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Executive	Summary		
Historic cities across North America are facing rising pressure to redevelop or demolish 

their historical buildings in favour of newer developments, despite evidence that built heritage 

contributes to a city’s economic prosperity, environmental sustainability, and improved social 

cohesion. This study evaluates Halifax, Nova Scotia as a case study of a municipality facing 

increasing pressures to densify, while operating under decades-old planning policies. In 

particular, a more indepth evaluation of the neighbourhoods of Young Avenue and Barrington 

Street South, both historic areas on the Halifax peninsula, was conducted to determine whether 

current planning policies are negatively influencing the built heritage in these neighbourhoods.   

To determine how planning policy may have influenced built heritage on Young Avenue 

and Barrington Street South, municipal and provincial heritage legislation, municipal planning 

policies and documents, and local media were analyzed. Site visits were conducted to identify 

properties at risk of development due to current planning policies. It was found that planning	

policies have remained relatively unchanged for the Barrington Street South and Young Avenue 

areas since the 1950s. However, the past two decades have seen a push for densification of the 

urban core of Halifax, which in turn is putting pressure on Barrington Street South and Young 

Avenue to develop. This emphasis on densification through new development in the downtown 

core has reinforced urban renewal initiatives implemented in the 1960s, whereas demolition and 

new construction is favoured over infill and conversion.  

Several initiatives could be implemented to strengthen and protect Halifax’s built 

heritage; recognition of heritage resources in subdivision policy, identification of density options 

(e.g. secondary suites), proactive heritage legislation (e.g. fines for the demolition of heritage 

resources), and intergovernmental coordination. Ultimately, the loss of built heritage 

conservation is a consequence of urban densification in combination with a lack of adequate 

heritage policy and incentives.  With more planning policies and resources designated to built 

heritage, and a shift in the attitude that economic development and heritage conservation are 

mutually exclusive, Halifax can begin to protect and benefit from its significant past.  
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1.0	INTRODUCTION		

1.1 RISING IMPORTANCE OF BUILT HERITAGE CONSERVATION 
 A city with a distinct and unique built heritage is one with a strong sense of place (Uzzell, 

1996; Worthing and Bond, 2008). Built heritage refers to those physical structures that possess 

significance and meaning as derived from their history, physical place, and the value that society 

ascribes to them (Gunn, 2002).  

Historic cities across North America are facing rising pressure to redevelop or demolish 

their historical buildings in favour of newer developments (Fulton, 1998; Ryberg-Webster and 

Kinahan, 2014). In the early twentieth century in Canada, a movement towards built heritage 

conservation began mainly to protect historic military sites (Fulton, 1998). A shift occurred mid-

century, when heritage designation criteria began to consider heritage values (e.g. design, 

material, context) in addition to building age. By the 1960s, few provinces had a clear definition 

of what constituted heritage, and municipal heritage legislation was nearly non-existent (Fulton, 

1998). During this time, Canadian cities were facing housing shortages, substandard living 

conditions, and modernization was predominantly through demolition and redevelopment 

(Ryberg-Webster and Kinahan, 2014). As a result, the 1970s saw heritage activist groups form, 

and nearly all provinces established heritage legislation (Fulton, 1998).  

Today, built heritage conservation is viewed as a method for neighbourhood 

redevelopment and downtown revitalization in many cities across North America (Ryberg-

Webster and Kinahan, 2014). Heritage conservation districts, zoning, financial incentives, design 

reviews and other planning legislation have assisted in built heritage conservation. Planning 

literature cites that built heritage contributes to economic prosperity (e.g. investment 

opportunities, job creation, business growth, enhanced tourism, higher property values), 

environmental sustainability (e.g. reusing building materials, energy efficiency through historic 

features such as masonry, smaller windows), and improved social cohesion (e.g. strengthened 

community identity) (Shipley, Utz and Parsons, 2006; Rypkema, 2008; Government of 

Manitoba, 2016).  

Despite the ascribed benefits of built heritage conservation, Canada lost approximately 20 

percent of its historic building stock from 1970 to 2000, with higher rates ranging from 27-35 

percent for urban centres such as Vancouver and Calgary (Anthony, 2002). As cities face 
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pressure to densify, built heritage is put at risk. Still today, constrained government budgets, 

threats of demolitions, changing demographic preferences, economic climate, and a belief that 

built heritage conservation creates stagnant cities has made heritage conservation a challenging 

issue (Ryberg-Webster and Kinahan, 2014). Developers often contend that high restoration costs 

deter them from conserving heritage features, although that does not have to be the case (Shipley 

et al., 2006; Ross and Powter, 2008). Lower construction costs can be realized through the 

rehabilitation and reuse of an existing heritage property (e.g. access to already existing service 

hookups). Rypkema (2008) argues that heritage restoration produces more jobs compared to new 

builds. New construction tends to be 50% labour and 50% materials, while heritage rehabilitation 

is 60 – 70% labour with the balance in materials (Rypkema, 2008). In a study of provincially 

designated heritage properties in Ontario, Shipley (2000) found that 59% of individually 

designated properties performed better on average in their property value history in comparison 

to the average property value trend in their communities. Individual designated properties tended 

to resist economic or market downturns, and the rate of sales of the designated properties was 

equal or greater than the general rate of sales of properties within their communities (Rypkema, 

2008).  

Planning literature (Tweed and Sutherland, 2007; Ross and Powter, 2008; Rypkema, 

2008) suggests that built heritage preservation and rehabilitation is a form of sustainable 

development. Heritage rehabilitation conserves resources (e.g. building materials), reduces 

environmental impacts, provides energy efficiency through historic features (e.g. masonry walls, 

smaller windows), reduces urban sprawl through rejuvenating older neighbourhoods, provides a 

use for underused or emptied buildings, and promotes the use of existing public infrastructure 

and transportation (Ross and Powter, 2008). Heritage buildings already incorporate ‘green’ 

building standards such as using durable materials that age well, local traditional materials and 

skills, energy saving features, and natural ventilation (Rypkema, 2008; Ross and Powter, 2008). 

Places with a high quality of life can be characterized by their community differentiation, or their 

community identity, two characteristics commonly found in historical districts (Rypkema, 2008). 

Historical districts build community pride and create a ‘sense of place’ (Rypkema, 2008). Urban 

design goals such as walkability are already realized in many historic neighbourhoods, as 

historical districts tend to be pedestrian oriented, buildings face onto public spaces (e.g. 
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sidewalks), and have minimal pedestrian barriers (e.g. blank walls and anti-pedestrian store 

fronts) (Rypkema, 2008).   

1.2 KEY STAKEHOLDERS IN BUILT HERITAGE CONSERVATION 
 Several actors have and continue to play a role in heritage conservation in Canada (e.g. 

Federal, Provincial, Municipal government; Non-governmental organizations). In the early 

2000s, the Government of Canada introduced the Historic Places Initiative (Parks Canada, 

2016b) which established a national register of designated heritage buildings, National 

conservation standards and guidelines, and a heritage registration function for the Department of 

Canadian Heritage (Anthony, 2002). The Historic Sites and Monuments Act (1985) allows for 

federal designation of sites, buildings, or other places of national historic interest to be 

designated through the Minister of Parks Canada. Parks Canada establishes national goals and 

guidelines for federal heritage buildings (Parks Canada, 2012a), while Environment Canada 

approves the designation of federal heritage buildings as recommended by the Federal Heritage 

Buildings Committee (Parks Canada, 2012b). The interdepartmental committee is responsible for 

evaluating heritage character of federal buildings 40 years of age or older (Parks Canada, 2012b). 

The Department of Canadian Heritage provides financial incentives for official languages, 

festivals, sports, arts and culture (Glover, 2015). Financial incentives exist for museums and 

cultural heritage, but does not include financial incentives specifically for built heritage 

conservation. The lack of financial assistance by the federal government is a common critique by 

heritage professionals (Anthony, 2002).  

 The role of provincial government in Canada centres around heritage designations, 

implementation of Provincial Heritage Acts, and to maintain a registry of Provincial heritage 

properties (Fulton, 1998). Financial incentives exist at the provincial level for registered heritage 

conservation, mainly through assistance with exterior upkeep of heritage properties (National 

Trust for Canada, 2016). There are examples of intergovernmental coordination in heritage 

conservation. In 2001, Provinces, Territories, and the Federal government created the Canadian 

Registry of Historic Places through Parks Canada (Parks Canada, 2016b). Historic places are 

defined as structures, buildings, group of buildings, districts, landscapes, archeological sites or 

other places in Canada that have been formally recognized for heritage value (Parks Canada, 

2016b). The program developed the Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic 
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Places in Canada, which acts as a guide for all three orders of government when conserving 

historical sites (Parks Canada, 2016b).  Despite these efforts, Provincial governments are often 

accused of neglecting heritage issues and legislation (LeBlanc, 2011).  

Municipalities across Canada have their own systems for the designation of individual 

properties or heritage districts. The criteria for what quantifies as heritage has expanded in recent 

years to include cultural landscapes and modernist buildings (1960s). Fulton (1998) argues that 

this has overworked municipal heritage planners. Coupled with downsizing and elimination of 

municipal heritage planning offices through the 1990s, built heritage conservation has begun to 

become a municipal mandate while resources diminish (Fulton, 1998). Faced with pressures to 

develop and intensify their urban cores, municipalities have continued to lose built heritage in 

favour of new, denser developments (Ascroft and Quinn, 2007; Javed, 2015).  

In an attempt to assist with funding for built heritage conservation, various heritage 

activist groups have set up financial grants (National Trust for Canada, 2016). In British 

Columbia, financial assistance is provided to non-profit organizations or charities that undertake 

local heritage projects across the Province (National Trust for Canada, 2016). A Foundation has 

been formed in Quebec to distribute grants specifically for the reuse of churches and other 

religious buildings. In Nova Scotia, the Heritage Trust administers a Buildings at Risk fund to 

assist with conservation of heritage buildings in the Province (National Trust for Canada, 2016). 

These efforts to protect heritage are met with significant opposition from developers, who accuse 

heritage conservation groups of delaying economic progress (CBC News, 2014; Barber, 2013). 

Developers often have support from economic development organizations (Barber, 2013).  

1.3 NEED FOR A NEW APPROACH TO CONSERVATION 
It is clear from planning literature (Fulton, 1998; Anthony, 2002; Ascroft and Quinn, 

2007; LeBlanc, 2011) that current approaches to built heritage conservation could be stronger, 

and a more integrated approach to conservation between all stakeholders is required. Despite the 

identified benefits to built heritage conservation (Shipley et al, 2006; Rypkema, 2008; Tweed 

and Sutherland, 2007; Ross and Powter, 2002), cities across North America struggle with finding 

a balance between economic growth and built heritage conservation.  
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The goal of this study is to identify areas of HRM’s policies and by-laws which put the 

city’s built heritage at risk. In particular, I will evaluate two historical areas of Halifax which are 

currently under threat to development due to current planning policies that promote 

densification. First, Barrington South in downtown Halifax, and lastly, Young Avenue in the 

South end of Halifax. The end goal of the study is to determine how planning policy has affected 

these two historical neighbourhoods. This study will evaluate the Halifax peninsula only, and 

will refer to this area as Halifax, unless discussing the municipal government, referred to as 

HRM. 

2.0	MUNICIPAL	CONTRIBUTIONS	TO	HALIFAX’S	HISTORIC	CITY		
Settled in 1749, HRM is one of the oldest settlements in Canada (Library and Archives 

Canada, 2015).  At approximately 5,557 square kilometers, HRM is the largest urban area on the 

east coast of Canada (Sancton, 2005; Halifax, 2016e). Conversations related to the importance of 

built heritage are not a recent occurrence in Halifax. For some time, built heritage has faced 

mounting pressure due to proposals for new developments and infrastructure. In the 1960s, in an 

effort to improve transportation in Halifax, a four lane controlled access highway was proposed 

for downtown Halifax along the Halifax Harbour (BuiltHalifax, 2015). To develop the highway, 

referred to as the Harbour Drive Expressway, hundreds of historic buildings would have been 

demolished. Municipal staff during the 1960s viewed the highway as an improvement to the 

‘blighted’ waterfront neighbourhood. The full Harbour Drive Expressway was not constructed as 

a result of lack of funding and significant opposition from the public. However, a portion of the 

highway, known locally as the Cogswell Interchange was approved in 1968 (BuiltHalifax, 2015). 

The Interchange resulted in the demolition of 

entire neighbourhoods for its construction.  

Recently, the demolition of historic 

estate homes in Halifax’s south end has 

spurred the heritage debate once more. A 

developer purchased 851 Young Avenue 

(referred to as the Cleveland Estate; see figure 

1) with plans to subdivide the lot (Ray, 2016). 
FIGURE	1:	CLEVELAND	ESTATE	ON	YOUNG	AVENUE	(RAY,	
2016) 
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Despite neighbourhood opposition and an attempt to expedite the Cleveland Estate heritage 

status designation, the property was demolished in the spring of 2016. Neighbouring residents 

have created the ‘Save Young Ave’ group (Corfu, 2016) in an urgent effort to save the remaining 

historic homes. However, with other historic homes on the street for sale (Ray, 2016), the future 

of Young Avenue’s built form is uncertain. 

There are also examples of successful heritage conservation in Halifax. The preservation 

of the historic façade of the Merchant’s Bank of Canada building, Champlain building, Flinn 

building and Hayes building in 2014 for the development of the Waterside Centre (see Power, 

2014), the preservation of the façades of buildings on Granville Mall (see NSCAD University, 

2012), the incorporation of seven 18th century façades for Founders Square (see Demont, 2013), 

and upcoming projects such as the Green Lantern Building (see The Green Lantern, 2016) offer 

evidence that some developers consider heritage preservation a worthwhile investment.  

2.1 HRM PLANNING POLICIES AND PROGRAMS       
Programs and initiatives have been developed in HRM with the intention of preserving built 

heritage. The Heritage Property Program (Halifax, 2016a) aims to conserve heritage resources 

(e.g. buildings, streetscapes, sites, areas, and conservation districts) which reflect local heritage 

throughout the municipality by heritage designation. The benefits to registering individual 

heritage properties include recognition (i.e. heritage plaque), access to conservation advice from 

HRM heritage staff, protection of the exterior property, and flexibility for reuse and 

rehabilitation of heritage properties. Financial incentives in the form of grants and rebates are 

available to assist heritage property owners in maintaining building exteriors (Halifax, 2016a). 

To register a heritage property, the owner must submit an application to staff who evaluate the 

application, the Heritage Advisory Committee (Halifax, 2016b), and then Regional Council if 

recommended by the committee. Any alteration to building exterior must be approved by 

municipal staff (Halifax, 2016a). If at any time a property owner wishes to demolish a registered 

heritage property, the process as identified in section 18 of the Heritage Property Act (Heritage 

Property Act, 1989) allows property owners to demolish after a three-year time period 

notwithstanding council’s decision (Halifax, 2016a). 

At a larger scale, HRM has defined Heritage Conservation Districts (HCD) (Halifax, 2016c). 

HCDs are areas of historic or architectural value protected by regulations for demolition, exterior 
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alterations, and new development. Once a potential heritage conservation district is identified, a 

plan and by-law is created with public input. The plan identifies the heritage values and assets 

within the district and how the heritage will be preserved (Halifax, 2016c). A benefit to a 

heritage conservation district includes the ability of the municipality to set its own rules for 

demolitions, instead of following the regulations set under Section 18 of the Heritage Property 

Act (Heritage Property Act, 1989). Only one heritage conservation district currently exists in 

HRM, the Barrington Street Heritage Conservation District (Halifax, 2016c), which runs from 

Duke Street to Bishop Street. The Schmidtville Heritage Conservation District is currently in 

development with a late 2016 Regional Council approval expected. Two additional heritage 

conservation areas are being considered, the Old South Suburb of Barrington South and Historic 

Properties area (Halifax, 2016c).  

The HRM Heritage Incentives Program (Halifax, 2016d) was developed to encourage 

conservation of privately owned heritage properties that are municipally registered. A matching 

grant of up to $10,000 is provided for eligible exterior conservation work. To be eligible, an 

application is required including recent photographs of all sides of the building and two 

contractor cost estimates for the proposed work. Grants are available for community-owned (e.g. 

non-profits) and operated heritage properties or land (e.g. archives, museums, historical 

attractions, and registered heritage burial grounds) (Halifax, 2016d). HRM Heritage Standards 

and Guidelines (Halifax, 2016a) include Standards for the Conservation of Historic Places in 

Canada (Parks Canada, 2010), signage for Heritage Properties, Downtown Halifax Land Use By-

law Heritage Design Guidelines, and heritage impact statements (e.g. to determine if any heritage 

resources will be affected by a proposed development).  

2.2 SHARED RESPONSIBILITIES FOR CONSERVATION  
The Province of Nova Scotia plays a significant role in built heritage conservation in HRM. 

Through the Heritage Property Act (Province of Nova Scotia, 1989), the Province enables 

identification, protection and rehabilitation of cultural heritage properties throughout the 

province. The Heritage Property Act is implemented through the Department of Communities, 

Culture and Heritage (Province of Nova Scotia, 2016a) Heritage Property Program (Province of 

Nova Scotia, 2016b). Heritage Property Program staff support administration of the Act, 

coordinate provincial heritage registrations, support municipal heritage property programs, 
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advise on the conservation of registered heritage properties, and administer the grants offered to 

owners of registered heritage properties (Province of Nova Scotia, 2016b).   

In 2015, the Provincial government amended the Heritage Property Act. The amendments 

authorize deregistration of a provincial or municipal heritage property if continued registration 

causes financial difficulty for the property owner, and replaces approval by the Governor in 

Council of a substantial alteration in the external appearance of the demolition of a Provincial 

heritage property. The amendments also authorize the municipal heritage advisory committee to 

advise the municipality regarding an application to deregister a municipal heritage property, 

removes from the Act some conditions that apply to heritage conservation districts, and changes 

the responsibilities of a municipal heritage officer regarding the administration of conservation 

plans and conservation by-laws (Bill 118, 2015).  

3.0	METHODS		

3.1 RATIONALE FOR RESEARCH  
Halifax has a long history with an evolving built environment. Some changes in the urban 

landscape have included the conservation, façadism, and the demolition of built heritage. In 

recent years (Blackburn and Ward, 2016; Palmeter, 2016; Ryan, 2016), the conversation 

centering on heritage conservation has increased in frequency and urgency as it appears that the 

conservation of built heritage is uncoordinated and ad hoc, resulting in significant built heritage 

loss. 	

3.2 METHODS OF DATA COLLECTION  
Based on recommendations in the literature (e.g. Hall and Rist, 1999) as to what makes a 

robust and valid research program, a ‘multi-method approach to discovery’ was implemented for 

this study. The term triangulation stems from land surveying where the surveyor uses two known 

points to locate a third. Applied to research methods, this means using multiple methods to 

obtain the most detailed and complete data set possible. Multiple methods set the researcher up 

for cross data validity checks (Hall and Rist, 1999). This study used three methods: a document 

review of data sources (e.g. local media, council records), a policy review of current provincial 

and municipal heritage policies and municipal land use policies, and site visits to identify areas at 
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risk of development due to current planning policies. Each method is described in further detail 

below.  

3.2.1	DOCUMENT	REVIEW		
 A document review is a systematic procedure for reviewing or evaluating documents 

which can be printed or electronic material, that aims to elicit meaning, gain an understanding, 

and develop empirical knowledge on a specific topic (Bowen, 2009). Bowen (2009) identifies 

multiple uses for documents in research processes: documents may provide data on the research 

context, can provide situations that need to be observed through research, provide supplementary 

research data, provide a means of tracking change and development, and can be analyzed to 

verify findings. A document review included an evaluation of HRM council records, provincial 

legislature records, local media, and information from organizations that deal with heritage 

conservation (e.g. Heritage Trust of Nova Scotia). This assisted in developing sufficient 

background information to provide context for the study, and help identified key moments in 

history for Halifax’s heritage conservation.  

3.2.2	POLICY	REVIEW		
 Ritchie and Spencer (1994) identify four categories which policy research is based upon: 

contextual (i.e., identifying the form and nature of what exists), diagnostic (i.e., examining the 

reasons for, or causes of, what exists), evaluative (i.e. evaluating the effectiveness of what exists) 

and strategic (i.e., identifying new theories, policies, plans or actions). A policy review (e.g. 

Ritchie and Spencer, 1994; Santos, Watt, and Pincetl, 2014) has been conducted to analyze 

municipal and provincial planning policy documents relating to land use and heritage 

conservation and protection. The policy review was used to identify a timeline of land use policy 

for the study areas. The review assisted in analyzing how current planning regulations for the 

downtown core may be contributing to a context which leaves heritage properties vulnerable to 

loss. During the analysis of planning policy, this study identified, in concert with findings from 

the document review, what policy and legislation changes could be implemented to ensure well-

planned conservation of Halifax’s built heritage.  

3.2.3	SITE	VISITS		
 Berkas and Weldin (2005) identify stages of conducting a site visit (e.g. identification of 

sites, data collection during the site visits, and analysis of site visit data). Site visits were 
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conducted to document buildings within areas where higher density uses are enabled by current 

municipal zoning and legislation, or in neighbourhoods that appear most at risk due to impending 

development (e.g. Barrington Street South, Young Avenue). The end goal was to identify those 

areas that are most vulnerable as a result of current HRM planning policies. During each visit, 

properties were documented using iPhone photography. A map was created using ArcGIS 

(ArcGIS, 2016) to identify the areas of Barrington Street South and Young Avenue where 

greater heights and densities are encouraged (already proposed or approved, or for sale) by the 

Halifax Municipal Planning Strategies (Halifax, 2014a, 2016g), registered heritage properties, 

and zoning information. The end goal was to identify the areas of Barrington Street South and 

Young Avenue that are most vulnerable as a result of current HRM planning policies. 

4.0	BUILT	HERITAGE	AT	RISK			

4.1 YOUNG AVENUE   

4.1.1	HISTORY		
Developed in the late 19th century, Young Avenue is a grand boulevard originally 

designed to be the first public avenue connecting the core of Halifax to Point Pleasant Park. The 

avenue is characterized by several estate houses that reflect the architectural style popular in the 

late 19th century and early 20th century (Halifax, 2016). Young Avenue is one of the few local 

examples of the City Beautiful Movement, a movement that focused on the beautification and 

grandeur in cities (Grant, 2008). The avenue was named after Sir William Young, speaker of the 

Nova Scotia legislature from 1843 to 1854, attorney general from 1854 to 1857 and Premier of 

Nova Scotia 1859 to 1860 (MacKenzie and Scott, 2002). After retiring from politics, Sir Young 

became chief justice of Nova Scotia until 1881. Sir Young was instrumental in the creation of 

Point Pleasant Park, by providing funds for the creation of the park and advocating for a 999 year 

lease of the park for the City from the British Crown (MacKenzie and Scott, 2002). In 1884, 

plans were developed to extend South Park Street to create a grand avenue leading to the park 

(MacKenzie and Scott, 2002). Sir Young assisted in the design and development of the locally 

famous wrought iron gates at the southern end of Young Avenue to act as a grand entrance to the 

park (MacKenzie and Scott, 2002).   
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The historical significance of Young Avenue is magnified by the notable architects who 

designed its stately homes. These include local Halifax architects Herbert Elliot Gates and James 

Charles Philip Dumaresq, and nationally renowned architect Edmund Burke (Historic Places, 

2007; Biographical Dictionary of Architects in Canada 1800-1950, n.d; Dictionary of Canadian 

Biography, 2016).  

4.1.2	CHANGES	IN	BUILT	ENVIRONMENT	HERITAGE		
McAlpine’s Halifax City directory for 1903-1904 identified ten homes on Young Avenue 

at the turn of the century. Occupants included lawyers, engineers and merchants (Nova Scotia 

Archives, 2016a). By mid-century, the number of homes on Young Avenue increased to thirty-

one (Nova Scotia Archives, 2016b). As of 2016, 64 homes are on the Avenue. These homes 

comprise of a mix of historical houses the Avenue is famous for, and more modern 

developments.	

The construction of the South End railway in the early 20th century physically changed 

properties in close proximity to Young Avenue. Properties were expropriated or subdivided, and 

homes demolished to make room for the railway (Ziobrowski, 2015). Recently, subdivision of 

land and new residential developments have occurred on Young Avenue. These changes have 

seen the demolition of 19th century estates that over time contributed to providing the avenue its 

unique stately character. The demolition of the early 20th century Brookfield-Stanbury house 

(Heritage Trust of Nova Scotia, 2007) 

in 2007 for the development of two 

townhomes spurred the debate on 

built heritage in Halifax. Since 2000, 

six new houses were built (see figure 

2).  

 

 

 

 FIGURE	2:	NEW	PROPERTIES	(2000	–	PRESENT)	ON	YOUNG	AVENUE	
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Most recently, the loss of the 

Cleveland House and the Fram House 

have added to the loss of built heritage 

on Young Avenue, and generated public 

opposition (Ray, 2016). The Cleveland 

House was recently purchased and 

demolished by a developer who plans to 

replace it with several row houses (Chiu, 

2016). The Fram house, currently 

comprised of five apartment units, was 

purchased by developed George Tsimklis 

(Chiu, 2016; see figure 3). Tsimklis 

purchased adjacent properties on McLean 

Street and intends to demolish the buildings to develop a 11-lot subdivision (Chiu, 2016). To 

complicate matters, Tsimklis began to demolish the property while tenants were occupying it. 

HRM Regional Council discussed the possibility of an expedited heritage designation for the 

property (vanKampen, 2016), which was denied due to the damage to the property.  

4.2 BARRINGTON STREET SOUTH  

4.2.1	HISTORY		
Barrington Street is one of Halifax’s main downtown streets, acting as a connector 

between north and south Halifax. The Old South Suburb of Barrington Street gains much of its 

historical value from being one of the first contiguous suburbs of Halifax (Halifax, 2015a; Shape 

Your City Halifax, 2016). Once called Pleasant Street, Barrington South was the home to many 

dockyard labourers and Irish residents who constructed Georgian-style homes of wood and 

stone. Due to the concentration of Irish settlers, the Old South Suburb was commonly referred to 

as Irishtown between 1860 and 1890 (Halifax, 2015a). Irishtown was predominantly working 

class, with few larger homes.  

FIGURE	3:	FRAM	HOUSE,	YOUNG	AVENUE	AS	OF	OCTOBER	2016							
(NICOLL,	2016)	
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By 1890, the suburb began to 

convert its main street into 

commercial and professional uses 

shifting away from residential 

(Halifax, 2015a). Wooden residential 

buildings were largely demolished, as 

preference for masonry and brick 

increased. In 1930, the Via Rail Train 

Station was built on the previous site 

of Halifax Gas Lights Co. (Halifax, 

2015a; see figure 4). The establishment 

of the Train Station brought the 

development of the Hotel Nova Scotian (now Westin 

Hotel) and Cornwallis Park, and provided a 

connection between Hollis and Barrington Street.  

HRM is proposing a heritage conservation 

district for the Barrington South area, to be called the 

Old South Suburb Conservation District (see figure 

5). Within the proposed district, there are 104 

properties, of which 41 are registered Municipal 

Heritage Properties, 3 Provincial Heritage Properties, 

and 2 National Historic sites (Halifax, 2015a). By 

designating the area a heritage conservation district, 

HRM could impose its own demolition rules for 

registered heritage properties, outside of the Heritage 

Property Act (1989). HRM may also consider 

changing the allowable building heights in the area.  

 

 

FIGURE	5:	PROPOSED	BOUNDARY	OLD	SOUTH	SUBURB	HERITAGE	
CONSERVATION	DISTRICT	(SOURCE:	HALIFAX,	2015A) 

FIGURE	4:	BARRINGTON	STREET	SOUTH,	CIRCA	1879	(NOVA	SCOTIA	
ARCHIVES,	2016)	 
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4.2.2	CHANGES	IN	BUILT	ENVIRONMENT	HERITAGE				
Barrington Street South has seen much development in the past two decades. Barrington 

Street was initially developed as a residential and institutional street, but by the mid-nineteenth 

century it had become increasingly commercial (Ekistics Planning & Design, 2003). This change 

in use led to significant changes in the built form.  

The close proximity of Barrington Street South to the downtown core makes it a logical 

place to increase residential density (Halifax, 2015a). Several development applications have 

been submitted to HRM staff, many of which involve substantial alterations to heritage 

properties. For example, in 2005, an application proposed to add to the back of 1326 Barrington 

Street, a registered heritage property built in 1885 (Heritage Advisory Committee, 2005). The 

proposal had the support of the HRM development officer, as it met the requirements of the 

development agreement. Further, it was noted that the proponent could go through a site specific 

(MPS) plan amendment instead of a development agreement (Heritage Advisory Committee, 

2005). An eight-storey mixed use building is currently proposed for 1190 Barrington Street 

(Universal Realty Group, 2016), which would involve 

the demolition of the art deco style building from 1986. 

Another demolition is proposed for 5189 South Street at 

the corner of Barrington Street, also known as the 

Elmwood Building (Boon, 2016). Built in 1826, 

Elmwood is a Georgian style building that turned from a 

private residence to hotel in 1910. Since converted into 

apartments, the Elmwood building has been victim to 

neglect and disrepair. The demolition permit has been 

issued and will likely move forward despite public 

opposition (Boon, 2016).  

Perhaps the most contentious of the proposed 

developments on Barrington Street South is the 

proposal to demolish the 19th century buildings at 1333, 

1343, and 1349 Barrington Street (see figure 6), two of 
FIGURE	6:	1333	AND	1349	BARRINGTON	STREET,	
MUNICIPALLY	REGISTERED	PROPERTIES		(NICOLL,	2016)	
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which are registered municipal heritage properties. Dexel has applied for a demolition permit, 

and is in talks with HRM, which is attempting to have the heritage buildings incorporated into 

the new development (Chronicle Herald, 2016). Until the area is designated as a heritage 

conservation district, the demolition policy in the Heritage Property Act (1989) applies. Thus, the 

development company could demolish the properties three years after council’s decision. It is 

uncertain whether these homes will be preserved, as the development company has suggested 

that more incentives are required for developers to consider keeping heritage properties (e.g. no 

property taxes). In total, eleven applications requested substantial alterations to seven heritage 

properties from 2000 to 2014 (Halifax, 2015), and several from 2016 alone (Universal Realty 

Group, 2016; Boon, 2016; Chronicle Herald, 2016).  

5.0	YOUNG	AVENUE	AND	BARRINGTON	STREET	SOUTH	PLANNING	POLICY	
HISTORY			

5.1 LAND USE CHANGES ON YOUNG AVE  
Under Provincial legislation, Young Avenue’s aesthetics and character was strictly 

regulated during the late 19th to early 20th century. The Halifax Charter of 1896 stated that only a 

certain class and style of homes could be built on Young Avenue to protect the predominantly 

residential neighbourhood (MacKenzie and Scott, 2002). The protection of Young Avenue was 

maintained in the Halifax City Charter from 1907 (Graham and Bell, 1907). Sections 758 – 765 

of the Charter (Graham and Bell, 1907) outlined strict design and material guidelines, as well as 

how much all properties on the avenue had to cost.  In particular, section 759 indicated:  

“No such building shall be approved of which –  

a) The estimated cost, if a wooden building, is less than five thousand dollars; or 

b) The estimated cost, if a single brick or stone building, is less than six thousand 

dollars; or  

c) The design and appearance is not in the opinion of the inspector suitable to a 

building to be erected on said Avenue.” 

 (Graham and Bell, 1907, pg. 219) 
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The above excerpt illustrates the importance that was once placed upon the look and feel 

of this grand avenue leading to Point Pleasant Park.  When Halifax City Charter was amended in 

1914 (City of Halifax, 1914), the protection of Young Avenue remained, with the same policies 

guiding design, material and development on the avenue under sections 836-843 (City of 

Halifax, 1914).  The clause protecting Young Avenue remained in the 1931 Charter under 

sections 816-822 (Halifax City Charter, 1931), although homes could now be subdivided into up 

to four apartments (Halifax City Charter, 1931). The amendment of the Halifax City Charter in 

1963 (City of Halifax, 1963) removed the protection clause for Young Avenue.   

The first zoning by-laws developed by City engineers were introduced in 1950, with 

amendments in 1953 (City of Halifax, 1953). Young Avenue was zoned 1st density residential 

(R-1), which allowed 40 ft. lots (25 ft. when lot faces outer side of a curve in the street), 4,000 

square ft. lot area minimum, height maximum of 35 ft., and lot coverage maximum of 35% (City 

of Halifax, 1953). The 1950s by-laws (City of Halifax, 1953) critiqued previous attempts to 

influence privately owned lands through protecting areas from commercial development or only 

allowing homes be built that cost a certain sum. City staff believed that the previous method of 

zoning was restrictive, and comprehensive zoning should be implemented by the City in the 

future. Zoning was implemented to ensure a strong tax base for the municipality, and to protect 

property values. In particular, the report states: 

“the welfare of the municipality requires, sooner or later some public interference and 

control over the private use of land, and an important duty of any local government must 

obviously be the adoption and administration of a sound municipal land policy” (City of 

Halifax, 1953, page i).  

The 1971 Halifax Zoning By-laws for the Mainland area (City of Halifax, 1971) 

identifies Young Avenue as a R-1 zone for single family housing. The lot frontage minimum 

expanded from 40 feet as indicated in the 1950s by-laws (City of Halifax, 1953), to 60 feet, 

except when facing the outer side of a curve in the street. The minimum could then be reduced to 

40 feet provided the width of the approved building line was 60 feet. Lot area minimum was 

6,000 square feet, and lot coverage a maximum of 35 percent. Further, every building had to be 

12 feet from any other building and 8 feet from the rear and both side lines of the lot, and 20 feet 

from the street line (City of Halifax, 1971). Section 20 (h)(i) allows for single family dwellings 
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which have “become too large, obsolete, unsuitable or unmarketable for single family use” to be 

remodeled and used as a converted multiple unit dwelling (City of Halifax, 1971, page 13).  

The Halifax Peninsula Municipal Planning Strategy and Land Use By-laws from the 

1970s are still in place today for Young Avenue. The planning policy which currently guides the 

development of Young Avenue is set out in the Halifax Peninsula Municipal Planning Strategy 

(MPS), drafted in 1978 with amendments up to 2016 (Halifax, 2016g). Under the Strategy’s 

Generalized Future Land Use section, Young Avenue is designated a low-density area. A short 

section titled Heritage Resources offers policies regarding heritage conservation for the area, 

mainly indicating that HRM shall seek the preservation and restoration of areas with historical 

significance. Historical significance is defined as “relevant to important occasions, eras, or 

personages in the histories of the City, the Province, or the nation, or which are deemed to be 

architecturally significant” (Halifax, 2016g, page 24). The design criteria upon which HRM will 

identify historical sites are set out in a HRM Planning Department report from 1977 titled An 

Evaluation and Protection System for Heritage Resources in Halifax (Phillips-Cleland, 1977). 

The evaluation involves a score ranking system for a heritage property based on age, 

architectural merit, relationship to the city, or relationship to a particular event, institution, or 

historical persons.  The intent was to assist the City in deciding which properties to designate, 

and involved advising the property owner of designation and holding a public hearing (Phillips-

Cleland, 1977). Several residential properties are highlighted in the report. However, no homes 

from Young Avenue are listed. Young Avenue (from Inglis to Point Pleasant Park) is listed as 

having not met all of the basic criteria (e.g. age, architectural merit, relationship to the city) and 

thus was removed from the list for evaluation.  

Listed under section 6: Heritage Resources, a new amendment to the municipal planning 

strategy can be found under section 6.8, which states:  

“In any building, part of a building, or on any lot on which a registered heritage building 

is situated, the owner may apply to the City for a development agreement for any 

development or change in use not otherwise permitted by the land use designation and 

zone subject to the following considerations: 
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(i) that any registered heritage building covered by the agreement shall not be 

altered in any way to diminish its heritage value;  

(ii) that any development must maintain the integrity of any registered heritage 

property, streetscape, or conservation area of which it is part; 

(iii) that any adjacent uses, particularly residential use are not unduly disrupted as a 

result of traffic generation, noise, hours of operation, parking requirements and 

such other land use impacts as may be required as part of a development; 

(iv) that any development substantially complies with the policies of this plan and in 

particular the objectives and policies as they relate to heritage resources” 

(Halifax, 2016g, page 26) 

The policy guidance set forth in the MPS is implemented by the Halifax Peninsula Land Use By-

law (Halifax, 2016i). Young Avenue is designated a single family housing zone (R-1). Height 

requirements indicate a height limit of 35 ft. The lot requirements include lot frontages of a 

minimum 40 ft., and lot area minimum of 4,000 sq. ft. (Halifax, 2016i).  

A recent staff report suggested that turning Young Avenue into a heritage conservation 

district would take one to two years, and registering individual properties could take 6-8 months 

per property (Halifax, 2016h). The most expedited process which HRM could implement in an 

attempt to save the homes on Young Avenue would be to change the land use by-law 

requirements. Staff recommended changing the land use by-law to require minimum frontage of 

80 feet instead of 40 feet as is currently enabled. This by-law change would help protect the 

historic Young Avenue homes from being torn down and subdivided, as many of the existing 

properties far exceed the current minimum lot frontage. The decision whether or not to 

implement these changes to the Land Use By-law will be up to the Halifax West Community 

Council. At the time of this report, a decision had not been made.    

5.2 LAND USE CHANGES ON BARRINGTON STREET SOUTH  
Throughout the 20th century, Barrington Street South was viewed as an area for potential 

growth. The Master Plan for the City of Halifax (Civic Planning Commission, 1945) claimed 

Barrington South was a “blighted” neighbourhood, in a state of “physical decay” (page 55). In 

the 1950s, Barrington Street South was zoned C-2: general business, to allow R1, R2, R3 and C1 

uses. The height of buildings was set at 6 storeys, or 80 feet. The maximum height was flexible 
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depending on the setbacks of the building (2 ft. could be added to the height for each foot the 

building was setback). In 1971, Barrington Street South remained zoned General Business (C-2) 

(City of Halifax, 1971). The zone allowed for all C-1 uses except any residential uses, and 

required a lot frontage minimum of 60 feet. Lot area minimum was 6,000 square feet, and lot 

coverage of 50 percent (City of Halifax, 1971). Maximum height for C-1 zones was listed as 35 

feet. The 1978 amendment of the 1971 by-laws included Barrington Street South as part of the 

South End Area Detailed Plan (City of Halifax, 1978). The area was divided into three different 

zones – RC-2, RC-3, and C-3 (Industrial) (City of Halifax, 1978). These zones varied in height 

limits ranging from 35 – 70 feet. Policy direction indicates that existing residential 

neighbourhoods should be maintained and expanded, and section 5: Heritage Resources allows 

for different uses in registered heritage properties through a development agreement (City of 

Halifax, 1978).  

A new Municipal Planning Strategy and Land Use-bylaw was created for the Downtown 

area in 2009 to “ensure clarity and predictability” in the planning process (Halifax, 2014a, page 

18). The Downtown Municipal Planning Strategy (MPS) aims to encourage residential 

development in the downtown through removing previous density limitations. The Downtown 

Municipal Planning Strategy (MPS) allows bonus zoning, so that developers may request an 

increase in height for their developments in return for public benefits. Policy 3.4.3 of the 

Downtown MPS speaks that bonus zoning may not be applied within heritage conservation 

districts in order “to encourage redevelopment and to provide further incentive for the 

conservation and re-use of heritage resources” (Halifax, 2014a, page 22). Barrington Street 

South falls under Downtown Precinct 2, where density bonusing does not apply. Section 3.3.4 

Streetwall Character indicates, however, that developments fronting open spaces such as 

Cornwallis Park can exceed the height requirements (Halifax, 2014a).  
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The Downtown Halifax Land Use By-

law (Halifax, 2015b) covers Barrington Street 

South, ending near Green Street (see figure 7). 

This area is zoned DH-1 Downtown Halifax 

zone, which allows for commercial, cultural, 

marine-related, institutional, open space, 

residential, transportation and accessory uses 

(Halifax, 2015b). Building heights for the area 

vary from 45-70 feet (Halifax, 2015b). However, 

height limits can be exceeded in areas specified 

as ‘visual terminus sites’, which includes a 

portion of Barrington Street south from Harvey 

Street to Tobin Street. The majority of the 

buildings in Barrington South are 2-3 storeys, 

meaning that significantly more height could be 

realized in these areas according to current 

planning policies. It appears that newer 

buildings in the area are what guided the current height 

limits. For example, 5217 South Street, at the corner of 

South Street and Barrington Street, is 6 storeys in an 

area with a maximum height of 70 feet (see figure 8). 

The majority of properties in this zone are 2-3 storeys.  

The lower portion of Barrington Street South 

(Green Street southwards) is part of the Halifax 

Peninsula Land Use By-law, and is divided into three 

zones. The RC-4 South Barrington Residential Minor 

Commercial zone, amended in 2014, allows for both residential and minor commercial uses, in 

particular apartments. Minimum lot frontage requirements are 40 metres, with a lot area of 2,500 

square metres. Maximum lot coverage is listed as 75%, with a maximum height of 70 feet 

(Halifax, 2015b). Other areas are zoned RC-3 High Density Residential Minor Commercial, 

FIGURE	8:	5217	SOUTH	STREET	(NICOLL,	2016) 

FIGURE	7:	BARRINGTON	STREET	SOUTH	DOWNTOWN	
ZONING	SCHEDULE	(SOURCE:	HALIFAX,	2015B) 
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which allows a maximum height of 45 feet 

(Halifax, 2015b), or zoned RC-2 Residential 

Minor Commercial, which allows for a 

maximum height of 35 feet (see figure 9).  

As part of the Land Use By-law, 

Schedule S-1: Design Manual (Halifax, 2009) 

contains a section for new development in 

heritage contexts. The manual focuses on three 

types of new development which are acceptable 

in a heritage context: infill, abutting, integration, 

and additions. Infill can occur on vacant or 

underutilized sites which do not contain a 

registered heritage property, but are surrounded 

by heritage properties. Abutting involves 

development on sites that do not contain a registered heritage property. Lastly, integration and 

additions occur on the same site as a heritage resource. This can involve integrating a heritage 

property into a larger development, or adding an addition either on top or behind a heritage 

property. The preservation of facades is encouraged so that preservation is financially feasible 

for a developer (Halifax, 2015b). 

The guide indicates that the height of new 

developments should seek to align with existing 

heritage properties. However, only the portion of the 

new development which abuts the heritage property 

is expected to be of similar height, or to be setback 

from the heritage property. The proposed options for 

new developments which abut or are on heritage 

properties essentially allow development to occur in 

all areas surrounding the heritage property (see 

figure 10). The manual suggests that developers 

either aim for similarity with heritage properties (e.g. 

FIGURE	9:	PENINSULA	LAND	USE	BY-LAW	ZM-17	
HEIGHT	PRECINCTS	(SOURCE:	HALIFAX,	2014D) 

FIGURE	10:	DESIGN	OPTION	FOR	HERITAGE	
PROPERTIES	(SOURCE:	HALIFAX,	2009) 
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materials), or to contrast with heritage properties through providing high quality materials (e.g. 

glass curtain wall). Guidelines for the alteration of registered heritage properties specify that the 

goal of built heritage conservation is to preserve the heritage character of buildings while 

improving their economic viability and revitalization (Halifax, 2009). Ultimately, planning 

policy for Barrington Street South and Young Avenue has remained relatively unchanged since 

the 1950s (see table 1).  

TABLE	1:	SUMMARY	TABLE	OF	LAND	USE,	YOUNG	AVENUE	AND	BARRINGTON	SOUTH	

Year Barrington Street South 

Zone and Height 

Young Avenue 

Zone and Lot Frontage 

1950 C-2 80 ft. R-1 40 ft. 

1971 C-2 35 ft.  R-1 60 ft.  

1978  RC-2, RC-3 35-70 ft.  R-1 40 ft.  

2016  DH-1 35 – 70 ft.  R-1 40 ft.  

 

5.3 THE PUSH FOR DENSIFICATION    
Although planning policy has remained relatively unchanged since the 1950s, Halifax’s 

recent planning strategies have committed to intensification of the built form which is putting 

pressure on existing built heritage. Heritage conservation has been linked to various economic 

benefits (e.g. job creation, increased property values, increased tax revenues, tourism, etc.). For 

example, heritage conservation districts are viewed as increasing property values due to 

“enhanced amenities, increased attractiveness from restoration, an increased sense of uniqueness, 

and increased investor confidence in the economic viability and stability, commercial potential 

and marketability of the district” (David Garrett Architects, 1998, page 31). Despite this, 

developers continue to argue that preserving heritage is too costly, and more incentives (e.g. no 

property taxes) are necessary for heritage conservation projects to be financially feasible 

(Chronicle Herald, 2016). Property taxes are the main source of revenue for the municipality 

(Halifax, 2012), making abolishing the tax for heritage conservation unlikely. By increasing 

density (and height), HRM can increase their property revenue. Thus, HRM is left with few 

options or incentives to encourage developers and property owners to preserve built heritage.  
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Gordon Stephenson’s 1957 redevelopment study promoted to replace decaying old 

housing, and thereby improve the economic strength of Halifax (Stephenson, 1957).  A Housing 

Development Report from 1965 (City of Halifax, 1965) suggested that Halifax needed to 

replenish its housing stock in order to revitalize the economy, especially in the central business 

district. An apartment boom in the early 1960s resulted in high density apartment redevelopment 

in the Barrington South area, while removing many smaller and older residential structures (City 

of Halifax, 1965). The Housing Development Report identified single family dwellings as a 

minority within the city, the senior population was increasing, and that almost one half of all the 

dwelling units within the City were more than 45 years old (viewed as a problem to address) 

(City of Halifax, 1965).  

A series of reports published from 1990 – 1992 focused on population, housing, and 

density. The first report (City of Halifax, 1991) on population and housing resulted in Council 

passing a motion to look for ways that the city could influence the declining and aging 

population, initiate discussions with the development community to identify barriers to 

development on the peninsula, and identify areas for high density development. The second 

report (City of Halifax, 1992) discussed ways in which the city could influence the population 

trends, and the need for the city to pursue intensification. Looking at Toronto, Vancouver and 

Edmonton as examples, the report suggests intensification near central employment areas would 

allow for improved transportation, fiscal benefits and an overall more sustainable city. Interviews 

with property developers revealed that factors deterring building on the peninsula were the cost 

of land, lack of marketable land, public perception that the downtown core and waterfront were 

not livable spaces, cost of meeting land use by-law requirements, long approval times, 

uncertainty of approval, and the city not planning for residential development and intensification 

(City of Halifax, 1992).  

The second report (City of Halifax, 1992) contended that the Municipal Development 

Plan of 1978 focused on neighbourhood preservation instead of redevelopment, which 

undermined the housing market by encouraging infill and conversion instead of demolition and 

new construction. The proposed methods to densify the peninsula were to redevelop existing 

residential areas to higher density, redevelop non-residential land (including vacant land) to 



NICOLL	 28	

residential uses, add residential to commercial areas to create mixed use (especially near the 

central business district), and enable as-of-right development (City of Halifax, 1992).  

These reports have seemingly had a lasting impact on planning policies throughout the 

past two decades. The HRM By Design process began in 2005, and aimed to streamline 

development to promote densification in the urban core (Halifax, 2007). HRM By Design was 

defined by three phases. First, the vision was adopted by Council in 2007 (Halifax, 2007). 

Second, the new planning strategy and land use by-law for the downtown core was passed in 

2009 (Gregory, 2011). Last, the Centre Plan (2009) was adopted. The Regional Plan (2006) was 

reviewed and updated in 2014 (Halifax, 2014b). The Regional Plan seeks to densify the urban 

core through implementing a target of 75 percent of new housing units be located there (Halifax, 

2014b).  The past two decades’ emphasis on density through new development in the downtown 

core has reinforced urban renewal initiatives (e.g. Harbour Drive Expressway) implemented in 

the 1960s.  

6.0	WORKING	WITH	DENSITY:	BUILT	HERITAGE	STRATEGIES	FOR	HALIFAX	

6.1 SUBDIVISION POLICY  
With the Regional Plan of 2014, changes to the Regional Subdivision By-law followed 

(Halifax, 2014c). As set out in the Municipal Government Act (1998), the decision to subdivide a 

property is up to an HRM Development Officer. Section 7 of the Regional Plan indicates that 

lots that are approved for subdivision must meet the minimum lot area and frontage requirements 

of the applicable by-law, and must front a public street or highway (Halifax, 2014c). The 

Development Officer may approve a plan of subdivision creating three contiguous lots (Halifax, 

2014c). No policies deter developers from purchasing large pieces of property on the peninsula 

and subdividing them. Subdivision applications do not require Regional Council approval or 

community input (Ward, 2016). 

On Young Avenue, the minimum lot frontage required is 40 ft. Many of the existing lots 

of Young Avenue exceed this, which may act as an incentive to subdivide the properties. With an 
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average assessment of $1,231,4251, there is further incentive for developers to subdivide the 

properties. Purchasing a large property and subdividing the lot into several properties which can 

each be sold for more than $1 million greatly increases the developer’s revenue. Young Avenue 

is in a high amenity area, which helps drive sale prices. The recently purchased Fram house 

property (see figure 3), which is slated for demolition, has street frontage of 148 ft. Under 

current policy, the Fram lot 

could potentially be subdivided 

into four properties. Under 

general provisions of the land 

use by-law (Halifax, 2016i), lot 

sizes may be reduced to 3,000 

square feet and 30 feet for lot 

frontage for single family 

residential zones. This 

provision puts added 

development pressure on the 

homes of Young Avenue.  

Recently, a staff report 

(Halifax, 2016h) evaluated 

options (e.g. heritage designation, establishing a heritage district) to prevent the demolition of 

homes on Young Avenue. The report (Halifax, 2016h) acknowledged that recent land use 

regulations do not acknowledge or protect the built form of Young Avenue; regulations make 19 

properties vulnerable to subdivision. Mapping suggests that the number of vulnerable properties 

is actually 20, with lot frontage of more than 80 feet (see figure 11). By increasing the minimum 

lot frontage requirements to 80 feet, 19 out of the 20 vulnerable properties would no longer be 

eligible for subdivision, provided that the lot sizes cannot be reduced to 30 feet lot frontage, as 

currently enabled in the land use by-law.  

																																																													

1	Based	on	Viewpoint	Assessment	values	for	the	area		

FIGURE	11:	YOUNG	AVENUE	PROPERTIES	AT	RISK	FOR	SUBDIVISION	(40-FOOT	
FRONTAGE)	
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It is evident that an amendment is necessary to the subdivision policies in the Municipal 

Government Act (1998) to allow for opportunities for public and council input, or consideration 

of built heritage. In Alberta, the Municipal Government Act allows municipalities to implement 

conditions to subdivision approvals (Alberta Municipal Affairs, 2012). Further, if the land is 

found to have a heritage resource on it, subdivision requires Provincial approval (Alberta, 2014). 

Some provinces and municipalities (see Government of Saskatchewan, 2007; City of Surrey, 

2010) require a heritage resource assessment as part of the subdivision process.  

6.2 BALANCING DENSITY AND HERITAGE  
 In an effort to expedite and clarify the 

planning process for property developers, and 

encourage densification of the peninsula, HRM 

has overlooked its built heritage. Two views 

compete in Halifax: one views heritage as 

creating strong community identities, another 

considers heritage secondary to economic 

growth (Barber, 2013). It is not unrealistic to 

consider the densification of urban suburbs and 

downtown streets as a way to increase revenue 

and population. However, doing so creates 

unintended consequences when it results in the 

rapid loss of local built heritage. HRM is 

missing the opportunity to fully benefit from 

built heritage, a resource that has come to 

define the physical character of Halifax.  

 The close proximity to the downtown 

core makes Barrington Street South a desirable area to develop. The current allowable heights 

for the area vary from 35 to 70 feet. Meanwhile, much of the currently existing properties are 2-3 

storeys in height. As a result, 25 properties in Barrington Street South could be demolished to 

build properties to the allowable height (see figure 12). Most the properties at risk are from the 

late 18th to 19th century (ranging from 1784-1895; Halifax, 2015a). To remedy this, there are 

FIGURE	12:	BARRINGTON	STREET	SOUTH	PROPERTIES	
AT	RISK	FOR	DEMOLITION	(LESS	THAN	ALLOWABLE	
HEIGHT)	
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several options HRM could seek to implement to become less dependent upon increasing 

density, which in turn would put less development pressure on Halifax’s built heritage.  

6.2.1	NEED	FOR	ALTERNATIVE	REVENUES	
Heritage conservation has been linked to various economic benefits (job creation, increased 

property values, increased tax revenues, tourism, etc.). Despite this, developers continue to argue 

that preserving heritage is too costly, or they need more incentives (e.g. no property taxes) for 

heritage conservation projects to be financially feasible (Chronicle Herald, 2016). The city is 

unlikely to waive property taxes, its major revenue source.  

If HRM wishes to densify through height, there are methods for the city to benefit from 

increased heights. Alterman (2012) argues for innovative revenue streams for public services, as 

voters’ reluctance to pay higher taxes, higher costs of services, and high voter expectations for 

services, continue to increase. The implementation of alternative revenue streams, such as 

property value capture, could make HRM less dependent on property taxes, and in turn make 

developers more likely to abide to land use by-laws. Value capture policies aim to,  

“capture all or some of the value rise in real property under the explicit rationale that it is a 

legal or moral obligation for landowners to contribute a share of their community-derived 

wealth to the public pocket” (Alterman, 2012, pg.9). 

Indirect value capture seeks to benefit from the increased property value resulted by the 

increased height of a development, and use the funds for specific public services. For example, if 

a developer increases the height of a development above the height of the existing property, a 

portion of the property value increase resulting from the increased height would go to the 

municipality. The justification for indirect value capture can include the mitigation of impacts on 

historic buildings (Alterman, 2012).  

Increased population density leads to increased demand for land, which in turn translates into 

higher land values (Walters, 2013; Johnson, 2016). Land value capture allows the increased 

value of privately owned land due to public investments in infrastructure, changes in land use, or 

population growth be returned to the city (Walters, 2013). There are several methods to 

implement value capture. Betterment taxes could be implemented as value capture method 

(Walter, 2013). The taxes are a one-time assessment and apply to the increment in value 



NICOLL	 32	

resulting from either public investment (e.g. infrastructure) or change in land use (e.g. increased 

allowable heights). The taxes range from 30-60% of the value increment (Walter, 2013).  

To be successfully implemented, Alterman (2012) suggests that governments have well 

trained professionals (e.g. planners) to negotiate with developers or to develop the formula to 

base value capture, conduct monitoring of fluctuating land prices, and transparency in 

negotiations. Walter (2013) argues that betterment taxes require political will, institutional 

capacity to implement projects, and financed projects that correspond to the needs of the city and 

its people. Although requiring further research, land value capture for the municipality could be 

implemented to act as an incentive for developers to abide by land use regulations.  

6.2.2	IDENTIFYING	DENSITY	OPTIONS		
There are many opportunities to increase the density in HRM without relying on high-

rises or wide podiums that necessitate the loss of heritage structures and an ultimate loss of local 

street character. At a broad level, some of these opportunities include coach or laneway houses 

(Davies, 2016); hidden density or secondary suites (Edmonton, 2007).   

 Since the 1960s, the estates of Young Avenue have been allowed to be converted into 

apartment units. Several of the lots are very narrow (see figure 2), which could permit hidden 

density options such as secondary suites or coach houses. For example, the City of Ottawa 

recently released a recommendations paper regarding coach houses as secondary dwelling units 

(City of Ottawa, 2016). Ontario’s Planning Act requires municipalities to permit secondary 

dwelling units in their plans (City of Ottawa, 2016). The perceived benefits are to serve as a 

gentle form of intensification, and densifying an area without negatively impacting the 

streetscape character. A public engagement session in Ottawa determined people would not be 

concerned with a coach house being built in their neighbourhood. Further, single family homes 

were believed to be the most appropriate use to accommodate a coach house (City of Ottawa, 

2016).  

Benefits to the tenant of a secondary suite include increased affordability, choice to live 

in a low density neighbourhood, and proximity to services (Edmonton, 2007). The community 

benefits from: 

• a modest population increase; 
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• maintaining the neighbourhood character; 

• increase density in existing neighbourhoods; 

• usage of existing infrastructure; and  

• allows for socio-economic diversity (Edmonton, 2007).  

Although requiring further research, coach houses and secondary suites could be explored to 

encourage hidden density in HRM.  

6.2.3	PROACTIVE	HERITAGE	LEGISLATION		
Built heritage conservation requires proactive identification of built heritage resources 

and implementation of heritage legislation. Halifax Council only considered designating the 

Fram House once demolition had already begun, which led to the designation ultimately being 

denied (vanKampen, 2016). Amending demolition policies have proven unsuccessful in places 

like Toronto, where denial of a demolition permit led to neglect, which ultimately led to 

demolition due to safety concerns (Uhera, 2016). In May 2016, City Council requested a staff 

report on putting a moratorium on the demolition of buildings which could be considered for 

municipal heritage property registration (Ryan, 2016), in response to the demolitions on Young 

Avenue. Jou and Lee (2009) contend that a moratorium on development ultimately accelerates 

development, as developers rush to develop prior to implementation of the moratorium.  

Uhera (2016) suggests that public interest and city planning decisions are often 

superseded by private property owners’ interests due to resource issues and procedural 

weaknesses. To assist in remedying this, the public interest could be reinforced by establishing 

fines for property owners who illegally demolish registered heritage properties. In Ontario, the 

Ontario Heritage Act allows fines of up to $1 million or a one year term of imprisonment to 

property owners who demolish heritage properties without the proper permits (Hauch, 2013). 

The Act allows the municipality to restore a property, building or structure at the expense of the 

property owner (City of Mississauga, 2014). In response to significant loss of valuable heritage 

properties, Australia has allowed States to implement fines of up to $1 million to property 

owners who illegally demolish heritage registered properties, and a 10 year waiting period before 

rebuilding on the empty property (Spagnolo and Lampathakis, 2008). Heritage properties were 

found to create a sense of place, attract tourism, and positively influence property values, but 

inadequate penalties did little to deter property owners from demolishing heritage properties 
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(Spagnolo and Lampathakis, 2008). A fine for the demolition of the Fram House without the 

proper permits could have acted as a stronger disincentive than the temporary stop work order 

which was issued (vanKampen, 2016).  

Heritage organizations could proactively protect heritage properties in Nova Scotia. Founded 

in 1895, The National Trust in the United Kingdom restores and protects built heritage properties 

that are unable to fund their own permanent preservation, and opens them to the general public 

(National Trust, 2016). The Trust is a registered charity, and most of their properties can never 

be sold or developed against the Trust’s consent (unless with Parliament consent). To achieve 

this, the Trust relies on members, donors, volunteers and income from grants and commercial 

activities (National Trust, 2016).  The National Trust sites attract nearly 50 million visitors per 

year, and comprises of 4 million members in England, Wales and Northern Ireland (The 

Economist, 2011). Their extensive membership has given them a strong voice in the political 

realm (The Economist, 2011). At a Provincial level, the Heritage Trust of Nova Scotia could 

implement a similar model to preserve historically significant properties. In turn, built heritage 

could be protected, available to the public, and create tourist attractions. Ultimately, Uhera 

(2016) suggests a more proactive heritage designation process as a method to enforce heritage 

property maintenance standards prior to a possible deterioration, and to increase awareness by 

City Council. Improved municipal heritage legislation can assist in promoting the public’s 

interests.  

6.2.4	INTERGOVERNMENTAL	COORDINATION		
Nova Scotia’s Heritage Property Act (1989) could be amended to better protect built 

heritage and align with municipal heritage conservation challenges. Recent amendments (Bill 

118, 2015) made it easier to deregister a heritage property, and left much of the onus on the 

property owner. Given the recent challenges HRM is facing in preserving built heritage, these 

changes to the Property Act seem misguided. By contrast, Ontario identifies cultural heritage 

conservation as a provincial interest. Nova Scotia’s Statements of Provincial Interest do not 

discuss or mention heritage conservation (Province of Nova Scotia, 2016). Adding a statement of 

interest for Young Avenue, similar to the protection granted in the 1907 Charter (Graham and 

Bell, 1907) could be easily implemented.  
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Intergovernmental coordination is required to ensure successful built heritage conservation. 

The Province could amend the Halifax Charter or the Heritage Property Act to ensure heritage 

policies align with the unique issues HRM is facing in comparison to the rest of the Province (i.e. 

densification). For example, the Vancouver Charter allows City Council to provide 

compensation to property owners for heritage registration (mainly through by-law relaxations) 

and implements a new by-law for the registered property (City of Vancouver, 2016).  

Disincentives are written into zoning by-laws to discourage a property owner from demolishing a 

property (such as making a property less eligible for density). If a property owner of a registered 

property wishes to demolish a property, an independent consultant report is required which 

indicates the condition of the building and the viability of maintaining it. In comparison, if a 

property owner in Halifax wishes to demolish a registered heritage property, the property owner 

must write their own heritage impact statement which indicates the condition of building and 

viability of maintaining it. Requiring independent consultation will allow unbiased reports on the 

condition and maintenance of a registered heritage property. Whereas HRM’s heritage 

registration process is dependent upon the property owner, provides few incentives, and has little 

impact on the zoning of the site, the City of Vancouver’s registration process allows for more 

Council and public input, and allows greater influence on the planning policy for a registered 

heritage property.  

7.0	CONCLUSION	
There are initiatives HRM could undertake to better protect its built heritage. The 

subdivision policy could be revised to include protection of heritage resources, alternative 

revenues for the municipality could be sought to reduce dependence upon densification, hidden 

density options such as secondary suites and coach houses could be implemented, and fines 

could be issued to those who illegally demolish built heritage. Additionally, a more in-depth 

heritage registration system that is legislatively supported by the Provincial government could 

allow for greater planning controls over historically significant properties. Further research is 

warranted to fully analyze the factors contributing to the loss of built heritage in Halifax, and the 

possibilities of mitigating the loss of built heritage. However, it is evident that Halifax’s recent 

intensification policies, along with outdated planning policies and inadequate heritage 

legislation, have created a perfect storm that has negatively influenced the historical 
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neighbourhoods of Young Avenue and Barrington South. In times when the economy was slow 

and population decreasing, HRM resorted to increasing density in the downtown core in an effort 

to increase property revenues and population (City of Halifax, 1965, City of Halifax, 1992). 

These efforts lead to deterioration of the built heritage environment, and was implemented 

without a full analysis of potential implications. As a result, HRM is repeating urban renewal 

initiatives implemented in the 1960s, and favouring new construction over infill and conversion. 

There is evidence to support that preserving built heritage is economically beneficial (Shipley et 

al., 2006; Rypkema, 2008), which makes moot the belief that heritage conservation impedes 

development and stagnates the economy. With more planning policies and resources designated 

to built heritage, and a shift in the attitude that economic development and heritage conservation 

are mutually exclusive, HRM can begin to protect and benefit from its significant past.  

However, if densification and heritage policies do not change, the loss in the city’s built heritage 

will only continue, and Halifax will lose the character that has come to define the city and what 

many residents and visitors value.  

REFERENCES	
Alberta (2014). Land Use Procedures Bulletin. Retrieved from 

http://culture.alberta.ca/documents/LandUse-SubdivisionBulletin-Jul1-2014.pdf  

Alberta Municipal Affairs (2012). The Legislative Framework for Regional and Municipal 
Planning, Subdivision and Development Control. Retrieved from 
http://www.municipalaffairs.alberta.ca/documents/ms/the_legislative_framework_2012-
08_version.pdf  

Anthony, B. (2002). Preserving Canada’s Built Heritage. Building, Vol 52(5): 40 – 41 

Ascroft, S., and Quinn, C. (2007). Heritage Conservation Districts Under Pressure. The National 
Trust for Canada. Retrieved from 
https://www.nationaltrustcanada.ca/sites/heritagecanada.org/files/magazines/2007/fall/Fal
l2007_HCDUnderPressure.pdf  

Barber, L.B. (2013). Making Meaning of Heritage Landscapes: The Politics of Redevelopment in 
Halifax, Nova Scotia. The Canadian Geographer, 57(1): 90-112   



NICOLL	 37	

Berkas, T.H., and Weldin, H.C. (2005). The Study of Exemplary Congregations in Youth 
Ministry: How the Qualitative Study Was Conducted. Retrieved from 
http://www.firstthird.org/eym/Qualitative-Research.pdf  

Bill 118: Heritage Property Act (amended). (2015). 2nd session, 62nd General Assembly, Nova 
Scotia.  

Biographical Dictionary of Architects in Canada 1800-1950 (n.d.). Gates, Herbert Elliot. 
Retrieved from http://dictionaryofarchitectsincanada.org/node/1585  

Blackburn, L., and Ward, R. (2016, June 10). Steele Auto Group’s Halifax Honda Dealership 
Demolition Begins. CBC News. Retrieved from http://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/nova-
scotia/honda-dealership-halifax-steele-auto-1.3629236  

Boon, J. (2016, May 20). Elmwood Building on South Street to be torn down. The Coast. 
Retrieved from http://www.thecoast.ca/RealityBites/archives/2016/05/20/elmwood-
building-on-south-street-to-be-town-down  

Bowen, G.A. (2009). Document Analysis as a Qualitative Research Method. Qualitative 
Research Journal: 9(2): 27-40  

BuiltHalifax (2015, January 13). Harbour Drive. Retrieved from 
http://halifaxbloggers.ca/builthalifax/2015/01/harbour-drive/  

CBC News (2014, July 2). Heritage Trust Told to Drop Opposition to Halifax Convention 
Centre. CBC News. Retrieved from http://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/nova-scotia/heritage-
trust-told-to-drop-opposition-to-halifax-convention-centre-1.2694382  

Chiu, E. (2016, September 30). Developer Appealing City Order Over Controversial Young 
Avenue Demolition. CBC News. Retrieved from http://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/nova-
scotia/george-tsimiklis-young-avenue-demolition-city-order-1.3786993  

City of Halifax (1914). Halifax City Charter with the Ordinances and By-laws. City of Halifax. 
Retrieved from https://archive.org/stream/halifaxcitychart00hali#page/240/mode/2up  

City of Halifax (1931). The Halifax City Charter. Halifax, NS: City of Halifax  

City of Halifax (1953). Halifax Zoning By-law Including Zoning Maps. Halifax, NS: City of 
Halifax  

City of Halifax (1963). The Halifax City Charter, Including the following City amendments: 
ordinances, administrative orders, public health regulations. Halifax, NS: City of Halifax.  

City of Halifax (1965). Housing. Halifax, NS: City of Halifax 

City of Halifax (1971). Zoning By-law. Halifax, NS: City of Halifax  



NICOLL	 38	

City of Halifax (1978). Municipal Development Plan for the City of Halifax: As Amended to 
May 6, 1987.  

City of Halifax (1991). Population and Housing: An Overview of Recent Trends in Population 
and Housing in the City of Halifax and their Implications. Halifax, NS: City of Halifax 

City of Halifax (1992). The Peninsula: Increasing Opportunities for High Density Housing. 
Halifax, NS: City of Halifax  

City of Mississauga (2014). Heritage Permit Guidelines. Retrieved from 
http://www7.mississauga.ca/Departments/Rec/celebration-
square/culture_website/cultureplanning/resources/Heritage_Permit_Guideline_2014_Upd
ate.pdf  

City of Ottawa (2016). Secondary Dwelling Units in Accessory Structures Zoning Study. 
Retrieved from http://ottawa.ca/en/city-hall/public-consultations/planning-and-
infrastructure/secondary-dwelling-units-accessory  

City of Surrey (2010). Infill Subdivision Bulletin. Retrieved from 
https://www.surrey.ca/files/infillsubdivisioninquiry.pdf  

City of Vancouver (2016a). Protecting heritage sites through legal designation. Retrieved from 
http://vancouver.ca/home-property-development/heritage-designation.aspx  

City of Vancouver (2016b). Find a registered heritage building, site, tree, or monument on the 
Vancouver Heritage Register. Retrieved from http://vancouver.ca/home-property-
development/find-a-registered-heritage-building-site-or-tree.aspx  

Civic Planning Commission (1945). The Master Plan for the City of Halifax. Retrieved from 
https://www.halifax.ca/archives/documents/711.45.H17CityOfHalifaxMasterPlan1945o.p
df  

Corfu, N. (2017, May 4). Demolition of Young Avenue Mansion Halted Over Safety Concerns. 
CBC News. Retrieved from http://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/nova-scotia/safety-concerns-
stop-work-order-cleveland-estate-young-avenue-heritage-status-1.3565034  

Chronicle Herald (2016, July 5). Dexel, HRM in talks on Barrington Project. The Chronicle 
Herald. Retrieved from http://thechronicleherald.ca/novascotia/1377907-dexel-hrm-in-
talks-on-barrington-project  

David Garrett Architects (1998). Downtown Barrington: A Strategy for the Rejuvenation of 
Barrington Street Halifax. Retrieved from 
https://barringtonpostonline.files.wordpress.com/2013/08/1998_downtownbarrington.pdf  



NICOLL	 39	

Demont, J. (2013, April 16). Halifax Developer McCrea Dies at 73. The Chronicle Herald. 
Retrieved from http://thechronicleherald.ca/metro/1123652-halifax-developer-mccrea-
dies-at-73  

Dictionary of Canadian Biographies (2016). Dumaresq, James Charles Philip. Retrieved from 
http://www.biographi.ca/en/bio/dumaresq_james_charles_philip_13E.html  

Edmonton (2007). Secondary Suites – Tenant, Owner and Community Benefits. Retrieved from 
https://www.edmonton.ca/city_government/documents/InfraPlan/benefitschartsept17.pdf  

Ekistics Planning & Design (2003). Barrington Street Heritage District. Retrieved from 
https://barringtonpostonline.files.wordpress.com/2013/08/ekistics_barrington_street_repo
rt.pdf 

Enqore (2014). Coming Up. Retrieved from http://www.enqore.ca/comingup/  

Fulton, G.W. (1998). Policy Issues and Their Impact on Practice: Heritage Conservation in 
Canada. APT Bulletin, 29(4): 13-16  

Glover, S. (2015). Canadian Heritage: Report on Plans and Priorities. Government of Canada. 
Retrieved from http://publications.gc.ca/collections/collection_2015/pc-ch/CH1-5-2015-
eng.pdf  

Government of Manitoba. (2016). Benefits of Heritage Building Conservation. Retrieved from 
https://www.gov.mb.ca/chc/hrb/benefits.html  

Government of Saskatchewan (2007). A Step-by-Step Guide to Subdivision. Retrieved from 
https://www.saskatchewan.ca/~/media/files/.../subdivision-guide.pdf  

Grant, J. (2008). A Reader in Canadian Planning. Toronto, ON: Nelson Education Ltd.  

Graham, W., and Bell, F.H. (1907). The Halifax City Charter with the Ordinances and By-laws. 
City of Halifax. Halifax, NS: The Commissioner of Public Works and Mines, King’s 
Printer.  

Gregory, W. (2011). Who Lives Downtown? (Masters Project). Retrieved from 
http://theoryandpractice.planning.dal.ca/_pdf/neighbourhood_change/mplan_projects/wgr
egory_thesis_2014.pdf  

Gunn, C. (2002). Built Heritage: Assessing a Tourism Resource Research Report for Heritage 
Canada Foundation. Ottawa, ON: Heritage Canada Foundation   

Halifax (2007). HRM by Design: Urban Design Vision and Principles and Increase to Contract. 
Retrieved from https://www.halifax.ca/council/agendasc/documents/070227cow5ii.pdf  



NICOLL	 40	

Halifax (2009). Schedule S-1: Design Manual. Retrieved from 
https://www.halifax.ca/planning/documents/DowntownHalifax_ScheduleS-
1DesignManual.pdf  

Halifax (2012). Revenues and Taxation. Retrieved from 
https://www.halifax.ca/boardscom/SCfinance/documents/FiscalPolicy_RevenuesandTaxa
tion_December19_Final.pdf  

Halifax (2014a). Downtown Halifax Secondary Municipal Planning Strategy. Retrieved from 
https://www.halifax.ca/planning/documents/DowntownHalifax_MPS.pdf  

Halifax (2014b). Regional Municipal Planning Strategy. Retrieved from 
http://www.halifax.ca/regionalplanning/documents/RegionalMunicipalPlanningStrategy.
pdf  

Halifax (2014c). Regional Subdivision By-law. Retrieved from 
http://www.halifax.ca/regionalplanning/documents/RegionalSBL_Eff_July302016.pdf  

Halifax (2014d). Halifax Peninsula Land Use By-law ZM-17 Height Precincts. Retrieved from 
http://www.region.halifax.ns.ca/planning/documents/HalifaxPeninsula_LUB_ZM17_Hei
ghtPrecinct_December2014to.pdf  

Halifax (2015a). Old South Suburb Heritage Conservation District. Retrieved from 
http://shapeyourcityhalifax.ca/old-south-suburb  

Halifax (2015b). Downtown Halifax Land Use By-law. Retrieved from 
http://www.halifax.ca/planning/documents/downtownhalifax_lub.pdf  

Halifax (2016a). Heritage Property Program. Retrieved from https://www.halifax.ca/heritage-
properties/  

Halifax (2016b). Heritage Advisory Committee. Retrieved from 
https://halifax.ca/boardscom/hac/index.php  

Halifax (2016c). Heritage Properties: Heritage Districts. Retrieved from 
https://www.halifax.ca/heritage-properties/BarringtonStreet.php  

Halifax (2016d). Heritage Grants and Rebates. Retrieved from https://www.halifax.ca/Heritage-
Properties/documents/NEWHeritageIncentivesapplication2016.pdf  

Halifax (2016e). Business Parks. Retrieved from 
http://www.halifax.ca/business_parks/index.php  



NICOLL	 41	

Halifax (2016f). Application for Heritage Registration. Retrieved from 
https://www.halifax.ca/heritage-
properties/Documents/REGISTRATIONAPPLICATION-updatedFebruary2014.pdf  

Halifax (2016g). Halifax Peninsula Municipal Planning Strategy. Retrieved from 
https://www.halifax.ca/planning/documents/Halifax_MPS.pdf  

Halifax (2016h). Item 14.1.11: Options to Protect the Character and Form of Young Avenue, 
Halifax. Retrieved from 
http://www.halifax.ca/council/agendasc/documents/161004ca14111.pdf  

Halifax (2016i). Halifax Peninsula Land Use By-law. Retrieved from 
https://www.halifax.ca/planning/documents/HalifaxPeninsula_LUB.pdf  

Hall, A. L., Rist, R.C. (1999). Integrating Multiple Qualitative Research Methods (or Avoiding 
the Precariousness of a One-Legged Stool). Psychology & Marketing, 16(4): 291-304.  

Hauch, V. (2013, May 27). Owner of Demolished Queen St. E. Heritage Building Insists He Had 
Proper Permits. The Star. Retrieved from 
https://www.thestar.com/news/gta/2013/05/27/owner_of_demolished_queen_st_e_heritag
e_building_insists_he_had_proper_permits.html  

Heritage Advisory Committee (2005). Heritage Case H00138 – Request by Peter Connor for 
Substantial Alterations to 1326 Barrington Street (a municipal heritage property), 
Halifax. Retrieved from 
https://www.halifax.ca/council/agendasc/documents/050329ca921.pdf  

Heritage Property Act, R.S. (1989, c. 199).   

Heritage Trust of Nova Scotia (2007). Another Mansion Down: The Brookfield-Stanbury House. 
The Griffin. 32(3): 10-11  

Historic Place (2007). George Wright House. Retrieved from 
http://www.historicplaces.ca/en/rep-reg/place-lieu.aspx?id=7324  

Historic Sites and Monuments Act, R.S.C. (1985, c. H-4).  

Javed, N. (2015, October 30). Is Vaughan’s Heritage Losing Out to Development? The Toronto 
Star. Retrieved from https://www.thestar.com/news/gta/2015/10/30/is-vaughans-heritage-
losing-out-to-development.html  

Jou, J.B., and Lee, T.C. (2009). How Does a Development Moratorium Affect Development 
Timing Choices and Land Values? The Journal of Real Estate Finance and Economics, 
39: 301 – 315  



NICOLL	 42	

LeBlanc, D. (2011, February 17). Toronto’s Heritage Buildings Face ‘Demolition by Neglect’. 
The Globe and Mail. Retrieved from http://www.theglobeandmail.com/real-
estate/torontos-heritage-buildings-face-demolition-by-neglect/article622391/  

Library and Archives Canada (2015). CityScapes: Halifax. Retrieved from http://www.bac-
lac.gc.ca/eng/discover/directories-collection/Pages/directories-collection-cityscapes-
halifax.aspx  

Metrolinx (2013). Land Value Capture Discussion Paper. Retrieved from 
http://www.metrolinx.com/en/regionalplanning/funding/Land_Value_Capture_Discussio
n_Paper_EN.pdf  

Municipal Government Act, S.N.S. (1998, c.18).  

The National Trust for Canada (2016). Provincial Funding for Heritage. Retrieved from 
https://www.nationaltrustcanada.ca/resources/find-funding/provincial-funding  

National Trust (2016). About us. Retrieved from https://www.nationaltrust.org.uk/features/about-
the-national-trust  

Nova Scotia Archives (2016a). Built Heritage Resource Guide: McAlpine’s Halifax City 
Directory, 1903-1904. Retrieved from 
https://novascotia.ca/archives/builtheritage/archives.asp?ID=183 

Nova Scotia Archives (2016b). Built Heritage Resource Guide: Might’s 1962 Halifax and 
Dartmouth City Directory. Retrieved from 
https://novascotia.ca/archives/images/builtheritage/200804571.jpg  

Nova Scotia Archives (2016c). Halifax and Its People / 1749-1999. Retrieved from 
https://novascotia.ca/archives/halifax/results.asp?Search=&SearchList1=3 

Nova Scotia Archives (2016d). Historical Maps of Nova Scotia. Retrieved from 
https://novascotia.ca/archives/maps/hopkins.asp  

NSCAD University (2012, July 20). Restoring the Granville Streetscape. Retrieved from 
http://nscad.ca/en/home/abouttheuniversity/news/granville-072012.aspx 

Palmeter, P. (2016, April 27). Halifax Group Wants Heritage Designation for Young Avenue 
Building. CBC News. Retrieved from http://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/nova-scotia/race-
to-save-young-avenue-property-1.3556159  

Parks Canada (2012a). Parks Canada Agency. Retrieved from 
http://www.pc.gc.ca/eng/progs/beefp-fhbro/roles/apc-pca.aspx  



NICOLL	 43	

Parks Canada (2012b). Federal Heritage Buildings Committee. Retrieved from 
http://www.pc.gc.ca/eng/progs/beefp-fhbro/roles/cefp-fhbc.aspx  

Parks Canada (2016a). Historic Sites and Monuments Board of Canada. Retrieved from 
http://www.pc.gc.ca/clmhc-hsmbc/index.aspx  

Parks Canada (2016b). The Canadian Register. Retrieved from 
http://www.historicplaces.ca/en/pages/about-apropos.aspx  

Philips-Cleland, J. (1977). An Evaluation and Protection System for Heritage Resources in 
Halifax. Halifax, NS: City of Halifax  

Pinsent, A. (2016, September 7). Stop work order issued on Young Avenue mansion after 
demolition complaints. News 95.7. Retrieved from 
http://www.news957.com/local/2016/09/07/stop-work-order-issued-on-young-avenue-
mansion-after-demolition-complaints/  

Power, B. (2014, September 10). RBC Unveils New Downtown Halifax Digs. The Chronicle 
Herald. Retrieved from http://thechronicleherald.ca/business/1235459-rbc-unveils-new-
downtown-halifax-digs  

Province of Nova Scotia (2016a). Communities, Culture and Heritage. Retrieved from 
https://cch.novascotia.ca  

Province of Nova Scotia (2016b). Communities, Culture and Heritage: Heritage Property. 
Retrieved from https://cch.novascotia.ca/exploring-our-past/heritage-property  

Province of Nova Scotia (2016c). Statements of Provincial Interest. Retrieved from 
http://novascotia.ca/dma/planning/statements-of-provincial-interest.asp  

Ray, C. (2016, February 17). Halifax’s Young Avenue Mansions ‘Endangered’ by Development. 
CBC News. Retrieved from http://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/nova-scotia/halifax-young-
avenue-mansions-development-1.3452051  

Ritchie, J., and Spencer, L. (1994). Qualitative Data Analysis for Applied Policy Research. In A. 
Bryman and R. Burgess (Ed.), Analyzing Qualitative Data. London, UK: Taylor & 
Francis Group.  

Ross, S., and Powter, A. (2008). Sustainable Historic Places: A Background Paper for the 
Historic Places Branch, Parks Canada. Gatineau, QC: Parks Canada.  

Ryan, H. (2016, May 10). Halifax Regional Council Debates How to Protect Potential Heritage 
Properties. Metro Halifax. Retrieved from 
http://www.metronews.ca/news/halifax/2016/05/10/hrm-city-staff-considering-heritage-
building-debate.html  



NICOLL	 44	

Ryberg-Webster, S., and Kinahan, K.L. (2014). Historic Preservation and Urban Revitalization 
in the Twenty-First Century. Journal of Planning Literature, 29(2): 119-139  

Rypkema, D. (2008). Heritage Conservation and the Local Economy. Global Urban 
Development Magazine, 4(1). Retrieved from 
http://www.globalurban.org/GUDMag08Vol4Iss1/Rypkema.htm  

Sancton, A. (2005). The Governance of Metropolitan Areas in Canada. Public Administration 
and Development, 25(4): 317-327 

Santos, M.J., Watt, T., Pincetl, S. (2014). The Push and Pull of Land Use Policy: Reconstructing 
150 Years of Development and Conservation Land Acquisition. PLoS ONE. Retrieved 
from http://journals.plos.org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0103489  

Shape Your City Halifax (2016). FAQ. Retrieved from http://shapeyourcityhalifax.ca/old-south-
suburb/faqs#570  

Shipley, R. (2000). Heritage Designation and Property Values: Is there an Effect? The 
International Journal of Heritage Studies, 6(1): 1-18 

Shipley, R., Utz, S., Parsons, M. (2006). Does Adaptive Reuse Pay? A Study of the Business of 
Building Renovation in Ontario, Canada. International Journal of Heritage Studies, 12 
(6): 505-520.  

Spagnolo, J. and Lampathakis, P. (2008, June 27). Demolish Heritage-Listed Buildings: Face 
$1m Fine. Perth Now. Retrieved from http://www.perthnow.com.au/news/western-
australia/bulldoze-builders-face-1m-fines/story-e6frg15c-1111116763855  

Stephenson, G. (1957). A Redevelopment Study of Halifax, Nova Scotia. Halifax, NS: City of 
Halifax.  

The Economist (2011, October 1). Power in the Land. The Economist. Retrieved from 
http://www.economist.com/node/21531018  

The Green Lantern (2016). Home. Retrieved from http://www.thegreenlantern.ca 

Tweed, C. and Sutherland, M. (2007). Built Cultural Heritage and Sustainable Urban 
Development. Landscape and Urban Planning, 83(1): 62-69 

Uhera, S. (2016). Heritage Properties – Demolition by Neglect and the Public Interest. Retrieved 
from 
http://www.uwindsor.ca/law/asmit/sites/uwindsor.ca.law.asmit/files/uhera_research_pape
r_version_2.pdf  



NICOLL	 45	

Universal Realty Group (2016). 1190 Barrington: Residential Redefined in Historic Downtown. 
Retrieved from http://1190barrington.ca  

Uzzell, D. (1996). Creating Place Identity Through Heritage Interpretation. The International 
Journal of Heritage Studies, 1(4): 219-22 

vanKampen, S. (2016, September 7). Halifax Rejects Heritage Status for Home Under 
Demolition. CBC News. Retrieved from http://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/nova-
scotia/halifax-rejects-heritage-status-young-avenue-1.3750680  

Walters, L. (2013). Land Value Capture in Policy and Practice. Journal of Property Tax 
Assessment & Administration, 10 (2): 5-21 

Ward, R. (2016, May 2). Steele’s Halifax Honda Expansion was Preventable, Ex-Planner Says. 
CBC News Nova Scotia. Retrieved from http://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/nova-
scotia/steele-auto-group-colonial-hondo-halifax-north-end-development-1.3559876  

Worthing, D., and Bond, S. (2008). Managing Built Heritage: The Role of Cultural Significance. 
Oxford, UK: Blackwell Publishing 

Ziobrowski, P. (2015, March 4). South End Rail Cut. Halifax Bloggers. Retrieved from 
http://halifaxbloggers.ca/builthalifax/2015/03/south-end-rail-cut/  

	


	FINALREPORTCOVER
	Nicoll_PLAN6000FinalReport

