REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY

Halifax Regional Council

April 6, 2004
TO: Mayor Kelly and Members of Halifax Regional Council
SUBMITTED BY: / %SQ &m
Allan MacLellan, Chair
eritage Advisory Committee
DATE: March 23, 2004
SUBJECT: Case H00124 - Addition to 1137 Ketch Harbour Road, the MacKey

House (A Municipal Heritage Property), Ketch Harbour, NS

ORIGIN
January 28, 2004 Heritage Advisory Committee meeting.

RECOMMENDATION

The Heritage Advisory Committee recommends that Regional Council approve the building
addition to 1137 Ketch Harbour Road, Ketch Harbour, as described in the March 3, 2004 staff report
to the Heritage Advisory Committee.
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Case H00124 - Alterations to 1137 Ketch Harbour Road, the MacKey House (A Municipal
Heritage Property), Ketch Harbour, NS
Halifax Regional Council Page 2 April 6, 2004

BACKGROUND

See attached.

DISCUSSION

See attached.

BUDGET IMPLICATIONS

None.

FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT POLICIES/BUSINESS PLAN

This report complies with the Municipality’s Multi-Y ear Financial Strategy, the approved Operating,
Capital and Reserve budgets, policies and procedures regarding withdrawals from the utilization of
Capital and Operating reserves, as well as any relevant legislation.

ALTERNATIVES:

None proposed.

ATTACHMENTS

1) Extract from draft March 3, 2004 Heritage Advisory Committee Minutes
2) Extract from January 28, 2004 Heritage Advisory Committee Minutes
3) Staff report to the HAC dated March 3, 2004.

Additional copies of this report, and information on its status, can be obtained by contacting the office
of the Municipal Clerk at 490-4210, or Fax 490-4208.

Report Prepared by: Patti Halliday, Legislative Assistant

Report Approved by: Allan MacLellan, Chair, Heritage Advisory Committee

HACLERKSWAD! 5 & O i i Advisory C HHEA2084 Reports 1o Co il 24 wpd



EXTRACT FROM DRAFT MARCH 3, 2004 HERITAGE ADVISORY COMMITTEE
MINUTES:

6.1 Case H00124 - 1137 Ketch Harbour Road

° A staff report prepared for Jim Donovan, Manager, Planning Applications, regarding
the above, was circulated to the Committee.

Ms. Holm presented the report to the Committee which recommended the following:
That the Heritage Advisory Committee:

1. Take no position on the alterations to 1137 Ketch Harbour Road which have been
found to be inconsistent with heritage elements; and,

2. Recommend to Regional Council that the building addition to 1137 Ketch Harbour
Road be approved.

Following a brief discussion, the following motion was put on the floor:

MOVED by Mr. Mark Pothier, seconded by Councillor Harvey, that the Heritage
Advisory Committee:

1. Take no position on the alterations to 1137 Ketch Harbour Road which have
been found to be inconsistent with heritage elements; and,

2. Recommend to Regional Council that the building addition to 1137 Ketch
Harbour Road be approved. MOTION PUT AND PASSED.



EXTRACT FROM JANUARY 28, 2004 HERITAGE ADVISORY COMMITTEE MINUTES:

53 H00124 - Alterations to 1137 Ketch Harbour Road, Ketch Harbour

° A staff report prepared for Jim Donovan, Manager, Planning Applications, regarding
the above, was before the Committee for its consideration.

Ms. Holm presented the report to the Committee which recommended that the Heritage
Advisory Committee not approve the building alterations described in the staff report dated
January 15, 2004 and recommend that:

1. Halifax Regional Council not approve the addition to 1137 Ketch Harbour Road, as
described in the staff report dated January 15, 2004.

2. Regional Council schedule a public hearing pursuant to the Heritage Property Act to
consider deregistration of 1137 Ketch Harbour Road, Ketch Harbour, as a municipal
heritage property; and that

3. Regional Council approve deregistration of 1137 Ketch Harbour Road, as a municipal
heritage property.

Mr. Jim Donovan, Manager, Planning Applications, noted staff did not have much leeway in
terms of recommending that the alterations be approved. However, he noted the Committee
has more flexibility.

Mr. Creighton suggested the Committee should hear from the property owner. Mr. Gary Brown
addressed the Committee detailing the alterations and his requirement for steel doors. With
respect to the windows, Mr. Brown stated the wrong ones were delivered, but the correct ones
have since been ordered. They will be installed once the cold weather has broken. In the
meantime, two vinyl windows have been temporarily installed to allow the house to be inhabited.

During discussion of the issue, there appeared to be some discrepancy in opinions regarding
original windows and other features of the building, and there were concerns expressed
regarding the steel doors, the permit process followed and the affect of the alterations on the
provincial registration. As a result, it was agreed to deal with these issues and the issue of the
addition in separate motions.

MOVED by Mr. Mark Pothier, seconded by Mr. Elias Metlej, that the Heritage Advisory
Committee recommend to Council that the addition to 1137 Ketch Harbour Road, as
described in the staff report dated January 15, 2004, be approved. MOTION PUT AND
PASSED.

MOVED by Mr. Tom Creighton, seconded by Councillor Dawn Sloane, that the Heritage
Advisory Committee defer a decision on windows and doors and all other heritage
aspects of the building until the next meeting pending a discussion between staff and the
applicant. MOTION PUT AND PASSED UNANIMOUSLY.
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REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY

Heritage Advisory Committee
March 3, 2004

To: Hentage Advxsory Committee

Submitted by: ,u —

Jlm Dﬁ nager, Planning Applications

Maggie Holr, | Hentage P’lanner, Planning & Development Services

Date: March 3, 2004

Subject: Heritage Case H00124 - Alferations to 1137 Ketch Harbour Road, the
Mackey House, (A Municipal Heritage Property), Ketch Harbour, NS.

SUPPLEMENTARY REPORT
ORIGIN

Application by Mr. Gary Brown requesting alterations and an addition to a registered heritage
property at 1137 Ketch Harbour Road.

RECOMMENDATIONS:

It is recommended that Heritage Advisory Committee:

1. Take no position on the alterations to 1137 Ketch Harbour Road which have been found to
be inconsistent with heritage building elements; and

2. Recommend to Regional Council that the building addition to 1137 Ketch Harbour Road be
approved.
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Heritage Case H00124 2 Heritage Advisory Committee
1137 Ketch Harbour Road March 3, 2004

BACKGROUND

Atits January 28th meeting, Heritage Advisory Committee reviewed a January 28, 2004 staff report
with a proposed recommendation that Regional Council consider de-registration of a heritage
property at 1137 Ketch Harbour Road. The recommendation was in response to staff discovering that
a number of significant alterations were made to the building and that these alterations were not
reviewed and approved under the Heritage Property By-law. The alterations consisted of a small
addition at the rear and changes to windows and doors on the side and front of the building using
non-traditional materials and styles. The alterations were made at the same time as repairs and
restoration of damage from Hurricane Juan, particularly damage to the roof.

At its January 28" meeting, the HAC provided the property owner, Mr. Gary Brown, with an
opportunity to address the committee concerning information in the report which he perceived as
incorrect. With regard to the windows, Mr. Brown explained that the wrong ones were delivered but
the correct ones have since been ordered, and they will be installed once the cold weather has
broken. In the meantime, two vinyl windows were temporarily installed to allow the house to be
inhabited following damage from the hurricane. He also explained that steel doors had been installed
to comply with the requirements of a grant that he had received from Nova Scotia Housing, but it
was his intention to cover the one on the front with a wooden storm door.

HAC passed a motion to recommend to Regional Council that the addition be approved. The

committee deferred making a decision on the use of non-traditional materials for windows and doors
and other heritage aspects of the building to its next meeting in order to examine the matter further.

DISCUSSION

Staffhave attempted to contact Mr. Brown to discuss his concerns with the staff report and to request
supporting documentation which he indicated that he would provide. Staff have not been able to
contact Mr. Brown and no drawings or photographs further to this matter have been submitted to
Planning and Development Services.

Since the January 28™ meeting, staff have had the opportunity to re-examine this situation and wish
to advise HAC of options to consider in rendering a recommendation on this application. As
indicated in the previous staff report, the alterations made to the building were evaluated under
HRM’s "Building Conservation Standards". The staff assessment concluded that the alterations
made to the building could not be recommended for approval by HAC as they were inconsistent with
the conservation standards. The property owner has not provided staff with any additional
information to warrant a change of this initial assessment.

HAC has discretion in this matter and has recommended the use of non-traditional building elements
like vinyl windows and steel doors for some applications in the past. In this instance, however, the
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Heritage Case H00124 3 Heritage Advisory Committee
1137 Ketch Harbour Road March 3, 2004

committee is being asked to approve building alterations that have already been made, some of
which may be inconsistent with traditional heritage materials. '

Under other circumstances, the alterations which have been made to the building would be
considered minor. Under the stricter standards of the Heritage Property By-law, however, these are
considered substantial alterations which require approval on a number of administrative levels,
including Regional Council’s approval of the minor addition.

Staff have reconsidered the implications of its earlier recommendation to de-register the subject
property. The merits of maintaining the heritage registration for the building would appear to
outweigh the issues associated with de-registration due to inconsistencies presented by the
introduction of non-traditional building elements which were not reviewed under the heritage
planning process. SRS

An argument could be made for extenuating circumstances given the storm damage to the property
and that this was exacerbated by a misunderstanding about the level of information required to be
provided by the property owner at the time that permit applications to undertake the renovation and
restoration work were filed. The initial recommendation by staff to de-register was based in part on
the property owner’s apparent reluctance to comply with the heritage review process and building
conservation standards.

The compliance issue has been complicated by the fact that the owner has received financial
assistance towards the cost of emergency repairs from both the Nova Scotia Heritage Trust and from
HRM’s Heritage Incentives Program. In the latter case, HAC recommended the grant on the
understanding that a proper plan would be prepared for repair and restoration of the building to a
condition that “is reflective of its status as municipally registered heritage property” (see HAC
minutes and supporting report from HRM Recreation, Tourism and Culture, October 22, 2003 ).

Options for Consideration:

Staff feel that the Heritage Advisory Committee should not be placed in a position where it feels

compelled to recommend after-the-fact building alterations which are found to be inconsistent with

HRM’s Building Conservation Standards and which were undertaken without HAC’s consent.

However, if the committee agrees that the circumstances warrant approval of these building

elements, then approval is certainly an option. Approval would result in no further action being taken

other than a recommendation on the rear building addition to Regional Council.

The committee may also choose to not approve the building alterations. This could give rise to two

possible scenarios:

a. Prosecution could be sought pursuant to Section 25 of the Heritage Property Act;

b. An application could be made to the Courts to require the property owner to install building
features which are compatible with the heritage aspects of the building

r:\reports\heritage\h00124 1137 Ketch Harbour Rd march 04



Heritage Case H00124 4 Heritage Advisory Committee
1137 Ketch Harbour Road March 3, 2004

The above measures appear to be somewhat stringent under the circumstances, and may be contrary
to the philosophy of the Heritage Property Program to seek voluntary compliance from propeity
owners who have agreed to have their properties registered. Staff therefore do not recommend this
as an option.

Alternatively, the Heritage Advisory Committee may choose to take no position on the building
alterations. The committee may decide to choose this option in order to avoid setting a precedent in
similar matters which may come before the committee. Section 18 of the Heritage Property Act
provides that where an owner applies for permission to alter or demolish and the application is not
approved, then the alteration or demolition may be carried out after one year. Taking no action
would result in the alterations being deemed approved after one year under the legislation.

Staff recommend that the Committee take no position on the building alterations which have been
identified as being inconsistent with the "Building Conservation Standards". As the construction of
the minor addition to the building is not an issue of major concern, the committee should recommend
to Regional Council that this be approved as a substantial alteration. This approval, once granted,
could be communicated to the applicant with a letter encouraging him to carry out his stated
intention of installing the correct windows and a wooden storm door when the weather warms up,
in order to minimize any negative effects on the historical integrity of the registered heritage
property. This approach would be a reasonable compromise in the circumstances of this application.

BUDGET IMPLICATIONS

There are no known budget implications for this permit application at this time.

FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT POLICIES/BUSINESS PLAN

This report complies with the Municipality’s Multi-year Financial Strategy, the approved operating,
Capital and Reserve budgets, policies and procedures regarding withdrawals from the utilization of
Capital and Operating Reserves, as well as any relevant legislation.

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment 1: Staff Report to HAC (January 28, 2004) regarding alterations to 1137
Ketch Harbour Road.

Attachment 2: Extract from HAC minutes, October 22, 2003.

Attachment 3: Report from HRM Recreation, Tourism & Culture re: Heritage Grant Special

Additional copies of this report and information on its status can be obtained by contacting the Office of the
Municipal Clerk at 490-4210, or Fax 490-4208.

Report prepared by: Maggie Holm, Heritage Planner, 490-4419
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ATTACHMENT # 1

L=
‘ a PO Box 1749 -
AIL(HF ‘m Halifax, Nova Scotia
il " B3J3A5 Canada
REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY
. Heritég;e‘Advisbfy Committee
January 28, 2004
TO: Heritage Advisory Committee
SUBMITTED BY: 9
i YA T, Planning Applications
S vi \\_//( A,
Maggie Holm, Heritage Planner
DATE: January 15, 2004
SUBJECT: Heritage Case H00124 - Alterations to 1137 Ketch Harbour Road, the Mackey

House,(a municipal heritage property), Ketch Harbour, NS.

STAFF REPORT

ORIGIN:

A permit application by Mr. Gary Brown requesting alterations and an addition to .a registered
heritage property at 1137 Ketch Harbour Road.

RECOMMENDATION:

Itis recommended that the Heritage Advisory Committee not approve the building alterations
described in this report and recommend that:

1. Halifax Regional Council not approv e the addition to 1137 Ketch Harbour Road, as
described in this report;

2. Regional Council schedule a public hearing pursuant to the Heritage Property Act to
consider deregistration of 1137 Ketch Harbour Road, Ketch Harbour as a Municipal
Heritage property; and that

3. Regional Council approve deregistration of 1137 Ketch Harbour Road, as a Mun1c1pal
Heritage property.

R:\Planning & Development Services\REPORTS\HERITAGE\H00124 1137 Ketch Harbour Road alterations jan 04.wpd
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Heritage Case H00124 Page 2 Heritage Advisory Committee
1137 Ketch Harbour Road January 28, 2004

BACKGROUND:

e Mr. Gary Brown has made an application to obtain a permit for renovations to 1137 Ketch

Harbour Road, a municipal registered heritage property. The building application was for
“renovations including replacement of foundation, siding, fascia, paint, floor joist system,
wood sills, insulating, and entrance door”.

° The requested permit was not approved by heritage staff as more information was required
regarding the paint colours and the use of non traditional materials. Additionally, the doors
and windows required prior authorization by HAC.

° The scope of work described on the permit application did not accurately reflect the work
done on the property. This is attributed in part, to damage the house sustamed during
Hurricane Juan and in part, to confusion over permit applications

° On October 22, 2003 Mr. Brown was issued a Heritage Incentive Grant of $5,000 to address
emergency repairs required to protect the house from further damage by the elements.

° On January 5" HRM staff observed a considerable amount of work had taken place on site
without a permit having been issued. Inspection ofthe site determined that the original work
had been completed, but additional work outlined above had also taken place all without
permits.

. Consequently, the proposed addition has already been constructed, except for exterior
finishes. Additionally, many of the alterations, including installation of a steel entrance door
and vinyl windows have also already been undertaken.

Under the Heritage Property Program, all applications for additions to heritage properties are to
follow the Level 3 Design Review Process. This process requires the proposal be reviewed by both
staff and the Heritage Advisory Committee (HAC), with final approval by Regional Council. To
provide a basis for the review, a staff report is developed that evaluates the proposal and provides
a recommendation to the HAC. The evaluation for these applications is based on the “Building
Conservation Standards” (See Attachment 1).

1137 Ketch Harbour Road - The Mackey House

-In 1847 Emmanuel Mackey received a 44 acre grant of land in the small community of Ketch

Harbour. The Mackey family owned the property for over one hundred years, later having
grandchildren residing in the home, until 1969 when it was sold to an individual outside of the
family. Built circa 1850's, the house can be described as being constructed in the Cape Cod Style,
which was a style basically used by fishers and farmers in rural areas. This style is a common design
found throughout communities of Nova Scotia, however in Ketch Harbour this particular style of
home is one of the oldest structures in use for residential and commercial purposes. The structure
is also one of the only homesteads still situated near the harbour dating back to the time when the



Heritage Case H00124 Page 3 Heritage Advisory Committee
1137 Ketch Harbour Road January 28, 2004

community was a thriving fishing village.

Atthetime the subject property was registered as a Heritage property, the owner indicated the facade
of the structure was original except for changes being made over time to some of the windows and
anew brick chimney being added. It had retained its steeply pitched gable roof, with dormers built
close to the roof line. The summer kitchen, located at the rear of the structure, had a Selkirk
chimney added, but at that point had retained it original six over six window. The small workshop
on the property is similar in style to the family residence, without the dormers, but has retained a
wooden shingled gabled roof. The house has been registered since March of 2002 (see Attachment
2). ’

DISCUSSION:

Addition and Alteration Proposal

The work on the original permit application included replacement of windows in the main portion
of the house, with new wooden windows of the same size and in the same location. Other work
included re-shingling of the main portion with new wood singles and replacing the front door with
a steel door. o

The rear portion of the house had its roof and walls partially removed during the hurricane, and in
the time since the rear portion has been fully demolished and rebuilt including work to the
foundation. During this rebuilding further changes to the rear facades have taken place as follows:

° The original six over six kitchen window was removed;

o Two windows on the rear facades have been replaced with vinyl windows of approximately -
the same sizes as follows:
a) a single double hung has been replaced with a six over six of approximately the
same dimensions; and
b) a two over two double hung window has been removed altogether.

° A 5'.6;" x 17" addition has been constructed at the rear of the house. This addition ha§ aroof
line in keeping with the house and the home owner has indicated that wooden shingles
similar to the rest of the house will be used on the exterior.

° The location and orientation of the rear door has also changed, and a wooden front entrance
door has been replaced with a steel door. The home owner has indicated that a wooden
screen door will be installed in front of the steel door to soften its visual impact.

. Work undertaken on the main portion of the house includes:
a) Woodframe two over two double hung windows on the main level of the front facade
have been replaced with woodframe six over ones. -
b) Two over two double hung windows on the main level and a six over six on the

second storey on the side facade facing the street have been replaced with woodframe
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four over one double a wooden two over two double

Page 4 Heritage Advisory Committee
2 (104

hung on the second storey. It is unclear when the second storey window was

changed.

The proposed renovatibns, along with those already undertaken, have been evaluated against the
Building Conservation Standards (see Attachment 1), and summarized in the following table:

1. Historic purpose and The current (residential) use has been maintained. Changes to
changes to characteristics, | the building have focused on the rear facades. The addition is
site and environment. in keeping with the scale of the structure. The majority of

materials match the existing building.

2. Historic character and The detailing is of similar materials to the existing structure,
alteration of features and with the exception of the vinyl windows and steel doors. The
spaces. loss of the rear kitchen six over six window is of particular

concern as it was original to the building.

3. Sense of historical The property has seen changes, and the placement, scale and
development. design of the addition is in keeping with the overall structure.

4. Preservation of historical A six over six window in the kitchen has been removed.
changes.

5. Preservation of distinctive | The addition is in keeping with the features of the original
features, finishes and building (such as roof line and wooden shingles). The new
techniques. vinyl windows and steel doors are not reflective of historic

materials or features.

6. Repair of deteriorated and | Deteriorated features have been removed and some replaced.
missing features. Windows on the ground level of the front facade were

replaced with traditional materials, but the window type has
been changed. Two windows have been removed: the
original six over six in the kitchen and a double hung two
over two on the rear facade.

7. Surface cleaning. No surface cleaning is planned.

8. Significant archaeological No such resources have been identified. Appropriate
resources. measures will be taken should such resources be encountered

during construction.

9. Retention of characterizing | The addition is compatible with the massing, size, scale and
materials, differentiation architectural features of the building. The removal of the two
from historic structure and | windows, and the change in other window types is a loss of
compatibility of massing, significant historic features of the structure.
size, scale and features.

10. Reversibility to essential The addition to this building will retain the essential form, but
form and protection of the many other changes to the structure do not retain the
historic integrity. historic integrity of the structure.
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Summary
The changes to the building have been evaluated agamst the “Building Conservation Standards.”
The changes include:

1. a small addition at the rear of the bulldmg,

2 replacement of two exterior wood doors with steel doors,

3. removal of two original windows,

4 replacement of six windows with alternative styled windows (two of non-traditional

materials).

° The addition (5.6' x 17') is in keeping with the form and scale of the structure and can be
considered consistent with the existing building.

° The removal of two original windows would be considered a significant change to the
building.

° The changes in window type and non-traditional door materials would be also be considered
significant. Combined with the two window which have been removed creates a false sense
of historical development. :

° The steel doors and vinyl windows can be considered minor items. The two vinyl windows
are in the rear of the property, and one of the two steel doors is to be covered with a wooden
screen door.

. The colours proposed for the house have yet to be provided to staff by the property owner.

Analysis and Conclusions -
It is the opinion of staff that the cumulative effect of the above changes significantly undermine the
historic integrity of the structure that was registered as a Municipal Heritage property in 2002. Had
staff been made aware of these various alterations prior to their being constructed, the property
owner would have been advised to consider alternatives which are more in keeping with the Building
Conservation Standards and that some aspects of the work required prior approval by HAC and/or
Regional Council.

HRM’s Heritage Property program is based on a spirit of cooperation between the Municipality and
property owners and relies on voluntary compliance by property owners for its success. A property
is registered with the consent of the property owner. Once registered, all applications to alter that
property are reviewed as per the process defined under the Alteration Guidelines (Heritage Property
Program).

In most cases, applications for Heritage properties can be reviewed and approved by the Heritage
Office provided any alteration is in keeping with the period and style of the property. Generally such
reviews and approvals are granted within three days. However, there may be delays, particularly
where a property owner does not provide sufficient information to enable staff to undertake areview.
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The current status of the proposed alteratlons poses somewhat of a dllemma If the proposed
alterations are approved, then the historic integrity of the building as a heritage property is
undermined. On the other hand, if the application for the addition is not approved, then the owner
cannot obtain permits for construction which has already! been undertaken. Given the circumstances,
three courses of action can be considered:

1. Pursue legal action to remove those elements of the building which have been constructed
and/or installed without municipal approval.

2. Deregister the property, thereby enabling the property owner to undertake the various
renovations without having to adhere to the Building Conservation Standrds of the Heritage
Property program.

3. Approve the proposed alterations recognizing that they are representative of the heritage of
the subject building.

It is the opinion of staff that, given the nature of the alterations, deregistration is an appropriate
course of action. According to the Heritage Property By-law (H-200), the Heritage Advisory
Committee must advise Regional Council on any deregistration of a Heritage property. In this
regard, Section 16 of the Heritage Property Act states that:

“(1) On the application of an owner of a municipal heritage property or on its own motion,
the council may deregister a municipal heritage property where
(a) the property has been destroyed or damaged by any cause; or
(b)  the continued registration of the property appears to the council to be
inappropriate, after holding a public hearing to consider the proposed
deregistration.” :

Given the nature of the changes that have taken place, it would appear that continued registration
of the building as a registered heritage property is no longer appropriate.

BUDGET IMPLICATIONS:
There are no budget implications for this application.

FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT POLICIES/BUSINESS PLAN:

Thisreport complies with the Municipality’s Multi-Year Financial Strategy, the approved Operating,
Capital and Reserve budgets, policies and procedures regarding withdrawals from the utilization of
Capital and Operating reserves, as well as any relevant legislation.

ALTERNATIVES:

Staff recommend that the addition and alterations to 1137 Ketch Harbour Road as outlined in this
report not be approved and that the property be deregistered. However, should the Heritage Advisory
Committee disagree with this recommendation, this report will be forwarded to Regional Council
for consideration. Regional Council may consider any of the alternative courses of action identified
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ATTACHMENTS:

- Attachment 1: “Building Corservation Standards”
Attachment 2: Photos - 1137 Ketch Harbour Road
Attachment 3: Specification for the Proposed Addition

Additional copies of this report and information on its status can be obtained by contacting the Office of
the Municipal Clerk at 490-4210, or Fax 490-4208.

Repc;rt prepared by: Maggie Holm, Heritage Planner, 490-4419
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ATTACHMENT # 1

BUILDING CONSERVATION STANDARDS

The following standards will be used to assess all applications for property alteration and financial
- _‘assistanc_e. The historic character of a heritage resource is based on the assumptions that (a) the

.+ historic materials and features and their unique craftsmanship are of primary importance and that (b) -

-'in consequence, they are to be retained, and restored to the greatest extent possible; not removed-
and replaced with materials and features which appear to be historic, but which are in fact new.

1)

2)
3)

4)
5)

6)

7)

8)

9)

10)

The property shall be used for its historic purpose or be placed in a new use that requires
minimal change to the defining characteristics of the building, its site and environment. -

The historic character of the property shall be retained and preserved. The removal of

historic materials or alteration of features and spaces that characterize the property shall be
avoided.

Each property shall be recognized as a physical record of its time, place, and use. Changes ‘
that create a false sense of historical development, such as adding hypothetical features or

architectural elements from other buildings, shall not be undertaken.

Most properties change over time; those changes that have acquired historic significance in
their own right shall be retained and preserved.

Distinctive features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of craftsmanship that

. characterize the property shall be preserved.

Deteriorated historic features shall be repaired rather than replaced. Where the severity ;:)f
deterioration requires replacement of a distinctive feature, the new feature shall match the -
old design in colour, texture, and other visual qualities and, where possible, materials.

Replacement of missing features shall be substantiated by documentary, physical, or
pictorial evidence.

The surface cleaning of structures, if appropriate, shall be undertaken using the gentlest -

means possible. Chemical or physical treatments, such as sandblasting, that cause damage ’
to historic materials, shall not be used. :

Significant archaeological resources affected by the project shall be protected and
preserved. If such resources must be disturbed, mitigation measures shall be undertaken.

New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction shall not destroy materials
that characterize the property. The new work shall be differentiated from the old and shall

-be compatible with the massing, size, scale, and architecturql features to protect the historic.

integrity of the property and its environment. -
New additions and adjacent or related new construction shall be undertaken in such a

manner that if removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic property
and its environment would be unimpaired.

The above-noted standards are based on the Conservation Stanc}ards u§ed by the United States
Secretary of the Interior (36 CFR 67) (1991). They are generally in keeping with most Conservation

principles, including the Venice Charter (1964).






ATTACHMENT # 3
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ATTACHMENT # 2

Halifax Regional Municipality
Heritage Advisory Committee Page 1 October 22, 2003

4.2 1137 Ketch Harbour Road - Heritage Grant - Dan Norris

° A staff report prepared for Lew Rogers, Director, Recreation, Tourism and
Culture, regarding the above, was before the Committee for its consideration.

Mr. Dan Norris, Manager, Culture and Heritage, presented the staff report to the
Committee, noting it was a situation of some urgency. Colour photographs illustrating
the damage to the property caused by Hurricane Juan were circulated. Mr. Norris
stated the staff recommendation is that a grant of $5,000 be provided, of which, $2500
be assigned for repairs and $2500 be assigned for a professional assessment and
schedule of repairs. Mr. Norris noted the applicant is requesting that the entire $5000
be allocated to repairs as the Province has already indicated the work to be done, and it
would be wasteful to pay someone to look at it again.

Following a brief discussion, the following motion was put forth:
MOVED by Mr. Tom Creighton, seconded by Mr. Mark Pothier, that:

1. The Heritage Advisory Committee recommend to Council that the
emergency repairs required to ensure that the MacKey House, located at
1137 Ketch Harbour Road, be conducted to protect this municipally
registered heritage property from further damage by natural elements until
a plan can be prepared for the long term repair and rehabilitation.

2. The Heritage Advisory Committee recommend to Council that a grant of
$5,000 be provided and assigned to repairs to enclose the main part of the
house to protect it from the elements. MOTION PUT AND PASSED
UNANIMOUSLY.
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October 22, 2003

TO: Chair and Members of Heritage Advisory Committee

L N

SUBMITTED BY: ,
For: Lew Rogers, Director, Recreation, Tourism and Culture )
DATE: October 16, 2003
SUBJECT: Special Request- Heritage Grant- Hurricane Juan
ORIGIN

Application from the owner of the MacK ey House, a municipally registered heritage property located
at 1137 Ketch Harbour Road, for a Heritage Incentive Grant to address emergency repairs required
after Hurricane Juan to protect the heritage house from further damage by the elements.

RECOMMENDATION
It is recommended that :

1. The Heritage Advisory Committee recommend to Council that the emergency repairs
required to ensure that the MacKey House, located at 1137 Ketch Harbour Road, be
conducted to protect this municipally registered heritage property from further damage by
natural elements until a plan can be prepared for the long term repair and rehabilitation;

2. The Heritage Advisory Committee recommend to Council that a grant of $5000, be provided
and assigned as follows: a) up to $2500 for repairs to enclose the main part of the house to
protect it from the elements; b) up to $2500 for a a professional assessment and schedule
of repairs to bring the property back to state of habitation, reflective of the status as a
municipally registered heritage property in Ketch Harbour, Halifax Regional Municipality.
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BACKGROUND

The Mackey House, located at 1137 Ketch Harbour Road, is a municipal heritage property, located
in Halifax Regional Municipality. Staff were notified on October 10% , 2003 by the owner of the
property that it had experienced significant damage due to Hurricane Juan. At the present time, staff
are forwarding this report to the HAC to advise them of the extent of the damage and to recommend

that work be allowed to be carried out to protect the resource from further damage from the natural
elements.

DISCUSSION

The MacKey House came before the HAC for evaluation on November 28,2001. At that time the
significance of the house included its age (built before 1865); historical association (with the
MacKey family) and architectural style (typical of a fisherman’s home).

Staff conducted a site visit on October 15", 2003 and as stated by the owner, discovered that there
has been significant damage from Hurricane Juan. The tall spruce shown in a Photograph taken in
2001 (see Attachment # 1) came down during the storm and damaged the structure of the roof of the
main body of the house. The summer kitchen shown in Photograph #2 (smaller building to the right)
was significantly damaged by the hurricane. The east wall (shown), west wall and roof were literally
blown out, leaving only the framing for these walls and the north wall in the summer kitchen.

At the time of the site visit, staff informed the owner that the house could no longer be occupied in
its current condition. The house was open to the elements where the summer kitchen had once been
attached and the structural stability of the main house needs to be assessed. The purpose of this
report is to recommend that emergency work be allowed to be carried out to enclose and protect the
main part of the house from further damage. This will include boarding to close the gap where the
summer kitchen was at one time attached and roof repairs to the house and an adjacent shop.

It is the view of the staff that the building has been significantly compromised. It is, however, sited
at a prominent location in the community (see attachment # 2). It is a rare example of a fisherman’s
house and equally importantly, the property is both municipally and provincially registered. Staff
are proposing that the funds be applied to make emergency repairs and to pay for a professional
assessment and list of repairs to bring the property back to a state of rehabilitation.

BUDGET IMPLICATIONS

The owner has made application for the maximum grant of $5000. This will be assigned as follows:
1) up to $2500 for repairs to enclose the main part of the house to protect it from the elements;

2) up to $2500 for a a professional assessment and list of repairs to bring the property back to a state
where an occupancy permit can be issued.
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FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT POLICIES / BUSINESS PLAN
This report complies with the Municipality’s Multi-Year Financial Strategy, the approved Operating,
Capital and Reserve budgets, policies and procedures regarding withdrawals from the utilization of

Capital and Operating reserves, as well as any relevant legislation.

ALTERNATIVES
There is one alternative, not to offer assistance at this time and to see the building further damaged

by being open to the elements. This is not recommended. The building is municipally registered and
provincially registered and therefore viewed as a significant asset to the community.

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment # 1: Photographs of property taken in 2001
Attachment # 2: Map of community showing location of property

Additional copies of this réport, and information on its status, can be obtained by contacting the Office of the Municipal Clerk at 490-
4210, or Fax 490-4208. .

Report Prepared by: Dan Norris, Manager, Culture & Heritage

Report Approved by:

Lew Rogers
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