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St. Philip’s group weighs in on future of

Steve ¢

Dear Editor:

Please accept these comments on the October
3 article about the St. Matthew's Church,
known also as the Ruby Church, in the Goulds.
It is unfortunate that even after 26 years the
owner (i.e. the Diocesan Synod of Eastern NL)
appears still to want to demolish this historic
church. This is evident by the agreement that
was practically forced on the Historical Society
in 1986 and the October 3, 2012 Rector’s
comments that “they” want to see what
happens in St. Philip’s. The heri*~ je group there,
including many parishioners, want to reattach
the steeple and save their heritage church, but
the Diocese is again appealing the Town of
Portugal Cove-St. Philip’s decision of an "Order
to Repair” this designated Municipal Heritage
Church Building. An appeal date is yet to be
set. Why is it that the mentality to demolish
seems to prevail in this modern day and age of
preserving history, not destroying it?

\arpe

Maybe the present St. Matthew's Rector is
unaware that a main reason why the Ruby
Church is not in good condition today is as a
result of item 8 of the 1986 Diocese agreement,
stating, "the Historical Society will perform
restoration work to the exterior of the Church
Building only.” How can one properly maintain a
heritage building when one cannot even restore
the interior? Item 9 states, “the church building
and lands will not be used by the society for any
purpose whatsoever.” This seems designed by
the Diocese so that community interest

cannot be maintained in the church, nor can
family and supporters hold any events (including
fundraisers) at the iconic church: therefore
leading eventually to apparent demolition by
neglect.

The Rector refers to St. Matthew's Church as
just a building: well, many people see it and
think of it as a church. She stated, “all the insides
need to be redone.” If the Historical Society

had been allowed to maintain the inside, then
this would not be a problem. There was the
$10,000 in funding available, yet the Diocese
would not accept it. That grant amount today

is $30,000 through the Heritage Foundation

of NL. There is $30,000 available for Topsail's
Heritage designated St. John the Evangelist's
150 year old church (which has received historic
property designations from both the provincial
government and the Town of Conception Bay
South), and the St. Philip's 1894 Church — if
only the Bishop would simply agree to it. Here is
possibly $90,000 that the Diocesan Synod and
Parishes are not accepting or applying for.

There is a reference to the St. Paul's Parish
having “enough on its hands and the other
parish buildings.” If the Historical Society had
been allowed then it would have looked after
the Ruby Church at no cost to the Parish, plus
I suspect it would have brought funds into the
Parish as a whole. Imagine saying that it takes
“a lot of paperwork” to turn over St. Matthew's
to look after its upkeep. It is a straightforward
matter of an agreement without negative
constraints. St. George's Church in Brigus, and
All Saints Anglican Church in English Harbour
have been successfully turned over to volunteer
groups.

The church hierarchy apparently still want to
demolish the Ruby Church, seemingly because
they said so and to show that they have the
power to do it eventually. Those interested in
their history and heritage need to keep an eye
on what might be done to the St. Matthew's
church tower now - after all, a steeple was
actually torn off in St. Philip’s, and the Parish
Rector and the Diocese refused to even ask the
police to investigate that major vandalism.

Steve Sharpe is president of The Church By The
Sea Inc. This letter originally appeared in the
Irish Loop Post on November 14, 2012.






Finding

Dave Lane
As those of us in the heritage preservation
world know all too well, there is a constantly
simmering tension between developers and
heritage advocates. In fact, this tension regularly
boils over, leading to fractious debate andill-
will toward our fellow person (not to mention
complete stalemate, or worse: poor design).

It has come to our attention at Happy City,
however, that many of these controversies
and battles could be alleviated (or at least
moderated) if all the parties involved had a
better awareness of each others’ shared values
and used the same vocabulary.

Right now the City of St. John’s is conducting a
review of its municipal plan. This document will
set out the guiding principles that City Hall will
follow as it makes decisions regarding land use
and city services in the next 5 to 10 years.

With this in mind, Happy City St. John’s -- a
community group that encourages and informs
dialogue about municipal issues -- invited three
groups to sit down and discuss a shared vision
for the future of St. John's.

The three groups were the Newfoundland
Historic Trust, Downtown St. John's (formerly
the DDC), and the St. John's Board of Trade. We
all have a stake in the success of Downtown

St. John's, so our discussion revolved around
Heritage and Development in the Downtown.
(Happy City tacked on a section on municipal
engagement to make sure the discussion
continues).

After an enthusiastic meeting, a flurry of email
activity, and multiple document revisions,

a three-page report was produced, which
contains this note in the opening:

“We are a diverse set whose membership, while
sometimes overlapping, often have differing
views and opinions on how our city should grow
and develop. However, these differences often
mask the broad agreements that exist amongst
our membership.

“It is our hope that this document, in
highlighting a set of shared views from disparate
groups, will help the City create a plan that
works for everyone.”

And that'’s just the point: City Hall is working

to manage very rapid changes in our city with
multiple pressure points and uncertainties. What
we're trying to do is show the city what we all
agree on so they at least have a solid foundation
for tackling issues where we don't agree.

So, what does this collaboration mean for
heritage advocates? First of all, it has helped to
ensure we remain part of the discussion as City
Hall manages development not only downtown
but throughout the city. Second, it has helped
to legitimize our relationship with and presence
in the business community (because, let's admit,
they have a strong influence on land use). And
finally, it has signaled the beginning of a shared
vocabulary for future "debates.”

And so, from the final document, a shared
definition of “heritage™

“..we have developed the following statement,
which we believe represents a shared vision
for development in our historic, colourful, and
thriving city.”

“Heritage refers to a set of design principles,
integral to all stages of development and
planning, that reflect the distinctive sense

of place and a tangible connection to our
history. These design principles should include
the creation of functional, mixed-use urban
environments that optimize the benefits to
stakeholders. In short, heritage is good design.”

You will most certainly have an opinion on this
statement. You may think it's great or misses
the point entirely. At the least, you'll most likely
want a say on these “design principles.”

That's our opening: we have agreed that
there needs to be a set of design principles
that developers can, and should, follow when
creating or renovating the built environment.
Let's be at the forefront of this by proposing
what those principles ought to be.

You can read the full report and share vour
views al

Dave Lane is the chair of Happy City St. John’s.
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