhousing 
 17 James Pl                           Rn   Townhousing 
 19 James Pl                           Rn   Townhousing 
 23 James Pl                           Rn   Townhousing 
 56 King's Rd                          Rn   Townhousing 
 41 King's Rd                          Rn   Townhousing 
 61 Laurier St                         Rn   Single Detached Dwelling 
 63 Long's Hill                        Rn   Single Detached Dwelling 
 80 Mark Nichols Pl                    Rn   Single Detached & Sub.Apt 
 94 Mayor Ave                          Rn   Single Detached Dwelling 
 64 Patrick St                         Rn   Townhousing 
 79 Pearson St                         Rn   Townhousing 
 175 Airport Heights Dr                Rn   Single Detached Dwelling 
 8 Prim Pl                             Rn   Townhousing 
 10 Prim Pl                            Rn   Townhousing 
 20-26 Prim Pl                         Rn   Townhousing 
 22 Prim Pl                            Rn   Townhousing 
 24 Prim Pl                            Rn   Townhousing 
 26 Prim Pl                            Rn   Townhousing 
 28 Prim Place                         Rn   Townhousing 
 30 Prim Pl                            Rn   Townhousing 
 32 Prim Pl                            Rn   Townhousing 
 23 Prim Pl                            Rn   Townhousing 
 27 Prim Pl                            Rn   Townhousing 
 29 Prim Pl                            Rn   Townhousing 
 31 Prim Pl                            Rn   Townhousing 
 33 Prim Pl                            Rn   Townhousing 
 120 Queen's Rd                        Rn   Semi-Detached Dwelling 
 51 Rennie's Mill Rd                   Rn   Semi-Detached Dwelling 
 31 Warford Rd                         Rn   Patio Deck 
 15 Drake Cres                         Sw   Single Detached Dwelling 
 8 Gibbons Pl                          Sw   Single Detached & Sub.Apt 
 150 Great Eastern Ave                 Sw   Single Detached Dwelling 
 34 Kenai Cres                         Sw   Single Detached & Sub.Apt 
 99 Montague St                        Sw   Single Detached & Sub.Apt 
 271 Blackmarsh Rd                     Ms   Office 
 324 Frecker Dr                        Ms   Convenience Store 
 204-206 Main Rd                       Ms   Clinic 
 23 Rennie's Mill Rd                   Sn   Lodging House 
 101 Torbay Rd                         Ms   Church 

 This Week $  2,802,023.00 

 

 

 



 Class: Demolition 

 This Week $           .00 

 This Week's Total: $   3,844,734.00 

 Repair Permits Issued:  2015/06/25 To 2015/07/07 $        189,970.00 

 Legend 

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

 
Year To Date Comparisons 

July 14, 2015 

        

TYPE 2014 2015 % VARIANCE (+/-) 

Commercial $51,983,000.00 $93,095,000.00 79 

Industrial $125,300.00 $0.00 -100 

Government/Institutional $77,607,000.00 $8,672,000.00 -89 

Residential $59,174,000.00 $43,082,000.00 -27 

Repairs 2,186,000.00  2,169,000.00  -1 

Housing Units (1 & 2 Family 
Dwellings) 149 110   

TOTAL $191,075,300.00 $147,018,000.00 -23 

  
Respectfully Submitted, 

 
 
 
 
 

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

 
















































