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Study Phase

From

To (Audience)

DRAFT
Content Provided by

Regular Updates

City Staff (lead) and
Working Group

QP neighbourhood,
QPRA, NWHPS, RAs, Working Group (lead)
and City Staff
General Public,
Council, City staff

Issues identification

City Staff (lead) and
Working Group

QP neighbourhood,
City Staff (lead) and
QPRA, NWHPS, RAs,
Working Group
General Public

Issues Identification
Open House

City Staff (lead) and
Working Group

General Public

City Staff (lead) and
Working Group

Speaker Series

City Staff (lead) and
Working Group

General Public

Innovations,
Solutions and
Strategies

City Staff (lead) and
Working Group

QP neighbourhood,
City Staff (lead) and
QPRA, NWHPS, RAs,
Working Group
General Public

Innovations,
Solutions and
Strategies Open
House

Draft Study Open
House

City Staff (lead) and
Working Group

City Staff (lead) and
Working Group

General Public

General Public

City Staff (lead) and
Working Group

City Staff (lead) and
Working Group

City Staff (lead) and
Working Group

Frequency

Every 2 months

Pre-Open House

Pre-Open House

October and
November 2014

April and May 2015

Pre-Open House

Pre-Open House

Other ideas:

Format

Delivery Media

town hall meetings, round table meetings,
inserts in QP tax notices, Place Speak, Open Data…
Community Comments
to Working Group

Web-site,(city), Web-site
Newsletter (one (NWHPS & QPRA),
Web-sites, FaceBook,
page paper and FaceBook, Paper copies
Email
electronic format) at City facilities, mailouts

Comments

Who would our audience be?
What would the process be?
Ie: who would prepare the
newsletter? (sub-com?)

Questionnaire

Email, Web-site (city),
Web-site (NWHPS &
QPRA), FaceBook,
Twitter, Mail-out

Questionnaire responses

Invitation

Email, Web-site (city),
Web-site (NWHPS &
QPRA), FaceBook,
Twitter, Mail-out,
Newspaper

Providing comments at
the Open House, and
through web-sites,
FaceBook, Email.

Invitation

Email, Web-site (city),
Web-site (NWHPS &
QPRA), FaceBook,
Twitter, Mail-out,
Newspaper

By attending and
participating at speaker
series; web-sites,
FaceBook, Email.

Questionnaire

Email, Web-site (city),
Web-site (NWHPS &
QPRA), FaceBook,
Twitter, Mail-out

Questionnaire responses

Invitation

Email, Web-site (city),
Web-site (NWHPS &
QPRA), FaceBook,
Twitter, Mail-out,
Newspaper

Providing comments at
the Open House, and
through web-sites,
FaceBook, Email.

April 2015

Invitation

Email, Web-site (city),
Web-site (NWHPS &
QPRA), FaceBook,
Twitter, Mail-out,
Newspaper

Providing comments at
the Open House, and
through web-sites,
FaceBook, Email.

September 2015

October 2014
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Abstract
This paper describes research that was designed to examine the assertion that historic designation
of properties, under the heritage legislation in Canada’s largest province, has a negative impact on
the values of those properties. The actual selling price of subject properties was used to establish
their value history trends, which were then compared to ambient market trends within the same
communities. Almost 3,000 properties in 24 communities were investigated, in what is believed
to be the largest study of its kind ever undertaken in North America. It was found that heritage
designation could not be shown to have a negative impact. In fact there appears to be a distinct
and generally robust market in designated heritage properties. They generally perform well in the
market with 74% doing average or better than average. The rate of sale among designated
properties is as good or better than the ambient market trends and the values of heritage properties
tend to be resistant to down-turns in the general market.
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Introduction
General
By international standards the process for recognizing the significance of heritage buildings in
Ontario, Canada’s largest and most populous province, is not very rigorous. The basis of heritage
preservation is, of course, the same as in other jurisdictions; that each generation should attempt
to pass on cultural values through heritage sites that represent them (Stovel 1991). It is true that
in 1975 the Provincial Government proclaimed the Ontario Heritage Act. The guiding principles
behind the Act can be found in the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural
Organization’s Venice Charter, to which Canada is a signatory (UNESCO, 1964). The Venice
Charter states in part that:
[it applies] not only to great works of art but also to more modest works of the
past which have acquired cultural significance with the passing of
time…[that] cultural property is the product and witness of the different
traditions and of the spiritual achievements of the past and thus is an essential
element in the personality of the peoples of the world…that it is indispensable
to preserve it as much as possible, according to its historical and artistic
importance, so that the significance and message of cultural property becomes
a part of the spirit of people who thereby may gain a consciousness of their
own dignity…and…that it is the duty of governments to ensure the protection
and the preservation of the cultural heritage … as much as to promote social
and economic development (Carter, 1990).
The Ontario Heritage Act gives responsibility for heritage to local governments. Individual
properties can be designated under the Ontario Heritage Act and there is also a provision for the
designation of “heritage districts”. Entire neighbourhoods of historical significance can be
recognized in an attempt to preserve the character of the whole area. The criteria for designation
are quite general with guidelines require that structures be judged to have “historic or
architectural significance” (Ontario, 1986).

To accomplish this recognition of heritage the Ontario legislation encourages municipalities to
establish Local Architectural Conservation Advisory Committees (LACACs). However, these
council-appointed volunteer committees can only recommend the designation of historically and
architecturally significant properties to their municipal councils. Once designated any planned
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changes to a property (usually just the building exterior) must be reviewed by the local
architectural advisory committee, who can advise the local council which makes the final
decision. In the end, if the owner of a designated property decides to demolish the structure there
is only a waiting period of 108 days.

The fact that the province has delegated the responsibility of heritage designation to the
municipalities has had at least two outcomes. On one hand the local community can be said to be
best suited to determine its own heritage and sense of what is culturally significant. On the other
hand the application of the Act’s designation process has been uneven at best. Of the several
hundred municipalities in the province, less than half even have architectural conservation
advisory committees and only a handful of the largest cities have staff assigned to heritage
conservation. It is also rare for a building to be designated without the consent of the owner. In
the case of districts, once designated any individual owner within the area has the option to
exempt his or her property from the provisions of designation. This all means that designated
buildings are not necessarily representative of the type of buildings which might be most
important to preserve. A new and more comprehensive Heritage Act was drafted several years
ago in Ontario but has never been enacted. Other Canadian provinces, with the exception of
Quebec, are little better off than Ontario (Carter 1990).

Need for Research
The relative weakness of heritage conservation legislation in Canada has at least a couple of
causes. One is the all too common notion that little is old enough in such a young country to
warrant preservation. The second aspect that discourages architectural conservation is the
prevalent North American attitude toward to sanctity of private property. In general, people don’t
like property regulations. In this regard, one of the most frequently raised arguments against
recognizing the special significance of certain historic properties through heritage is that the value
of a designated property will be decreased. It is argued that designation restricts what the owner
can do with his or her property. This in turn, it is said, limits the number of buyers willing to
accept such restrictions, and therefore limits the demand with the result that the potential market
price for the properties is diminished.
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The perception that designation has a negative impact has even reached the courts. In 1992, an
legal offer to purchase a home was not honoured and the subsequent civil trial featured the
supposed loss of value due to the designation of the property as a central issue. The case is still
being appealed. It is often real estate professionals, including agents, brokers and appraisers, who
advise people that designation will have this downward effect on the future selling price of
properties. This advice is offered on the basis of what might be called a “received wisdom,” or
something that is accepted without proof. When asked, the proponents of this view can point to
no research or systematic study that backs up their position. What they do sometimes have is
anecdotal knowledge of some particular example. In fairness it must be said that the proponents
of designation are often in the same position, that is, their assertions that designation is neutral or
positive, are supported by specific examples.

It is important to remember when considering this argument, that heritage is about cultural values
and not about economics. It should not be suggested that heritage designation is undertaken with
the expectation of enhancing the market value of a property. However, property owners are
justified in hoping that they will not be penalized financially for recognizing that their buildings
have a cultural value to the community as a whole. If heritage designation is not being pursued
because of misinformation about economics, then that notion should be addressed and a reasoned
discussion about the issue ought to be joined.

The Antecedents and Development of the Present Project
While research has been done in the United States (Listokin & Lahr 1997), Australia (Urban
Consulting Group 1995), Great Britain (Burman et al 1995) and previously in Ontario (Shipley
1992), there was clearly a need for further clarification of this issue. Reliable, systematically and
statistically defensible data was needed to replace anecdotal information which can be specific,
idiosyncratic and which can be selected to support either point of view.
The principal question dealt with in this study was initially addressed in the period of 1990-1992
by the present author as the subject of his report, Exploring the Value of Heritage Properties
(Shipley, 1992a). That initial study examined property values within the cities of London and

3

7

Kitchener; populations 300,000 and 125,000 respectively. The methodology used in the current
study has been adapted and refined from the approach used in the initial work. There are three
notable differences from the earlier work. First, the current study relied on the use of local
volunteers to gather the survey data. Second, the sample size and distribution was approximately
seven times larger than the original study. Finally, the analysis of the data gathered on properties
for this study focused only on sales that occurred after the time of designation whereas the
previous survey considered the whole price history trend of properties that were eventually
designated. The main reason for the latter point is that more time has passed since the
designation of many of the properties and it is therefore more reasonable to look just at the period
affected directly by the act of heritage recognition.

The results of the original study of London and Kitchener were that in 64.4% of the survey cases
in London, the individual designated properties performed better than average in the city’s real
estate market. Another 33.3% of the cases showed that the performance of the designated
properties was consistent with the performance of the market in London. Only 2.2% of the
properties exhibited performance below the average real estate market (Shipley, 1992 a & b).
These results were shown to be consistent with those for Kitchener as well, which had 60% of
properties above average, 40% at the average and no designated properties performing below
average.

The information derived from the 1990-92 study proved to be of considerable interest to people in
the Canadian heritage community. It has been widely re-published in Ontario in heritage journals
such as the Architectural Conservancy of Ontario’s ACORN (Shipley 1997) and in popular and
trade magazines such as RE-NEW, (1993). As well it has received national exposure through the
journal of the Canadian Appraisal Institute (Shipley, 1992c) and in other provinces such as
Alberta (Shipley 1994b). The work has even been recognized internationally in the ICOMOS
Canada Bulletin, the magazine of the Canadian section of UNESCO’s International Committee
on Monuments and Sites (Shipley 1993). A recognition of the importance of the work can be
seen in the fact that the author is regularly asked to both speak and write on the subject (Shipley
1992b, 1994a). Copies of these articles have often circulated to the owners of prospective
designated properties and the work was frequently quoted at municipal council meetings. As
recently as July 1998, reference was made in the popular magazine Canadian Living to the
author’s 1992 study.
4
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In 1996, an interest was expressed by the Ontario Ministry of Culture, Recreation and
Citizenship, as well as by the Architectural Conservancy of Ontario and individual LACACs in
expanding the research. It became evident that collecting data for a large number of communities
of varying sizes and geographical locations would strengthen the findings of the research. This
would also prove to be more useful for local communities, as there would be a greater likelihood
that the study would have included a community comparable to their own. The terms of
reference for the current project were set out in April of 1998.

Research Focus
Given the need to deal with the perception that exists in some quarters of the real estate industry,
a null hypothesis was used for the focus of the study. The statement of the null hypothesis was:
“if a given property is designated as having heritage significance, then the sale price trend of that
property after designation will track lower than the average market trend for the community.”
The average market trend was used as the comparison in this study for three reasons:
• we looked not at the absolute price of the property, which may be above, below or the
same as the average dollar value of properties in the community, but rather at the trend or
trajectory of the values of designated properties - we compared trends
• because of the nature of designatable properties - they are by definition special in some
way - it is difficult to find similar properties for comparison purposes. In some cases
there are reasonable comparisons. An example of this is where one house in a row has
been designated as representative of the type. More often this is not the case and so the
average property value trend in a community is a better base line for testing the assertion
that designation is generally a negative force.
• the average property value trend has been used in other reputable studies such as
Donovan Rypkema’s “Preservation and Property Values in Indiana,” reported in the
American Planning Association’s Planning Advisory Service Memo in June, 1998.

In addition to the main focus of the study, which is the property value trend of individually
designated properties in Ontario, we also considered a number of related questions. Among these
is the question of the price history trend of properties that are within designated districts.
5
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Scope of the Research
The research described in this paper set out to examine the sales history trends of designated
properties in as many Ontario communities as possible. Attention was given to size, character
and geographical spread of the communities, in order to allow the findings to be applicable to all
regions of the province. Participation was sought from a wide variety of communities with
respect to the size and character in order to establish a sample which was broadly representative.
In the end 24 communities participated in the study ranging in size from the former City of York
(now part of Toronto) through medium sized cities such as London, Ottawa and Guelph, down to
smaller places such as Port Hope and St. Marys. The communities also represented a range from
the very urban, such a Kitchener, to the very rural, such as Mississippi Mills. The geographical
spread covers places from the far south-west at Windsor to the north in Sault Ste Marie. In some
cases there was not enough data available from communities to establish a market trend and allow
analysis, but that information too has its significance. In the final analysis, data was available
from 14 communities.

While the main focus was on individually designated properties data was also been gathered from
a number of designated districts. These included Meadowvale Village in Mississauga, the Doon
Heritage Conservation District in Kitchener, the Brant Avenue district in Brantford and the main
street of Bayfield, Ontario. The great majority of the properties examined were residential but
data was gathered on some commercial properties.

Limitations of the Research
As with all studies, several limitations must be recognized. The first limitation is the fact that this
study dealt with only one of many issues affecting property values. While undertaking this work,
the researcher visited Meadowvale Village in Mississauga. During that visit, several planes
passed noisily overhead on their final approach to Toronto’s International Airport. That
phenomenon could be seen as having a potentially negative effect on local property values. On
one side of the Village there is a Conservation Authority protected wetland area with a
watercourse, marshes, walkways and wildlife. That feature could be seen as having a positive
impact on local property
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values. While it is virtually impossible to isolate one factor affecting property values, this study
has done its best, by gathering data on a consistent basis from communities across the province
and making the same comparisons in each, to draw some general conclusions about the single
matter of heritage designation.

The second limitation concerns the fact that the study was a comparison of trends in property
value using the average property value trend within communities. Sales history data about
populations of properties rather than individual examples of architecture were being examined
and the study does not purport to be a systematic set of property specific appraisals.

The final limitation concerns the small sample size within some of the individual communities.
While lists containing large numbers of designated properties were collected to begin the project a total of 2,707 - a great many of these were eliminated from consideration in the study because
they were not in private ownership and therefore not in the market place. The numbers were
further reduced because many of the properties had less that two recorded sales within the time
period under consideration and therefore had no measurable sales history. In the end 328
properties with sales histories were considered. This sample was again reduced to 208 for
analysis purposes because only properties with sales after their designation were included. The
small sample within some of the individual communities was compensated for by the inclusion of
many communities in the study. Whereas the results in a given community, such as Mississippi
Mills, with only eight examples, may be inconclusive because of a small sample size, replication
over a large number of communities serves to strengthen the findings of the study.

The Steps Followed

The first step in the research process was to obtain a list of all designated properties for a given
community. This list was obtained through the municipal clerk’s department. The list contained
the street addresses of the designated properties as well as the year that each property was
designated. The next step was to remove from the list all of the properties which were not in the
market. Examples of these types of properties include churches, cemeteries, and municipal
buildings. These properties were excluded since they are not available for sale on the free
market.
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It was left to the discretion of the individual researchers as to whether or not they wished to look
at both residential and commercial properties, or only to examine residential properties. The
decision was made largely on the basis of the total number of properties in a community and the
number of researchers available in that community.

Sources of Information
Once the list for a community was established, it was necessary to seek out a source of sales
history information for each of the properties. It was determined that real estate appraisers1
would be the most convenient source for the information, since many of them keep sales records
listed by street address. This is in contrast to local land registry offices, which require a legal
description in order to search for the history of the property. Appraisers willing to provide access
to their records were located in each of the study communities. The information was recorded on
separate forms for each property. As the researcher examined the histories of each of the
properties, those properties with fewer than two sales transactions within the study period (1976
to 1997) were eliminated. This was due to the necessity to record at least two points in order to
observe a price trend.

The next step in the process was to establish a baseline property price for each of the
communities. This information was obtained from the local real estate boards.2 Year-end total
numbers of units sold and total sales value (in dollars) were recorded for each year of the period
being studied, where possible. The type of units included in the average corresponded to the type
of properties examined by the researcher (residential and commercial together or residential
only). This information was recorded for each of the municipalities. The total dollar value of
sales for the year was divided by the total number of units sold in that year, giving an average unit
price for the year. These average unit prices were used to create a baseline for the municipality
from which comparisons were made.
8
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In Canada, appraisal is a regulated profession providing the service of evaluating property for a range of
clients. For example a bank may require that a property be appraised before a mortgage can be obtained
while insurance companies may ask that a home owner to have their property appraised establish its
replacement value.

2

Real Estate Boards in Canada are the trade associations of professionals who broker and sell property.
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How the Information Was Used
For each designated property, a sales history was plotted for the time period between 1976 and
1997 or for whatever time period data was available. An average baseline price for the
municipality was also plotted on the graph (Figure 1). The year of designation was also plotted
on the graph. This allowed a comparison to be made between the market performance of a
property before designation and its performance after designation. Properties that had no
recorded sales after designation were left out of the analysis.

Where a given property had incurred only two sales, and therefore was represented by a straight
line on the graph, a conclusion as to whether that property was performing above, at, or below the
performance of the general market was made visually (Figure 2). In instances where this
conclusion was made more ambiguous by recorded fluctuations in the price history and in the
baseline, regression analysis was used to produce trend lines on the graph (Figure 3). The slope
of the trend lines was compared visually and a conclusion as to the performance of the property
relative to the market was drawn. Properties performing above, at, and below the average (Figure
4, Figure 5, and Figure 6) were totaled for the municipality. The results for each municipality
were then compared with one another and conclusions were drawn based on the resulting trends.
While differences in the price trends of one property measured against an average may not be
statistically significant by itself, when multiple properties in a wide distribution of communities
exhibit similar trends, a stronger conclusion can be drawn.

How the data was gathered
It was decided that an effective way to gather the required information for the study was to
engage the services of volunteers. Local Architectural Conservation Advisory Committees
(LACACs) and branches of the Architectural Conservancy of Ontario, a non profit citizens’
group, were approached in a wide variety of communities across Ontario. The research proposal
was presented to these committees and volunteers were sought. A list of communities that were
willing to participate was formed and the volunteers were contacted individually and sent further
information about the project. Training workshops were organized in St. Marys, Stoney Creek,
Almonte and Port Hope with the intention that one of the workshop locations would be
convenient for each of
9

13

the participating communities. These workshops were three hours in length and provided a stepby-step set of instructions for the volunteers to follow. They also provided an opportunity for
volunteers to question the research methodology in order to ensure that they were fully
comfortable with the work being requested of them. A second goal of the workshops was to
allow face-to-face communication amongst architectural conservationists from across the
province.

At the workshops, volunteers were given instructions on how to fill out the required forms for
each of the properties on their list. Many were provided with contact information for appraisers
who had agreed to participate in the study. Appraisers were recruited in each of the participating
communities in order to provide a source of sales history information for the volunteers. A past
president of the Accredited Appraiser Canadian Institute, was able to arrange for the participation
of most of the appraisers who contributed to this study.

Findings
Price History Performance of Individually Designated Properties
It was found that across the province the majority of individually designated properties,
approximately 59%, performed better than average in their value history trend when compared to
the average property value trend in their communities. Another 15% performed in a way that was
judged to be comparable to the average performance. About 26% of the designated properties
were evaluated as performing below the community average price trend (Table 1 and Figure 6).

When we look at individual communities we find that the combined above average and average
figure generally ranges from about 62% in Windsor to as high as 87% in London and Mississippi
Mills, 88% in Oakville and 92% in the Region of Haldimand-Norfolk. There was, however, one
exception to this general trend. Among the nine properties surveyed in Prince Edward County,
only two, or 29%, performed above average while seven properties, representing 71%, performed
below average.
The way in which this comparison was made is outlined above in the section entitled How the
Information Was Used. Given a graphed line that indicates the trend or history of the average
real estate value in a community, we can assume that there would be around it a random
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distribution of lines representing the value history of individual properties. Some of these would
define tracks running above, the same as, or below the trajectory of the line representing the
average. The assertion that heritage designation has a negative effect on property values would
imply that lines representing the value histories of those properties would more often show a
trajectory below the average. This latter assertion is clearly not the case.

Resistance to Market Downturns
It was found that individual designated properties tend to resist down-turns in the ambient market.
This finding was arrived at by looking at data that related to sales trends in periods of market
fluctuation. Where there were sales of designated properties that occurred at both high points and
low points in the general market trend, comparisons to that general market were drawn. This
analysis was undertaken for approximately half of the total number of sales records. In 21% of
the cases, the designated properties fell in value at a greater rate than the average. In 32% of the
cases they performed the same as the average. In 47% of cases, the designated properties went
against the downward trend and did better than average (Figure 7, Figure 8, and Figure 9).

Rate of Sales of Designated Properties
It was found that the rate of sales among designated properties was equal to or greater than the
general rate of sales of properties within their communities. This was done by compiling the
numbers of designated properties in each community and comparing that first to the number of
recorded sales of designated properties and then to the total numbers of individual residential
properties as listed in Canadian Markets (1992, 1993) and the total number of sales as provided
by the real estate boards (Table 2). These figures were averaged for the period covered. The
number of individual residential properties was used as the overall number of properties in a
community for comparison purposes on the understanding that the residential heritage designated
properties being considered were generally in that same category.

13

15

In the relatively small community of Goderich, the general rate of sale was 3.5% while among the
designated properties the rate of sale was 6.3%. In Port Hope the comparison was 8.2% among
designated properties and 4% among the rest. Similarly, in larger places such as Kitchener and
Brantford the rate of sale among individually designated properties was twice that of the general
population. In other cities, such as London, Oakville and Windsor the rate of sales among
designated properties was closer to the general trend but still above it. Only in the fast growing
community of Whitby was the rate of sales among designated properties significantly less than
the rate of sale of all properties.

It was found that the rate of sales among designated properties did not appear to be affected by
how many properties in a given community were designated. In ten of the eleven communities
for which data is available on the ratio of sales among designated properties, that rate is between
5% and 13.3%. At the same time, the ratio expressing the number of designated properties
compared to the total for the community varied from as low as 0.04% and 0.03% in Kitchener
and Windsor respectively, to as high as high as 0.25% in Whitby, 0.46% in Fergus and 0.86% in
Goderich. Even in Port Hope, where it appears that an amazing 5.34% of all properties are
designated, the rate of sales among those properties was 8.2%.

Market Performance of Properties Within Designated Districts
Data was collected for district designations in a total of five communities. Complete data was
gathered for specific districts in Kitchener (Upper Doon Village), Mississauga (Meadowvale
Village), Brantford (Brant Avenue) and Bayfield (main street). A random sampling of 10% of
the properties in various designated districts was collected in Ottawa. The Kitchener and
Mississauga examples are entirely residential. The Bayfield district is largely commercial. The
Brantford case is a district in transition from residential to commercial in which only the
residential properties were included in the survey. The Ottawa districts were varied but only
residential properties were included.

In the Kitchener case, the value history trends of properties in the subject district were 60% above
the community average and 40% consistent with the average or 100% average or above. In both
the Ottawa and Brantford cases, the price history trends of residential properties within districts
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were approximately 50% at or above average.

It was found that in Mississauga and Bayfield the properties within the designated districts were
in very long term ownership situations with too few sales during the time period covered by the
study to establish any value history trend. Of over sixty properties in Meadowvale Village there
were only two sales listed in the conventional real estate records in a ten year period. This does
not mean that no properties changed hands through inheritance, private sale or some other means
but only that transaction data was not readily available. It might also be noted that the rate of sale
of properties in Kitchener’s Doon Village was considerably lower at 0.7% than either the average
rate of sale within the city (4.0%) or the rate of sale among individually designated properties
(8.1%) (Table 2).

An interview with Mississauge’s Heritage Planner, explored the possible reasons for the situation
in Meadowvale Village. He is in fairly frequent contact with residents of the neighbourhood and
it is his opinion that people are happy with their homes and generally not interested in selling. He
has never heard of a instance in the district where someone wanted to sell and was in any way
discouraged from doing so by any real of perceived effect of the district designation on the
potential selling price of homes.

Conclusions
This study involved a relatively small sample size and used as a standard of comparison the
somewhat less than ideal measure of community average sales history. Both of these conditions
result from the special nature of recognized heritage properties and are reasonable limitations for
a province wide study of this nature. Only individual appraisal of properties might overcome
these factors but appraisal also has its limitations. Appraisal is not an exact science. Depending
upon whether an appraisal is done for a bank, which needs to know the minimum price it might
expect for selling a property quickly, or a vendor, who wants to know the maximum that the
market might bear for a property, appraised value can vary by as much as 30%. Furthermore, this
entire study is aimed at exploring in a systematic way, the opinion that some appraisers already
hold, without any evidence, that designation might be a negative factor in price.
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In spite of these factors, it is nevertheless possible to draw a strong and clear conclusion from the
data gathered in this study. Historic designation of properties under the Ontario Heritage Act
does not in itself have any demonstrable negative effect on the value of those properties. In
assessing the sales history trends of properties where a random distribution of patterns across the
spectrum can be expected, the performance of designated properties is conclusively at or above
average in all but one of the communities studied. This does not result from the designated
properties being consistently above the average property sales figure for a community in absolute
dollar value. There is a reasonable distribution of designated properties that are both above and
below that value.

Far from showing any consistent negative effect there is in fact a positive correlation between
designation, and an enhancement in the rate of increase in property values when measured against
the average trend in property values within a given community. It is not suggested that this
enhancement of value increase is a result of heritage designation. It is far more likely that it
results from a reasonable investment in property maintenance and even upgrading. It is probable
that the same concern and placing of cultural value on a building that leads an owner to seek or
accept heritage designation also motivates them to suitably care for the property. These
observations are speculative but what is clear from the data gathered is that when people
recognize and, we suppose, properly care for a property, they seem generally to be rewarded in
the market place.

It can also be concluded that there is a distinct and generally robust market for designated
heritage properties. This robust market is demonstrated by three factors. In the first place, as
shown above, designated properties generally perform well in their sales histories. Second, the
rate of sale among individually designated properties is generally as good or better than the
ambient market sales rate, regardless of how many designated properties there are in the
community. Finally, the values of heritage properties are resistant to down-turns in the general
market in almost 50% of the cases studied and no worse than the general market in about another
30% of the cases. The market in heritage houses is not the same as the general market but it is
clear that there are an ample number of willing buyers who are prepared to pay a premium for this
type of property.
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One further observation from the present study might be made about the performance of heritage
properties in the marketplace. These property values are probably affected greatly by other
planning considerations such as the zoning of the properties themselves and the permitted
adjacent land uses. In the cases of the Brant Avenue heritage district in Brantford and probably
some of the districts represented in Ottawa, the change from residential to commercial zoning
may be playing a significant role. When a building that was intended for residential use, and
historically designated on that basis, is subsequently zoned in a manner that causes the value of
the land for other potential uses to increase beyond the value of the historic building, then the
historic designation is clearly compromised. Similarly, in the case of some of the subject
properties in Prince Edward County, adjacent land uses such as large-scale hog rearing barns
were permitted. Once again that condition compromises the original intent of the heritage
designation bylaw. In these cases zoning considerations consistent with the principles of heritage
conservation, special consideration under the minimum separation regulations and other planning
instruments provided for in the Ontario Planning Act, should undoubtedly be considered.

Future Work
As important as the recognition of cultural significance through heritage designation is, it is
investment in maintenance that ultimately ensures the survival of buildings. The question of
return on investment in the case of historic properties is therefore a key topic of future research.
Such research would be more involved than the work reported on in this paper since it would
involve recruiting property owners who would be willing to share, with proper screens for
confidentiality, personal financial information.

Although it is a difficult and complex task to identify properties that are genuinely comparable to
designated buildings, this kind of comparison would result in valuable information in the
discussion of the economic implications of heritage recognition. If this type of research were to
involve the assistance of volunteers, as has the present project, much more involved training
would be required. A broader and more detailed investigation of the effects of district
designations would shed additional light on the impacts of defining heritage conservation areas.
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The present study discovered that information concerning the time it takes to sell properties is not
maintained with any uniformity or consistency in different communities. Information on time to
sale for designated properties was gathered in one community but it was not possible to easily
establish a baseline against which to measure the performance of the historic properties. A more
involved and complex method for gathering this data will have to be developed in order to
adequately analyze the issue of time to sale.

The questions of how heritage motivated planning interventions such as bonusing and special site
plan agreements affect the values of non-designated properties should be examined in order to
develop a more complete understanding of the effect of heritage designation on property values.

Applicability to Other Jurisdictions
While this study was intentionally specific to the Canadian province of Ontario, it may have
broader implications for the issue of heritage recognition and property economics. The approach
could certainly be applied elsewhere. The findings and conclusions are in line with studies in
Australia and the United States and may help to reinforce those findings. The involvement of
volunteers has a significance beyond the expediency of having the work of data gathering done
by unpaid labour. Since in Ontario, and to some extent in other jurisdictions, the decision making
around heritage issues is local, it is important that local community activists have a sense of
ownership of pertinent data. They can better discuss and counter economic misinformation once
they have participated in research such as the work that went in to this study.
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Figure 7 – Property resisting market downturn
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Figure 8 – Property following market trends
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Figure 9 – Property performing worse than average in a depressed market
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Figure 1 – Sample Graph
Brantford Heritage District
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Figure 2 – Graph with two sales points
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Figure 3 – Regression Analysis
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Figure 4 – Performing above average
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Figure 5 – Performing at the average
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Figure 6 – Performing below average
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Table 1: Comparison of Designated Property
Performance Against the Average Property
Performance Within a Community
Community
Bayfield *
Belleville *
Brantford (Part IV)
Brantford (Brant
Avenue, Part V)
Cambridge *
Fergus *
Goderich *
Guelph
Haldimand-Norfolk
Kitchener (Part IV)
Kitchener Part V
(Upper Doon)
London
Mississauga
(Meadovale Village) *
Mississippi Mills
Niagara Falls *
Oakville
Ottawa (Part V)
Prince Edward
County
Port Hope
Sault Ste. Marie *
St. Marys *
Whitby
Windsor
City of York3 *
Average

Above
Average

Average

Below Average

Above Average
+ Average

33%
41%

25%
9%

42%
50%

58%
50%

56%
75%
64%
60%

22%
17%
21%
40%

22%
8%
14%
0%

78%
92%
85%
100%

74%

13%

13%

87%

62%

25%

12%

87%

88%
53%
29%

0%
0%
0%

12%
47%
71%

88%
53%
29%

76%

5%

19%

81%

67%
54%

17%
8%

17%
38%

84%
62%

59%

14%

26%

74%

16
3
*

Now part of Toronto
Insufficient data
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Table 2: Comparisons of Number of Properties in
Communities to Sales and Designations
Community

Bayfield **
Belleville **
Brantford
Cambridge **
Fergus
Goderich
Guelph
Haldimand-Norfolk **
Kitchener
London
Mississauga (Meadovale
Village) **
Mississippi Mills
Niagara Falls **
Oakville
Ottawa (Part V)
Prince Edward County **
Port Hope
Sault Ste. Marie **
St. Marys **
Whitby
Windsor
City of York6
Average

Average Ratio of Total
Number of Properties
to Number of
Designations
Part IV
Part V

Average Ratio of
Total Number of
Properties to
Sales

Average Ratio of Total
Number of Designated
Properties to Sales of
Designated Properties
Part IV
Part V

0.14%

0.22%

5.2%

12.2 %

20.6%

0.46%
0.86%
0.12%

*

*
*

5.5%
3.5%
8.0%

6.9%
6.3%
8.9%

*
*
*

0.04%
0.17%

0.06%4
*

4.0%
6.4%

8.1%
9.8%

0.7%
*

N/A

*

N/A

13.3%

*

0.45%
N/A

*
0.79%5

13.7%

19.7%
**

*
4.6%2

5.34%

*

4.0%

8.2%

*

0.25%
0.03%
0.01%
0.28%7

*
*
*
0.36%

35%
6.6%

5.0%
7.1%

*

9.2%

9.6%

8.6%

**

Insufficient data available
No data available
4
Refers to the Upper Doon Heritage Conservation District, one of two districts in Kitchener.
5
Estimate. All properties are designated under Part V of the Heritage Act and are drawn from a variety of
heritage districts.
6
Now part of Toronto
*

7

Does not include Port Hope
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Don’t Like Your Neighbors’ House? Sue Them.
JULY 12, 2014

Allison Arieff

RALEIGH, N.C. — IN September, Louis Cherry, an architect here, received a
building permit and the necessary approvals to begin constructing a house for
himself and his wife, Marsha Gordon, on an empty lot in Oakwood, a historic
district in Raleigh. The neighborhood features a variety of architectural styles,
from postwar bungalows to Greek Revivals, shotguns to Queen Annes.
Construction began in October and the home, modern but modestly so, is nearly
complete.
But it is also at risk of demolition. Not because of a tornado or termites or
some other natural disaster, but because one of his neighbors doesn’t want it
there.
Through a series of protracted appeals, the neighbor has been successful in
getting the city to reverse its approval of Mr. Cherry’s permit. The house passed its
building inspections and is 85 percent complete, yet sits empty, its future
dependent on who finally wins a legal battle that never should have been allowed
to happen.
Gail Wiesner, who lives across the street from Mr. Cherry — not incidentally,
in a house built in 2008 — doesn’t like it in her neighborhood. In her appeal, she
complained not only that the house was too modern for the area’s historical
character, but also that the impact of its completion posed a threat to the
community. Testifying to the Raleigh City Council, Ms. Wiesner argued that past
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attempts to engage in similar stylistic treachery had been made by architects who
had been “churned out from a very modernist school,” and like to “show off their
abilities.”
For the most part, these rebels have been prevented from building homes like
this one, she continued in her public comments, but thanks only to “scrupulous,
agonizing” processes.
Over a period of about four months Ms. Wiesner filed a series of appeals to
the Board of Adjustment to reverse the ruling with the intent of halting
construction.
A small group of Oakwood neighbors, who call themselves the Oak City
Preservation Alliance, rallied to the cause. The actions of Ms. Wiesner and her
allies have created “such a weird hysteria in the neighborhood,” Mr. Cherry told
me. “Words like ‘holocaust’ have been used in reference to the idea that our house
could inspire a rash of tear7downs which could then be replaced with modern
homes. I designed my house specifically within the design guidelines of this
historic district and to be compatible, a good neighbor. But the term ‘modernism’
just clicks a switch in people’s brain and they can’t see the house for what it is.”
But should a difference in taste lead to a court date?
Some of the staunchest supporters of the Cherry7Gordon house are, says Mr.
Cherry, “people who believe in property rights and are sort of libertarian.”
However, those live7and7let7live types feel as if they’re in a minority. Increasingly,
it seems, building a house that doesn’t fit in with your neighbor’s vision of home
has become grounds for legal action, often in places emblematic of the American
dream, like historic districts and gated communities.
But lawsuits like these fly in the face of American individuality and progress,
which the American dream is meant to embody. With each passing year it seems
that things like homeowner associations and the various codes, covenants and
restrictions they tend to follow have become ever more proscriptive and often
ridiculous. People have been sued for not mowing their lawns, or for using exterior
paint colors that were not on a list of approved colors.
Over a decade ago, I traveled to Louisville, Ky., to write a story about a young
couple building their dream home who were sued by neighbors who claimed that
the house violated neighborhood covenants, codes and restrictions (C.C.&R.s) that
limited the use of certain building materials. The house was clad in polycarbonate
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and corrugated metal, but atypical as that may have been, several houses in the
subdivision used aluminum and vinyl siding, materials also not stipulated in the
C.C.&R.s. The neighbors claimed that the home had caused them everything from
emotional distress to failing health to the loss of a job promotion. Ultimately, the
neighbors lost their case and the couple lost thousands of dollars in legal fees. In
the end, their house got to stay; the judge ordered them to cut the glare, so they
planted a tree in front.
In a historic district like Oakwood, the preservation guidelines discourage
attempts to build new Victorians and instead support contemporary design. This
reflects the prevailing view of historic preservationists who frown on the practice
of designing new buildings to look as if they’re old. And indeed, Ms. Wiesner’s
arduous efforts to save Oakwood from the Cherry7Gordon house aren’t garnering
the support of those whom she claims to speak for — the historic preservationists.
In fact, Myrick Howard, who has been head of Preservation North Carolina, a
nonprofit group dedicated to protecting historic homes and districts in the state,
for 35 years, wrote a letter in support of the Cherry7Gordon project, arguing that
the home “is in line with a half7century of preservation philosophy and practice,
contrary to the assertion of their opponents.” Further, Mr. Howard told me
recently, the case “is giving preservation a black eye. Because it sounds like
preservationists are against this house. It has put the historic development
commission on the defensive.”
Ms. Wiesner, who works in real estate, has also argued that having a modern
house on the block will adversely affect the resale value of her own home. Here,
too, Mr. Howard begs to differ: “The Cherry house doesn’t bring her property
value down; in fact, it probably has a more positive affect on the neighborhood
than Wiesner’s. Her house is two7thirds bungalow and one7third Victorian cottage.
This is like putting strawberries and broccoli in the blender together. I love
strawberries and I love broccoli, but not together.”
For Mr. Cherry and Ms. Gordon, the outcome remains to be seen. The North
Carolina Modernist Houses organization helped the couple by starting a legal7
defense fund. Their lawyer is preparing a brief for a late August court date in front
of a Superior Court judge, who will decide if the Board of Adjustment’s decision
should be affirmed, reversed or remanded.
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“We do feel like we’re being held hostage by her actions against us,” says Mr.
Cherry, who had expected to move into the house back in May.
Allison Arieff is a contributing opinion writer who specializes in design and architecture.
A version of this op ed appears in print on July 13, 2014, on page SR12 of the New York edition with the
headline: Is an Ugly House Grounds to Sue?.

© 2014 The New York Times Company
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case
study

evolving heritage design

662 + 666 Union St.

talking about their new Union Street ECOheritage

similar projects.

increasing density and affordable housing as well as hopefully inspiring

WKDWKLJKSHUIRUPDQFHGHVLJQLVFRPSDWLEOHZLWKKHULWDJHFRQVHUYDWLRQ

]RQLQJIRUWUDQVIRUPDWLRQ+HOORIVDQG*LOOHVSLH·VDLPLVWRGHPRQVWUDWH

are walking distance from downtown and there is potential in the

KLVWRULF6WUDWKFRQD9DQFRXYHU·VROGHVWQHLJKERXUKRRG7KHUHVLGHQFHV

SURMHFWDPXOWLIDPLO\LQÀOOFRQYHUVLRQRIWZRFKDUDFWHUKRPHVLQ

“W

Dick Hellofs and partner Karli Gillespie. They are

e want to create smart, affordable homes”, says

4 666 + 662 Union St

passive strategies
smart material selection
daylighting
efficient energy systems
urban densification
creative recycling
rethinking spaces
prioritizing community
sensitive adaptation
balancing high performance + character
retrofitting historic architecture
green building rating systems
adaptive reuse
economic feasibility
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587 m2 (6322 sf )

size

single family residential
multi-family residential
(targeting:)
LEED: NC Platinum
Built Green: Platinum
Energuide 90+

original use
new use
distinctions

Shape Architecture

architect

.org
.or
g
vancouverheritagefoundation.org

Dick Hellofs
Karli Gillespie

owner

building team

2010 - 2011

rehabilitation

original building1892

666 + 662 Union St.

location

building name Union Street ECOheriatge

building at a glance

2.

7R'LFNDQG.DUOLVXVWDLQDEOHOLYLQJLVDERXWDIIRUGDEOH
FRPPXQLW\OLYLQJVKDUHGUHVRXUFHVDQGVPDUWVLPSOH
design. By taking two homes that currently house
IRXULQGLYLGXDOVWUDQVIHUULQJWKHGHQVLW\DURXQG
WKHSURSHUW\DQGDGGLQJLQÀOOODQHZD\KRXVLQJWKH\
DUHSURSRVLQJWRFUHDWHVHYHQXQLWVZLWKÀIWHHQRU
more inhabitants in the same space. This will not be
accomplished by demolishing and rebuilding from
VFUDWFKEXWUDWKHUE\HYROYLQJWKHH[LVWLQJKHULWDJH
KRPHVWRUHÁHFWFRQWHPSRUDU\VRFLDODQGHFRQRPLF
realities. All new construction will be highly energy
HIÀFLHQWZLWKDQDHVWKHWLFWKDWLVGHULYHGIURPEXWQRW
LPLWDWLYHRIWKHH[LVWLQJVWUXFWXUHV7KLVZLOOEDODQFHWKH
HQHUJ\LQHIÀFLHQFLHVRIWKHKHULWDJHKRPHVZKLOHVWLOO
SUHVHUYLQJWKHLUFXOWXUDODQGHFRORJLFDOYDOXHIRUWKH
community and surrounding neighbourhood. A central
FRPSOH[KRXVLQJJUHHQWHFKQRORJLHVVXFKDVVRODUKRW
ZDWHUKHDWSXPSVZLOOSURYLGHKHDWZDWHUDQGVHUYLFHV
to each unit. It will also be ready for connection to any

:KHQ.DUOLDQG'LFNPRYHGWR6WUDWKFRQDÀYH\HDUV
DJRWKH\FDPHWRXQGHUVWDQGWKHQHLJKERXUKRRG·V
strengths and weaknesses: centrally located and close
to downtown with a strong sense of community and
DJUHDWKHULWDJHIHHO\HWDOVRYHU\XQDIIRUGDEOHIRU
ordinary people looking to buy or rent a home. Initially
WKH\OLYHGRQWKHRXWVNLUWVRIWKHQHLJKERXUKRRG
EXWDOZD\VZDQWHGWROLYHFORVHUWRWKHKHDUWRI
the community. When the adjoining houses at 666
and 662 Union Street came up for sale, and a family
member needed to downsize, they could not miss the
RSSRUWXQLW\WRHPEHGWKHPVHOYHVLQWKHQHLJKERXUKRRG
as well as address concerns around neighbourhood
affordability and a more sustainable future.

662 + 666 Union St.
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Both the architects, Shape Architecture, and the owners
of this project understand that our built heritage needs
WREHSUHVHUYHGEXWWKDWZHDOVRQHHGWREHFUHDWLYH
DQGUHDOLVWLFRXUSRSXODWLRQLVH[SDQGLQJDQGGLYHUVLI\LQJ
DWDQDVWRXQGLQJVSHHG6PDUWSUHVHUYDWLRQLVDERXW
SUHYHQWLQJUD]LQJDQGUHEXLOGLQJE\HYROYLQJEXLOGLQJV
rather than demanding the creation of museum pieces.
:HQHHGWRPDUNWKHSUHVHQWDQGSUHVHUYHWKHSDVW
while still building towards the future. As proposed, this
SURMHFWVHUYHVDVDGHPRQVWUDWLRQRIKRZWRDFKLHYH
density, affordability and high performance while still
UHVSHFWLQJWKHYDOXHRIRXUEXLOWKHULWDJH

future district energy systems. An electric car-share
program is proposed to reduce the transportation
footprint of residents, and gardens and recycling and
composting facilities will reduce the waste production of
UHVLGHQWVWROHVVWKDQWKDWRIWKHSUHH[LVWLQJKRPHV

vancouverheritagefoundation.org
.org
.or
g

owners

Dick Hellofs & Karli Gillespie

“Smaller, smarter,
well thought-out
density without
compromising
the fabric of the
neighbourhood”

existingbuildingsfromlaneway

Strathconaredevelopment,circa1960s

history

unrestored ‘slum’ house at East Georgia and Glen, circa 1980

3.

662 + 666 Union St.
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1892

1905
Bernard Street changed
to Union Street

Wilhelm Twambly applies for water
permit for 662 + 666 Bernard St.

1900 - 1950

1963
20 year Strathcona redevelopment scheme
proposed. Mclean Park, Skeena Terrace,
Georgia Street viaduct projects are completed

vancouverheritagefoundation.org

2010

666 + 662 Union Street
project proposed

The Union Street Eco-Heritage project proposes
WRPDLQWDLQWKHVHFKDUDFWHUGHÀQLQJIHDWXUHVZKLOH
SURYLGLQJDQHZUHIHUHQFHSRLQWLQWKHKLVWRU\RI
WKHQHLJKERXUKRRG7KHSURMHFWZLOOUHÁHFWWRGD\·V
aesthetic and social priorities and in turn transmit
them to future generations of Strathcona residents.

(DUO\LQKDELWDQWVRIDQG8QLRQUHÁHFWWKH
GLYHUVHRFFXSDWLRQVRIZKDWZDVWKHQWKH*UDQYLOOH
townsite: BC Sugar employees, engineers, master
mariners, confectioners and shoemakers were all
UHVLGHQWV/DWHULQKDELWDQWVVKLIWHGWRUHÁHFWWKH
changing fortunes of the area with miners, loggers
DQGODERXUHUVJLYLQJZD\WRSUHGRPLQDQWO\$VLDQ
names from the 1950s to 1980s, who in turn yielded
to musicians and others in the 1990s and 2000s. The
EXLOGLQJVWKHPVHOYHVZHUHLQFOXGHGRQWKHKHULWDJH
UHVRXUFHLQYHQWRU\LQDVDSDUWRIWKHODUJHU
DZDUHQHVVRIWKHLPSRUWDQFHRI9DQFRXYHU·VKHULWDJH
that arose during that era. Architecturally important
features of the Union St. houses at that time were
considered their pioneer frames, drop siding and
scalloped gables, fascia trim and projecting porches.

9DQFRXYHUZLWKDYDOXDEOHUHPLQGHURILWVSDVW
DQGDVWURQJOHJDF\RIFRPPXQLW\DFWLYLVP7RGD\
6WUDWKFRQDLVDGLYHUVHFRPPXQLW\LQFOXGLQJPDQ\
heritage buildings with a strong sense of identity and
FLYLFSULGH

Strathcona develops as mixed-income
neighbourhood, roads leveled and graded

1 John Atkin, Strathcona: Vancouver’s First Neighbourhood [1994]

In the 1950s and 60s the area was declared a slum
DQGXUEDQUHGHYHORSPHQWVFKHPHVUD]HGHQWLUH
blocks to make way for social housing and freeways.
)RUWXQDWHO\UHVLGHQWVIRXJKWWKHVHDFWLRQVOHDYLQJ

In 1892, carpenter Wilhelm Twambley applied for
water permits for 666 and 662 Union Street, then
NQRZQDV%HUQDUG6WUHHW¶%HUQDUG·ZDVFKDQJHGWR
8QLRQ6WUHHWDURXQGWRDYRLGFRQIXVLQJLWZLWK
%XUUDUG6WUHHW6LQFHLWVEHJLQQLQJVDVWKH¶*UDQYLOOH
WRZQVLWH·WKH6WUDWKFRQDQHLJKERXUKRRGKDVSOD\HG
DQLPSRUWDQWUROHLQWKHGHYHORSPHQWRI9DQFRXYHU
Initially laid out to support the operations of the
+DVWLQJV0LOOFLYLFKLVWRULDQ-RKQ$WNLQGHVFULEHVWKH
DUHD´6WUDWKFRQD9DQFRXYHU·VÀUVWQHLJKERXUKRRG
has been called a slum, “home of the working man,”
and absolutely charming...First simply known as
WKH(DVW(QGWKHQDPHFDPHWRKDYHDGHURJDWRU\
PHDQLQJGXHWRLWVPL[WXUHRIKRXVLQJDQGLQGXVWU\
and the fact that it was the entry point to the city
IRUVXFFHVVLYHZDYHVRILPPLJUDQWVµ1 Immigration,
FKDQJHDQGFRQÁLFWKDYHEHHQGHWHUPLQLQJIDFWRUV
LQWKHQHLJKERXUKRRG$VLWGHYHORSHGVWUHHWVZHUH
OHYHOHGDQGJUDGHGWRIDFLOLWDWHWKHQHZDXWRPRELOH
OHDYLQJPDQ\KRPHVOLNHDQG8QLRQ6WUHHW
VHWKLJKDERYHWKHQHZURDGOHYHO&XULRXVO\WKH
laneways were not treated in the same way, and so
WKH\DFWDVDOLYLQJWRSRJUDSK\RIWKHURXJKWHUUDLQ
WKDWXVHGWRGHÀQHWKHDUHD

4.

front porches
two units

two units

sketch of proposed redevelopment from laneway

proposed site plan

union street
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bike storage + recycling

laneway house

parking

666 Union St.

proposed streetscape elevations
662 Union St.

laneway

.org
.or
g
vancouverheritagefoundation.org

Before starting their project
'LFNDQG.DUOLDVNHGWKHPVHOYHV
what will our future hold, and how
can we address those concerns
today? Simple, responsible,
smart and affordable are the four
watchwords that underscore
their answer to this question and
consequent commitment to their
project. There are unquestioned
links between density, community
and a low-carbon lifestyle. Typical
North American suburban homes
are around 2500 sf (for one family);
the Union Street ECOheritage
SURMHFWSURSRVHVDSSUR[LPDWHO\
VIIRUVHYHQVHSDUDWHXQLWV
including one designated as
affordable housing. The site is
RQO\·[WKHVL]HRIWZR
6WUDWKFRQDORWV6KDSH·VFOHYHU
GHVLJQÀWVWKHXQLWVLQWRWKLV
tight space without destroying
WKHH[LVWLQJEXLOGLQJV+RZHYHU
the small footprint does bring
numerous design challenges, one
being the need for a careful balance
EHWZHHQSULYDF\DQGFRPPXQLW\
OLYLQJ

5.
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The project proposes to offer micro-topographies of community
space ranging from the wider neighbourhood meeting spaces of
electric car plug-in and bike route to the more intimate household
spaces of courtyard and patio.

scales of public space

prioritizing community
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pedestrianconnectivity
major bike route
pedestrian connection
sidewalk
open space

vancouverheritagefoundation.org

the strathcona neighbourhood

Current best practices advocate
for the ‘five-minute walk’ as a
good indicator of how livible an
area is. According to urban design
principles, the five-minute walk is
about the maximum distance most
people will walk for their basic
services on a regular basis. The five
minute walk is about 400m, or a
quarter-mile in distance.

the five minute walk

Taking their cue from the
6WUDWKFRQDFXOWXUHRIFRYHUHG
porches and the natural slope of the
site, Nick Sully of Shape Architecture
proposes a micro-topography of
outdoor spaces unique to each unit
with porches, decks and patios. Each
XQLWKDVDSULYDWHRXWGRRUVSDFH
yet these spaces are connected to
the streetscape in the same way as
WKHSRUFKHVRIWKHH[LVWLQJEXLOGLQJV
This will allow the inhabitants to
interact with their community,
ZKLOHVWLOOIHHOLQJOLNHWKH\KDYHWKHLU
own outdoor space. This outdoor
space will be based around a central
courtyard, allowing inhabitants to
casually interact with each other.
A community is not created
solely by architecture. Dick and
Karli are proposing to blend older
WUDGLWLRQVRILQWHUJHQHUDWLRQDOOLYLQJ
DQGVKDUHGOLYLQJZLWKQHZVRFLDO
VWUXFWXUHVE\LQFOXGLQJDYDULHW\
of sized units, including one for a
close family member. The inclusion
of a shared electric car for owners,
a centralized heating system and
UDLQZDWHUJUH\ZDWHUÀOWUDWLRQ
reuse system, recycling centre and
numerous other shared resources
ZLOODOVRVDYHWKHUHVLGHQWVPRQH\
while creating a new sense of
community.

6.
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union street

proposed configuration

existing configuration
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The new configuration reflects the original pattern,
while allowing new, more affordable units on
the property and keeping the absolute density
(allowable zoning FSR) as before.

Units are inserted underneath, and a new laneway
house is built.

New units are added, while respecting the existing
pattern, by removing the garage and additions to
existing structure and lifting/excavating underneath.

The existing configuration reflects neighbourhood
development patterns of laneway garage or coach
house, central yard, additions to original house, with
the house itself facing on to the street.

adapting heritage

A number that reflects the maximum density allowed
by law on a particular site. An FSR of 1.0 means the
property’s maximum density cannot be more than
the equivalent of one storey building over the entire
lot. An FSR of 2.0 means the property can have the
equivalent density of a two storey building; FSR 3.0
is a three storey building, and so on. This density can
be stacked or distributed as building in any way that
respects zoning/building code requirements.

FSR: Floor-Space Ratio

Heritage design is about taking
WKHSDVWDQGH[WHQGLQJLWLQWR
the future. The social artifacts of
building and neighbourhood are
the inheritance of our past and are
not just architecture. They are the
elements that make up the social
IDEULFRIDFLW\6KDSH·VZRUNZLWK
the Union Street ECOheritage
SURMHFWDLPVWRUHÁHFWEXWQRW
inauthentically imitate, the feel of
6WUDWKFRQD7KHH[LVWLQJSDWWHUQV
of the neighbourhood such as lines
RIJDEOHVRUWKHYDULHGWRSRJUDSK\
between street and laneways are
KHULWDJHDUWLIDFWV7KHUHSHWLWLYH
spatial sequence of coach house
WR\DUGWRDGGLWLRQDQGÀQDOO\WR
the originally constructed home
LVDQRWKHUDUWLIDFW+RZHYHU
Nick Sully also understands the
VXVWDLQDELOLW\LPSHUDWLYHWKH
heritage homes were built with a
VSHFLÀFFUDIWVW\OHDQGPDWHULDOLW\
appropriate to the cultural and
HFRQRPLFQHHGVRIDQHUDYHU\
different from today.

7.
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existing porches

sensitive adaptation
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prior street

union street
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heritage streetscape

additions + gardens

laneway +
outbuildings

additions + gardens

heritage streetscape

strathcona neighbourhood patterns

Principal, Shape Architecture

Nick Sully

“We are trying not to
imitate or emulate but
rather unlock the keys
to heritage design”

8.
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7KHRYHUDOODUUDQJHPHQWRI
the scheme will create a tripartite
GLYLVLRQRIWKHSURSHUW\UHÁHFWLYH
RIWKHH[LVWLQJQHLJKERXUKRRG
patterns: the strong presence of the
heritage homes at the front, with a
contemporary addition to the rear
facing on to the central, communal
ODQGVFDSHDQGWKHODQHZD\LQÀOO
Details of the new construction
KDYHQRW\HWEHHQÀQDOL]HGEXW'LFN
and Karli aim to “bring the warmth
of the old into the new.” This
attitude, in conjunction with Shape
$UFKLWHFWXUH·VFUHDWLYHDSSOLFDWLRQ
of the new to the old should mean
DVHQVLWLYHSOHDVLQJUHVXOWWKDWFDQ
VHUYHDVDQH[DPSOHRIKRZWR
densify a heritage property in the
Strathcona neighbourhood in a lowimpact way.
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proposed laneway elevation

proposed streetfront elevations
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In the same way as craftsmen built their homes
in past eras with a particular skill and material
FKRLFHEDVHGRQZKDWZDVDYDLODEOHDQGWKHLU
RZQNQRZOHGJH6KDSH$UFKLWHFWXUHEHOLHYHV
their work has to respond to the cultural and
HFRQRPLFFRQWH[WRIRXUHUD,QSUHYLRXV
projects they aligned solar hot-water heaters
DWWKHVDPHDQJOHDVDGMRLQLQJJDEOHVRUPL[HG
hardi-plank sizes and patterns rather than falsely
UHSOLFDWHH[LVWLQJODSSHGVLGLQJDPRQJPDQ\
RWKHUFOHYHUDQGSOHDVLQJGHVLJQVWUDWHJLHV,Q
the past, ingenious detailing of these older
houses was carried out by master craftsmen
to keep the house warm and dry and resulted
in beautiful layers of trim, fascias, shingles, etc.
7RGD\ÁDVKLQJLVDVPXFKDFUDIWDVWKHÀQH
carpentry of yesterday. Perhaps contemporary
SURMHFWVVKRXOGUHÁHFWWRGD\·VVNLOOHGZRUNVR
that future generations can admire our legacy in
the same way as we respect our past.

crafting the details

The Union Street ECOheritage
project is targeting LEED:NC
Platinum, Built Green: Platinum, and
an Energuide 90+ designation. The
majority of the energy targets for
WKHVHFHUWLÀFDWLRQVZLOOEHDFKLHYHG
XVLQJSDVVLYHGHVLJQWHFKQLTXHV
such as building orientation and
window placement, thermal mass
DQGDKLJKO\LQVXODWHGHQYHORSH
+RZHYHUWKHVHDUHQRWMXVWHQHUJ\
VDYLQJGHVLJQVWUDWHJLHVDVWKH\DOVR
PHHWZLWKWKHSURMHFW·VDHVWKHWLF
and functional requirements of
SULYDF\GD\OLJKWDQGFRPPXQLW\
While the details of the
DFWLYHV\VWHPVKDYHQRW\HWEHHQ
ÀQDOL]HGWKHSURMHFWDQWLFLSDWHV
XVLQJUHODWLYHO\ZHOOXQGHUVWRRG
technologies such as solar hot
water heaters, rainwater capture/
reuse and heat pumps. These,
FRPELQHGZLWKWKHSDVVLYHGHVLJQ
aspects of the project, mean it
VKRXOGDFKLHYHFORVHWR LIQRW
completely) net-zero energy-use
on an annual basis. This means
that the total amount of energy
FRQVXPHGLQD\HDUZLOOQRWH[FHHG

9.
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builtgreencanada.ca

Built Green is an industry driven
voluntary program that promotes
"green" building practices to reduce
the impact that building has on the
environment. It benefits the homebuyer,
the community and the environment
and is an opportunity for everyone to
choose a "green" future.

built green

union street

laneway

view

The home's energy efficiency level is
rated on a scale of 0 to 100. A rating
of 0 represents a home with major air
leakage, no insulation and extremely

For homes, an EnerGuide rating shows
a standard measure of its energy
performance. It shows the owner (and
future buyers) exactly how energy
efficient your home is. The rating is
calculated based on standard operation
assumptions so that you can compare
the energy performance of one house
against another.

House requiring little or no
purchased energy

vancouverheritagefoundation.org

80-90
91-100

Energy-efficient new house

73-79

New house with some energyefficiency improvements


65-72


New house built to building code
standards



high energy consumption. A rating of
100 represents a house that is airtight,
well insulated, sufficiently ventilated and
requires no purchased energy on an
annual basis.

http://oee.nrcan.gc.ca/energuide/home.cfm

The EnerGuide rating system is an
initiative of Natural Resources Canada
that rates appliances, buildings, vehicles
and other energy consuming devices.

energuide

The large, south-facing windows of the new units behind the
heritage structures will look at the north side of the laneway
housing, where passive design dictates few windows. Similarly,
the south-facing windows on the laneway house will be looking
on to the laneway and impressive southern views of the city,
rather than into their neighbour’s windows.

passive design meets privacy requirements

balancing high performance + character
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the amount of energy produced by
the project.
These technologies and design
strategies can come with an
¶LQQRYDWRUV·SUHPLXPLQWHUPVRI
initial construction premiums, the
projected costs are not more than
DERYH¶QRUPDO·FRVWVIRUD
VLPLODUW\SHRISURMHFW+RZHYHU
higher capital costs will mean that
WKHSURMHFW·VRSHUDWLRQDOFRVWV
WKHDQQXDOFRVWWROLYHLQWKH
project -- will be much reduced.
$GGLWLRQDOO\WKHRZQHUVKDYH
LGHQWLÀHGDSRWHQWLDOGHPDQGLQ
WKHPDUNHWIRUHQHUJ\HIÀFLHQW
KRXVHLQJDQGLQGHHGZLOOEHOLYLQJ
LQWKHFRPSOH[WKHPVHOYHV
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proposed utility systems
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