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Building Permits List 

Council’s, 2016 Regular Meeting 

 
                               Permits Issued:      2016/09/29 To 2016/10/05 

 Class: Commercial 

 11-13 Freshwater Rd                   Co   Restaurant 

 409 Kenmount Rd                       Co   Commercial Garage 

 10 Pearl Pl                           Co   Place Of Amusement 

 Avalon Mall, Telus                    Sn   Retail Store 

 16-72 Hamlyn Rd, Unit 150             Sn   Retail Store 

 80 Kenmount Rd., Units 2 & 3          Sn   Office 

 28 Logy Bay Rd                        Sn   Office 

 Glencrest Roundabout                  Sn   Other 

 21 Queen's Rd                         Cr   Retail Store 

 25 Hebron Way                         Rn   Warehouse 

 80 Kenmount Rd, Unit 2b               Cr   Retail Store 

 286 Duckworth St                      Rn   Restaurant 

 This Week $    459,533.00 

 Class: Industrial 

 This Week $           .00 

 Class: Government/Institutional 

 This Week $           .00 

 Class: Residential 

 8 Cashin Ave                          Nc   Accessory Building 

 215 Cheeseman Dr, Lot 192             Nc   Single Detached Dwelling 

 6 Cherrybark Cres                     Nc   Fence 

 23 Dumbarton Pl                       Nc   Accessory Building 

 10 Gary Dr                            Nc   Fence 

 10 Gary Dr                            Nc   Accessory Building 

 33 Great Southern Dr, Lot 12          Nc   Single Detached Dwelling 

 14 Gregory St                         Nc   Fence 

 35 Keith Dr                           Nc   Accessory Building 

 35 Keith Dr                           Nc   Accessory Building 

 10 Kerry St                           Nc   Patio Deck 

 15 Learning Rd                        Nc   Accessory Building 

 304 Lemarchant Rd                     Nc   Patio Deck 

 14 Mcloughlan Street                  Nc   Fence 

 14 Mcloughlan Street                  Nc   Accessory Building 

 798 Main Rd                           Nc   Accessory Building 

 19 Nautilus St                        Nc   Fence 

 356 Old Pennywell Road                Nc   Single Detached Dwelling 

 8 Ozark Pl                            Nc   Accessory Building 

 74 Parsonage Dr                       Nc   Patio Deck 

 77 Queen's Rd                         Nc   Patio Deck 

 13 Solway Cres, Lot 344               Nc   Single Detached & Sub.Apt 

 574 Southside Rd                      Nc   Accessory Building 

 810 Southside Rd                      Nc   Swimming Pool 

 13 Tralee St                          Nc   Fence 

 554 Newfoundland Dr                   Co   Home Occupation 



7 Dover Pl Ex   Single Detached Dwelling 

4 Doyle St Ex   Single Detached Dwelling 

69 Gisborne Pl Ex   Patio Deck 

19 Bannerman St Rn   Single Detached Dwelling 

59 Chafe Ave Rn   Single Detached Dwelling 

112 Circular Rd Rn   Single Detached Dwelling 

9 Coronation St Rn   Single Detached Dwelling 

35 Gower St Rn   Semi-Detached Dwelling 

17&21 Mcdougall St Rn   Boarding House(4 Or Less) 

12 Mullock St Rn   Semi-Detached Dwelling 

23 Shea Street Rn   Single Detached & Sub.Apt 

337 Southside Rd Rn   Single Detached Dwelling 

798 Main Rd Sw   Single Detached Dwelling 

65 Portugal Cove Rd Sw   Accessory Building 

810 Southside Rd Sw   Semi-Detached Dwelling 

This Week $  1,482,362.00 

Class: Demolition 

This Week $ .00 

This Week's Total: $   1,941,895.00 

Repair Permits Issued:  2016/09/29 To 2016/10/05 $     63,300.00 

Legend 

Co  Change Of Occupancy Sw  Site Work 

Cr  Chng Of Occ/Renovtns Ms  Mobile Sign 

Ex  Extension Sn  Sign 

Nc  New Construction Cc  Chimney Construction 

Oc  Occupant Change Dm  Demolition 

Rn  Renovations

Year To Date Comparisons 

October 11, 2016 

TYPE 2015 2016 % VARIANCE (+/-) 

Commercial $117,000,000.00 $104,356,000.00 -11 

Industrial $0.00 $0.00 0 

Government/Institutional $15,000,000.00 $6,000,000.00 -60 

Residential $67,348,000.00 $59,000,000.00 -12 

Repairs $3,394,000.00 $3,706,000.00 9 

Housing Units (1 & 2 Family 

Dwelling) 175 188 

TOTAL $202,742,000.00 $173,062,000.00 -15 



Respectfully Submitted, 

Jason Sinyard, P. Eng., MBA 

Deputy City Manger 

Planning & Development & Engineering 





NOTICE OF MOTION 

TAKE NOTICE at the next Regular Meeting of Council, I will move a motion to 

implement permit parking only for William Street and the neighbourhood of 

Georgetown. 

DATED at St. John’s, NL this  11th day of October , 2016. 

COUNCILLOR JONATHAN GALGAY 





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

Title:  Application for Window Replacements 
112 Military Road, Designated Heritage Building 

Date Prepared:  September 26, 2016 

Report To: His Worship the Mayor and Members of Council 

Councillor & Role:  Councillor Art Puddister, Chair, Planning and Development Committee 

Ward: 2 

Decision/Direction Required: To seek approval for the replacement of windows on 112 Military Road 
as submitted. 

Discussion – Background and Current Status:  
The City has received an application to replace windows on 112 Military Road. The property is located 
in Heritage Area 1 and zoned Residential Medium Density (R2). The building is designated by Council 
as a Heritage Building. The designation is limited to the footprint of the building. A copy of the 
building’s Statement of Significance is attached for your review. 

According to Part 5.9.3 of the Development Regulations, a Heritage Building shall not be repaired or 
altered without the express written permission of Council. The “windows” Heritage Area 1 Standards, 
states, “Period configuration of structure and period style of structure to be maintained for any façade 
facing a public street.  Where more than 50% of windows on a façade are being replaced within a period 
of 24 consecutive months all windows on such façade shall be restored/returned to period configuration 
for the structure and to period style for the structure”.  

The applicant intends to replace 6 windows as shown in the attached photo. The single hung windows 
will be vinyl with a central meeting bar and be similar to the existing windows. As the window profiles 
will not significantly change, the replacement of the 6 windows as submitted are recommended for 
approval. 

Key Considerations/Implications: 

1. Budget/Financial Implications: N/A

2. Partners or Other Stakeholders: N/A

3. Alignment with Strategic Directions/Adopted Plans: N/A

4. Legal or Policy Implications: N/A

DECISION/DIRECTION NOTE
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5. Engagement and Communications Considerations: N/A 
 

6. Human Resource Implications: N/A 
 

7. Procurement Implications: N/A 
 

8. Information Technology Implications: N/A 
 

9. Other Implications: N/A 
 
 
Recommendation: 
That the application to replace 6 windows at 112 Military Road be approved as submitted. 
 
Prepared by/Signature: 
Arthur MacDonald, MCIP – Planner III, Urban Design and Heritage 
 
Signature:    
 
Approved by/Date/Signature: 
Ken O’Brien, MCIP – Chief Municipal Planner 
 
Signature:    
 
AMD/dlm 
 
Attachments: 
Location Map and Street View Photo 
Statement of Significance 
Applicant’s Photos 
 
 

G:\Planning and Development\Planning\2016\Mayor and Council\Mayor - 112 Military Road Oct 5, 2016(amd) docx 
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Location Map 
 
 

 
 

112 Military Road 



Statement of Significance 
 
 

 
 
112 Military Road 
 
Description of Historic Place 
112 Military Road is a Second Empire three-storey wooden dwelling located at the edge of a 
large city park and near Government House. The designation is confined to the footprint of the 
building.  
 
Heritage Value 
112 Military Road has been designated for its aesthetic and historic values.  
 
This building was one of the several built by the firm J. and J. T. Southcott, purveyor of the 
Second Empire design in Newfoundland. The Southcott’s were so associated with this style of 
architecture it is known locally as the Southcott style. 112 Military Road is an exceptional 
example of the Second Empire style. It is instantly identifiable by its polygonal bay windows 
surrounding mansard roof, hooded dormers windows; typical features of Southcott design. This 
was the first Southcott property to receive a Southcott award from the Newfoundland Historic 
Trust in 1984. 
 
112 Military Road is historically valuable because of its associations with A. E. Hickman. The 
house was once occupied by Hickman, merchant and Prime Minister of Newfoundland. Mr. 
Hickman established A.E. Hickman Co. Ltd in 1917 and it became one of the largest export 
firms in the country of Newfoundland. He had a long and distinguished business career before he 
entered politics in 1917. He became Prime Minister in 1924 after the collapse of William R. 
Warren’s coalition government. He served in this position for one month, the shortest term in the 
history of Newfoundland, before being defeated in a general election.  
 



112 Military Road is also historically significant because it survived the Great Fire of 1892, as it 
was on the periphery of the fire zone. 
Source: City of St. John's Archives property file - 112 Military Road. 
 
Character Defining Elements 
All those elements that embody the Second Empire style, including: 
 

- polygonal bay windows; 
- mansard roof; 
- hooded dormer windows; 
- narrow wood clapboard; 
- size, shape and fenestration of windows; 
- original left gable entrance with enclosed porch with brackets;  
- keystone decoration; 
- corner pilasters; 
- dentils on eaves; 
- decorative fascia board; and 
- all decorative window trims. 

 
Notes of Interest 
The house has a rounded right gable end. Bow windows have decorative glass in the middle 
windows. There are also dentils, corner pilasters and decorative facsia boards. 
 
Location and History 
 

Community  St. John's 

Municipality  City of St. John's  

Civic Address  112 Military Road 

Construction (circa)  1880 - 1889 

Architect  J. J. Southcott 
J.T. Southcott 

Style  Second Empire 

Building Plan  Rectangular Long Façade 

Website Link  http://www.newfoundlandbedandbreakfast.nl.ca 
 
 









 

 

 

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

 
Title:  150 Stavanger Drive 

St. John’s Municipal Plan Amendment No. 140, 2016, and St. John’s Development 
Regulations Amendment No. 638, 2016  
Proposed Rezoning from the Commercial Regional (CR) Zone to the proposed new 
Residential Compact Lot (RCL) Zone  

   PDE# MPA1500006 
 
Date Prepared:  October 12, 2016  
 
Report To:   His Worship the Mayor and Members of Council 
 
Councillor & Role: Councillor Art Puddister, Chair, Planning and Development Committee 
 
Ward:   1    
 
Decision/Direction Required:  
That Council consider the commissioner’s report and proceed with the next steps in the amendment process 
for St. John’s Municipal Plan Amendment Number 140, 2016, and St. John’s Development Regulations 
Amendment Number 638, 2016. 
 
Discussion – Background and Current Status: 
11368 NL Limited has applied to rezone 150 Stavanger Drive from the Commercial Regional (CR) Zone to 
the proposed new Residential Compact Lot (RCL) Zone to allow the development of 20 single detached 
houses on small lots along a new public street (a cul-de-sac) off Stavanger Drive.  The applicant is proposing 
the public street with a narrower right-of-way width.  The proposed new lot standard meets the snow storage 
requirements of the moderate snow area.  Each house is proposed to be three (3) storeys high with an in-
house garage.  The rezoning would require a Municipal Plan amendment.  The existing nearby buffer at the 
end of Stanford Place would remain.    
 
A land-use assessment report (LUAR) was required and was advertised for public review.  A public meeting 
chaired by Councillor Breen was held on June 1, 2016.  Following this, Council voted to adopt the 
amendments and appointed Commissioner Marie Ryan to hold a public hearing, which proceeded on August 
23, 2016; her report to Council is attached. 
 
The commissioner recommends that the amendments be rejected by Council.    Her conclusion is included 
here: 
 

Your Commissioner recognizes and commends the City’s and Council’s continuing commitment to 
facilitating a range of housing. However, she does not believe that an ongoing approach to creation 
of new zones, with reduced and diminished zone requirements to ensure that proposed developments 
will fit, is an effective or sustainable approach to development. In particular, in this instance, with 
the proposed development only able to “fit” on the subject property through the City giving over a 
part of the public right-of-way to meet the minimum lot standards. 
The issue of spot zoning is always a concern and in particular when a new zone is being created with 
diminished zone requirements to accommodate a proposed development. Your Commissioner 
respectfully suggests that this contravenes good planning principles. 

DECISION/DIRECTION NOTE
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The zone requirements for the proposed new Residential Compact Lot (RCL) Zone are more in 
keeping with the requirements for zones in denser areas of the City, most notably Quidi Vidi, the 
Battery and Downtown. While the proposed rezoning would respond to the need for more housing, as 
can be seen herein, it is not an efficient use of the land and is not in line with the Municipal Plan in 
terms of facilitating increased densities where appropriate and/or feasible from a general planning 
point of view. 
 
The proposed development will promote a design which is not consistent with the current scope of 
development generally found in residential areas outside of the denser areas in the City and one 
which is fraught with difficulties. 
 
Finally, while Your Commissioner recognizes that the neighbours in the area did not come out in 
opposition to the proposed rezoning, it is important to note that the role she holds dictates that the 
merits of the rezoning be assessed in the context of the Municipal Plan and good planning principles, 
not the number opposed to or in support of the specific rezoning. Also, it is important to note that the 
neighbours are weighing the opportunity for a residential development as opposed to a more 
commercial development, which has been opposed for this site in the past. In general, they are not 
reviewing the proposed rezoning in the context of effective planning, but rather in the context of the 
existing housing in the neighbourhood. 

 
 
Council has to weigh the commissioner’s recommendation against the policies of the Municipal Plan and the 
standards of the Development Regulations.  The new zone and its lot standards have taken into account the 
City’s requirements for snow storage and are able to accommodate the anticipated snow load. It is common 
to waive the requirements for sidewalks on cul-de-sacs of this size.  Given the small site, the developer does 
require this land to meet minimum lot requirements. Whether the land at the front of each lot is in public or 
private ownership, it will be used to pile snow during snowclearing operations. 
 
The broader question is whether this new residential standard should be approved here, or whether the land 
should remain commercially zoned.  Some residents have expressed concern with the present application, 
and a very large number of them opposed the earlier application to rezone for a residential apartment 
building.  It is possible that nearby residents on Stanford Place would not be pleased to see a commercial 
development on the subject property, but that is the zoning in place. 
 
Key Considerations/Implications: 
 

1. Budget/Financial Implications: N/A   
 

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

 
3. Alignment with Strategic Directions/Adopted Plans:  

This aligns with the City’s Strategic Plan 2015-18: Neighbourhoods Build Our City – Increase access 
to range/type of housing. 
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4. Legal or Policy Implications:  
This rezoning involves the creation of a new residential zone. 
 

5. Engagement and Communications Considerations:  
A public hearing was held and the commissioner’s report has been received, as required by the Urban 
and Rural Planning Act.   

 
6. Human Resource Implications: N/A 

 
7. Procurement Implications: N/A 

 
8. Information Technology Implications: N/A 

 
9. Other Implications: N/A   

 
Recommendation: 
Consideration has been given to the points raised by the commissioner.  However, with the need for a mix of 
housing types and the fact that the width of pavement and the snow storage requirements are met, it is 
recommended that Council approve the resolutions for St. John’s Municipal Plan Amendment Number 140, 
2016, and St. John’s Development Regulations Amendment Number 638, 2016, to rezone 150 Stavanger 
Drive from the Commercial Regional (CR) Zone to the new Residential Compact Lot (RCL) Zone.  This 
would allow the development of 20 single detached houses on small lots along a new public street (a cul-de-
sac).  If the amendments are approved by Council, they will be sent to the Minister of Municipal Affairs with 
a request for registration.  Once they are registered, the amendments come into legal effect on the date they 
are published in the Newfoundland and Labrador Gazette, as required by the Urban and Rural Planning Act. 
 
    
Prepared by/Signature: 
Ken O’Brien, MCIP – Chief Municipal Planner  
 
 
Signature:______________________________________________ 
 
Approved by/Date/Signature: 
Jason Sinyard, P.Eng., MBA - Deputy City Manager, Planning, Development and Engineering 
 
 
Signature:______________________________________________ 
 
KO’B/dlm 
 
Attachments: 
Amendments  
Location map 
Commissioner’s report 
 
 





RESOLUTION 
ST. JOHN’S MUNICIPAL PLAN 

AMENDMENT NUMBER 140, 2016 
 
WHEREAS the City of St. John’s wishes to accommodate single detached dwellings on small lots 
at 150 Stavanger Drive. 
 
BE IT THEREFORE RESOLVED that the City of St. John’s hereby adopts the following map 
amendment to the St. John’s Municipal Plan under the provisions of the Urban and Rural Planning 
Act, 2000: 
 

Redesignate the property at 150 Stavanger Drive (parcel ID #350639) from the 
Commercial General Land-Use District to the Residential Medium Density Land-
Use District as shown on Map III-1A attached. 
 

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

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

 
 
 
______________________________                                                     
City Clerk 
 
 
 
 
 
             
Council Adoption     Provincial Registration 
 
  





RESOLUTION 
ST. JOHN’S DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS 

AMENDMENT NUMBER 638, 2016 
 
 
WHEREAS the City of St. John’s wishes to create a new residential land-use zone for single 
detached houses on small lots and apply the zone to the property at 150 Stavanger Drive. 
 
BE IT THEREFORE RESOLVED that the City of St. John’s hereby adopts the following map 
amendment to the St. John’s Development Regulations under the provisions of the Urban and 
Rural Planning Act, 2000: 
 

Rezone 150 Stavanger Drive (parcel ID #350639) from the Commercial Regional (CR) 
Zone to the Residential Compact Lot (RCL) Zone as shown on Map Z-1A attached. 

 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the City of St. John’s hereby adopts the following text 
amendment to the St. John’s Development Regulations under the provisions of the Urban and 
Rural Planning Act, 2000: 
 

Add the following zone table to Section 10 of the St. John’s Development Regulations: 
 

10.10(B)   RESIDENTIAL COMPACT LOT (RCL) ZONE 
 
10.10(B).1   Permitted Uses  
 
(a) Single Detached Dwelling (subject to Section 8.7 "Snow Storage") 
(b) Home Office  
(c) Accessory Building 
 
10.10(B).2   Zone Requirements  
 
(a) Lot Area (minimum): 250 m²  
(b) Lot Frontage (minimum) 10 m  
(c) Building Line (minimum) 7 m  
(d) Side Yard (minimum) 1.2 m  
(e) Side Yard on Flanking Road (minimum) 6 m  
(f) Rear Yard (minimum) 6 m 
(g) Landscaping (minimum) - No building except a driveway is permitted within the    

first 6.6 m of depth as measured from the Front Lot Line  
(h) Parking (minimum) - Driveway shall have a width not exceeding 3.6 m 
 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the City of St. John’s requests the Minister of Municipal 
Affairs to register the proposed amendment in accordance with the requirements of the Urban and 
Rural Planning Act, 2000. 
 



IN WITNESS THEREOF the Seal of the City of St. John’s has been hereunto affixed and this 
Resolution has been signed by the Mayor and the City Clerk on behalf of Council this           day 
of                           , 2016.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
______________________________  ______________________________ 
Mayor       MCIP 

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

 
 
 
______________________________                                                     
City Clerk 
 
 
 
 
 
             
Council Adoption     Provincial Registration 
 





 

 

COMMISSIONER’S REPORT ON THE 

   

ST. JOHN’S MUNICIPAL PLAN   

AMENDMENT No.140, 2016 

 

and 
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Prepared by: 

 

Marie E. Ryan 

Commissioner 

 

September 12, 2016
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Commissioner’s Report [1] 
  

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

At the Regular Meeting of the St. John’s Municipal Council (“Council”) held on July 12, 2016, I was 
appointed as the Commissioner to conduct a public hearing and prepare a report with recommendations 
with respect to proposed amendments to both the St. John’s Municipal Plan (Amendment Number 140, 
2016) and the St. John’s Development Regulations (Amendment Number 638, 2016). The intent of 
these amendments is as follows:  
 
 St. John’s Municipal Plan (Amendment Number 140, 2016) 

Redesignate the property at 150 Stavanger Drive (parcel ID #350639) from the Commercial General 
Land-Use District to the Residential Medium Density Land-Use District.  

 

 St. John’s Development Regulations (Amendment Number 638, 2016) 

Map amendment 

Rezone 150 Stavanger Drive (parcel ID #350639) from the Commercial Regional (CR) Zone to the 
Residential Compact Lot (RCL) Zone.  

 
Text amendment 

Add the following zone table to Section 10 of the St. John’s Development Regulations:  
 

10.10(B) RESIDENTIAL COMPACT LOT (RCL) ZONE  
 

10.10(B).1 Permitted Uses  
(a) Single Detached Dwelling (subject to Section 8.7 "Snow Storage")  
(b) Home Office  
(c) Accessory Building  

 
10.10(B).2 Zone Requirements  

(a) Lot Area (minimum) 250 m²  
(b) Lot Frontage (minimum) 10 m  
(c) Building Line (minimum) 7 m  
(d) Side Yard (minimum) 1.2 m  
(e) Side Yard on Flanking Road (minimum) 6 m  
(f) Rear Yard (minimum) 6 m  
(g) Landscaping (minimum) - No building except a driveway is permitted within the first 6.6 m 
of depth as measured from the Front Lot Line  
(h) Parking (minimum) - Driveway shall have a width not exceeding 3.6 m  

 



Commissioner’s Report [2] 
  

These proposed amendments are in response to an application submitted by 11368 NL Limited to 
rezone the subject property at 150 Stavanger Drive (parcel ID #350639) from the Commercial Regional 
(CR) Zone to a newly developed Residential Compact Lot (RCL) Zone, for the development of 20 
single detached houses on small lots, along a new public street (cul-de-sac) with a reduced width.  
 
It is important to state that the St. John’s Municipal Plan must conform to the St. John's Urban Region 
Regional Plan (the “Regional Plan”), which was adopted by the Province in 1976. The Regional Plan 
applies to all land in the St. John’s Urban Region, which is essentially the Northeast Avalon Peninsula. 
The Regional Plan is the Province’s principal document for determining land use and development in 
the Urban Region. It distinguishes between urban and rural areas, and provides protection for the Urban 
Region’s agricultural area, resource areas and designated scenic roads. It is the framework within 
which municipal plans are prepared by municipalities on the Northeast Avalon.1 
 
My appointment as Commissioner was made by Council under the authority of Section 19 of the Urban 
and Rural Planning Act, 2000 with the accompanying duties established in Section 21(2) and 22(1) 
which note that the Commissioner is to “[...] hear objections and representations orally or in writing 
[...]” and, subsequently, to submit a written report on the public hearing including recommendations 
arising from the hearing. 
 
The Public Hearing 
 
The public hearing was scheduled for 7 p.m. on Tuesday August 23, 2016 at St. John’s City Hall. Prior 
to this date, and as required by legislation, the hearing was advertised in the Saturday, May 14, 2016 
and Saturday May 21, 2016 editions of The Telegram. In addition, the amendments were publicized on 
the City of St. John’s website (www.stjohns.ca), and interested parties could view the information 
concerning the application at the Department of Planning, Development and Engineering at City Hall. 
Notices also were mailed out, as required, to all property owners within a minimum radius of 150 m of 
the subject properties. This notice advised of the date, time, location and purpose of the upcoming 
public hearing.  
 
The public hearing was convened on Tuesday August 23, 2016 at 7 p.m. in the Foran/Greene Room at 
St. John’s City Hall. There were four interested persons in attendance, including three city residents 
with questions about the proposed rezoning and Mr. Bill Clarke, the proponent for 11368 NL Limited. 
Assistance at the meeting was provided to Your Commissioner by Mr. Ken O’Brien, Chief Planner, 
with the Department of Planning, Development and Engineering. 
 
Prior to this hearing, one written submission was received. This submission is referenced in this Report 
under the section “Written Submissions Received in Advance of the Hearing” (see section 3.1), and the 
submission is found in Appendix “B”.  
  
No formal/taped transcript of the public hearing was made and the notes made by Your Commissioner 
constitute the record of the hearing. All those requesting the opportunity to speak were accorded that 
right.  
                                                 
1 City of St. John’s. St. John’s Municipal Plan (June 2007). Section I -1.4 Relation to Other Levels of Planning. Pg. 1-4. 

http://www.stjohns.ca/
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1.1 The issue 

The issue for Your Commissioner and the topic for the hearing was whether or not the following two 
amendments (provided in detail in section 1.0) should be approved. In general the intent of the 
amendments is: 
 

St. John’s Municipal Plan (Amendment Number 140, 2016) – Redesignate the property at 150 
Stavanger Drive (parcel ID #350639) from the Commercial General Land-Use District to the 
Residential Medium Density Land-Use District.  

  
St. John’s Development Regulations (Amendment Number 638, 2016) – to rezone 150 
Stavanger Drive (parcel ID #350639) from the Commercial Regional (CR) Zone to the 
Residential Compact Lot (RCL) Zone (this new zone and a table with related requirements to be 
added to Section 10 of the Regulations.) 

 

2.0 BACKGROUND 

 2.1 The application 

The public hearing on the proposed amendments was triggered by an application considered by the 
Planning and Development Committee of Council in April 2016 to rezone the single parcel of land at 
150 Stavanger Drive to provide for 20 single detached houses on small lots along a new public street 
(cul-de-sac) with reduced width. The houses are proposed to be three storeys high, each with an in-
house garage. The proponent for this application is 11368 NL Limited.  
 
The subject property has an area of 8101 m² (2 acres) and frontage along Stavanger Drive of 65 m (213 
feet) and is located between 140 Stavanger Drive and 200 Stavanger Drive. It is level, partially treed at 
present, and not affected by the presence of a waterway or a wetland. 
 
The subject property abuts a developed commercial property on its western boundary that is also zoned 
Commercial Regional (CR). Further west of the subject property are several big-box commercial 
buildings, including a Walmart store, that are part of the Clovelly Commercial Centre and are also in 
the CR Zone. South (to the rear) of the subject property is City-owned Open Space (O) land. Adjoining 
the property to the east is a 20 m wide strip of privately-owned land (the “buffer”) that is undeveloped 
and zoned Open Space (O); on the opposite side of this land is a residential subdivision in the 
Residential Low Density (R1) Zone. The 20 m open space buffer adjoins houses at the end of Stanford 
Place in this R1 Zone.  
 
On the opposite side of Stavanger Drive is a large block of land that is zoned Apartment High Density 
(A3).  This is part of the land which the Cabot Development Corporation Limited had rezoned from the 
CR Zone and O Zone to the A3 Zone several years ago.   
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The application under consideration by Your Commission was revised from a previous application 
submitted in September 2015, as described below in Section 2.2. 
 
Of note, there had been a previous application by another party to rezone the subject property at 150 
Stavanger Drive to the Apartment Medium Density (A2) Zone to accommodate development of a 4-
storey, 71-unit apartment building. However, this was rejected by Council at its Regular Meeting of 
June 24, 2014, following a public meeting and objections from area residents. 
 
2.2 The review processes 

The following provides a detailed overview of the relevant correspondence and activity related to the 
processing of this application from 11368 NL Limited. 
 
September 10, 2015 – Correspondence from the Chief Municipal Planner to the City of St. 

John’s Planning and Development Committee 

 
At the September 15, 2015 meeting of the Planning and Development Committee, consideration was 
given to an application from Powderhouse Hill Investments/Treble Construction Ltd (Proponent – Mr. 
Bill Clarke) to rezone the parcel of land under discussion - 150 Stavanger Drive - from the Commercial 
Regional (CR) Zone to the Residential Medium Density Condominium (R2-Condominium) Zone for 
the purpose of developing 33 townhouse dwelling units. A basic lot plan had been submitted at that 
time. 
 
This correspondence provided the background on the subject property at 150 Stavanger Drive, as 
described previously in Section 2.1 
 
Planning Considerations detailed in this September 10, 2015 correspondence included: 

 The requested rezoning would require a Land Use Assessment Report (LUAR) and an amendment 
to the St. John’s Municipal Plan. Further, it was stated that subject to completion of the review by 
the City’s Engineering Division and relevant concerns being addressed, the application could be 
considered for referral to the rezoning process.   

 An overall objective of the Municipal Plan is to encourage compact urban form by accommodating 
development with higher densities. A residential objective is to maintain neighbourhood character 
and quality of life in residential neighbourhoods.  

 
The Clovelly Residential Area nearby has only single detached houses. The development proposed [at 
the time] was for rowhouse dwellings on a single lot and private driveway. It was stated that this 
development would make efficient use of land, respond to the need for more housing, and allow the 
City more efficient use of municipal infrastructure. The compatibility of the proposed development 
with the surrounding neighbourhood was to be determined through the LUAR and public review of the 
application. 
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 The subject property is the last parcel of land on the south side of Stavanger Drive designated for 
commercial development. Half of the proposed townhouse units are positioned along the western 
property line directly adjacent to a developed commercial lot. Buffering would be required between 
the commercial and residential uses. 

 Each of the units would have frontage on a centrally placed private driveway off Stavanger Drive. 
Maintenance of this driveway would include removal of snow and collection of domestic garbage 
by a private contractor; this would necessitate designated areas for temporary snow storage.  

 
Engineering/Technical Considerations 

 After a review of the preliminary concept plan submitted at the time of this application, the 
Engineering Division made initial comments in relation to available servicing, run-off/storm water 
detention and the need to determine whether or not the proposed development warranted a Traffic 
Impact Study. It was highlighted that detailed commentary and decisions in relation to engineering and 
technical consideration would be addressed at the time an application for development approval was 
submitted to the City. 
  
Conclusion/Recommendation 

In conclusion, this correspondence stated that the rezoning and development proposal would be 
consistent with the St. John’s Municipal Plan, given that one of its objectives is to encourage compact 
urban form by accommodating development with higher densities where appropriate, and making 
better use of municipal infrastructure. It was recommended to the Committee that after Council’s 
approval of the draft Terms of Reference and subsequent receipt of a satisfactory LUAR, the 
application be advertised and referred to a Regular Meeting of Council for initial consideration.  
 
Post-September 2015 meeting of the City of St. John’s Planning and Development Committee 

 
Subsequent to the 2015 meeting of the Planning and Development Committee meeting, and in the 
ensuing months, the proponent for the development of 150 Stavanger Drive was advised by City staff 
that the application as it was presented could not be approved. There were concerns with snow clearing.  
 
As a component of the planning development process, the proponent, in consultation with the requisite 
City staff, considered other options for the subject property, including to develop a public road instead 
of a private driveway, but there was insufficient land in the context of the proposed scope of the 
development, in terms of the number of proposed units.   
 
In January 2016, the proponent submitted a revised application for 150 Stavanger Drive and a LUAR 
based on these revisions. In summary, the revised application was seeking to develop 20 single 
detached houses on small lots along a new public street (cul-de-sac) on the subject property. A new 
Zone – the Residential Compact Lot (RCL) Zone - would be required to accommodate the proposed 
development. 
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January 2016 - The Land Use Assessment Report (LUAR) prepared for Powderhouse Hill 

Investments Ltd. and Treble Construction Ltd. and submitted to the City of St. John’s  

 
The City required Powderhouse Hill Investments Ltd. / Treble Construction Ltd to complete an LUAR 
for the proposed development for 150 Stavanger Drive. It was completed as per the revised application, 
previously referenced, and submitted to the City in January 2016. 
 
Formerly known as a Land Use Impact Assessment, and as defined in the St. John’s Development 
Regulations, an LUAR is “any study prepared by a suitably qualified person who is a full member of 
the professional society or societies that licence or recognize practitioners in the field, and who has had 
experience directly related to the matter at hand to assess any significant impacts a use or development 
may have on the urban environment and/or the quality of life of its citizens”. An LUAR identifies the 
potential impacts of a proposed development and provides for any necessary mitigative measures. This 
assists in determining whether a proposed rezoning has merit and warrants consideration by Council.  
 
The City stipulated the Terms of Reference for the LUAR in relation to the proposed rezoning for 150 
Stavanger Drive (see Appendix “A”). In particular, Powderhouse Hill Investments / Treble 
Construction Ltd were to identify significant impacts on land uses adjoining the subject property and, 
where appropriate, also identify measure to mitigate these impacts. The LUAR was to comment on, for 
example, building use, materials, height and location; exterior equipment and lighting; landscaping and 
buffering; snow clearing and snow storage; off-street parking; traffic; municipal services; and 
construction time frame. As well, there was a requirement to consult the requisite bodies related to and 
comment on public transit and Canada Post.  
 
The LUAR presents a summary of the proposed development: 

 The subject property consists of a single parcel of land approximately 8,101m2 in area. The area to be 
developed is currently vacant, undeveloped property and located in the Commercial Regional (CR) 
Zone with frontage on Stavanger Drive. To the south and rear of the subject property is City-owned, 
undeveloped property currently zoned Open Space (O). The property to the east of the subject property 
is privately-owned land, which is also undeveloped and zoned Open Space (O). Directly west of the 
subject property is a developed commercial property that is zoned Commercial Regional (CR). 
 
Rezoning has been requested to accommodate the development of 20 single family three-storey homes 
(building use), each of which will include an in-house garage and single driveway. The proposed 
development will be accessed via a public road off Stavanger Drive. A complete set of preliminary 
drawings was included with the LUAR.  
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The following provides a summary of information provided in the LUAR and in response to the City’s 
Terms of Reference. 
 
Building use (described above) 

Building height and location 

Each proposed building has a maximum of three storeys above grade with a common ‘peaked’ roof, 
which is not anticipated to create any adverse effects regarding loss of sunlight or potential shadowing.  
 
Landscaping and buffering 

The total landscaped area is approximately 60% of the entire lot area, which exceeds the landscaped 
area requirement. A pressure-treated, wooden privacy fence is proposed to be installed at the west 
boundary to buffer the proposed dwelling units from activities on the existing developed commercial 
property, which abuts the subject property. 
 
The adjoining City-owned undeveloped property at the south (to the rear) and privately owned 
undeveloped property at the east are both currently zoned Open Space (O). Considering that both these 
properties are undeveloped and their current zoning, it is not anticipated that the proposed development 
would create any adverse effects to these adjoining properties. 
 
Traffic 

Anticipated traffic generation rates for the development are so minimal the issue is of no concern for 
this Development. 
 
Snow clearing and snow storage   

Note: No commentary was provided regarding snow clearing and snow storage. 
 
Off-street Parking  

Note: No commentary was provided regarding off-street parking. 
 
Servicing 

Preliminary site servicing considerations indicated that the development would be serviced through 
connection to the City’s existing public water main and public sanitary sewer main on Stavanger Drive. 
A storm water detention system would be employed to control post-development storm water runoff. 
 
The Construction Phase 

At the time of the submission of the LUAR, it was anticipated that construction would begin in the 
summer of 2016 and finish in 2017. It was stated that the laydown area would be minimal as materials 
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were expected to be brought on site daily and, for security reasons, not be stored on-site overnight. 
Workers’ parking areas during construction were to be designated to the proposed access road area.  
 
April 12, 2016 – Correspondence from the Chief Municipal Planner to the City of St. John’s Planning 

and Development Committee 

 
This correspondence to the Planning and Development Committee stated that a decision and/or 
direction was required in relation to the consideration of the application to rezone 150 Stavanger Drive 
from the Commercial Regional (CR) Zone to a proposed new zone, similar to the Residential Narrow 
Lot (RNL) Zone that was created in 2015 and applied on Ladysmith Drive.  It was stated that the 
purpose of the rezoning was to develop 20 single detached houses on small lots along a new public 
street (cul-de-sac). 
 
It was noted that the application was previously considered by the Committee in September 2015 and 
referred to an LUAR under terms of reference approved by Council at that time.  
 
Addressing snowfall in the 150 Stavanger Drive area 

One of the concerns identified by City staff in relation to the proposed rezoning was the high snowfall 
experienced in the 150 Stavanger Drive area. It was reported that the rezoning application for 150 
Stavanger Drive had been delayed while staff considered an approach that could accommodate new 
development in the area, while ensuring that it would provide enough land for storing snow in the front 
yards. This action was required to avoid increasing the number of streets from which trucking snow 
would become a requirement each winter.  
 
In was explained that in March, 2016, the Committee had considered an approach that identifies an area 
of high snowfall and an area of moderate snowfall, and ensures that new development (after rezoning) 
would provide sufficient snow storage on properties, according to formulas based on the snow storage 
for a standard Residential Low Density (R1) Zoned lot and taking into account elevation and typical 
snow loads. The subject property at 150 Stavanger Drive is in the area identified for moderate snowfall 
by the City’s Public Works staff. 
 
It was further detailed that the Planning and Development staff had reviewed the proposed lot layout to 
confirm that it would meet the snow storage requirement of the moderate snowfall area.  The RNL 
Zone was used as a point of comparison; it was used on Ladysmith Drive to allow narrow residential 
lots with a setback of 8 m and the restriction of a single-width driveway no more than 3.6 m wide. A 
double driveway would not provide enough space for snow storage in the front yards. 
 
City staff had considered modifying the RNL Zone for the application for 150 Stavanger Drive, but it 
was pointed out that the RNL Zone meets the standard of the high snow area; the approach for 150 
Stavanger Drive was to create a similar yet smaller zone for the moderate snow area.  
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Proposed new zone  

It was highlighted that the proposed new zone (unnamed as of this meeting) would be smaller than 
those allowed in most of the City’s residential zones in relation to minimum lot area, lot frontage, 
building line and rear yard. Of note, this new zone would have a smaller lot area requirement than that 
of the Residential Narrow Lot (RNL) Zone that was created in 2015 and applied on Ladysmith Drive.   
 
Planning Considerations 

It was stated that the site is “tight” and so the applicant is proposing a public street (cul-de-sac) with a 
reduced width of the public right-of-way, to 12.5 m wide instead of the standard 15 m. As well, the 
applicant asked that the requirement for sidewalks be waived.  Waiving sidewalks on both sides of the 
proposed new road is in line with the City’s Subdivision Design Manual. 
As detailed in the memo, this is a short street with no through traffic, and there is no walking trail or 
other pedestrian attraction at the end of the street that would draw pedestrians into it, other than 
residents of the houses and their visitors. If the City were to waive the sidewalk requirement, the 
applicant would need to use the land as part of the lots to make up the minimum lot standards. 
 
In summary, this development would include single detached houses on a cul-de-sac street with small 
lots and thus small houses. The houses are proposed to be three (3) storeys tall, each with an in-house 
garage on ground level. It is referenced that the houses will be smaller than the norm, and smaller than 
those on the adjacent Stanford Place, but will be single detached houses on a new public street.  
 
It was identified that this proposal is in line with the city’s Strategic Plan 2015-18 to increase access to 
a range/type of housing 
 
In conclusion, this correspondence stated that the Committee consider the rezoning of 150 Stavanger 
Drive from the Commercial Regional (CR) Zone to a new residential zone. As this is a new zone, staff 
would be directed to write the requisite zone table, ensuring that it meets the lot standards and snow 
storage requirements of the moderate snow area. 
 
Given the past concerns over the previous rezoning application for the apartment building, it was 
recommended that the proposal be referred to a public meeting and stated that at a later stage, a 
commissioner’s public hearing would be required, as this rezoning would need a Municipal Plan 
amendment. 
 
Wednesday June 1, 2016 – Public Meeting to discuss the proposed development at 150 Stavanger 

Drive 

 
This public meeting was held to provide an opportunity for public review and comment on 11368 NL 
Ltd’s proposed development at 150 Stavanger Drive, including the LUAR undertaken in relation to the 
subject property. Five members of the general public were in attendance for the meeting. As well, one 
written submission and one email were received. A number of questions and concerns were raised by 
those in attendance. Those relevant to this report and under the auspices of the City’s regulatory regime 
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(and responses where provided from City staff and the proponent in attendance at the meeting) include 
the following: 
 

 The development was criticized as “glorified townhomes”. Mr. Clarke stated that each unit is 3000 
square feet with two full bathrooms and ranging in price from $399,000 - $440,000.  Subsidiary 
apartments will not be permitted. Staff advised that the current commercial zoning allows commercial 
development that would attract more traffic circulation than residential and could conceivably extend 
in height beyond three storeys with Council’s discretion. 

 Intensification of density was raised as a major concern with some residents stating that the land would 
more appropriately accommodate half the units proposed. The height of the units was also criticized as 
being too high for the area.    

 Where would residents and their visitors park in such a high density development?  It was noted that 
this will cause problems for the City’s garbage collection and snow clearing operations with on-street 
parking having to become the norm. 

 It was questioned why ten larger houses could not be constructed instead of the 22 smaller houses 
proposed, with it being argued that these would be just as marketable as what is proposed. 

 Concern about residential and pedestrian traffic in close proximity to the high traffic thoroughfare of 
Stavanger Drive in the middle of an intense commercial zone.  The limited site distance caused by a 
curve on Stavanger Drive was also cited as a major concern particularly for access and egress into the 
proposed cul-de-sac.   

 Should the land get rezoned and this development does not come to fruition, what is the possibility of 
another developer coming in to build a different configuration or intensify the density?  Staff advised 
that a different application would have to be reviewed by the City and include a similar public 
consultation process.   
 
June 13, 2016 – Correspondence from Lindsay Lyghtle-Brushett, MCIP, Planner III to the Mayor and 

Members of Council 

 
This correspondence overviewed information previously presented to Council on the proposed 
development for 150 Stavanger Drive, with key issues of note being:  
 

 20 single detached houses would be developed on small lots on a new public street with a reduced 
width under a new Residential Compact Lot (RCL) Zone. 

 The proposed new lot standard meets the snow storage requirements of the moderate snow area. 

 The existing buffer at the end of Stanford Place would remain. 

 An LUAR was required for the proposal and was advertised for public review; and  

 A public meeting on the proposed rezoning and development had been held on June 1, 2016.    
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The correspondence concluded by recommending that Council adopt-in-principle the resolutions for St. 
John’s Municipal Plan Amendment Number 140, 2016, and St. John’s Development Regulations 
Amendment Number 638, 2016, to rezone 150 Stavanger Drive from the Commercial Regional (CR) 
Zone to the Residential Compact Lot (RCL) Zone for the development of 20 single detached houses on 
small lots along a new public street (cul-de-sac).  
 
The process following adoption-in-principle was outlined: amendments would be sent to the 
Department of Municipal Affairs with a request for provincial release. Once the release was received, 
the amendments would be referred back to a future regular meeting of Council for consideration of 
formal adoption and the appointment of a commissioner to conduct a public hearing, as required by the 
Urban and Rural Planning Act. 
 
At the Regular Meeting of Council, on June 20, 2016, Council agreed to proceed with the proposed 
amendments and requested that the Department of Municipal Affairs issue a Provincial release. 
 
June 28, 2016 – Correspondence from Corrie Davis, Manager - Land Use Planning, Department of 

Municipal Affairs, Government of Newfoundland and Labrador to Ken O’Brien, Chief Municipal 

Planner, City of St. John’s 

 
This correspondence from the Manager of Land Use Planning advised that in keeping with the 
requirements of Section 15 of the Urban and Rural Planning Act, 2000, the municipal amendments 
[related to the proposed rezoning of the subject property] had been reviewed to determine any 
provincial government or agency interests. As no government or agency interests were identified, the 
documents were released from provincial review on behalf of the Department.  
 
It was noted that as a result of this determination, Council could consider adopting the proposed 
amendments and moving forward with scheduling a public hearing. Further, it was stated that the 
adopted documents and the accompanying maps were to be certified by a full member or fellow of the 
Canadian Institute of Planners and be dated and signed on behalf of Council. [Of note, this certification 
was subsequently provided.] 
 
July 5, 2016 – Correspondence from Lindsay Lyghtle-Brushett, MCIP, Planner III to the Mayor and 

Members of Council 

  
This correspondence explained to Council that the St. John’s Municipal Plan Amendment Number 140, 
2016 and St. John’s Development Regulations Amendment Number 638, 2016, in relation to the 
rezoning of 150 Stavanger Drive, had been given Provincial release. It was recommended that Council 
proceed with the next steps in the amendment process, i.e., to adopt the relevant resolutions [attached to 
the correspondence] and appoint Your Commissioner to conduct the related public hearing proposed 
for Tuesday, August 23, 2016, at 7 p.m. at City Hall.  
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3.0 WRITTEN SUBMISSIONS RECEIVED IN ADVANCE OF THE 

HEARING 

One written submission was received in advance of the hearing. The following is a summary of the 
comments provided in this submission. As previously referenced, the full text of the submission is 
found in Appendix “B”.  
 
3.1 Ted Reynolds, 22 Stanford Place   

Mr. Ted Reynolds of 22 Stanford Place provided a submission in advance of the public hearing. In it he 
stated that he had attended the June 1, 2016 public meeting. Mr. Reynolds highlighted several issues 
and concerns, including the following: 
 
The LUAR does not provide sufficient information on which to make an informed decision about the 
proposal. 
 
The design of the proposed development is in drastic contrast to existing homes; he wondered why not 
develop a plan that uses the same design parameters of the existing homes. The concern was in relation 
to devaluing existing properties. 
 
It is difficult to judge the impact of the design on the neighbourhood when there is no information from 
the developer on the elevation change between the proposed development and #10 and #11 on Stanford 
Place.    
 
Mr. Reynolds disagreed with the finding in the LUAR that there were no traffic concerns. He felt that 
there are several issues which could create accident concerns for individuals entering/exiting the 
proposed development. These include concerns emanating from the semi-blind approach as well as 
steep decline in gradient that begins at the western edge of 140 Stavanger and would impact traffic 
entering and exiting the proposed development. He suggested that the road should be relocated to the 
extreme West side of the [subject] property to reduce the possibility of an accident. 
 
In terms of the right-of-way, he expressed concerns about the reduction in the standard allowance for 
the right-of-way and the waiving of sidewalks for the proposed development.  
  
In summary, Mr. Reynolds requested that the Planning and Development Committee maintain the 
current Commercial Regional (CR) Zoning on this property. Further, he suggested that the land should 
be donated by the landowners for parkland. 
 

4.0 THE HEARING  

Your Commissioner explained the intent of the hearing to those in attendance and spoke to the process 
to be undertaken during the course of same, i.e. presentation of the application by City staff, 
presentation by the proponent for the rezoning of the subject property, and presentation by/questions 
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from any in attendance who desired to express their support for or objections/concerns regarding the 
rezoning under consideration. Further, Your Commissioner reminded those in attendance at the hearing 
that the intent of the proceedings was to discuss the rezoning and not to comment on the merits or lack 
thereof of the specifics of the proposed development for the subject property. 
 
Your Commissioner explained to those in attendance what was within her purview to consider and 
requested that they be respectful in their comments over the course of the evening.  
 
4.1 Overview of the Application 

Mr. Ken O’Brien, Chief Planner with the Department of Planning, Development and Engineering, 
explained that the public hearing was triggered by the proposed rezoning for 150 Stavanger Drive and 
that the hearing provides an opportunity for public feedback on this rezoning. He presented the 
proposed amendments to the St. John’s Municipal Plan and St. John's Development Regulations 
describing the thrust of these amendments as facilitating the  
proposed development that would include 20 houses on a tight site, with fairly small lots and a reduced 
right-of-way for the public road; there would be standard pavement width, however, and the street 
would look the same as any other street of standard width. 
 
In addition, he noted that the developer for the site has asked to retain a portion of the land that would 
normally remain in City ownership to secure the required minimum lot area for each lot.  
 
Mr. O’Brien explained that the current zoning for the subject property is Commercial Regional (CR), 
which is the predominant zoning for Stavanger Drive. He also referenced the residential and 
commercial development proximal to the subject property and the 20m wide buffer zoned Open Space 
(O), which brings people from Stavanger Drive to the walking trail in the area.  
 
As well, Mr. O’Brien referenced the earlier rezoning to accommodate an apartment development, 
which had been turned down by Council. 
 
4.2 The submissions  

Your Commissioner explained that one submission had been received from a city resident expressing 
several concerns about the proposed rezoning and development. These concerns were summarized by 
Your Commissioner to those in attendance (see section 3.1). 
 
4.3 Presentations  

Mr. Bill Clarke, the proponent with 11368 NL Limited 

Mr. Clarke spoke briefly to the proposed rezoning and development stating that the development is a 
straight-forward one. He concurred with the information provided by Mr. O’Brien. He also noted that 
there would be a privacy fence installed between the commercial property on 140 Stavanger Drive and 
the residential properties backing on this commercial property from the proposed new street. 
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Mr. Clarke also referenced the previous application to the City for the subject property, which he 
highlighted had engendered much more opposition than had been identified for the current rezoning 
and development under consideration. He highlighted that any number of commercial uses could go on 
this site. 
 
Mr. Ted Reynolds, 22 Stanford Place 

Mr. Reynolds stated that while he had no issues with the development, he had several concerns which 
he expressed over the course of the hearing as follows: 
 
 The width of the road – If there are parked cars on either side of the road, it will be virtually 

impassable for fire trucks. He also highlighted that there similarly will be difficulties accessing the 
road for snow clearing.  
 

Mr. O’Brien responded and explained that the proposed development, as presented, has been 
reviewed by the City’s development team and has met all of the engineering, snow clearing and 
building requirements, including the road width. He stressed, however, that the City has not 
issued any approvals in relation to any aspect of the proposed development and will not do so 
unless Council recommends approval of the rezoning. 
 

 Safety concerns – School children living on the proposed street will have to stand on the corner of a 
busy roadway to access a school bus, as it would not be able to go down the proposed street. 
 

 Rental vs. home ownership – Would there be any chance that if the houses cannot be sold, they 
would become rental properties? 
 

 Would information from his submission be on the website? Will there be information about any 
changes to the development on the website? 
 

Mr. O’Brien stated that the Commissioner’s report is confidential to Council. When it is ready 
to be brought to Council, there would be a short staff report go forward to Council with 
recommendations. 

 
Mr. Eric Bugge, 19 Stanford Place 

Mr. Bugge also raised several questions over the course of the hearing, although he stated that he is not 
opposed to the development. 
 
 Once the development begins, will all equipment and access be from Stavanger? Under no 

circumstances should heavy equipment be coming or going on Stanford Place. 
 

Mr. Clarke responded noting that the plan is that heavy equipment would be only on the subject 
property. Mr. O’Brien also said that there would be no access from Stanford Place to the 
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proposed street, and so the development of the road would not result in heavy equipment on 
Stanford Place. 
 

 Is the rezoning contingent on the plan as presented? If, for example, the proposed street/right-of-
way does not meet the City’s regulations, would the proponent have to submit a modified plan? 
Would space be taken from the buffer zone? What opportunities do residents have for another 
public meeting regarding any proposed changes to this original plan? 

 
Your Commissioner explained that she would submit a report for Council’s consideration, 
following which Council would make a decision regarding the merits of the rezoning. Should 
Council approve the rezoning, then more detailed plans are submitted by the proponent. Should 
there be any changes requested, these will be assessed and addressed by City staff. 

 
Mr. O’Brien explained that the City staff have indicated there will be no change in the existing 
buffer zone. 
 

 Will there be trees/fences behind the houses proposed for the east side of the property, backing on 
the buffer which abuts Stanford Place?  
 

Mr. Clarke stated that there will be decisions in that regard made when the formal application is 
submitted. 
 

 The buffer must be maintained – People who have invested in the area want to maintain their 
privacy and quality of life. Mr. Bugge expressed the sentiment that he hopes Mr. Clarke puts up 
quality homes. 
 

 What happens if there are changes to the actual design of the houses, should Council agree to the 
development? There are no apartments proposed based on the current design. Residents of Clovelly 
are not allowed to have basement apartments.   

 
Mr. O’Brien explained that under the proposed new zone, no subsidiary apartments would be 
allowed.   

 
 What is the City’s regulation in relation to parking on grass? Should one of the houses be rented to 

students with several cars, given the small street and lot size, they likely would be parking on the 
grass.  

  
Mr. O’Brien responded to state that the City regulations do not allow vehicles to be parked on 
the grass. 
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Carl LeDrew Stanford Place 

Mr. LeDrew also said he was not opposed to the residential development; he does not want commercial 
enterprise on the site. 
 
He referenced the importance of maintaining the buffer zone, and also to ensure that this area is cleaned 
up.  
 
He is concerned about the grading on the subject property as it approaches his property line. 
 
Mr. Bill Clarke, proponent  

Mr. Clarke once again discussed the existing buffer zone stating he has not had formal discussions with 
the City relating to this area, but did not think there was a plan in place. 
 
Mr. O’Brien responded to reiterate that the existing buffer is to be maintained. 
 

5.0 CONSIDERATIONS 

In reaching a conclusion on the merits of the proposed amendments, Your Commissioner considered 
the following information.  
 
5.1 Consistency with the Municipal Plan 

5.1.1 Urban Form  

As stated in Section III-1"Urban Form" of the St. John’s Municipal Plan, “the broadest objective of 
land use policies is to facilitate an efficient pattern of development. Generally, this means building a 
compact city. […] A compact city, furthermore, reflects the traditional character of much of St. John’s, 
exemplified by such areas as the Downtown, Georgetown, and Churchill Park.”   
 
It is further noted in Section III-1.1 "Objective" that, in relation to development, the objective is to 
“encourage compact urban form to reinforce the older areas of St. John’s, to reduce the cost of 
municipal services, and to ensure orderly development in new areas”.  
 
Other pertinent sections include the following: 
 
III-1.2.2 Development Density 
 
The City shall encourage increased density in all areas where appropriate. 
 
III-1.2.3 Residential Development 
 
  



Commissioner’s Report [17] 
  

The City shall:  

1. increase densities in residential areas where feasible and desirable from a general planning 
and servicing point of view; […]. 

 
5.1.2 Residential Land Uses 

The St. John’s Municipal Plan’s objective in relation to residential land uses is found in Section III-2.1  
 

Maintain and improve neighbourhood character and quality of life in residential 
neighbourhoods through maintenance and improvement of housing quality and variety, good 
subdivision design, management of non-residential land use, and appropriate infill. 

 
A number of general policies expand on this objective: 
 

2.2.1 Maintain and Improve Neighbourhood Character and Quality 
 
The City views the neighbourhood as the basis for comprehensive planning of the residential 
environment. […] Through public initiatives and appropriate development, the City shall 
encourage and guide the development of such areas so as to conserve and improve their 
individual quality. 
 

5.1.3 Designation of the subject property 

The subject property, 150 Stavanger Drive, is located within the Commercial General (CG) Land-Use 
District of the Municipal Plan. This district, as detailed in section III-3 of the Municipal Plan, allows 
for “commercial services for all purposes located in commercial and selected industrial areas. They could 
include retailing, personal services, offices, transient accommodation, automotive services, and selected 
commercial/industrial services, which may include wholesale and warehousing operations, and shall include 
Regional Shopping Centres with more than 10,000 m² of floor space.” This district is relevant to the 
surrounding commercial enterprises of the Clovelly Commercial Centre. 
 
It is being proposed that the subject property be redesignated to the Residential Medium Density 
(RMD) Land-Use District which as detailed in section III-2.3, “applies to those areas that could 
accommodate a variety of housing types, ranging from semi-detached and duplex dwellings to townhouses 
and walk-up apartments”. More specifically, as detailed in section III-2.3.2, this District encompasses a 
number of permitted zones providing for the following residential uses: 

1. single detached dwellings,  
2. semi-detached dwellings,  
3. duplexes,  
4. townhouses, and  
5. walk-up apartments. 
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Redesignation of the subject property to the Residential Medium Density (RMD) Land-Use District 
allows for the proposed development. This designation can accommodate single detached dwellings 
and is reflective of the density of the development in relation to the number of units which are 
anticipated to be built on the subject property.  
   
5.2 The St. John’s Development Regulations 

5.2.1 Initial proposed zoning 

The Commercial Regional (CR) Zone, the predominant commercial zone in the area (given the 
numerous commercial enterprises found there) permits, as detailed in sections 10.21.1 and 10.21.2 of 
the St. John’s Development Regulations, primarily commercial-related uses, but also recreational uses 
and public uses. The only permitted residential use would be an accessory dwelling unit. Discretionary 
uses in this CR Zone include non-residential ones such as place of assembly and place of amusement.  
 
This zone does not allow for residential units and as such rezoning for residential uses would be 
required.   
 
As noted in section 2.2 under the September 10, 2015 Correspondence from the Chief Municipal 
Planner to the City of St. John’s Planning and Development Committee, consideration was given to 
rezoning the subject property at 150 Stavanger Drive from the Commercial Regional (CR) Zone to the 
Residential Medium Density Condominium (R2-Condominium) Zone for the purpose of developing 33 
townhouse dwelling units on a private road.  
 
Also as previously referenced in section 2.2, this initial proposal for redevelopment of the land for 
residential use could not be approved given there were concerns with snow clearing. Nor could an 
adjustment to see the proposed development occur on a public road be accommodated because there 
was insufficient land in the context of the proposed number of buildings.  
 
5.2.3 The proposed option for rezoning the subject property 

After submission of the revised application for 150 Stavanger Drive in January 2016, the City’s 
planning development process included consideration of options for rezoning the subject property 
under existing designations and zoning, and identifying an approach that could accommodate such a 
new development while ensuring that the development provides for snow storage in the front yards. 
This consideration was to ensure that any new development would not increase the number of streets 
where trucking snow becomes a requirement each winter.  
 
It was determined that the proposed new development of 20 single detached houses on small lots along 
a new public street (cul-de-sac) on the subject property at 150 Stavanger Drive could be accommodated 
under an existing Municipal Plan designation - Residential Medium Density (RMD) Land-Use District 
(see section 5.1.3), but would require creation of a new zone – the Residential Compact Lot (RCL) 
Zone. Of note, this zone is smaller than most of the City’s residential zones in relation to minimum lot 
size, lot frontage, and building line. As a point of comparison, this zone would be smaller than the 
Residential Narrow Lot (RNL) Zone that was created in 2015 and applied on Ladysmith Drive.   
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More specifically for residential land uses, and as previously referenced, the Plan’s stated objectives 
include a focus on maintaining and improving neighbourhood character and quality of life in residential 
neighbourhoods through several activities, including good subdivision design. 
 
While the redesignation of this land (and associated rezoning) would appear to be in line with the 
Municipal Plan’s objectives in relation to encouraging increased density in residential areas, it does not 
appear to align with the Plan’s objectives of an efficient pattern of development or demonstrate good 
subdivision design. Reasons for this conclusion are provided in the following sections.  
 
6.2 The proposed new Residential Compact Lot (RCL) Zone 

The City has a history of discouraging the practice of what has long been known as "spot zoning" i.e., 
rezoning to accommodate single dwellings or developments when they are unable to be accommodated 
in other ways under the existing regulatory framework. The creation of a new zone, the Residential 
Compact Lot (RCL) Zone, to accommodate the proposed development can be considered "spot 
zoning”.  In particular, as within this new proposed zone, there are certain allowances being given to 
the land use which are not granted or extended to other land uses within other Residential Zones.  
 
6.2.1 Lot area 

The new Residential Compact Lot (RCL) Zone proposed for the subject property at 150 Stavanger 
Drive will result in a very dense development. As described by City Staff, the proposed development 
for the subject property will result in a “tight” site with small lots.  
 
The RCL Zone’s minimum lot area is smaller than the recent Residential Narrow Lot (RNL) Zone 
created for Ladysmith Drive, which in turn allowed for a smaller lot area than the previous long-
standing R1 to R3 Zones, and the more recent Residential Kenmount Zone (see Table 2). 
 
Further, as can be seen in Table 2, the proposed new zone’s lot area is somewhat bigger than the 
Residential Downtown Zone which allows for 200 m2. A review of the St. John’s Development 
Regulations shows that other Zones with smaller lot areas for single detached dwellings include 
Residential Battery (lot area of 150 m2) and Residential Quidi Vidi (lot area of 200 m2). These three 
Zones are designed to accommodate dense development to enable effective use of the available land 
and infill, as appropriate, recognizing that the geography, topography and existing pattern of housing in 
these areas lend themselves to such an approach.  
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usually, the City retains ownership of the full 15 m right-of-way. The pavement is typically 11.5 m 
wide, plus 0.5 m on each side for the curb, for a total street width of 12.5 m. The City normally retains 
ownership then of the remaining 2.5 m (i.e., 1.25 m on each side of the road) where the sidewalks 
generally are installed.  
 
In the case of 150 Stavanger Drive, an exception has been made to normal practice. The road will be 
paved to the 11.5 m width requirement (with a standard cul-de-sac bulb at the end), plus 0.5 m on each 
side for the curb, making a total right-of-way of 12.5 m. This will be owned by the City. For the 
proposed development, the City has agreed to waive the requirement for sidewalks (a normal practice 
as detailed previously). However, a deviation from normal practice is that, instead of the City taking 
ownership of the remaining 2.5 m (which is 1.25 m on each side), they have agreed to allow the 
developer to retain ownership of that portion of the right-of-way, and incorporate it into the proposed 
lots so as to meet the minimum lot standards as per the new Residential Compact Lot (RCL) Zone.  
 
In other words, even with the reduced lot requirements for the proposed new Residential Compact Lot 
(RCL) Zone, there is insufficient land to meet the minimum lot area, and frontage of 10 m, as per the 
proposed new zone, unless the City makes an exception to its normal practice. 
 
Building Line 

As per the St. John’s Development Regulations, the Building Line is a line established by the City that 
runs parallel to a street line (edge of a street reservation as is set by the City), and is set at the closest 
point to a street that a building may be placed. For the proposed development and to meet the zoning 
under the proposed new Residential Compact Lot (RCL) Zone, the minimum building line calculation 
of 7 m includes the 1.25 m reserved public right-of-way which the City will give over to the developer 
to satisfy the requirements of this new zone.  
 
6.2.3 Snow clearing and snow storage 

In contemplating this proposed rezoning, one of the concerns identified by staff was the high snowfall 
experienced in the 150 Stavanger Drive area. As previously detailed in section 2.2 (April 12, 2016 
correspondence), it was reported that the rezoning application for 150 Stavanger Drive was delayed 
while staff considered an approach that could accommodate new development while ensuring that it 
would provide enough land for storing snow in the front yards. This action was required to avoid 
increasing the number of streets from which trucking snow would become a requirement each winter.  
 
In was explained that in March, 2016, the Committee had considered an approach that identifies an area 
of high snowfall and an area of moderate snowfall and ensures that new development (after rezoning) 
provides enough snow storage on properties, according to formulas based on the snow storage for a 
standard Residential Low Density (R1) Zoned lot and taking into account elevation and typical snow 
loads. The current subject property is in the area identified for moderate snowfall by the City’s Public 
Works staff. 
 
It was further stated that the Planning and Development staff had reviewed the proposed lot layout of 
150 Stavanger Drive to confirm that it would meet the snow storage requirement of the moderate 
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snowfall area. The Residential Narrow Lot (RNL) Zone was used as a point of comparison; it was used 
on Ladysmith Drive to allow narrow residential lots with a setback of 8 m and the restriction of a 
single-width driveway no more than 3.6 m wide.  A double driveway would not provide enough space 
for snow storage in the front yards. 
 
While Your Commissioner is not questioning the calculations of the City staff, again it is important to 
understand that on Ladysmith Drive the setback of 8 m would be supplemented by the 1.25 m of 
sidewalk for snow clearing and storage. The same would not be true of the proposed Residential 
Compact Lot (RCL) Zone where, in order to accommodate the proposed development, the 1.25 m has 
been incorporated into the 7 m setback. So, for comparison, there is 9.25 m from the front of a house on 
Ladysmith Drive (as per the Residential Narrow Lot Zone) to the curb, while there is 7 m from the 
front of a house to the curb in the proposed new Residential Compact Lot Zone for 150 Stavanger 
Drive. 
 
Your Commissioner questions how efficient snow clearing and snow storage will be on such reduced 
lots and notes that snow will be plowed immediately onto homeowner’s property with no public right-
of-way space for storage. This could result in requests to the City for snow removal during the winter 
and in the spring thaw requests for remediation of property, as the snow is placed immediately on the 
residential properties, without the reserved area traditionally available for at least some snow clearing 
and storage. 
 
Again and of note, the staff developed formulas based on the snow storage for a standard Residential 
Low Density (R1) Zoned lot, which is significantly different from the proposed new  Residential 
Compact Lot (RCL) Zone.  
 
6.2.4 Parking 

The proposed new Residential Compact Lot (RCL) Zone contemplates a single driveway. While there 
are provisions for up to two cars in the proposed development, one has to consider multiple scenarios, 
not the least of which is some of these units housing three or more residents/renters, visitors, and social 
gatherings. Parking will quickly spill over onto a tight site, creating issues for residents and the City 
alike.  
 
More importantly, the new Residential Compact Lot (RCL) Zone contemplates a home office as a 
permitted use. One must consider the range of such home office uses and the number of times 
applications for such uses require at least one parking space.  
 

7.0 Conclusion/Recommendations 

Your Commissioner recognizes and commends the City’s and Council’s continuing commitment to 
facilitating a range of housing. However, she does not believe that an ongoing approach to creation of 
new zones, with reduced and diminished zone requirements to ensure that proposed developments will 
fit, is an effective or sustainable approach to development. In particular, in this instance, with the 
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proposed development only able to “fit” on the subject property through the City giving over a part of 
the public right-of-way to meet the minimum lot standards. 
 
The issue of spot zoning is always a concern and in particular when a new zone is being created with 
diminished zone requirements to accommodate a proposed development. Your Commissioner 
respectfully suggests that this contravenes good planning principles.  
 
The zone requirements for the proposed new Residential Compact Lot (RCL) Zone are more in keeping 
with the requirements for zones in denser areas of the City, most notably Quidi Vidi, the Battery and 
Downtown. While the proposed rezoning would respond to the need for more housing, as can be seen 
herein, it is not an efficient use of the land and is not in line with the Municipal Plan in terms of 
facilitating increased densities where appropriate and/or feasible from a general planning point of view.  
 
The proposed development will promote a design which is not consistent with the current scope of 
development generally found in residential areas outside of the denser areas in the City and one which 
is fraught with difficulties.   
 
Finally, while Your Commissioner recognizes that the neighbours in the area did not come out in 
opposition to the proposed rezoning, it is important to note that the role she holds dictates that the 
merits of the rezoning be assessed in the context of the Municipal Plan and good planning principles, 
not the number opposed to or in support of the specific rezoning. Also, it is important to note that the 
neighbours are weighing the opportunity for a residential development as opposed to a more 
commercial development, which has been opposed for this site in the past. In general, they are not 
reviewing the proposed rezoning in the context of effective planning, but rather in the context of the 
existing housing in the neighbourhood.   
 

7.0 RECOMMENDATIONS 

Based on the foregoing considerations, Your Commissioner recommends the following: 
 
Rejection of the St. John’s Municipal Plan (Amendment Number 140, 2016) 
 
Redesignate the property at 150 Stavanger Drive (parcel ID #350639) from the Commercial General 
Land-Use District to the Residential Medium Density Land-Use District.  
 

Rejection of the St. John’s Development Regulations (Amendment Number 638, 2016) 
 
Map amendment 

Rezone 150 Stavanger Drive (parcel ID #350639) from the Commercial Regional (CR) Zone to the 
Residential Compact Lot (RCL) Zone.  
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Text amendment 

Add the following zone table to Section 10 of the St. John’s Development Regulations:  
 
10.10(B) RESIDENTIAL COMPACT LOT (RCL) ZONE  
 
10.10(B).1 Permitted Uses  
 

(a) Single Detached Dwelling (subject to Section 8.7 "Snow Storage")  
(b) Home Office  
(c) Accessory Building  

 
10.10(B).2 Zone Requirements  
 

(a) Lot Area (minimum) 250 m²  
(b) Lot Frontage (minimum) 10 m  
(c) Building Line (minimum) 7 m  
(d) Side Yard (minimum) 1.2 m  
(e) Side Yard on Flanking Road (minimum) 6 m  
(f) Rear Yard (minimum) 6 m  
(g) Landscaping (minimum) - No building except a driveway is permitted within the first 6.6 m 
of depth as measured from the Front Lot Line  
(h) Parking (minimum) - Driveway shall have a width not exceeding 3.6 m  

 
 
RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED THIS 20TH DAY OF SEPTEMBER 2016. 

 

 
                                                               
Marie. E Ryan,     
Commissioner 
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APPENDIX “A” – Terms of Reference – LUAR 
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TERMS OF REFERENCE 
FOR LAND USE ASSESSMENT REPORT (LUAR) 

APPLICATION TO REZONE PROPERTY AT 150 STAVANGER DRIVE TO THE 
R2-CONDOMINIUM ZONE 

PROPONENT: POWDERHOUSE HILL INVESTMENTS 
& TREBLE CONSTRUCTION LTD. 

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

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

Ratio (FAR).  
 Identify the proposed number of dwelling units within each building. 

 
B. Building Materials 
 

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

 
C. Building Height & Location 
 

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

- Property boundaries/lot lines.  
- Possible loss of sunlight/ potential shadowing/ other potential impacts on adjacent 

properties. 
 

 Provide information on the proposed construction of patios/balconies. 
 

D. Exterior Equipment and Lighting 
 

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

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

 
E. Landscaping & Buffering 
 

 Identify details of site landscaping and measures to be undertaken to buffer the proposed 
dwelling units from activities on the existing commercial property which abuts the subject 
property. 
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 Identify the location and proposed methods of screening electrical transformers and refuse 
containers to be used at the site. 

 
F. Snowclearing/Snow Storage 
 

 Identify proposed method of site snowclearing and location of onsite snow storage area(s). 
 
G. Offstreet Parking 
 

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

 
H. Traffic 

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

 
I. Municipal Water and Sewer Services and Onsite Stormwater Detention 
 

 Provide information as required by the City’s Department of Engineering on the proposed 
installation of municipal water and sewer services to the site, including stormwater 
detention. 
 

J. Public Transit 
 

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

 
K. Canada Post 
 

 Consult with Canada Post Corporation regarding public infrastructure requirements (e.g. 
location of a group mailbox and shelter onsite) and their provision as part of this proposed 
development. 

 
L. Construction Timeframe 
 

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

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



Statement from Ted Reynolds,  Stanford Place 1

I would like to submit this written statement re the proposed development at 

150 Stavanger Dr. for the independent Commissioner's consideration. The 

proposed residential development document from Treble Construction Limited

generally addresses 4 critical issues but does not provide enough detailed 

information so that an informed decision can be made. I am leery of 

organizations that do not take advantage of an opportunity to tell the Planning

and Development Committee and other interested parties about their 

company, its track record in developing similar tracts of land with this type of 

design, the experience of its executive team and its financial stability etc. This 

development application was initiated by 11368 NL Ltd but the proponent is 

Treble Construction Limited.  Another company, Powder Hill Investments, is 

also mentioned in the proposal. As a newcomer to St. John’s I was not familiar 

with these firms and I could not determine which firm was actually 

guaranteeing the development would be completed as promised. I was very 

surprised at the results of my search into the history of these firms.

Treble Construction Limited as well as 11368 NL Ltd are not members of the 

Canadian Home Builders Association Newfoundland Labrador. Who will 

actually build these homes and provide the new home warranty if the 

applicant and the proponent are not accreditated. Matters like these should be

clearly detailed for appraisal. Due process should be followed not 

circumvented.  Treble Construction Limited was incorporated just a few years 

ago and there is no record of any completed projects. Powder House Hill 

Investments is another story. This company has a public record that is not 

distinguished and I have no confidence that this proposed development would 

be completed to the neighbourhood’s satisfaction.  Given the current 

economic situation, selling these homes might take a long time. Recently 

because condo sales have slowed the proponent turned the development on 
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Duckworth St. into rental opportunities. What guarantee does the 

neighbourhood have that such an action would not happen with this 

development if sales are slow. There is no mention of a performance bond to 

guarantee a successful outcome for all parties involved.   A 4th company is also 

mentioned – Shaughnessy Homes of Nova Scotia. The building plans for the 20 

homes was their original design in 2010 for a stand-alone community in 

Bedford, Nova Scotia. It was never designed to be parachuted into an existing 

neighbourhood as is the case here. To submit this design as the ultimate 

solution for this tract of land clearly illustrates the one-sided, opportunistic 

nature of this proposal.

Building Use – On Manchester St. just across the creek approximately 10 single 

family homes have been built on a similar site. Even the street design is quite 

similar. This style and lot size, while not to the specifications of homes on 

Stanford Place, would be a better option than 20 homes that would not blend 

in with the existing neighbourhood. Over 24 homes have been erected to date 

on Stanford Place, whose conservative retail value is over $14 million dollars 

and in excess of $100,000 dollars was recently paid in property taxes by 

homeowners for the current year. Stanford Place is a valuable source of 

revenue for the City. Why not develop a plan that uses the same design 

parameters of the existing homes in the neighbourhood as suggested to the 

developer at the June 1 public meeting. To proceed with the design of 3 story, 

narrow homes as outlined in this proposal that would be in  such  drastic 

contrast with existing homes, maximum 2 story throughout Clovelly, might 

seriously affect their retail value and is a risk that should not be taken. 

Building Height & Location – Very hard to judge the impact of this design on 

the neighbourhood when no data has been submitted from the developer re 
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the elevation change between the proposed development and #10 and #11 on 

Stanford Place.  Until this data is provided the proposal should be deferred. 

The photo of lot #10 and #11 Stanford Place in relation to 150 Stavanger is self 

-explanatory. The land is substantially higher. Significant excavation will be 

required for this tract of land to merge with existing development on Stanford 

Place.

Landscaping and Buffering – How the West side of the property will be treated 

is detailed but there is no data on what is being planned for the East side or 

the South side. Until this data is provided the proposal should be deferred.

Traffic – It is stated that “anticipated traffic generation rates for the 

Development are so minimal the issue is of no concern for this Development “. 

If this statement is reflective of the judgment used by the applicant throughout

this proposal, this proposal should be quashed. A visit to the site  would make 

it  abundantly clear that East bound drivers must contend with a semi-blind 

approach as well as a steep decline in gradient that begins at the western edge

of 140 Stavanger and flattens out at the intersection of Stavanger and Tansley 

which is the entrance to Stanford Place. The proposed turn in for this 

development is approximately 75 feet from its West boundary. Just before you

reach the West boundary, on your left is the entrance for truck deliveries to 

Walmart and on your right is the entrance for the plaza at 140 Stavanger which

contains several retail outlets. A driver travelling at 50 km/hr or 45 feet/sec 

would have approximately 1.5 seconds to assess all the variables and stop their

vehicle under dry conditions if there was an obstruction. A driver travelling at 

60 km/hr or 55 feet/sec, a likely scenario, would have approximately 1.1 

seconds to stop their vehicle under dry conditions. For westbound drivers, 

making a left turn into the proposed roadway location probably would not be 
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allowed by the Traffic Department because of the high risks pertaining to this 

location.  The developer is planning for at least 2 vehicles per residence 

according to the plan. A minimum of 80 opportunities for a serious accident 

would occur each day. The road should be relocated to the extreme West side 

of the property to reduce the possibility of an accident.

Children – Where would the children that live on this street be picked up and 

dropped off by the school bus. A school bus cannot turn around easily in the 

semi -circle for technical reasons. And winter driving conditions only 

compounds the situation. It would be unsafe to have them wait beside 

Stavanger Dr. and the school bus would be forced to reverse onto Stavanger if 

they were to be picked up in the proposed development.  Quality of life issues 

like this must be addressed when considering this proposal.

In Mr. O’Brien’s 3 page decision/direction note, it is stated that the public 

right-of-way has been reduced from a standard allowance of 15 meters to 12.5

meters. Mr. O’Brien advised in a recent meeting that it has been further 

reduced to 11 or 11.5 meters. The roadway on Stanford Place is 15 meters 

wide and this width is needed to safely accomodate the volume of large pick 

up trucks and SUV's that the owners use. 11 meters is not enough.  On street 

parking for visitors will be nearly impossible. Getting into and out of your 

driveway will also be problematic. The proposal also requests a 50 square 

meter reduction in each lot. In combination these requested allowances 

represent a 19% decrease from the current rules that apply for this tract of 

land. This a massive overreach and should not be allowed.

Further it is stated the applicant will ask for a waiver for sidewalks as there is 

no walking trail or other pedestrian attraction at the end of the street. The 

Clovelly Trail is used year round by residents and is adjacent to the Southern 
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boundary of this tract of land. This street would provide easy access to stores 

like Walmart etc., I am sure it would be a well used shortcut.

Mr. O'Brien's note also stated that a 50 meter buffer zone would exist between

the subject property and Stanford Place. This is not correct. It is 20 meters. And

no pertinent details on this important component of the proposal have been 

revealed to date. This issue should be addressed now. Depending on the 

elevation of the subject property in relation to Stanford Place, this may prove 

to be woefully inadequate.

I would respectfully ask the Commissioner to maintain the current Commercial 

Regional Zoning on this property.  This proposal, as presented, does not merit 

approval.

Donating the land to the City for use as a Park might be a viable alternative to 

development for the landowner. Several hundred homes are ringed by 

Stavanger and Aberdeen. To my knowledge, there isn’t a recreation area for 

families to use without getting in your car. This would be a destination that the

neighbourhood could reach safely and easily by walking or biking.
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Title:      St. John’s Municipal Plan Amendment No. 139, 2016, and  

St. John’s Development Regulations Amendment No. 639, 2016 
Application to rezone to the Commercial Office (CO) Zone  

   PDE File# MPA1600005 
42 Sugarloaf Place 
  

Date Prepared: October 5, 2016 
 
Report To:    His Worship the Mayor and Members of Council 
 
Councillor & Role: Councillor Art Puddister, Chair, Planning and Development Committee 
 
Ward:    1 
 
Decision/Direction Required:   
Following cancellation of the Public Hearing, Council may proceed with the next steps in the amendment 
process for St. John’s Municipal Plan Amendment Number 139, 2016, and St. John’s Development 
Regulations Amendment Number 639, 2016. 
 
Discussion – Background and Current Status: 
The applicant has applied to develop two, 4-storey office buildings at 42 Sugarloaf Place. The subject parcel 
of land is 7.65 acres (30,950 square metres) and is currently vacant with partial tree cover. Access to the 
proposed development is from Sugarloaf Place, which is currently not built to an acceptable municipal 
standard and will require upgrading.   
 
This proposed development is in keeping with other recently completed office and commercial developments 
located in the vicinity of East White Hills Road. The subject property is designated and zoned Rural under 
the St. John’s Municipal Plan and Development Regulations. In order to consider an office building at this 
location, the property would need to be rezoned to the Commercial Office (CO) Zone. A Municipal Plan 
amendment would also be required to the Commercial General Land Use District. 
 
A public meeting was held on April 21, 2016, at City Hall and at the Regular Meeting of Council on May 24, 
2016, Council agreed to proceed with the proposed amendments. Following provincial release and Council 
adoption of the amendments on September 6, 2016, a public hearing was scheduled. The public hearing 
scheduled for October 4, 2016 was cancelled in accordance with the Urban and Rural Planning Act, as no 
public submissions were received. Council may now proceed with the next steps in the amendment process. 
 
Key Considerations/Implications: 
 

1. Budget/Financial Implications: 
The relevant sections of Sugarloaf Road and Sugarloaf Place would have to be upgraded to an 
acceptable City standard. The developer has agreed to extend and upgrade the roadway and 
connection to East White Hills Road to an acceptable City standard. Ultimately this will require that 
the City provide an increased obligation to deliver services on additional roads. 
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2. Partners or Other Stakeholders:  
Neighbouring residents and property owners. This property also boarders properties in the Town of 
Logy Bay-Middle Cove-Outer Cove. 
 

3. Alignment with Strategic Directions/Adopted Plans: 
In line with encouraging increased density where appropriate, as per the Municipal Plan. 

 
4. Legal or Policy Implications: N/A 

 
5. Engagement and Communications Considerations: N/A 

 
6. Human Resource Implications: N/A 

 
7. Procurement Implications: N/A 

 
8. Information Technology Implications: N/A 

 
9. Other Implications: N/A 

 
Recommendation: 
It is recommended that Council approve the attached resolutions for St. John’s Municipal Plan Amendment 
Number 139, 2016, and St. John’s Development Regulations Amendment Number 639, 2016, as adopted. 
These amendments would redesignate and rezone land at 42 Sugarloaf Place to the Commercial Office (CO) 
Zone for the development of two 4-storey office buildings. If approved, the amendments will be referred to 
the Department of Municipal Affairs with a request for Provincial Registration in accordance with the 
provisions of the Urban and Rural Planning Act.  
 
Prepared by: 
Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett, MCIP – Planner III 
 
Signature:  ______________________________________ 
 
Approved by: 
Ken O’Brien, MCIP – Chief Municipal Planner 
 
Signature:  ______________________________________ 
 
LLB/dlm 
 
Attachments: 

1. Location map  
2. Resolutions  
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RESOLUTION 
 ST. JOHN’S MUNICIPAL PLAN 
 AMENDMENT NUMBER 139, 2016 
 
 
WHEREAS the City of St. John’s wishes to allow two (2) four-storey office buildings at 42 
Sugarloaf Place [Parcel ID #37663]. 
 
BE IT THEREFORE RESOLVED that the City of St. John’s hereby adopts the following 
map amendments to the St. John’s Municipal Plan in accordance with the Urban and Rural 
Planning Act: 
 

Redesignate the land at 42 Sugarloaf Place [Parcel ID #37663] from the 
Rural (R) Land Use District to the Commercial General (CG) Land 
Use District as shown on Map III-1A attached. 
 

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

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

 
 
 
______________________________                                                     
City Clerk 
 
 
 
 
 
             
Council Adoption     Provincial Registration 
 
  





 
RESOLUTION 

ST. JOHN’S DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS 
AMENDMENT NUMBER 639, 2016 

 
WHEREAS the City of St. John’s wishes allow two (2) four-storey office buildings at 42 
Sugarloaf Place [Parcel ID #37663]. 
 
BE IT THEREFORE RESOLVED that the City of St. John’s hereby adopts the following 
map amendments to the St. John’s Development Regulations in accordance with the Urban 
and Rural Planning Act: 
 

Rezone the property at 42 Sugarloaf Place [Parcel ID #37663] from the 
Rural (R) Zone to the Commercial Office (CO) Zone as shown on Map 
Z-1A attached. 

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

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

 
 
 
______________________________                                                     
City Clerk 
 
 
 
 
 
             
Council Adoption     Provincial Registration 
 
 













   
   

 

REPORT 
FINANCE AND ADMINISTRATION COMMITTEE - CITY COUNCIL 
October 5, 2016 – 12:00 p.m. – Conference Room A 

 
 

Present Councillor J. Galgay, Chair  
  Deputy Mayor R. Ellsworth  
  Councillor B. Tilley 
  Councillor D. Breen 

Councillor S. O’Leary 
Councillor D. Lane (via teleconference) 

       
Others Kevin Breen, City Manager 

Derek Coffey, Deputy City Manager – Financial Management 
  Tanya Haywood, Deputy City Manager – Community Services 

Lynnann Winsor, Deputy City Manager – Public Works 
Jason Sinyard, Deputy City Manager – Planning, Development & 

Engineering 
  Elaine Henley, City Clerk 

Sean Janes, City Internal Auditor 
Susan Bonnel, Manager of Communications 

  Victoria Etchegary, Manager of Strategy & Engagement 
Kris Connors, Supervisor – Budget & Treasury 

  Tammy Sheppard, HR Advisor  
  Maureen Harvey, Acting Supervisor – Legislative & Office Services 
 
 
Decision Note dated September 20, 2016 from the Director of Human Resources 
re: The Cooperators Donation to Charity 
 
The Committee considered the above noted decision note and recommends as 
follows: 
 

Recommendation 
Moved – Councillor Breen: Seconded – Councillor Hickman 

 
That approval be given to instruct the Cooperators to forward it’s 
donation of $1,000 to the REAL Program 

 
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
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Decision Note dated October 1, 2016 from City Clerk re: Requests for Financial 
Support for Meetings and Conventions 
Consideration was given to the above noted decision note. 
 
Moved – Councillor Hickman: Seconded – Councillor O’Leary 
  

That approval provide financial support to the following organizations in 
accordance with the terms of Policy 04-09-02: 
Canadian Federation of University Women  $500 
Canadian Federation of Engineering Students $500 
Arctic Technology Conference    $750 

 
 
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 

 

Councillor Jonathan Galgay, Chair 
Finance & Administration Committee 











Building Permits List 

Council’s October 17, 2016 Regular Meeting 

 
                               Permits Issued:      2016/10/06 To 2016/10/12 

 Class: Commercial 

 11-13 Freshwater Rd                   Co   Restaurant 

 409 Kenmount Rd                       Co   Commercial Garage 

 10 Pearl Pl                           Co   Place Of Amusement 

 Avalon Mall, Telus                    Sn   Retail Store 

 16-72 Hamlyn Rd, Unit 150             Sn   Retail Store 

 80 Kenmount Rd., Units 2 & 3          Sn   Office 

 28 Logy Bay Rd                        Sn   Office 

 Glencrest Roundabout                  Sn   Other 

 21 Queen's Rd                         Cr   Retail Store 

 25 Hebron Way                         Rn   Warehouse 

 80 Kenmount Rd, Unit 2b               Cr   Retail Store 

 286 Duckworth St                      Rn   Restaurant 

 This Week $    459,533.00 

 Class: Industrial 

 This Week $           .00 

 Class: Government/Institutional 

 This Week $           .00 

 Class: Residential 

 8 Cashin Ave                          Nc   Accessory Building 

 215 Cheeseman Dr, Lot 192             Nc   Single Detached Dwelling 

 6 Cherrybark Cres                     Nc   Fence 

 23 Dumbarton Pl                       Nc   Accessory Building 

 10 Gary Dr                            Nc   Fence 

 10 Gary Dr                            Nc   Accessory Building 

 33 Great Southern Dr, Lot 12          Nc   Single Detached Dwelling 

 14 Gregory St                         Nc   Fence 

 35 Keith Dr                           Nc   Accessory Building 

 35 Keith Dr                           Nc   Accessory Building 

 10 Kerry St                           Nc   Patio Deck 

 15 Learning Rd                        Nc   Accessory Building 

 304 Lemarchant Rd                     Nc   Patio Deck 

 14 Mcloughlan Street                  Nc   Fence 

 14 Mcloughlan Street                  Nc   Accessory Building 

 798 Main Rd                           Nc   Accessory Building 

 19 Nautilus St                        Nc   Fence 

 356 Old Pennywell Road                Nc   Single Detached Dwelling 

 8 Ozark Pl                            Nc   Accessory Building 

 74 Parsonage Dr                       Nc   Patio Deck 

 77 Queen's Rd                         Nc   Patio Deck 

 13 Solway Cres, Lot 344               Nc   Single Detached & Sub.Apt 

 574 Southside Rd                      Nc   Accessory Building 

 810 Southside Rd                      Nc   Swimming Pool 

 13 Tralee St                          Nc   Fence 

 554 Newfoundland Dr                   Co   Home Occupation 



 7 Dover Pl                            Ex   Single Detached Dwelling 

 4 Doyle St                            Ex   Single Detached Dwelling 

 69 Gisborne Pl                        Ex   Patio Deck 

 19 Bannerman St                       Rn   Single Detached Dwelling 

 59 Chafe Ave                          Rn   Single Detached Dwelling 

 112 Circular Rd                       Rn   Single Detached Dwelling 

 9 Coronation St                       Rn   Single Detached Dwelling 

 35 Gower St                           Rn   Semi-Detached Dwelling 

 17&21 Mcdougall St                    Rn   Boarding House(4 Or Less) 

 12 Mullock St                         Rn   Semi-Detached Dwelling 

 23 Shea Street                        Rn   Single Detached & Sub.Apt 

 337 Southside Rd                      Rn   Single Detached Dwelling 

 798 Main Rd                           Sw   Single Detached Dwelling 

 65 Portugal Cove Rd                   Sw   Accessory Building 

 810 Southside Rd                      Sw   Semi-Detached Dwelling 

 This Week $  1,482,362.00 

 Class: Demolition 

 This Week $           .00 

 This Week's Total:  $  1,941,895.00 

 Repair Permits Issued:  2016/09/29 To 2016/10/05  $     63,300.00 

 Legend 

 Co  Change Of Occupancy        Sw  Site Work 

 Cr  Chng Of Occ/Renovtns       Ms  Mobile Sign 

 Ex  Extension                  Sn  Sign 

 Nc  New Construction           Cc  Chimney Construction 

 Oc  Occupant Change            Dm  Demolition 

 Rn  Renovations 

 

 

YEAR TO DATE COMPARISONS 

 

October 13, 2016   

TYPE 2015 2016 

% VARIANCE (+/-

) 

Commercial $117,375,000.00 $104,647,000.00 -11 

Industrial $0.00 $0.00 0 

Government/Institutional $15,000,000.00 $6,000,000.00 -60 

Residential $68,153,000.00 $60,622,000.00 -11 

Repairs $3,479,000.00 $3,799,000.00 9 

Housing Units (1 & 2 Family Dwelling) 177 192   

TOTAL $204,007,177.00 $175,068,000.00 -14 

 

 



  

Respectfully Submitted, 

 

 

 

 

 

Jason Sinyard, P. Eng., MBA 

Deputy City Manger 

Planning & Development & Engineering 

 






















