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4:30 p.m. 

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

 
2. Approval of the Agenda  
 
3. Adoption of the Minutes (October 20, 2014) 
 
4.  Business Arising from the Minutes   
 

a. Included in the Agenda  
 
 i. Background Information re:  New Year’s Eve Fireworks 
            ii.        KPMG Interim Report 
b.  Other Matters  

  
5.         Notices Published: 
 
6. Public Hearings      
 

a. Public Meeting held October 15, 2014 re: Application from Northern Property 
REIT to rezone property at 146-148 Ladysmith Drive to the Apartment Medium 
Density (A2) Zone. 

 
7. Committee Reports  
 
 a. Development Committee Report – October 21, 2014 
 
8. Resolutions    
 
9. Development Permits List (from period October 17 -22, 2014) 
 
10. Building Permits List (from period October 16 - 22, 2014) 
 
11. Requisitions, Payrolls and Accounts (Week ending October 22, 2014) 
 
12. Tenders: 
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a. Tender 2014083 Electrical Auto Parts  
 
13. Notices of Motion, Written Questions and Petitions     
 
14. Other Business   
  
 a. Memorandum dated October 17, 2014 from City Solicitor re: Trinity Pub at  
  Beck’s Cove/George St. 
 

b. Memorandum dated October 22, 2014 from City Solicitor re: Reservoir Road –  
 Protestant Cemetery 

 
15. Adjournment   



 
                                                                                                                       October 21, 2014 
 

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

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

 
Mayor Dennis O’Keefe presided. 

There were present also: Deputy Mayor Ellsworth, Councillors Hann, Puddister, Hickman, 

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

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

Planning, Development & Engineering; Deputy City Manager of Financial Management; 

Deputy City Manager of Community Services; Director of Roads and Traffic; City Solicitor; 

and Senior Legislative Assistant were also in attendance.  

 

Call to Order and Adoption of the Agenda 
 

SJMC2014-10-20/457R 
It was decided on motion of Councillor Tilley; seconded by Councillor 
Puddister: That the Agenda be adopted as presented.  
 
 The motion being put was unanimously carried. 
  

Adoption of Minutes 
 

SJMC2014-10-20/458R  
It was decided on motion of Councillor Hickman; seconded by Councillor 
Davis:  That the minutes of October 14, 2014 be adopted as presented. 
 
 The motion being put was unanimously carried. 
 

Business Arising 
 
a. Relocation of Fire Works Celebration to Downtown St. John’s 
 
Councillor Galgay tabled a briefing note that he asked to have placed on official record and 
brought forward at the next public meeting.  The purpose of the note was to answer 
questions regarding the Fire Department’s role in the relocation of fireworks from 
Downtown to Quidi Vidi Lake. 
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b. New City of St. John’s App 
Councillor Davis informed Council and the public of an additional way to connect with 
the City via an app for iPhones called ‘311 St. John’s’.  He noted the primary benefit of 
the app for residents is they are able to report problems or concerns when and where 
they notice them.  The ability to attach a picture and give GPS coordinates will allow 
staff to better respond to matters being reported.  He reminded the public of the other 
vehicles that can be used to contact the City such as: 

• online via web submission at www.stjohns.ca/access-311; 
• by phone at 311 or 754-CITY (2489); and 
•  in person from Mondays to Fridays, 8:30 a.m. to 5 p.m. on the first floor of City 

Hall.  

c. Elimination of door-to-door mail delivery by Canada Post 

Mayor O’Keefe registered concern with Canada Post’s decision to work toward the 
elimination of door-to-door mail delivery in the City of St. John’s.  He stated that the 
entire city will be affected with the exception of the postal code area “A1C” which is 
mainly due to the unavailability of space to accommodate the construction of community 
mailboxes.  Upon question, the City Solicitor confirmed that Canada Post has an 
unfettered right to place these mailboxes on sidewalks and public streets.  The matter 
was discussed with introduction of the following motion: 

SJMC2014-10-20/459R 
It was decided on motion of Councillor Galgay; seconded by Deputy Mayor 
Ellsworth:  That a letter be written to Federal Minister Lisa Raitt, Federal 
Minister of Transport responsible for Canada Post Corporation, requesting 
reconsideration of its  . 
 
 The motion being put was unanimously carried. 

 
d. CD#R2013-07-08-15 – Parking Fee Exemption Program for Veterans        

 
Council was reminded that in the Fall of 2013, Council agreed to implement a Parking 
Fee Exemption Program for Veterans eligible under the Nationally established criteria to 
receive a Veteran's License Plate, with certain stipulations to be established by the 
Parking Services Division.   
 
As part of the implementation process, it was determined due to the broad definition of a 
"Veteran", much abuse can take place with offering such programs.  A report was 

https://itunes.apple.com/us/app/my-st.-johns/id716914324?mt=8
http://www.stjohns.ca/access-311
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presented to Council on this issue, and staff was directed to establish other ways to 
honour our Veterans.   
 

SJMC2014-10-20/460R 
It was decided on motion of Councillor Galgay; seconded by Deputy Mayor 
Ellsworth: That the City provide free metered parking on City regulated spaces 
for Veteran's who have a Veteran's License Plate for the period of Nov. 1 - 11, 
annually, providing the parking rules are adhered to. 

 
  The motion being put was unanimously carried. 
 

 
Notices Published 
 
Council considered the following notices published: 
 
• 34 Aldershot Street – Residential High Density (R3) Zone  

A Discretionary Use Application has been submitted requesting permission to occupy 
34 Aldershot Street as a home occupation for a catering business. 

 
The proposed business will offer two lines of products; meal boxes and cakes. It will 
occupy a floor area of approximately 26 m2 and will operate Monday - Friday from 9 
a.m. - 5 p.m. The business estimates approximately 25 meal boxes and 3 cakes per day. 
This service will be for delivery only. No on-site parking required as no clients will 
visit the business. The applicant is the sole employee. 

 
No submissions were received. 

 
• 644 Main Road – Rural Residential (RR) Zone 

A Discretionary Use (Restoration of Non-Conforming Use) Application has been 
submitted to rebuild the dwelling at 644 Main Road. The proposed dwelling will be 
22m wide and will be set back 34m from the front property line. 

 
No submissions were received. 

 
SJMC2014-10-20/461R  
It was moved by Councillor Galgay; seconded by Councillor Collins:  That 
Council approve the above noted applications subject to all applicable City 
requirements. 
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Committee Reports 
 
Finance and Administration Standing Committee Report – October 14, 2014 
 
Council considered the above-noted report as follows: 
 

IN ATTENDANCE:  
 

Councillor Danny Breen, Chairperson 
Deputy Mayor Ron Ellsworth 
Councillor Tom Hann 
Councillor Bruce Tilley 
Councillor Bernard Davis 
Councillor Sandy Hickman 
Mr. Robert Bishop, Deputy City Manager, Financial Management 
Ms. Jill Brewer, Deputy City Manager, Community Services 
Ms. Maureen Harvey, Senior Legislative Assistant 

 
1. Memorandum dated October 8, 2014 from The City Clerk, re: Requests for 

Financial Support for Meetings and Conventions. 

The Committee considered requests for financial support for the following events: 
• Mineral Resources Review 2014 
• Tri Com Bantam AAA Team 
• Catholic Women’s league of St. Pius X – 35th Annual Provincial Catholic 

Women’s League Convention 
 

As the above noted requests do not meet the criteria of City policy the following 
recommendation is brought forward: 

 
Recommendation: 
Moved by Councillor Hickman; seconded by Councillor Tilley: That the 
requests from Mineral Resources Review 2014, Tri Com Bantam AAA Team 
and the Catholic Women’s League of St. Pius X be denied as the events do not 
meet the criteria for approval under City policy. 

 
2. Memorandum dated October 7, 2014 from Councillor Galgay, re: Monument 

Vandalism at the Royal Canadian Legion on Blackmarsh Road. 

The Committee considered Councillor Galgay’s request for funding assistance to repair 
the monument at the Royal Canadian Legion on Blackmarsh Road. 
 

Recommendation 
Moved by Deputy Mayor Ellsworth; seconded by Councillor Hickman: That the 
City deny a request for financial support to assist with repairs to the monument 
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at the Royal Canadian Legion on Blackmarsh Road on the basis that the 
monument is privately owned and outside the City’s jurisdiction. 

 
 

3. Request for Sponsorship from the Rotary Club of St. John’s for the Gathering 
Place 2014 Annual Gala and Auction. 

The Committee considered a request for sponsorship of an event being hosted by the 
Rotary Club of St. John’s for the Gathering Place Annual Gala and Auction.   
 

Recommendation 
Moved by Deputy Mayor Ellsworth; seconded by Councillor Davis: That the 
City deny the request for sponsorship as requested on the basis that it has 
already made a substantial financial contribution to the Gathering Place in 
2014. 

 

4. Memorandum dated September 26, 2014 from the Deputy City Manager – 
Corporate Services, re: Smoke Free Workplace Policy. 

Consideration was given to the above noted policy. 
 

Recommendation 
Moved by Councillor Hann; seconded by Councillor Hickman that approval be 
given to the Smoke Free Workplace Policy. 

 

5. Memorandum dated September 4, 2014 from the Deputy City Manager – 
Corporate Services, re: Use of Mobile Devices in the Workplace. 

The Committee reviewed the above noted policy and the following recommendation was 
presented: 
 

Recommendation 
Moved by Councillor Tilley; seconded by Councillor Hickman: That approval 
be given to the implementation of the revised policy, Use of Mobile Devices in 
the Workplace. 

 
6. Memorandum dated September 26, 2014 from the Deputy City Manager – 

Corporate Services, re: Loss of Driver’s License Policy. 

The Committee reviewed the proposed policy dealing with the Loss of Driver’s Licence 
and the following recommendation was presented: 
 

Recommendation 
Moved by Councillor Davis; seconded by Councillor Tilley: That approval be 
given to the policy “Loss of Driver’s License.” 
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7. Request from St. John’s Rotary Club re: Advertising for family musical Fiddler on 
the Roof. 

 
Consideration was given to the above-noted request which is not in keeping with City 
policy. 
 

Recommendation 
The Committee recommends denial of a request to advertise in the program 
Fiddler on the Roof. 
 

8. Request from MUN Engineering Society “B” for sponsorship of the 9th Annual 
Winter Charity Ball 

 
The Committee was informed this request is outside the scope of City policy. 
 

Recommendation 
The Committee recommends denial of a request for sponsorship of the 9th 
Annual Winter Charity Ball. 

 
9. Request from Canadian Cancer Society for Financial Support to Upgrade Daffodil 

Place. 
The Committee discussed the above noted request which explained the Cancer Society is 
undertaking a fundraising campaign to help offset the cost of refurbishment of the City 
of St. John’s Guest Room.  It requests an amount of $5,000 to address things such as 
paint, mattresses, drapery and/or blinds, televisions and heating units. 
 
The merits of the request were discussed with some Councillors supporting while others 
were concerned with the use of taxpayer money to direct funds into a project that had 
already received a substantial contribution from the City.  Discussion also took place as 
to whether this request was considered to be a capital or maintenance item. 
 

Recommendation 
Moved by Councillor Davis; seconded by Councillor Hickman:  That an amount 
of $5,000 be approved as a donation to the Canadian Cancer Society for the 
upgrading of Daffodil Place. 
 

- Voting in favor of the recommendation: Tilley, Hickman, Davis 
- Voting against the recommendation:  Ellsworth, Hann, Breen  
- There being a tie vote the recommendation to approve a donation failed 

 
Councillor Danny Breen 
Chairperson 
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SJMC2014-10-20/462R  
It was decided on motion of Councillor Breen; seconded by Councillor 
Hickman: That the recommendations outlined in the Finance and 
Administration Standing Committee report of October 14, 2014 be approved as 
presented with the exception of item 9. Request from the Canadian Cancer 
Society for financial support to upgrade Daffodil Place which will be addressed 
under separate motion. 
 
 The motion being put was unanimously carried. 
 

Request from Canadian Cancer Society for Financial Support to Upgrade Daffodil 
Place. 
As noted above, the recommendation of the Finance & Administration Standing 
Committee failed, however discussion took place on the merits of this request and the 
question was raised whether this should be considered a capital or maintenance request. 
 
Discussion concluded with the introduction of the following motion:  
 

SJMC2014-10-463/R 
 

It was decided on a motion by Councillor Davis; seconded by Councillor Tilley: 
That the request from the Canadian Cancer Society for $5,000 to assist with the 
upgrading of Daffodil Place be approved. 

 
There voting in favor of the motion were the mover, seconder and 
Councillors Puddister and Hickman. 
Dissenting were: Deputy Mayor Ellsworth; Councillors Breen, Collins, 
Lane, Galgay, Hann 

 The motion was defeated.   
 
Heritage Committee Report – October 10, 2014 
 
Council considered the above-noted report as follows: 
 
In Attendance: Councillor Dave Lane, Co-Chairperson 
 Deputy Mayor Ron Ellsworth 
 Councillor Tom Hann 
 George Chalker, Heritage Foundation  
 Peter Jackson, NL Historic Trust  
 Shannie Duff, Citizen Representative  
 Maria Lear, Citizen Representative   
 Wayne Purchase, Downtown St. John’s  
 Jeremy Bryant, NL Association of Architects  
 Lindsay Lyghtle Brushett, Planner  
 Karen Chafe, Recording Secretary 
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Report: 
 
1. 8 Kenna’s Hill – Application for Replacement of Sunroom Extension 

The Committee met with Mr. Seamus O’Rielly and Mr. Gil Robichaud to discuss 
their application to replace the existing sun room at 8 Kenna’s Hill with a sun room 
manufactured by CraftBilt.  It is intended that there will be minimal change in the 
exterior aesthetic and the roof will consist of sloped glazing with metal framing.  The 
Committee expressed serious concerns about the expansion and contraction of this 
material, particularly during the winter months, making it susceptible to leaks, loss of 
heat and continuous maintenance as a result.  Such material is more efficient in 
warmer climates.    
 
The Committee recognizing that 8 Kenna’s Hill is a heritage designated building in 
which the existing sun room was not an original feature, would prefer that any 
renovation would conform as much as possible to the original entrance as illustrated 
in the artist rendering attached.  However, as the wall was removed to accommodate 
the opening for the existing sun room, the Committee prefers that the new extension 
consist of a shingled roof with a proper membrane structure underneath.  This would 
enable the extension to be more reminiscent of the original porch but larger.  Such a 
design would be far more practical from an energy efficiency (enhanced R value) 
and long term maintenance perspective, not to mention more economical to build.  
As well, a more complementary aesthetic would be achieved from the use of a 
traditional shingled roof that is more in keeping with the overall design of this 
heritage designated property.  The applicant may also wish to consider the extension 
of the existing roof lines within the proposed addition. 
 

The Committee recommends that the applicant consult further with the 
Heritage Officer to develop an alternative design for the sun room that 
incorporates a shingled roof instead of glazing and metal framing and 
that the design be reviewed by the Committee before approval is given. 
 

2. 35 Monkstown Road – Renovation of Porch 
The Heritage Advisory Committee discussed the above noted matter, noting that the 
porch renovation has been delayed indefinitely.   
 

The Committee recommends that the Heritage Officer send an 
immediate notice to the property owner directing the enclosure of the 
shell which has been exposed to the elements since at least last year.  This 
will offset any future damage that will be caused as a result in the delay 
of the contractor's being able to complete this job.   

 
 

Councillor Dave Lane       
Co-Chair  
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Building Permits List 
Council’s October 20, 2014 Regular Meeting 

 
                               Permits Issued:       2014/10/09 To 2014/10/15 

 
 Permits List 

 Class: Commercial 

 500 Topsail Rd                        Co   Retail Store 
 48 Allandale Rd                       Sw   Communications Use 
 59 Blackmarsh Rd                      Ms   Office 
 40 Hebron Way                         Sn   Retail Store 
 35 Hebron Way                         Ms   Office 
 2 Stavanger Dr                        Sn   Service Station 
 28 Stavanger Dr                       Ms   Retail Store 
 673 Topsail Rd                        Ms   Commercial School 
 192-194 Torbay Rd                     Ms   Eating Establishment 
 790 Kenmount Rd                       Nc   Accessory Building 
 6 Wood St                             Co   Storage-Auxillary 
 59 Harvey Rd                          Cr   Eating Establishment 
 115-119 Queen's Rd                    Rn   Condominium 
 650 Thorburn Rd-Cbc Tower Site        Nc   Accessory Building 
 25 Hebron Way                         Rn   Retail Store 
 428 Empire Ave                        Rn   Retail Store 

 This Week $    632,500.00 

 Class: Industrial 
 This Week $           .00 

 Class: Government/Institutional 
 This Week $           .00 

 Class: Residential 

 8 Aldergrove Pl, Lot 251              Nc   Single Detached & Sub.Apt 
 12 Appledore Pl                       Nc   Fence 
 14 Bartlett Pl                        Nc   Accessory Building 
 15a Bay Bulls Rd                      Nc   Accessory Building 
 5 Biscay Pl, Lot 25a                  Nc   Single Detached & Sub.Apt 
 21 Blue River Pl                      Nc   Accessory Building 
 139 Castle Bridge Dr                  Nc   Fence 
 45 Donovan's Road                     Nc   Single Detached Dwelling 
 100 Elizabeth Ave, Unit 801           Nc   Patio Deck 
 190 Green Acre Dr                     Nc   Fence 
 29 Green Acre Dr                      Nc   Accessory Building 
 234 Hamilton Ave                      Nc   Fence 
 16 Heffernan's Line                   Nc   Patio Deck 
 34 Jennmar  Cres                      Nc   Accessory Building 
 57 Jensen Camp Rd                     Nc   Fence 
 68-70 Lake View Dr                    Nc   Accessory Building 
 24 Meeker Pl                          Nc   Accessory Building 
 48a Quidi Vidi Village Rd             Nc   Single Detached Dwelling 
 37 Rosalind St                        Nc   Accessory Building 
 49 Savannah Park Dr                   Nc   Accessory Building 
 27 Skanes Ave                         Nc   Accessory Building 
 9 Tigress St, Lot 632                 Nc   Single Detached & Sub.Apt 
 4 Westview Ave, Lot 2 Base Bld        Nc   Condominium 
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 6 Westview Ave,Lot 3 Base Bldg        Nc   Condominium 
 8 Westview Ave, Lot 4, Base Bl        Nc   Condominium 
 10 Westview Ave,Lot 5, Base Bl        Nc   Condominium 
 12 Westview Ae,Lot 6, Base Blg        Nc   Condominium 
 21 Winthrop Pl                        Nc   Accessory Building 
 24 Portugal Cove Rd                   Co   Office 
 34 Alexander St                       Rn   Semi-Detached Dwelling 
 15 Boncloddy St.                      Rn   Single Detached Dwelling 
 132 Circular Rd                       Rn   Single Detached Dwelling 
 28 Monkstown Rd                       Rn   Single Detached Dwelling 
 45 Mullock St                         Rn   Townhousing 
 241 Pennywell Rd                      Rn   Single Detached Dwelling 
 96-98 Queen's Rd                      Rn   Townhousing 
 163 Queen's Rd                        Rn   Townhousing 
 34 Meadowbrook Park Rd                Sw   Single Detached Dwelling 

 This Week $  1,791,150.00 

 Class: Demolition 

 160 Patrick St                        Dm   Semi-Detached Dwelling 
 5 Hallett Cres                        Dm   Warehouse 

 This Week $    130,000.00 

 This Week's Total:  $  2,553,650.00 

 Repair Permits Issued:  2014/10/09 To 2014/10/15     $    101,600.00 

 Legend 

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

YEAR TO DATE COMPARISONS 

October 20, 2014 

    

TYPE 2013 2014 % VARIANCE (+/-) 

Commercial $79,121,000.00 $154,298,000.00 95 

Industrial $131,000.00 $125,300.00 -4 

Government/Institutiona
l 

$78,136,000.00 $77,760,000.00 0 

Residential $138,836,000.00 $122,374,000.00 -12 

Repairs $4,039,000.00 $4,637,000.00 15 

Housing Units (1 & 2 
Family Dwellings) 

392 277  

TOTAL $300,263,000.00 $359,194,300.00 20 

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

 The motion being put was unanimously carried. 
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Requisitions, Payrolls and Accounts 
 
Council considered the requisitions, payrolls and accounts for the week ending October 8, 

2014. 

SJMC2014-10-20/466R  
It was decided on motion of Councillor Collins; seconded by Councillor Hann: 
That the following Payrolls and Accounts for the week ending October 15th, 
2014 be approved. 
 
 

Weekly Payment Vouchers 
For The 

       Week Ending October 15, 2014 
Payroll 
 
Public Works            $ 394,638.72 
Bi-Weekly Casual             $ 19,968.66 
Accounts Payable        $ 5,770,560.96 
 
 

Total:      $ 6,185,168.34 
 

 The motion being put was unanimously carried. 
 
Tenders 
 
Council considered the following tenders: 
 

a. Supply and Installation of Culverts 
 

SJMC2014-10-20/467R  
It was decided on motion of Councillor Collins seconded by Councillor Hann:  
That the tender for the supply and installation of culverts as per Tender 
2014088 be awarded as follows: 
Section A – to Greenslades Construction at a cost of $64,500 hst extra 
Section B – to Greenwood Services at a cost of $82,339 hst extra 
 
 The motion being put was unanimously carried. 
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b. Snowclearing Streets and Lanes 
 
SJMC2014-10-20/468R  
It was decided on motion of Councillor Collins; seconded by Councillor Hann:  
That Tender No. 2014090 for Snow Clearing Streets and Lanes be awarded as 
follows: 
Section “A” West – South PawTransport at a cost of $20,796.30 hst extra 
Section “B” East – Mercer’s Paving at a cost of $39,800 hst extra. 
 
 The motion being put was unanimously carried. 

 
c. Tender – Mobile Litter Fencing 

 
SJMC2014-10-20/469R  
It was decided on motion of Councillor Collins seconded by Councillor Hann:  
That tender no. 2014091 for the supply of mobile litter fencing for Robin Hood 
Bay be awarded to Provincial Fence at a cost of $10,850 each section for a total 
of $217,000 hst extra. 
 
 The motion being put was unanimously carried. 

 
Other Business 
 

a. Engage! St. John’s Task Force Report 
 
Councillor Dave Lane presented the above-noted report noting that nearly a year ago, the 
City undertook to develop a new framework for public engagement.  The report includes a 
new policy direction for the City for public engagement which is based on the International 
Association for Public Participation values and is built around four principles: commitment, 
accountability, clear and timely communication; and inclusiveness.  It also includes a 
planning and implementation engagement strategy “how to” for staff which will be shared 
internally in the coming months. 
 
Additionally, there are a number of recommendations that support such things as: 

• Engagement for development 
• Communication and engagement, e.g., websites portals and social media 
• Capacity-building for engagement, i.e., providing the foundations and tools for 

engagement 
• Neighbourhood associations and partners and the role they can play. 

 
The report provides a starting point for trying a new approach to public engagement, on that 
facilitates dialogue with the right people, using the right tools and at the right time on 
subject areas of mutual interest. 
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SJMC2014-10-20/470R  
It was decided on motion of Councillor Lane; seconded by Councillor Hickman:  
That the Engage! St. John’s Task Force be adopted as presented and approval 
given for the implementation of the recommendations outlined in the report.  
 
 The motion being put was unanimously carried. 

 
b. Memorandum from the Manager of GIS re: New Street Names for Bawnmoor 

Subdivision 
 
Consideration was given to the above-noted memorandum which recommended the 
following street names: Bawnmoor Street and Cape Ballard Place. 
 

SJMC2014-10-20/471R  
It was decided on motion of Councillor Breen; seconded by Councillor Galgay:  
That approval be given to name Street “B” located of Walsh’s Lane as 
Bawnmoor Street and Street “A’ located off Bawnmoor Street as Cape Ballard 
Place.  
 
 The motion being put was unanimously carried. 
 

It was noted that these names have been approved by the St. John’s Regional Fire 
Department. 
 
 
Councillor Collins 
 

• Councillor Collins commended staff on the clean up that had taken place at North 

Pond Road (adjacent to Cochrane Pond) and suggested that unless the access to the 

area is restricted the City will be faced with the same problems in 2015.  It was 

agreed that this would be analyzed with the Department of Public Works in 

collaboration with the Department of Planning, Engineering and Development. 

 
Councillor Davis 
 

• Councillor Davis questioned the status of reopening of Kiwanis Street.  He also 

advised that he is receiving calls from Tiffany Lane with respect to poles and pylons 

wondering when it will be upgraded to a better standard.  Mayor Avenue was also 

referenced in terms of when it will be ready for opening.   The Deputy City Manager 

of Planning, Engineering and Development advised as follows: 
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o The Mayor Avenue project should be concluded as soon as the pavement is 

completed. 

o Tiffany Lane requires reassessment 

o The opening of Kiwanis Street will be resolved as soon as the traffic control 

device has been synchronized properly. 

 
Councillor Davis also extended congratulations to Councillor Bruce Tilley who was 

given honorary membership recognition at the 122nd anniversary celebrations of the 

CLB. 

 

Councillor Tilley 
 
• Councillor Tilley requested information on roadworks being contemplated as follows: 

a. A list of streets that will be undergoing construction between now and year end 

b. A list of streets that will be undergoing construction in the winter/spring of 2015 

c. The status on the Team Gushue Highway with an estimate on the timeframe for 

completion. 

 

Councillor Hann 
 

• Councillor Hann requested the Legal Department look on the action that can be taken in 

the event North Pond Road becomes an illegal dumping ground and asked that City staff 

collaborate with officials of the Department of Environment to see what can be done 

collectively to address the recurring problem. 

 

Deputy Mayor Ellsworth 

• Deputy Mayor Ellsworth made reference to the City’s housing initiative and recent 

media attention that has been given to slum landlords.  He noted that the Shea Heights 

residential development should be awarded by the City in the coming weeks which, 

when completed, will provided much needed housing for people in need.  He also 

requested the cooperation of the general public in submitting complaints if they are 

currently being housed in sub-standard units.  
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Adjournment 
 
There being no further business the meeting adjourned at 5:47 p.m. 
 
 
 
 

____________________________ 
                                                            MAYOR    
 
 
 
 
         _____________________________  
                                         CITY CLERK 



FFw::       New Year'      E  F wors Eve Fireworks
  N l M t nNeil Martin         to: Karen Chafe 2014/10/21 03:33 PM

From: Neil Martin/CSJ
To: Council_group
Cc: Jerry Peach/CSJ@CSJ, Jill Brewer/CSJ@CSJ
Date: 2014/10/17 01:33 PM
Subject: New Year's Eve Fireworks

The issue of moving the New Year's Eve fireworks from their current site to the harbor has been 
reviewed by staff. There has been no change in the circumstances that resulted in the initial move to Quidi  
Vidi Lake that would warrant a change in the fireworks venue. The rationale for having the fireworks at 
their current location has best been articulated by the Fire Chief who has stated that Quidi Vidi remains  
the best site for the following reasons:

1. Multiple means of access and egress to the display area for spectators and emergency crews  
alike.

2. Ease of security for the site.
3. Lessened building and population density.
4. An expanse of water for possible miss fires and/or flaming debris.
5. A long down-range which lends itself to the use of the larger shells without safety being  

challenged.
6. Elimination of risk to the downtown core from possible misfires or overshoots of malfunctioning  

shells.
7. Elimination of traffic and pedestrian congestion in an already narrowed downtown area , which can 

potentially be exacerbated by snow build-up and parking, thereby negatively impacting our 
responses into and out of the area.

Based on staffs' review and the Fire Chief's analysis, I would recommend that the New Year's Eve 
fireworks remain at its current location .

Neil A. Martin
City Manager 
City of St. John's
P.O. Box 908
St. John's, NL
A1C 5M2
Phone:   (709) 576-8446
Fax:        (709) 576-8474
e-mail:     nmartin@stjohns.ca



Briefing Note 
City of St. John’s Fireworks Displays as related to 

St. John’s Regional Fire Department 
 
 

Date: October 15th 2014  
 
Purpose: 
To answer the questions posed to the St. John’s Regional Fire Department (SJRFD) by 
Councillor Galgayi regarding the department’s role in the relocation of fireworks displays from 
downtown St. John’s to Quidi Vidi Lake. 
 
Background:  
St. John’s Regional Fire Department records indicate that the last time this department had any 
involvement with a fireworks display in downtown St. John’s was New Years Eve 2002. 
Previous to then and subsequently, anecdotal information indicates that various venues in and 
around the harbour and harbour apron on both sides may have been assessed and dismissed as 
fully or marginally unsafe.  Currently the SJRFD has no definitive information which suggests 
when or how the relocation of the fireworks display to Quidi Vidi Lake took place. There is some 
documentation indicating this department had a role in assessing and approving the current site 
as appropriately meeting regulations. 
 
SJRFD and regulations regarding the firing of Display Fireworks: 

1. Display fireworks are regulated and controlled by the Explosives Regulatory Division 
(ERD) of Natural Resources Canada. SJRFD, endorses and advocates the regulations as 
dictated by this federal entity. 

2. Natural Resources Canada publishes a Display Fireworks Manual, (current version 
2010) which indicates the methodology of mounting a fireworks display with reference to 
all distances and minimum safety precautions. 

3. SJRFD maintains authority over the provision of fireworks displays to assure accordance 
with the current regulations and safety to persons and property. As Authority Having 
Jurisdiction there exists the opportunity of modifying specific regulations. This 
department will only invoke that authority to increase the minimum safety standards to 
provide extra protection as may be required to address circumstances not necessarily 
denoted in regulations. 

4. The SJRFD participates in the multi-divisional review of the proposed fireworks show 
including consulting with the company providing the display itself to ensure all 
regulations and safety precautions are being followed.  
 

 



St. John’s Harbour as a potential display venue. 
1. ERD regulations dictate minimum distances needed to safely shoot fireworks in various 

environments. ERD: Display Fireworks Manual Chapter3 subsection 3.1, “Basic 
Requirements.” 

2. St. John’s Harbour apron past challenges to safety on shore based shooting sites include 
the following: 

South Side:  
• Irving Oil off loading and holding area. 
• Tank farm on South Side Hills. 
• Prossers Rock; following the last time it was used, there was an amount of residue 

found on jetties and vessel decks indicating increased risk of fire from hot debris. 
• Closure of the road leading to Ft Amherst. 
• Buildings in the area. 
• Vessels: tied up and traffic. 

North Side: 
•  Insufficient clearance to spectators and buildings anywhere on that side. 
• Vessels: tied up and traffic. 

3. St. John’s Harbour has a lessened degree of risk due to minimal distances but more 
stringent regulations and concerns regarding shooting fireworks from a floating platform. 

• ERD Display Fireworks Manual Chapter 3, subsection 3.5 “Firing from a 
floating platform” indicates requirements and concerns for this type of venue 
including but not limited to: 

i. Obtaining a vessel of appropriate size to mount the shooting site. 
ii. Insurance  

iii. Vessel certification (Transport Canada Regulation) 
iv. Vessel placement-station keeping (Tug boat costs/protection) 
v. Safety of the shooting crew (borne by the company) 

vi. Sea-state dependent. 
vii. Wind dependant. 

• SJRFD in consultation with the City of St. John’s some years ago defined an area 
for placement of any floating platform for an “oblong site layout”. That file may 
still exist or can be duplicated. A rough map exists at SJRFD.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
Signal Hill as a potential display venue. 



• SJRFD personnel and equipment have attended fireworks displays launched from Queens 
Battery on Signal Hill in the recent past without issues. 

• Other sites on Signal Hill may be equally compatible to fireworks displays but SJRFD 
personnel would have to review the proposed plot plan and application before committing 
to approval. 

 
Conclusion 
The St. John’s Regional Fire Department had been consulted on the present day site for 
compliance to the regulations. The decisions made at the time concerning the relocation are still 
supported by this department for the following reasons. 

1. Multiple means of access and egress to the display area for spectators and emergency 
crews alike. 

2. Ease of security for the site. 
3. Lessened building and population density. 
4. An expanse of water for possible miss fires and/or flaming debris. 
5. A long down-range which lends itself to the use of the larger shells without safety being 

challenged. 
6. Elimination of risk to the downtown core from possible misfires or overshoots of 

malfunctioning shells. 
7. Elimination of traffic and pedestrian congestion in an already narrowed downtown area, 

which can potentially be exacerbated by snow build-up and parking, there-by negatively 
impacting our responses into and out of the area. 

 
Should the City of St. John’s wish to review the possibility of shooting fireworks from a 
downtown or floating platform oriented site, our SJRFD personnel will gladly review the 
proposal with an overview to the previously mentioned ERD policy and standards manual. 

 
Jerry F. Peach 
Fire Chief 
Director of Regional Fire and Emergency Services. 

       
  1. What were the issues raised during that time by the SJRFD as to the recommendation to relocate the Fireworks. 
2. Why was the decision made in the early 2000’s and not prior to that time – as they had been happening at that 
location for years.  
3. A listing of requirements/recommendations from Fire Prevention which would guide the reinstatement of the New 
Year’s Eve Fireworks at the Waterfront. 
 
 

                                                 



Excerpt from the January 19, 2009 Regular Meeting of the St. John’s Municipal Council: 
 
Tourism Standing Committee Report dated January 13th, 2009 
 
Council considered the following Tourism Standing Committee Report dated January 13th, 2009: 

 
Attendees: Councillor Sandy Hickman, Chairperson 
  Councillor Tom Hann 
  Councillor Shannie Duff 
  Councillor Gerry Colbert 
  Councillor Debbie Hanlon 
  Ron Penney, Chief Commissioner/City Solicitor 
  Elizabeth Lawrence, Director of Economic Development, Tourism & Culture 
  Michael Dwyer, Director of Regional Fire Services and Fire Chief 
  Kevin Gushue, Manager of Tourism Development 
  Bernadette Walsh, Special Projects Coordinator 
  Margaret Donovan, Tourism Industry Coordinator 
  Todd Lehr, Tourism Program Analyst 
  Deborah Cook, Tourism Development Coordinator 
  Katie Guiney, Tourism Student 
  Karen Chafe, Recording Secretary 
Report: 
1. Celebrating Bartlett 2009 

N/A 
 

2. New Years Eve Event Review 
Staff provided the Committee with a power point presentation of the New Years Eve 
Celebrations, outlining the major issues with conducting fireworks at the harbour venue 
vs. Quidi Vidi Lake.  The following major points were outlined: 
 

• The harbour venue is no longer a viable site to conduct fireworks displays due to 
the liability, safety and logistical issues involved such as the following: 

o Agreements must be reached with Port, Transport Canada (new 
regulations 2008), Tenant, Boat crew, etc. 

o Limited Space available 
o Barge issues include access, safety, rental, additional expense such as tug 

rental and crew. 
• Tremendous positive feedback for the Quidi Vidi Lake venue has been received 

from the general public through the City’s 311 Access Centre.  It should be noted, 
however, that minimal feedback was given from the hospitality sector:  

o Traffic issues were minimal as compared to when the event was held 
Downtown. 

o The RNC reported no problems, and expressed positive reaction to the 
event location. 

o Sponsors for OZ-FM/NTV were very pleased with the event and 
demographics.  



• The expenditures for Quidi Vidi Lake totalled $29,700 this year.  The harbour site 
would have entailed additional expenditures over and above that amount for 
security (as a result of new regulations), fencing, barricades and sound system.  
These additional costs would have increased the total expenditure by an estimated 
$10,000 - $15,000.  

• The Director of Regional Fire Services and Fire Chief was also in attendance to 
provide his input.  He noted that the Fire Department is not concerned with issues 
of location as long as the location meets fire safety regulations.  He further noted 
that such regulations are becoming more of a challenge to meet at the harbour site 
location, and alternate sites within the vicinity have proven not to be practical, 
i.e., wind at higher elevations often extinguishes fireworks displays.  The location 
of oil tanks on the Southside Hills would be a major safety hazard.   

 
In light of the above noted considerations, the Committee, on motion of Councillor 
Colbert; seconded by Councillor Duff recommends the following: 
 

That the Quidi Vidi site be designated as the permanent location to 
undertake the New Years Eve Fireworks Celebrations.  This decision will 
enable staff to conduct the necessary planning preparations well in advance 
of the event and will also facilitate the family-based atmosphere originally 
intended by the City-funded fireworks celebrations.   
 

Councillor Hickman advised that he would contact the Downtown Development 
Commission, Destination St. John’s and Hospitality Newfoundland to advise of the 
Committee’s recommendation.  He further agreed to discuss with the Regatta Committee, 
the idea of opening the Boat House to the general public for next year’s event.  The 
Committee also suggested that a shuttle bus service, similar to that used for Regatta Day 
should be coordinated with the St. John’s Transportation Commission for next year’s 
event.  Such a service was not coordinated this year, due to the lack of time available as a 
result of lateness of change of venue to Quidi Vidi Lake.   
 
 
Councillor Sandy Hickman 
Chairperson 

 
 
 
 SJMC2009-01-19/41R 
 It was moved by Councillor Hickman; seconded by Councillor Colbert:  That 
 the report be adopted as presented. 
 
 Councillor Hickman commended staff and the media for their efforts towards the  success 

of the New Year’s Eve event at Quidi Vidi Lake.   

 
 The motion being put was unanimously carried. 



FFw::    i e kFireworks
  N l M t nNeil Martin         to: Karen Chafe 2014/10/23 08:49 AM

Follow Up: Normal Priority.       

From: "Linda Bishop" <LBishop@stjohns.ca>
Date: October 22, 2014 at 11:46:17 AM NDT
To: "Elaine Henley" <Ehenley@stjohns.ca>
Cc: "Elizabeth Lawrence" <ELawrence@stjohns.ca>,"Bernadette Walsh" <
BWalsh@stjohns.ca>
Subject: Fireworks

Elizabeth Lawrence, Bernadette Walsh and I were involved in the meetings the year the 
fireworks moved to Quidi Vidi. Up until that time the fireworks had been set off from a 
barge in the harbour, but due to issues the year before a new location had to be found.

Barge in Harbour - We had flankers land on vessels in harbour. I believe we may even 
have had a small fire. Barge therefore eliminated.

Oceanex Site - Next site considered. Major insurance and operational considerations 
made this a "no go". Containers needed to be moved for set up. If vessel did not sail on 
time no fireworks. Concerns about contents of containers near firing site etc. etc. With 
your insurance background you can appreciate.

Sandy Hickman then proposed the southside of the harbour, somewhere below the Irving 
tanks - In the words of Jack Hickey (then of SJRFD) "we don't have enough fire trucks". 
Irving tanks would be in the fallout zone.

Next up was somewhere near the Battery/Cabot Tower - Issues were adjacency to federal 
historic site, houses and ships in fallout zone, also potential geological concerns.

Sandy moved on to a parking lot at Confederation Building - We never got to the stage of 
formally approaching the Province for permission since using this site involved closing 
the Parkway for a significant period of time (a major arterial and access for fire and 
hospital route). Not only would Parkway have to be closed for the display, but we would 
have to keep closed until light to see if any unexploded, yet live, devices on the roadway. 
Also concerns about high winds and residential properties in the fallout zone.

Finally we get to Quidi Vidi - a natural atrium, good visibility from all around, limited 
wind concerns, lots of room/time to set up with minimal interference with adjacent 
properties (just need to close a portion of trail). Also unexploded devices go in the water 
so no concerns about them still being live. Essentially the lake is the fallout zone. 
Preferred site of the fireworks expert who ultimately makes the call if the event will 
proceed. 



I have copied Elizabeth and Bernadette to see if their recollections differ and/or they have 
something to add. Hope this helps.

Linda S. Bishop
Senior Legal Counsel
Legal Department
City of St. John's
576-6107

This email message, including attachments, if any, is confidential and may be privileged. 
Any unauthorized distribution or disclosure is prohibited. Disclosure to anyone other than 
the intended recipient does not constitute waiver of privilege. If you have received this 
email in error please notify us and delete it and any attachments from your computer 
system and records. 



Date: October 23, 2014 

To: His Worship the Mayor and Members of Council 

Re: PDE File Number REZ14-00005 
146-148 Ladysmith Drive, Ward 5 
Proposed Rezoning to Apartment Medium Density (A2) Zone 
11368 NL. Ltd. / Northern Property REIT  

The company 11368 NL Ltd. has applied to have property at 146-148 Ladysmith Drive in the 
Kenmount Terrace neighbourhood rezoned from the Institutional (INST) Zone to the Apartment 
Medium Density (A2) Zone. The application is intended to accommodate the development by 
Northern Property REIT (real-estate income trust) of three (3) apartment buildings containing a total 
of 229 apartment dwelling units.  The requested rezoning would require an amendment to the St. 
John’s Municipal Plan. 

The undeveloped property is mostly zoned INST as it was intended to accommodate the future 
development of a school in this area, and partially zoned Open Space (O) at the rear, which borders 
the Yellow Marsh wetland system.  The zoning was put in place in the late 1990s under the 
Southwest Development Area Concept Plan prepared by the City.  Perhaps two (2) years ago, the 
City was advised by the Eastern School District that they did not have the means to purchase the 
INST zoned land on Ladysmith Drive for a future school.  The question arose because the property 
owner wished to develop the land. 

At its March 24, 2014, Regular Meeting, Council accepted the recommendation from the March 18 
meeting of its Planning and Development Committee to ask the applicant to prepare a land-use 
assessment report (LUAR). Council further agreed to refer the rezoning application and LUAR to a 
public meeting chaired by a member of Council. 

Notices were placed in The Telegram newspaper; posted on the City website; and mailed to property 
owners within a minimum radius of 150 metres from the application site.  The public meeting was 
held on October 15, 2014, chaired by Councillor Hann (minutes are attached).  The meeting was well 
attended and many people spoke. Written representations were received prior to and following the 
meeting. 

Public Meeting 

Principal concerns were expressed about traffic to be generated by the proposed apartment buildings; 
the current level of traffic; the potential for competition for tenants for people who own rental 
properties in Kenmount Terrace or rent their basement apartments; the possibility of the development 
decreasing property values in the area; the allegation that more rental apartments would result in a 
higher crime rate in the area; and that some people bought homes in the neighbourhood thinking that 
the subject property would eventually be developed as a public school. 



 

 
 
Most of the written comments expressed concern over a perceived lack of public infrastructure 
(community and recreational facilities and traffic controls); frequent speeding causing an unsafe 
pedestrian environment for children and adults; the off-street parking in the existing neighbourhood 
creating in an unsafe walking environment, as many parked vehicles are so long that they hang out 
over their driveways onto the sidewalks; the high amount of on-street parking interfering with 
sightlines for motorists and pedestrians; problems with snowclearing; and the need for improved road 
connections within Kenmount Terrace and to the principal nearby arterials (Kenmount and Thorburn 
Roads). 
 
 
School Planning 
 
A growing community needs enough school space to educate its children properly.  In some older 
neighbouhoods of St. John’s, declining population has led to school closures.  Growing 
neighbourhoods like Kenmount Terrace and Southlands may see schools being built in future.  Not 
far from Kenmount Terrace, Elizabeth Park Elementary School opened in recent years in the Town 
of Paradise. 
 
When the City prepared the Southwest Development Area Concept Plan, the subject property was 
zoned INST with the idea of it being a good location for a school or other institutional use.  However, 
the land has always been privately owned.  At the time, the City advised the Eastern School District 
(now called the NL English School District) of the zoning for their reference. 
 
In 2012, the property owner began making inquiries on developing the land and was told of the 
zoning and its intent.  He wished to pursue development; thus, the City contacted the School District 
to ask if they intended to purchase the land.  We were advised that the District was not in a position 
to buy it. 
 
The owner of the land has legal rights, including the development rights conferred by the City’s land-
use zoning.  Thus, if the owner wishes to develop any use that is a permitted use in the INST Zone, 
the City would not have the right to refuse a development permit.  In the present situation, the 
application requires rezoning for apartment buildings, and Council must decide whether to rezone. 
 
Even if rezoning is not given, that would not reserve the land for a future school.  The only way to 
ensure that privately owned land is reserved for a school is to buy the land. 
 
With respect to the subject property, the School District does not have approval to acquire that land 
for a future school.  However, the School District has advised the City that it may be interested in 
building a school in the Kenmount Terrace area in future.  In that connection, planning work is being 
done for the City for the Kenmount Concept Plan for lands in this area above 190 metres (the current 
limit for water and sewage servicing).  The School District did advise the City’s consultant earlier 
this year that it wished to see land above 190 metres reserved for two (2) potential future schools.  
The draft Kenmount Concept Plan will be brought to Council and the public for consideration in the 
near future when it is ready. 
 
 
 
 



Conclusion and Recommendation 

An overall objective of the Municipal Plan is to encourage compact urban form by accommodating 
higher densities and infill development where appropriate, making better use of municipal 
infrastructure. This development would be consistent with the Municipal Plan and make good use of 
this site by providing housing. Rezoning would also respond to local demographics and the need for 
more rental housing in St. John’s.  

Council should now determine if it wishes to move ahead with the amendment process for the land 
situated at 146-148 Ladysmith Drive. The Department of Planning, Development and Engineering 
recommends that Council proceed with the amendment process if Council feels the applicant’s 
LUAR addresses the concerns raised by the public as they relate to the City’s land-use policies. 

If Council decides to move ahead with rezoning, City staff will prepare the necessary amendments to 
the Municipal Plan and Development Regulations and forward these to the Department of Municipal 
Affairs with a request for provincial release.  The next step would be to refer the amendments to a 
future Regular Meeting of Council for consideration of adoption and the appointment of an 
independent commissioner to conduct a public hearing. 

This is provided for Council’s consideration. 

Ken O’Brien, MCIP 
Chief Municipal Planner 

PDB/dlm 

G:\Planning and Development\Planning\2014\Mayor and Council\Mayor -146-148 Ladysmith Drive October 22 2014(pdb) docx 







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

In Attendance:  Councillor Tom Hann, Chairperson 
Councillor Bernard Davis, Ward 4  
Councillor Sandy Hickman, At Large 
Councillor Dave Lane, At Large 
Ken O’Brien, Chief Municipal Planner 
Paul Boundridge, Planning Coordinator 
Karen Chafe, Senior Legislative Assistant 

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

Representing the proponents were: 

• Melvin Nash
• Dennis Lane
• Yvonne O'Brien
• Gerry Kirkland (Kirkland, Balsam Associates)
• Paul Dick
• Dick Cook (RJC Services)
• Robin King (Harbourside Transportation Services)

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

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

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

• E-mail from Kimberley Smith
• E-mail from Zachary Autexier
• E-mail from Geoff Stewart
• E-mail from Tina and Patrick Careen
• E-mail from Theresa Jarvis and Jack Browne
• E-mail from Cal and Ruth North
• E-mail from Suzanne Krauklis
• E-mail from Mila Major
• E-mail from Matthew Wheaton
• E-mail from Katherine Misch
• E-mail from Dion Stagg and Dulcie Sharpe-Turpin Realtor
• E-mail from Jean Rideout-Whittle
• E-mail from Darnell Nadeau-Normore
• E-mail from Rob Humphries and Jennifer Sainsbury
• E-mail from Tracey Madore
• E-mail from Kimberly Smith and Jody Pickett
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• E-mail from Amy Seward and Katie Woodford 

The following written submissions of support are included with this report: 

• E-mail from John Bidgood 
• E-mail from Joan Gallivan 
• E-mail from Terry Reardon 
• E-mail from Roch Martin 
• E-mail from Lorne Snow 
• E-mail from Louis Nugent 
• E-mail from Doris Blackwood 
• E-mail from Edwina Baldwin 
• E-mail from Norm Tobin 

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

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

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

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

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

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

• There is a concept plan being developed for development above 190 meter contour area.   
• Messenger Drive is anticipated to be opened in 2015.   
• Crime:  this has been a significant problem in the City and the Mayor’s Advisory 

Committee on Crime Prevention has been established to investigate these issues and they 
are working diligently with the RNC and other groups.   

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

Planning Review Process 
Staff advised that the application was submitted to the city in the spring of this year. The 
application involved a parcel of land which had been designated (under the Southwest Expansion 
Area Development Plan) Institutional to accommodate development of a school.  The land had 
not been acquired by the Eastern School district (formerly the Avalon East School Board) and 
the City had come to the understanding that it had no interest in acquiring the subject property 
for development of a school, thus making it available for other uses.    The current Institutional 



P a g e  | 3 
 

zoning does not allow the proposed use of three apartment buildings making it necessary to 
rezone the property in order to accommodate such use.  A municipal plan amendment is also 
required.   
 
The City asked the applicant to undertake a Land Use Assessment Report to identify potential 
impacts on the neighborhood and the ability of the existing infrastructure to handle the demands 
placed upon it.    Pending the feedback received through the public consultation process and the 
City’s Municipal Plan land use policies, Council may either approve the rezoning to allow the 
proposed development; defer the application pending the submission of further information to 
address any issues that may arise from tonight’s meeting; or reject the application outright.  As 
there is a requirement for a Municipal Plan amendment, there is a requirement for a second 
hearing.   
 
Proponent’s Presentation of LUAR 
Mr. Melvin Nash conducted a power point presentation, a copy of which is on file with the 
Planning Division, outlining the results of the Land Use Assessment Report, a copy of which is 
also on the City’s website.  The proposed development will consist of three phases with the first 
building being targeted toward 50 plus demographic and will consist of 79 units.  Phase 2 will 
start shortly after completion of phase 1which depending on the demand from phase 1 may also 
be targeted to the same demographic or to professional singles and couples.  Though a seniors’ 
complex is permitted in the existing zone, the developer wished to make the units available to 
everyone.    

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

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

• Northern Properties want these units to be available to all demographics thus the request 
for rezoning to the Apartment Medium Density. 

• A total of 291 parking spaces will be available with 141 as surface parking.   
• The buildings will be 4 storeys in height.  
• The target market is working couples, young professionals, and people not necessarily 

ready to purchase their first home.   
• The proposal fits in with the City’s new Municipal Plan which encourages density and 

the provision for more apartment buildings.   

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

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

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

• One access is proposed opposite Georgina St.   
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• In terms of parking, Northern Properties is providing 291 parking spaces with 141 spaces 
above ground and another 150 spaces underground.   

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

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

Open Floor for Discussion 

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

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

With regard to access, Mr. Whitten questioned why these accesses are not installed first, 
particularly given the large increase in construction traffic.   Presently, traffic is severely 
congested and there is a dire need for more roadway accesses.  More development will further 
exacerbate congestion on existing roads.   
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With regard to the rentals of these apartments, Mr. Whittle questioned what kind of guarantee 
citizens will have if the premium rentals sought cannot be sustained and they are forced to lower 
the rentals thus attracting a lower end market.   

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

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

Lisa Badcock – Area Resident 
Ms. Badcock raised a number of points: 

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

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

• More roads and accesses would be ideal but such should be put in place prior to moving 
forward with more development.   

• The development requires parking in the amount of 1.25 cars per unit.  She asked members 
of Council to witness for themselves the number of people who run the stop sign on 
Ladysmith and Great Eastern.  It is a major problem.  

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

• To allow the increased density of three apartment buildings in addition to the existing 
properties, many of which are two apartment units, is far too much for the area’s existing 
road networks to handle.   
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• Ms. Badcock urged councillors to visit the area during peak traffic hours before they vote on 
this matter and to witness for themselves the issues with traffic, and think about the needs of 
the people in Kenmount Terrace.   

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Chantal English – Area Resident 
Ms. English stated that she and her husband made a decision to rebuild in this neighborhood 
because they love it so much.  They liked the potential of the place, noting that they could have 
built in other areas such as Southlands or in Paradise where the taxes are cheaper.    Southlands 
just received a new recreation center.  She was disturbed by the statement that the City's plan is 
to build growing communities, yet this appears not to be the case with regard to Kenmount 
Terrace which has little to nothing in the way of amenities compared to other neighborhoods.  It 
would be irresponsible for the City to entertain the idea of this proposed development before 
giving back to the people of Kenmount Terrace who have already invested significantly in the 
area.   
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Ms. English has two small children and she is afraid to walk on the road because of traffic and 
construction.  The land in question was supposedly set aside for the residents of the area and 
should not be rezoned.  The residents themselves are doing enough to offer an adequate supply 
of apartment rentals for the people of St. John’s, noting that there are close to 500 apartment 
homes in Kenmount Terrace which are relied upon to help families pay their mortgages.  An 
apartment building will likely impact her ability to rent her unit because of the competition that 
the City has allowed.  This could have a serious impact on residents’ abilities to pay their 
mortgages.  She too would not have been informed of this meeting had she not been told by her 
builder.  She personally printed out copies of the notice and handed them to people in the 
community.  Notices should have been sent to every resident in Kenmount Terrace.  Anything 
other than what is proposed would add value to the area, i.e. a doctor’s office, a dental office, a 
recreation center, etc.  She implored Council to put themselves in the shoes of residents before 
they make a decision on this matter.   

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

Patrick McDonald – Area Resident 
Mr. McDonald noted that there's a lack of investment in local community amenities.  Recently 
The City announced a $32 million development in Wedgewood Park and Southlands just opened 
a community center; and millions of dollars have been invested in Bannerman Park.  He has 
lived in this area for about 6 years and all he has seen so far is commercial development. He 
questioned why there is no traffic management plan put in place given the concerns expressed 
about excessive speed and traffic congestion.  Build the infrastructure before you bring the 
people in and there is a need to make sure that street widening and street speed measurements are 
in place before there is further development in the area. 
 
The Chief Municipal Planner advised that the City did set aside land for a school in this area; 
however, the School Board advised the City that it was not required.  The land is privately 
owned, and the City has an obligation to consider the application to rezone, as it would have an 
obligation to consider for any property owner in the City.   

Jack Brown – Area Resident 
Mr. Brown noted that the 1 

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

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

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

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

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

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

Mike James 
Mr. James has a daughter who lives in the area.  He compared this proposal with one recently 
brought forward for the Stavanger Drive area which Council did reject due to the strong 
opposition of the residents.  Councillor Hann advised that each application is different and is 
judged on its individual merits.    
 
Mr. James referenced the civic numbering which indicates a total of two lots and questioned how 
such a massive development could fit on two residential lots.  He questioned if this gives the 
developer access to the acreage behind the property.  The Chief Municipal Planner advised that it 
is not uncommon for civic numbering to change once a development takes place, though he did 
not know the particulars of civic numbering for this piece of land.    
 
Kayla  Breen – Area Resident 
Ms. Breen advised that though she respected the comments made by the proponents, it is now 
Council’s duty to respect and consider the comments of citizens first and foremost. 
 
Dale Kirby, MHA for St. John’s North 
Mr. Dale Kirby, MHA for St. John’s North referenced the proposed plan to extend the road out 
to Messenger and Thorburn and questioned why that is taking so long.  He also stated that the 
completion of Team Gushue Highway is delayed by two years.  He questioned if the proposed 
development is contingent upon the completion of Team Gushue Highway.  Councillor Hann 
advised that the road should be completed by early spring.   
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Lisa Badcock – Area Resident  
Ms. Badcock noted that there was a break-in at Kenmount Terrace last night.  Crime is an issue 
requiring Council’s attention and whether or not crime will increase with this proposed 
development.  It is not a place citizens feel safe in right now.  The addition of rental units 
wherein tenants are transient with no vested interest in the area is disconcerting.  In addition, if 
people can afford to pay $1500 - $1700 in rental, as is proposed for these units, then they can 
afford to pay a mortgage and would more likely go that route.  She conjectured that this would 
likely lead to a reduction in rental fees, leading to a change in demographic.   

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

Neil Hold – Area Resident 
Mr. Hold referenced a previous question from Mr. Brown about what the proponent would be 
willing to do to add value to the community.  There are no community centers in the area for 
example and would that be something the proponent would be willing to consider.  Mr. Nash 
noted that they would be willing to work with the City to find out what more they can do to 
participate in the enhancement of the community.  If this application is approved, the proponent 
would be more than willing to meet with the City and the community to initiate some new 
community enhancements.   
 
Councillor Hann advised that residents may wish to consider the establishment of a 
neighbourhood association that would work in conjunction with its ward councilor to bring forth 
various issues to Council.  It is Council’s experience that dealing with a unified neighbourhood 
association works very well, i.e. Southlands, Airport Heights, Georgestown, and Shea Heights.   
 
Councillor Davis voiced his commitment to lobbying on behalf of the community and offered the 
use of City Hall as a meeting area should people wish to congregate to discuss various 
community issues.  He also expressed great enthusiasm about helping residents establish a 
neighbourhood association which would be instrumental in helping to lobby and further 
residents’ various causes.   
 
Stan McNeil – Area Resident 
Mr. McNeil expressed concern about the parcel of institutional land which is the only piece that 
is zoned as such and which is in a central location in Kenmount Terrace.  If this development is 
approved, all opportunities for institutional zoning will be lost should there be a demand for 
schools in the long term, though none are planned at present.  The land will cease to be 
accessible to the community.  He purchased in this area knowing full well what zoning was in 
place.  He also stated that from conversations he has had with the director at St. Michaels, they 
were interested in a portion of the land for their church but could not purchase it because the 
price was too high.  He found it particularly troubling when developers can buy up land from the 
original owners who can price the land in such a way that it is not attractive to institutions.  
Perhaps the City has an interest in higher density but citizens knew what the density was when 
they purchased property and have abided by that.  Mr. McNeil asked residents to indicate by 
standing up if they were against the proposed development.  Everyone who spoke tonight, spoke 



P a g e  | 10 
 

against and every one of the residents also stood in objection, indicating 100% of residents that 
attended tonight are totally opposed.   
 
Mr. Nash advised that they do not currently own the property in question but are in the process 
of purchasing it.  They were also never contacted by St. Michaels about purchasing a portion of 
the land.  If this proposal does not get Council approval, the proponent will have to move 
forward with other options.   
 
John Fitzgerald – Area Resident 
Mr. Fitzgerald questioned that if people do not want this development to proceed, where would a 
new city park be placed, in the bog area?  The Chief Municipal Planner advised that he did not 
have the exact dimension but there will be a park or open space off Messenger Drive, a certain 
amount of which will be passive open space.  Mr. Fitzgerald then questioned if this land could be 
part of the park should the City expropriate it.  He suggested that Council investigate that 
possibility as that is what the residents would most prefer.  
 
Councillor Hann referenced a petition that was given to Councillor Davis for forwarding to the 
next meeting of Council.  The matter will be referred to Council in approximately two weeks 
time for a decision.   
 
Residents asked Councillor Davis where he stood on this matter to which he replied that due to 
legal implications, he could not discuss this in public prior to the Council meeting.  He did agree 
to present the residents’ case to Council when the issue is referred for a decision.   
 
Adjournment 
There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at 9:05 p.m. 
 
 
Councillor Tom Hann 
Chairperson 



Submissions of Objection/Concern





Thanks for listening Zachary Autexier.

"Stewart, Geoff" 2014/08/21 02:00:14 PMGood Day, My family and I moved from Halifax t...

From: "Stewart, Geoff" <
To: <cityclerk@stjohns.ca>
Date: 2014/08/21 02:00 PM
Subject: 146-148 Ladysmith Drive Public Meeting

Good Day,

My family and I moved from Halifax to St John’s approx . 2 years and decided to settle in the  

Ladysmith Drive area due to the potential of a school  possibly being built on the area set aside  

for INSTUTION. Also, we were told by our Realtor that this was a great family setting and a  

sought after part of St John’s . We took his recommendation and decided to build a new home  

for our growing family. While our home was being built we rented a house on Rosalind Street .

After renting this apartment for a year we realized that we had made a mistake deciding to  

build in this subdivision. I truly think that the city of St John’s has made a terrible mistake in  

allowing for so many new houses to be  2 apartment homes. While renting on Rosalind Street  

we were witness to rentals on all side of us and saw  firsthand the neglect of the properties and  

the type of tenants living in the majority of the apartments . These were often young students 

or workers, who often rented rooms in houses and this had created quite a party atmosphere . 

To make matters worse, the owners of these homes often do not live  in the home, therefore 

the look of these properties  on the outside was often neglected . Whether it be garbage on the  

property, lawns and grass not cut or looked after , or general upkeep of the exterior . Again I do 

not wish to paint every landlord with  the same brush, but it is the majority that are not  

maintaining their properties that I would expect from a new subdivision .

Also, with the number of rental units currently in this subdivision the turnover of tenants is  

great, thereby reducing the community/family feel to a subdivision. I feel that with the 

addition of 229 apartments (and no school) this will only decrease the desirability of this area. 

I truly believe that within 10 years we will be left wondering how a new subdivision has so  

quickly been neglected and no longer a sought after area for families to live in . This area had 

great potential to be a family oriented neighbourhood with a park , playgrounds and possibly a 

school but due to the desire of the city to collect additional tax dollars on two apartment  

homes this potential has been lost .

Regretfully living in Ladysmith Drive area,

Geoff Stewart



Pat Careen 2014/08/21 07:58:20 PMGood day I am inquiring into the submission reg...

From: Pat Careen 
To: cityclerk@stjohns.ca
Date: 2014/08/21 07:58 PM
Subject: 146-148 Ladysmith Drive

Good day

I am inquiring into the submission regarding the application from Northern Property to rezone 146-148 

Ladysmith Drive. 

I understand that the meeting for Aug 26 has been postponed. 

I do want to attend this meeting to inquire or voice my opinion against the proposal for this  

development. 

Please let me know what is required from me to be a part of this process as an active property owner at

161 Ladysmith.

I would also like to know when next meeting is scheduled.

Thanks

Tina and Patrick Careen

Property owners at 161 Ladysmith

---- Forwarded by Karen Chafe/CSJ on 2014/10/09 01:33 PM -----

Theresa Jarvis 2014/08/25 12:15:56 PMOn August 13,2014 we received a Public Meetin...

From: Theresa Jarvis 
To: "cityclerk@stjohns.ca" <cityclerk@stjohns.ca>
Date: 2014/08/25 12:15 PM
Subject: Re; Public Meeting on Tuesday,August 26th,2014

On August 13,2014 we received a Public Meeting Notice from St . John's Municipal Council 

regarding an application from Northern Property REIT to rezone property at  146-148 Ladysmith 

Drive to the Apartment Medium Density  (A2 ) zone.

Information from other sources suggest that a row housing project might be planned for this  

address as well.

As residents located just across the street on  145 Ladysmith we have serious concerns about  



this proposal as we understand it at this time .

It seems obvious to us that such a proposal would have a very negative impact on this existing

single dwelling residential area.From our perspective this proposal isa significant deviation  

from the original plans and consequently  ,the expectations we had when we purchased the  

property.

With higher density population there would be increased traffic movement ,noise levels 

etc...That would tend to downgrade the existing quiet of this neighbourhood and hence the

quality of life.

Another major concern for us  is the potential devaluation of our property  ,resulting in 

significant financial loss.

This would not be fair or just .

In addition row housing owners would have an unfair competitive advantage for rental in this  

area.Since  row housing units would cost  

substantially less than single dwelling houses to purchase  ,it would be logical to assume that  

row housing units rented would be cheaper than rentals of single dwelling residences , hence,a 

potential unfair competitive advantage .

In summary ,if these proposals are approved by Council  ,we strongly feel that the conditions  

and expectations that existed when we purchased the property on Ladysmith would be altered

substantially and would impact us and others negatively .

Last year you asked for our support to represent us .We gave that support to you.Now we ask 

you to see our opposition on this proposal as reasonable and just .Therefore ,we trust that you 

will vote against this proposal for Ladysmith Drive .

We will attend the public meeting on Tuesday ,August 26th,2014 at 7 pm to gather more 

informationand to elaborate on our concerns .

Sincerely,

Jack G  Browne,

Theresa Jarvis 

(Residents -Ladysmith Drive )

----- Forwarded by Karen Chafe/CSJ on 2014/10/09 01:33 PM -----

Cal N 2014/08/26 01:02:06 AMDear Mayor O'Keefe and City Councillors, In 20...

From: Cal N 
To: cityclerk@stjohns.ca
Date: 2014/08/26 01:02 AM
Subject: Opposition to Rezoning 146-148 Ladysmith Drive

Dear Mayor O'Keefe and City Councillors,



In 2011, we decided to build our home in Kenmount Terrace.  Of course, like many others, we 
looked at the overall plan of the area. The plan did, indeed, show a section at 146-148 Ladysmith 
Drive designated “INST” which is close to our property. Based on the possible uses under zoning 
deemed “INST,” we made our decision to build on Rosalind Street with some comfort, at least. 

With the biggest investment in our lives made to build our home in Kenmount Terrace, the City 
of St. John’s is now on the verge of creating a situation which will most likely result in a 
reduction of our property value.    

The City of St. John’s tactic of waiting until all residents near this area had made their 
commitment to Kenmount Terrace and firmly settled in before forwarding this rezoning proposal 
is unconscionable and in bad faith as far as we are concerned.  Also, the effects of this potential 
rezoning will extend well beyond the 150 meters of the application site, including a substantial 
increase in traffic congestion and related issues such as pedestrian safety and noise levels. 

The residents of Clovelly Trails, Stavanger Drive, did not appreciate or put up with this 
heavy-handed approach by The City of St. John’s. Nor will we.

In no uncertain terms should this rezoning of 146-148 Ladysmith Drive be considered, let alone 
proceed. The rezoning will only be to the detriment of the current residents of Kenmount 
Terrace.

Please acknowledge receipt of this E-mail.

Very sincerely ,

Cal & Ruth North

Rosalind Street, Kenmount Terrace

calnorth@gmail.com

Suzanne Krauklis 2014/09/10 11:35:03 AMI oppose the rezoning of space in Kenmount Ter...

From: Suzanne Krauklis 
To: "cityclerk@stjohns.ca" <cityclerk@stjohns.ca>
Date: 2014/09/10 11:35 AM
Subject: 146-148 Ladysmith Drive; rezoning Kenmount Terrace



I oppose the rezoning of space in Kenmount Terrace  (146-148 Ladysmith Drive). I am 

submitting this letter for the public meeting which was supposed to be held on Aug  26th but 

has been rescheduled. This is my written representation as I am unable to attend this meeting .

My husband and I purchased a home on Gil Eannes Drive in  2007. We purposely bought in this  

neighbourhood as we were a young couple and we planned on having a family and wanted to  

live in an up-and-coming LOW-DENSITY NEIGHBOURHOOD. In 2012 we purchased a second 

home on Rosalind Street which has a basement apartment .  We purchased the 2nd home as 

my father-in-law has a heart condition and we wanted our in -laws to have a home in St. John's 

as they live around the bay.  We needed the basement apartment in the  2nd home to offset 

the mortgage since our in-laws would be living in the home for free .  Since that time we have 

welcomed the birth of our son, who is now 1 year and one week old.  We have roots in this 

neighbourhood now - safety and property value were a huge draw for us when we decided on  

living here. 

The proposed rezoning and building of apartment complexes would compromise safety and  

property value.  More people (generally lower income as they are too young or do not make  

enough for the banks to give a mortgage ) and more cars would make our neighbourhood too  

busy and too dangerous for our children .  Property value would decline, even if slightly, as 

there are already an overabundance of apartments and homes in this area now where it has  

been taking longer to sell houses than in previous years and also more difficult to rent  

apartments when being selective of tenants .  

My husband and I are upstanding citizens who love living in Kenmount Terrace . We both work 

full-time jobs as public servants, myself with the federal government and my husband with the  

province.  We are devoted to our community and our family .  We know our neighbours and we 

are good neighbours.  I have lived in St. John's all my life (except for short periods living in  

England, France, South Korea, and New Brunswick). My family and I are concerned and feel so  

strongly against the rezoning that if it occurs , bringing apartment complexes into our  

neighbourhood, we WILL sell both properties and move outside St . Johns.

Keep our neighbourhood low-density - do not re-zone!!!

Suzanne Krauklis

----- Forwarded by Peg Burton/CSJ on 2014/10/06 10:34 AM -----
From: Mila Major <
To: "building@stjohns.ca" <building@stjohns.ca>
Date: 2014/10/04 08:55 PM
Subject: Kenmount Terrace Rezoning

Dear City Planning,

I had a notice in the mail today about a rezoning proposal for Ladysmith Drive in Kenmount Terrace. I want to express 

that I stand firmly against this proposal. Its a horrible idea for our community growth. It ruins our property value 

which we were sold for top dollar partially because we wouldn't have to face an issue such as this because the area 



was already zoned and mapped out. Besides the obvious loss of equity in our homes, it would have a seriously 

damaging affect on our area. I wish to be recognized as a solid "No" for the proposed rezoning and apartment 

building(s) that would follow. I also want to ask you what my options are to further oppose this action.

Thank you for your time, 

Mila Major

2014/10/04 03:23:51 PMOffice of the City Clerk P.O. Box 908

From:
To: <cityclerk@stjohns.ca>
Cc: <bdavis@stjohns.ca>, <dokeefe@stjohns.ca>
Date: 2014/10/04 03:23 PM
Subject: Application from Northern Property REIT to rezone property at  146-148 Ladysmith Drive to the 

Apartment Medium Density (A2) Zone

Office of the City Clerk

P.O. Box 908

10 New Gower Street

St. John's, NL. 

A1C 5M2

709-754-CITY (2489)

October 4, 2014

Matthew Wheaton

 Petite Forte Drive

St. John’s, NL.

A1B 0A8

(709) 726-5447

Re: Application from Northern Property REIT to rezone property at  146-148 Ladysmith Drive to 

the Apartment Medium Density  (A2) Zone.

Dear City Clerk,

    In response to the Public Notice , to rezone property at 146-148 Ladysmith Drive to a medium 

density apartment zone, I wish to express my disapproval for such a proposal .

    As an owner of two single family dwellings in this area , I feel the approval of such a request  

will do nothing only damage the neighborhood character and quality of life of the residential  

subdivision of Kenmount Terrace.  Directly impacting on one of the main objectives of the City

of St. John’s Municipal Plan.  I recognize the City of St. John’s wishes to promote affordable  

housing for its residents, however, this should not come at the expense of existing residents .

    In 2007, I purchased my first single dwelling in this area with the guarantees of a quiet , 



family orientated neighborhood.  Since that time I have started a family and looked forward to

the ‘new’ school that would be at the end of Petite Forte Drive .  It now appears the school will  

not be located on site, which is not ideal, but rezoning the land to an apartment zone does  

nothing for the prosperity of this subdivision .  In reality, it brings lower property values, loss 

income from single dwelling rental properties , increased traffic, increased potential for crime, 

and the overall decline of a family neighborhood atmosphere .

    In conclusion, I am not in support of such a proposal for the Kenmount Terrace subdivision .  

As a supporter and resident of this city , I do however support the goals and objectives of  

affordable housing for residents of the City of St . John’s, I just feel sticking three large buildings  

in the middle of a subdivision is not proper and proposals for other areas should be considered .

Respectfully,

Matthew Wheaton

----- Forwarded by Karen Chafe/CSJ on 2014/10/09 12:16 PM -----

Katherine Misch 2014/09/24 09:39:25 PMTo: St. John's City Council

From: Katherine Misch 
To: cityclerk@stjohns.ca
Date: 2014/09/24 09:39 PM
Subject: 146 - 148 Ladysmith drive rezoning proposal

To: 
St. John's City Council 
Deny the request to rezone 146-148 Ladysmith Drive from Institutional to Apartment Medium 
Density 

Sincerely, 

Katherine Misch, Resident of kenmount terrace.  Ladysmith Drive.

----- Forwarded by Karen Chafe/CSJ on 2014/10/09 01:33 PM -----

----- Forwarded by Paul Boundridge/CSJ on 2014/10/09 12:37 PM -----

From: Dion Stagg 
To: "cityclerk@stjohns.ca" <cityclerk@stjohns.ca>
Cc: "pboundridge@stjohns.ca" <pboundridge@stjohns.ca>
Date: 2014/08/24 07:57 PM
Subject: Application from Northern Property REIT to rezone property at  146-148 Ladysmith Drive



Please review the attached letter in regards of my rejection to this proposal.
Thank you,

Dion Stagg Dion Stagg City of St. John`s (2).docxDion Stagg City of St. John`s (2).docx



Dion Stagg 
 Lady Smith Drive 

St. John`s NL A1B 0L4 

City of St. Johns, 

My name is Dion Stagg, owner of 143 Ladysmith drive. As a resident of this city, I am strongly 
opposed to the decision of the City of St. Johns to consider an application from Northern 
Property REIT to rezone property at 146-148 Ladysmith Drive to the Apartment Medium 
Density (A2) Zone. 229 apartment units will increase the density of traffic flow, as well as create 
an influx of crime. It will also make parking even more congested in a location where parking is 
already extremely crowded. Considering an incident which occurred during the summer of 2013 
in which an assault rifle was used to shoot at a house located on Dauntless Street, an increase 
of criminal activity is sure to lead to more gun-related crimes with the potential to seriously 
injure or even kill a resident of the subdivision (you can refer to this incident on the following 
link: http://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/newfoundland-labrador/wrong-house-struck-in-drug-
related-drive-by-shooting-1.1327115). Furthermore, I purchased my home under the premise 
that the area across from my home was supposed to be a residential area. For the town to 
make changes to these zoning plans on a moment’s notice is unprofessional and inherently 
unethical, considering this decision imparts irreconcilable damage to my investment as well as 
many others’ in the subdivision. With regards to 146-148 Ladysmith, I feel it would be in the 
town’s best interest – as well as the residents of the subdivision’s best interest – to build a park 
for this zone. This will allow youth in the subdivision to play in a park as opposed to the streets, 
and it will help keep the crime down to a minimum.  

Thank you for considering this proposal, and I sincerely hope the City of St. John’s does not 
allow the construction of these apartments to occur, for the sake of Kenmount Terrace’s safety 
and the community’s peace of mind,  

Dion Stagg. 

http://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/newfoundland-labrador/wrong-house-struck-in-drug-related-drive-by-shooting-1.1327115
http://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/newfoundland-labrador/wrong-house-struck-in-drug-related-drive-by-shooting-1.1327115




To: Karen Chafe/CSJ, 

Cc:

Bcc:

Subject: Fw: 146-148 Ladysmith Drive

Jean Whittle 2014/10/09 11:11:06 PMTo whom it may concern; I would like to voice m...

From: Jean Whittle 
To: cityclerk@stjohns.ca
Date: 2014/10/09 11:11 PM
Subject: Fwd: FW: 146-148 Ladysmith Drive

To whom it may concern;
I would like to voice my concern regarding the proposed development  here in 146-148 
Ladysmith Drive, Kenmount Terrance.
We moved into our new home at 87 Ladysmith Drive, during the winter of this year.
We do not have any objections to the development of this property as a multi-family 
development.
We DO have an objection to the LARGE number of units to be place there.
I have read through the LUAR proposal that has been submitted.
And basically here are my thoughts;
I have concerns about increase in traffic.
229 units with a proposal for 291 parking spaces,150 underground, 141 above ( including Blue 
zone/ visitor parking).
This certainly means more traffic passing in front of my home.
The traffic impact study suggests a 0.30 increase in traffic at peaks time.
What that actually means 87 (based on parking places) more cars passing in front of my house, 
during morning and afternoon rush hour.
Please note that is in addition to the current number of cars passing by.
0.30 or 30% doesn't seem like much in a report, but when you do the math based on the number 
of units.
It is a concern.
Now take into consideration that the Kelsey Drive side of Ladysmith has not been fully 
developed yet.
There will be additional traffic from that development.
With increased traffic, comes increased environmental/road  noise.
Entering and leaving my driveway, it means more cars passing by while I wait to get in and out 
of my driveway.
We chose to live in this area because of its close proximity to my work.
We were attracted to the Single family development.
We recognize that others want to live here for the same reasons we do.
My request is simple; Please decreased the number of units.
Unfortunately, I will be unavailable between October 11th and 20th, as I will be away on 



Vacation.

But I will certainly be open to being contacted by City of St. John's Staff upon my return.

Trusting my concerns will be heard.

Jean Rideout-Whittle

Ladysmith Drive

St. John's



To: Karen Chafe/CSJ, 

Cc:

Bcc:

Subject: Fw: rezone 146-148 Ladysmith Drive

Darnell Normore 2014/09/25 02:33:57 PMSt. John's City Council , Deny the request to rez...

From: Darnell Normore 
To: cityclerk@stjohns.ca
Date: 2014/09/25 02:33 PM
Subject: rezone 146-148 Ladysmith Drive

St. John's City Council ,
Deny the request to rezone 146-148 Ladysmith Drive from Institutional to Apartment Medium Density

Sincerely, 
Darnell Nadeau-Normore

Owner of Ladysmith Drive



FFw::    146-148      i  Ladysmith Drive
      C  Cl   C lCity Clerk and Council         to: Karen Chafe 2014/10/15 04:54 PM

Sent by:   e nElaine Henley
Cc: Paul Boundridge, Ken O'Brien, Planning

----- Forwarded by Elaine Henley/CSJ on 2014/10/15 04:53 PM -----

From: Rob Humphries 
To: "cityclerk@stjohns.ca" <cityclerk@stjohns.ca>
Date: 2014/10/14 11:41 PM
Subject: 146-148 Ladysmith Drive

   Hello, this letter is in response to the proposed plan to rezone 146-148 
Ladysmith  Drive to an medium density apartment zone. As the owner of 147 
Ladysmith Drive, this proposed plan has direct implications on my family and 
I. When our home was purchased in May 2011, the area in question was described 
by the developer as a Institutional zone, where such public services as a 
school, day care, park, or recreational facility could and would likely be 
developed. As a direct result, land in this region could be sold at prime 
rates. Furthermore, this residential area is an area where many home owners 
built homes with basement apartments as an investment and more importantly, as 
a subsidy to mortgage payments that without supplementation from rental 
incomes, would have been unmanageable. Such a development would be devastating 
for many young families in this area. It would decrease the value of the 
surrounding properties, flood the area with available apartments thereby 
decreasing the rates in which homeowners can receive for renting their homes, 
hence directly decreasing disposable income. Moreover, possibly increasing 
crime, and providing lower income housing in an area with minimal services are 
available in relation to the population. Such consideration by city council 
shows complete disregard for the tax payers in the Kenmount Terrace region. 

   Generally, such developments can be beneficial, as such developments can 
provide lower income housing and house hundreds of families in a relatively 
small area. However, these developments don't belong in such areas, and 
ultimately only benefit the corporations building these developments on the 
backs of the loyal tax payers of this city. If this area was too hold such a 
development the home buyers in this region should have had knowledge of the 
development when considering purchasing their homes. This is only exemplified 
by changing of the area from an institutional zone to an apartment medium 
density zone, after homes have been purchased. A direct misleading by the city 
and residential developers. 

   Although it has been determined that the Eastern School Board has no need 
for a school in this area at this time,  the land in question would be much 
more beneficial as a green zone, or an area that provides much needed services 
to the individuals in the Kenmount Terrace region, rather than adding to the 
urban squall that has developed in this area due to a lack of foresight and 
planning.   

Robert Humphries & Jennifer Sainsbury

Sent from my iPad



To: Karen Chafe/CSJ, 

Cc:

Bcc:

Subject: Fw: Rezoning of 146-148 Ladysmith Drive

"Tracy Madore" 2014/10/15 07:23:50 PMMy name is Tracy Madore, I have been living on...

From: "Tracy Madore" 
To: <cityclerk@stjohns.ca>
Date: 2014/10/15 07:23 PM
Subject: Rezoning of 146-148 Ladysmith Drive

My name is Tracy Madore, I have been living on Tigress Street in Kenmount Terrace for 5 months.  

Having moving from Blackmarsh Road, my husband and I purchased our home to get away from the 

heavy traffic we experienced in our former home.  Part of that buying experience was the expectation 

(which was reflected in the purchase price) that we would be moving into a subdivision that would be 

quiet and peaceful.  I believe that approving the re-zoning of 146-148 Ladysmith Drive is going to lower 

property values and flood the rental market in this subdivision.

Many homes in this area are two apartment (including our home), when those homes were purchased 

individuals perceived that their only competition for rentals would be two family dwellings as this was  

supposed to be a low density area.  It is unfair to change this after the fact, and I fear if this re-zoning is 

approved it will detract from the living experience in the Kenmount Terrace Subdivision.  Often these 

developers change their “plans” after the rezoning is approved, I experienced this myself with the 

original plans for what is now Westfield Subdivision across from our home on Blackmarsh Road .  The 

original plans (under which the re-zoning was approved) was for townhouses, as a homeowner I was 

not notified that the builder was opting to construct several condo buildings housing 4 units instead.  

This oversaturation resulted in us being unable to sell our home and being forced to rent it instead.  I 

fear that this will also occur in this situation as well.

It is undesirable to put such a large apartment complex in this new subdivision, this would be better 

served being a playground for the young families that live in the area.  Surely there must be a more 

suitable area in town to build these apartment buildings?

Thank you,

Tracy Madore



To: Karen Chafe/CSJ, 

Cc:

Bcc:

Subject: Fw: Rezone 146-148 lady smith drive

Kimberley Smith 2014/10/17 12:48:14 PMHello,  I am speaking on behalf of myself and my...

From: Kimberley Smith 
To: "cityclerk@stjohns.ca" <cityclerk@stjohns.ca>
Date: 2014/10/17 12:48 PM
Subject: Rezone 146-148 lady smith drive

Hello, 

I am speaking on behalf of myself and my boyfriend, Jody Pickett. We live on 
71 petite forte drive. 

We are very concerned about this rezoning. Like most of the residents, we have 
property value concerns, rental competition concerns and the risk of 
additional crime in the area. 

We are very disappointed to have moved here and nothing yet has come of a 
park,walking trails, convenience stores... 

We have a home with a basement apartment, and we're planning to build again in 
the next year in Kenmount terrace.

Since this rezoning issue, we started looking at other areas ...paradise, 
mount pearl... Places where we just aren't in a area full of renters...

We wanted to keep this current home to rent and build a retirement fund now 
all we have our concerns we won't get the rent we need or won't find the 
renters to fill it and grow more debt then we don't want trying to hold two 
homes in order. 
I was greatly concerned when I heard of hard times trying to sell a home by 
the apartments so that worries me when the time comes to let go of 71 petite 
forte drive. 

We want to have a nice place to raise family and enjoy where we live not 
worry.   

I think with the huge amount of property taxes this city charges (and I hope 
this development doesn't become a way to increase them) I firmly believe we 
deserve better! I am actually from my pearl and now wished I had never left 
because I thought living in St. John's would be better in the long run. 

I hope you reconsider this project! I know I am reconsidering city of St. 
John's. The people have spoken to you at this meeting, No one wants this so I 
really urge you to look at how the people of Kenmount terrace will view city 
of St. John's if this gets approved!! 

Thank you for your time!
Kimberley smith
Kim - Sent from my Iphone



To: Karen Chafe/CSJ, 

Cc:

Bcc:

Subject: Fw: Kenmount Terrace proposed apt complex

Amy Seward 2014/10/18 08:16:23 PMAll, My young family are residents of Kenmount...

From: Amy Seward >
To: "bdavis@stjohns.ca" <bdavis@stjohns.ca>, "cityclerk@stjohns.ca" <cityclerk@stjohns.ca>, 

"dokeefe@stjohns.ca" <dokeefe@stjohns.ca>, "rellsworth@stjohns.ca" <rellsworth@stjohns.ca>
Date: 2014/10/18 08:16 PM
Subject: Kenmount Terrace proposed apt complex

All,

My young family are residents of Kenmount Terrace and I'm reaching out on our 
behalf to ask for better....better facilities, better amenities and better 
ears to hear what the people are saying. 

While I certainly echo other residents comments and concerns, I have my own as 
well. As young professionals in the community, we moved to KT to enjoy the 
benefits expected of a new subdivision......green space, kids facilities, 
trees, walking trails, convenience stores, schools, etc. boy were we surprised 
when 4 years after moving in we hear our new home is being rezoned to allow an 
apartment complex. Where are the amenities?

I travel quite a bit for work and don't have to go far, only to Halifax, to 
see the upfront thinking put into new developments....amenities for it's 
residents. Yet here's our beautiful city, booming in the oil economy, only to 
place the greed of developers ahead of the needs and wants of residents. Is 
this where we want to be as a city, as a province?  Even closer, just around 
the corner to mount pearl, paradise.....forward thinking, amenities, 
schools.....not apartment buildings. 

It's time to make a change, redirect the path were headed down and start with 
KT, make it the new standard for suburbia in our beautiful city!!!

Kenmount Terrace Residents
Amy Seward & Katie Woodford

Sent from my iPhone



Submissions of Support



1 1146-148    iLadysmith     -        x ns  uExpressions of Support
  K n aKaren Chafe         to: Karen Chafe 2014/10/09 01:55 PM

John Bidgood 2014/10/06 09:55:01 AMThis is an email from me supporting the  Norther...

From: John Bidgood 
To: "pboundridge@stjohns.ca" <pboundridge@stjohns.ca>, John Bidgood 

<johnbidgood@nl.rogers.com>
Date: 2014/10/06 09:55 AM
Subject: Morning Paul

This is an email from me supporting the  Northern Application for Rezoning Site to A2 for their Apartment 
Project. Thanks.

Joan Gallivan 2014/10/05 08:47:43 PMMr. Boundridge I'm writing in support of Northern...

From: Joan Gallivan 
To: "pboundridge@stjohns.ca" <pboundridge@stjohns.ca>
Date: 2014/10/05 08:47 PM
Subject: Northern Application

Mr. Boundridge
I'm writing in support of Northern's application for rezoning for an apartment 
project.  St. John's needs more rental accommodations which will free up 
affordable apartments.

Thank you

Sent from my iPad

Terry Reardon 2014/10/06 07:50:59 AM?Mr Boundridge, I would like to indicate my supp...

From: Terry Reardon 
To: "pboundridge@stjohns.ca" <pboundridge@stjohns.ca>
Date: 2014/10/06 07:50 AM
Subject: Northern Properties rezoning application for Apartment bldg site in Kenmount Terrace

 Mr Boundridge,

I would like to indicate my support for approval of Northern Properties ' application for 

rezoning of land in Kenmount Terrace to  "2A" to accommodate an apartment building in that  

area.

Regards

Terry Reardon



Roch Martin 2014/10/07 09:56:07 AMMr. Boundridge, I am writing this email in suppor...

From: Roch Martin >
To: pboundridge@stjohns.ca
Date: 2014/10/07 09:56 AM
Subject: Support for rezoning of land to A2

Mr. Boundridge,
I am writing this email in support of Northern Properties' application to have their site in 
Kenmount Terrace rezoned as A2.  In a growing city such as St. John's it's imperative that the 
right urban development be done right from the start.  As you know, you can't go back and 
change everything after an area is developed.  
I like to use one of our own Canadian cities as an example. A metro area that is held up 
worldwide as a leader in urban planning.   That city, of course, is Vancouver.  They have even 
coined the term "Vancouverism".  Please google the term if you are not familiar with it.  It's the 
concept of building densely populated areas and providing all the necessities for the 
sustainability of the population.  A poor example would be the GTA with their Urban sprawl 
problem.  Given the metro areas' limited land, Vancouverism only makes sense for the future 
growth of this great city; and so I support the rezoning to A2.
Regards,
Roch Martin.

"Lorne Snow" 2014/10/08 10:34:11 AMMr Boundridge, I would like to indicate my suppo...

From: "Lorne Snow" <
To: <pboundridge@stjohns.ca>
Date: 2014/10/08 10:34 AM
Subject: Northern Properties rezoning application for Apartment bldg site in Kenmount Terrace

Mr Boundridge,

I would like to indicate my support for approval of Northern Properties' application for rezoning of land in 
Kenmount Terrace to "2A" to accommodate an apartment building in that area.

Lorne Snow

 2014/10/08 10:37:26 AMre: Northern Properties applicatio...



From: "
To: pboundridge@stjohns.ca
Date: 2014/10/08 10:37 AM
Subject: Support for change of zoning to A2

re: Northern Properties application for change of zoning to A2 

With the increase of population around the City core, we support higher density and further 
apartment construction in Kenmount Terrace.   
Louise Nugent 
29 Waterford Hgts. North 
St. John's 

Doris Blackwood 2014/10/09 11:51:22 AM   ----- Forwarded Message -----   From: "harmon...

From: Doris Blackwood 
To: Paul Boundridge <pboundridge@stjohns.ca>
Date: 2014/10/09 11:51 AM
Subject: Subject: Northern Properties Application

----- Forwarded Message -----
From: 
To: Doris Blackwood  
Sent: Sunday, October 5, 2014 1:18 PM
Subject: Fw: Fwd: Email to Paul Boundrige on Northern Properties Application

We support the Northern Properties Application for Rezoning Site to A2 for their Apartment Project. Always good to see some
positive development. Best . Doris and Jeff Blackwood



To: Karen Chafe/CSJ, 

Cc:

Bcc:

Subject:
Fw: PDE File #REZ1400005 - 146-148 Ladysmith Drive, Northern REIT Rezoning 

Application   Expression of Support

E Baldwin 2014/10/09 12:36:36 PMPaul Boundridge I am contacting you today to let...

From: E Baldwin 
To: "pboundridge@stjohns.ca" <pboundridge@stjohns.ca>
Date: 2014/10/09 12:36 PM
Subject: Northern Application

Paul Boundridge
I am contacting you today to let you know I am in full support of the City of 
St. John's of the Northern Application for Rezoning Site to a A2 for their 
apartment Project ..I believe it would be wonderful for the area and we do 
need more apartment buildings.......Edwina Baldwin Real Estate agent with 
Remax Specialists,,Past-President of  Newfoundland & Labrador Real Estate 
Association ..

Sent from my iPad



To: Karen Chafe/CSJ, 

Cc:

Bcc:

Subject:
Fw: PDE File #REZ1400005 - 146-148 Ladysmith Drive, Northern REIT Rezoning 

Application   Expression of Support

Norman Tobin 2014/10/08 02:23:57 PMI support the application for Northern Properties...

From: Norman Tobin 
To: "'pboundridge@stjohns.ca'" <pboundridge@stjohns.ca>
Date: 2014/10/08 02:23 PM
Subject: Northern Properties for Rezoning Site to A2 for Apartment Project

I support the application for Northern Properties for Rezoning Site to A2 for Apartment Project in 

Kenmount Terrace.

Norm Tobin







































 

 
 
 

REPORT / RECOMMENDATIONS TO COUNCIL 
Development Committee 

Tuesday, October 21, 2014 
 

The following matters were considered by the Development Committee at its meeting held 
on October 21, 2014.  A staff report is attached for Council’s information. 
 
 
1. Department of Planning, Development & Engineering  

File No. CRW1400030 
Proposed Crown Land Lease 
Proposed Agricultural Use 
Department of Environment & Conservation File 1037377 
Crown Land Grant Referral for 10.22 Hectare3s 
1700 Blackhead Road – Ward 5 
Rural (R) Zone 

 
It is the recommendation of the Development Committee that Council approve the above 
noted Crown Land Lease.  The development of the site is subject to a development 
application being submitted.  Final approval is subject to the developer satisfying all 
requirements of the City of St. John’s. 
 
2.  Planning & Development File No. CRW1400021 & DEV1400275 
  Proposed Amendment to Crown Land ‘Permission to Occupy’ to  
  Add Obstacle Course Under Zip-line 
  Department of Environment & Conservation File 1034467  
  Crown Land Referral for 1.3 Hectares 
  Petty Harbour Road (Ward 5) –  
                        Open Space Reserve (OR) Zone 

 
The Development Committee recommends approval of the subject Crown Land application 
subject to the condition that no development is to occur in the Flood Plain or Buffer.   Should 
the applicant be successful in obtaining the Crown Land Permit, a formal development 
application must be submitted to the City for review and approval prior to the 
commencement of any development on the site. 
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3.  Planning and Development File No. CRW1400029 
  Proposed Crown Land Grant to Extend Private Property 
  Department of Environment and Conservation File 1037390 
  Crown Land Referral for 43.18m2  

22 Wood Street (Ward 2) – Residential Downtown (RD) Zone 
 

It is the recommendation of the Development Committee to approve the subject Crown Land 
application.  Should the applicant be successful in obtaining the Crown Land Permit, a 
formal development application must be submitted to the City for review and approval prior 
to the commencement of any development on the site. 

 
4.  Department of Planning & Development File No. DEV1400062 
  Proposed Construction of Accessory building 
  Discretionary Use Application 
  Civic Number 312 Paddy’s Pond Road 
  Rural (R) Zone – Ward 5 

 
The Development Committee recommends approval of the above noted application for the 
12ft x 16ft Accessory Building. 
 
 
 
(Original Signed) 
 
        
David Blackmore 
Deputy City Manager – Planning Development and Engineering  
Chair – Development Committee 

DB/kd 
 

Attachment 

 
 





 

 
Date:  October 22, 2014  
 
To:  His Worship the Mayor and Members of Council 
 
From:   David Blackmore – Deputy City Manager, Engineering, Planning and Development;  
  Chair, Development Committee 
 
Re:  Planning & Development File No. CRW1400021 & DEV1400275 

Proposed Amendment to Crown Land ‘Permission to Occupy’ to 
Add Obstacle Course Under Zip-line 
Department of Environment & Conservation File 1034467 
Crown Land Referral for 1.3 Hectares 
Petty Harbour Road (Ward 5) – Open Space Reserve (OR) Zone 

              
 
The Provincial Department of Environment and Conservation has referred an application to the City 
requesting comment for an amendment to the Crown Land ‘Permission to Occupy’ regarding the 
above-referenced property. The applicant intends to use the existing trail under the zip-line in order 
to create a wilderness race obstacle course. 
 
The Development Committee has reviewed the application, and is of the opinion that this Crown 
Land application can be approved with the condition that no development is permitted within the 
Flood Plain and Buffer. Public Notification has been completed as per Section 5.5 of the 
Development Regulations, as this is a discretionary use in the OR Zone.  
 
Recommendation: 
 
Council approve the subject Crown Land application subject to the condition that no development is 
to occur in the Flood Plain or Buffer. Should the applicant be successful in obtaining the Crown 
Land Permit, a formal development application must be submitted to the City for review and 
approval prior to the commencement of any development on the site. 
 
 
 (Original Signed)
____________________________ 
David Blackmore 
Chair - Development Committee 
 
 
DB/kc 
 



 

 

 
Date:  October 22, 2014 
 
To:  His Worship the Mayor and Members of Council 
 
From:   David Blackmore – Deputy City Manager, Engineering, Planning and Development;  
  Chair, Development Committee 
 
Re:  Planning and Development File No. CRW1400029 
  Proposed Crown Land Grant to Extend Private Property 
  Department of Environment and Conservation File 1037390 
  Crown Land Referral for 43.18m2 
  22 Wood Street (Ward 2) – Residential Downtown (RD) Zone 

 
The Provincial Department of Environment and Conservation has referred an application to the City 
requesting comment for a Crown Land Grant regarding the above-referenced property. The applicant 
intends to use the land to extend the rear yard of their residential lot in order to construct a fence and 
accessory building.  
 
As per Section 69 of the City Act, there is a standing policy that the City of St. John's would not 
allow Crown Land Grants within the old boundaries of the City. However, in this particular case it 
has been determined that that the previous use of the land as a Right-of-Way is now redundant, and 
the land can only be practically used by applicant. The Development Committee has no issues with 
this particular grant. 
 
Recommendation: 

 
Council approve the subject Crown Land application. Should the applicant be successful in obtaining 
the Crown Land Permit, a formal development application must be submitted to the City for review 
and approval prior to the commencement of any development on the site. 
 
 
 
 (Original Signed)
  
Dave Blackmore 
Chair, Development Committee 
 
DB/kc 
 
 
 







Building Permits List 
Council’s, October 28, 2014 Regular Meeting 

 
                               Permits Issued:      2014/10/16 To 2014/10/22 

 
 Permits List 

 Class: Commercial 

 2 Mount Cashel Rd                     Co   Clinic 
 34 Blackmarsh Rd-J.J. Services        Rn   Service Station 
 12 Bay Bulls Rd                       Ms   Eating Establishment 
 245-247 Duckworth St                  Sn   Retail Store 
 18 Hebron Way                         Sn   Retail Store 
 135 Mayor Ave                         Ms   Club 
 18 Mount Cashel Rd                    Sn   Mixed Use 
 20 Peet St                            Ms   Car Sales Lot 
 15 Ropewalk Lane                      Sn   Industrial Use 
 151 Water St , Believe Fit            Rn   Retail Store 
 615 Empire Ave                        Nc   Fence 
 239 Craigmillar Ave                   Sw   Apartments Or Mixed Use 
 306 Waterford Bridge Rd               Nc   Accessory Building 
 89 Aberdeen Ave                       Rn   Retail Store 
 290 Lemarchant Rd                     Rn   Mixed Use 
 38-42 Ropewalk Lane, Care             Cr   Retail Store 
 430 Topsail Rd                        Rn   Shopping Centre 

 This Week $    404,900.00 

 Class: Industrial 

 This Week $           .00 

 Class: Government/Institutional 

 175-177 Duckworth St                  Rn   Admin Bldg/Gov/Non-Profit 

 This Week $    100,000.00 

 Class: Residential 

 4 Burton St                           Nc   Accessory Building 
 55 Cottonwood Cres                    Nc   Accessory Building 
 21 Cypress St                         Nc   Accessory Building 
 36 Druken Cres                        Nc   Accessory Building 
 118 Ennis Ave                         Nc   Accessory Building 
 48 Fort Amherst Rd                    Nc   Fence 
 32 Galaxy Cres, Lot 11                Nc   Single Detached Dwelling 
 120 Ladysmith Dr , Lot 222            Nc   Single Detached & Sub.Apt 
 216 Ladysmith Dr                      Nc   Accessory Building 
 8 Mount Pleasant Ave                  Nc   Accessory Building 
 19 Oberon St                          Nc   Fence 
 406-410 Old Pennywell Rd              Nc   Single Detached Dwelling 
 58 Orlando Pl, Lot 194                Nc   Single Detached Dwelling 
 10 Parsonage Dr                       Nc   Fence 
 4 Rendell Pl                          Nc   Fence 
 70 Teakwood Dr                        Nc   Accessory Building 
 27 Triton Pl, Lot G3                  Nc   Condominium 



 29 Triton Pl, Lot G2                  Nc   Condominium 
 31 Triton Pl, Lot G1                  Nc   Condominium 
 15 Sitka St, Lot 287                  Nc   Single Detached Dwelling 
 7-11 Westmount Pl, Lot 5              Nc   Single Detached Dwelling 
 21 Whiteway St                        Nc   Accessory Building 
 109 New Cove Rd                       Co   Office 
 808 Southside Rd                      Co   Office 
 10 Linscott St                        Ex   Single Detached Dwelling 
 4 Whitehorse Pl                       Ex   Single Detached Dwelling 
 39 Bonavista St                       Rn   Single Detached Dwelling 
 31 Cairo St                           Rn   Semi-Detached Dwelling 
 14 Hayward Ave                        Rn   Townhousing 
 34 Henry St                           Rn   Semi-Detached Dwelling 
 16 Kilkenny St                        Rn   Accessory Building 
 36 Malka Dr                           Rn   Single Detached Dwelling 
 67 Mayor Ave                          Rn   Single Detached Dwelling 
 3 Murray St                           Rn   Single Detached Dwelling 
 56 Parsonage Dr                       Rn   Single Detached Dwelling 
 78 Quidi Vidi Village Rd              Rn   Single Detached Dwelling 
 60 Sorrel Dr                          Rn   Single Detached Dwelling 
 337 Southside Rd                      Rn   Single Detached Dwelling 
 337 Southside Rd                      Rn   Single Detached Dwelling 
 30 Ferryland St E                     Sw   Single Detached Dwelling 
 28 Kenai Cres                         Sw   Single Detached Dwelling 
 33 Kershaw Pl                         Sw   Single Detached Dwelling 
 96 Waterford Bridge Rd                Sw   Single Detached Dwelling 

 This Week $  3,186,200.00 

 Class: Demolition 

 6 Mckay St                            Dm   Semi-Detached Dwelling 

 This Week $     10,000.00 

 This Week's Total:  $  3,701,100.00 

 Repair Permits Issued:  2014/10/16 To 2014/10/22     $    156,409.00 

 Legend 

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



 

YEAR TO DATE COMPARISONS 

October 28, 2014 

        

TYPE 2013 2014 
% VARIANCE (+/-

) 

Commercial $88,055,000.00 $154,703,000.00 76 

Industrial $131,000.00 $125,300.00 -4 

Government/Institutional $79,341,000.00 $77,860,000.00 -2 

Residential $144,639,000.00 $125,571,000.00 -13 

Repairs $4,205,000.00 $4,793,000.00 14 

Housing Units (1 & 2 
Family Dwellings) 397 283   

TOTAL $316,371,000.00 $363,052,300.00 15 
 

  
Respectfully Submitted, 

 
 
 
 
 

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

 
































