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1.0 PROJECT SUMMARY
1.1 General Description

1.2 Terms of Reference

1.3 Methodology

The Charles Macdonald Concrete House property is a Registered
Municipal Heritage Property located on a corner lot in Centreville,
Nova Scotia, north of Kentville, in Annapolis County. The concrete
building was constructed in 1912, as a cement brick factory, was
added to and turned into a residence in 1916 and is thought to be the
oldest concrete residence in NS. The artwork, garden features, and
other elements on the property are included in the registration.

The Scope of Work includes an on-site exterior envelope assessment
to review construction and current condition of the building,
inclusive of a report of our findings. The Conservation Report
includes prioritized recommendations for repair and conservation,
an estimated timeline for required repair and maintenance, and an
Opinion of Probable Cost.

The Exterior Condition Assessment has been carried out following
best practice conservation approach.

The building is designated under the Nova Scotia Heritage Act,
which calls for a conservation approach in line with Standards and
Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada (2010
edition and as updated from time to time) and with internationally
shared conservation principles and practice, e.g. the assessment
and conservation management process defined in the Burra Charter,
(first adopted in 1979, and further revisions and updates) .

2. Drafting/ sketching of background drawings (plans, sections,
elevations) based on available documentation.

DSRA was contacted on February 19th, 2020 and responded with
a proposal on March 12th, 2020, to provide an Exterior Condition
Assessment report including recommendations and maintenance
of the Concrete House. The report also includes high level
identification of prioritized Scope of Work and Order of Magnitude
cost estimate. DSRA was awarded the contract and scheduled a
site visit for July 24th, 2020. Rosa Milito and Sergio Guerrero arrived
at 11:15AM and were met there by Andrew Hurst. We began with a
tour of the interior, which included the gallery spaces, the second
floor area, basement and attic, as well as a walk around the exterior
and roof. Both Rosa & Sergio took photographs of the interior and
exterior (refer to Appendix A for Photographic Record). Rosa &
Sergio also took overall measurements of the exterior for further
reference. Afterward DSRA remained on site to further investigate
the building envelope and gather more photographs and completed
a more detailed documentation of exterior deterioration. DSRA left
the site at 3:00 PM.

Image 1: Charles MacDonald Concrete House location (Google Maps, 2020).

1. Investigation of historical background and cultural context of
the asset. Desk analysis of existing documentation and gap
analysis.

3. Inspection of the building envelope and interiors conducted
via a site visit, inclusive of notes. conversations with previous
site manager, and photographic survey and review of general
measurements.
4. Building composition analysis to understand the historical
layers of the building.
5. Assessment of notes and audiovisual material to understand
the building’s conditions (poor, fair, good).
6. Overall building assessment to provide recommendations for
repair and conservation, as well as opinion of probable costing.
7. Compilation of visual material, notes, analysis, and assessment
in the form of a report and related appendices.

Image 2: Southwest view of the Charles Macdonald Concrete House (main entry canopy).

Image 3: Southeast view of the Charles Macdonald Concrete House.
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1.4 Definitions

1.5 Site Review

For the purpose of this report, the condition of building elements has been
assessed following the criteria and definitions below:

Selected photographs of the building and property are presented in
Appendix A, sketch plans and elevations are included in Appendix
B, and a historical stratigraphy of the building in Appendix C. For
the purposes of this report, the elevation facing Saxon Street will be
noted as the South Elevation (see Image 1).

POOR: Where the condition of the building requires a substantial investment
to improve the structure, building envelope, and electrical/mechanical
systems in the immediate future (1 to 5 years). NBC requirements and
Health and Safety issues must be addressed to bring the facility to a good
state of repair for a duration of 25 years (see Image 4).
FAIR: Where the condition of the building requires a limited cost investment
to maintain or improve the structure, building envelope, and electrical/
mechanical systems, in a good state of repair for an additional 25 years.
Investments are offset beyond the 5-year time period and are applied to
the 6–10 year or the 11–15 year time periods (see Image 5).
GOOD: Where the condition of the building requires little or no investment
to maintain the structure, building envelope, and electrical/mechanical
systems, in a state of good repair for a duration of 25 years. Most Health and
Safety issues and Building Code requirements and have been addressed
(see Image 6).
Image 5: Sample of building in fair condition.

The Site Review carried out by DSRA is generally based on the
ASTM Standard Guide for Property Condition Assessments:
Baseline Property Condition Assessment Process (ASTM E 201808). This standard defines a ‘Physical Deficiency’ as a conspicuous
defect or significant deferred maintenance of a subject property’s
material, systems, components, or equipment as observed as a
result of the field observer’s walk-through survey. Included within
this definition are material systems, components, or equipment
that are approaching, have reached, or have exceeded their typical
Expected Useful Life (EUL) or whose Remaining Useful Life (RUL)
should not be relied upon in view of actual or effective age, abuse,
excessive wear and tear, exposure to the elements, lack of proper, or
routine maintenance, etc. This definition specifically excludes “de
minimis” conditions (of minimum importance) that generally do not
constitute a material physical deficiency of the Site.
The assessment of the site was based on a visual assessment of
the visible and accessible components of the property and building.
The site components, building exterior, roof, and interior finishes
were visually reviewed to check their condition and to identify if any
obvious physical deficiencies were present. No physical tests were
conducted, and no samples of building materials were collected to
confirm or support the findings presented unless otherwise noted
in this report.
Recommendations and estimates for additional testing or
investigations may be presented as part of the report when, in the
assessor’s opinion, a condition may exist that would substantially
alter the findings and cannot be adequately assessed by nonintrusive visual means. A detailed evaluation of the property’s
compliance with National and Provincial Building Codes and/or Fire
Codes is not part of the scope of this assessment.

Image 4: Sample of building in poor condition.

Image 6: Sample of building in good condition.
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2.0 BUILDING CONDITION OBSERVATIONS
2.1 Historical Background
Refer to Appendices A, B & C for more information.
The original Concrete House was built in 1912 by Charles Macdonald,
a young, socialist minded, industrialist and entrepreneur. He was born
in Centreville, NS in 1874 and by 1898 he went to sea and travelled the
world.1 Between 1908 -1910, he lived in British Columbia where he joined
the Socialist Party. He returned to NS in 1912 and established a one
storey cement brick factory, Kentville Concrete Products and operated it
following his socialist philosophy (see Image 7). The factory was converted
into a two storey house, in 1916, after he was married (see Image 9).2 During
the Great Depression when work was scarce, Charles Macdonald built five
cottages for him and his workers in similar style close to Huntington Point,
NS from 1934 to 1938.3 Following Charles’ death in 1967, his company was
handed to the employees. They operated the concrete factory for a number
years, until they finally sold it to a Dutch company.4 By 1995, Martha Crosby,
a local heritage enthusiast, raised funds to purchase the house from the
town and was shortly after taken over by the Charles Macdonald House
of Centreville Society in the 1990s and has been operating as a Museum
since June 1997. 5

2.2 General Description & Materiality
The Concrete House is unique in its form and materiality, as it is one of the
first buildings designed to be fully articulated in concrete.

Volume 1

Volume 2

The Concrete House’s ground floor, originally the Concrete Factory, and
its subsequent second floor residential addition have a similar structure.
Volume 2, containing the Hazelwood Gallery and Aviary space, is part of
this second phase of the building. Charles Macdonald built primarily using
concrete and concrete blocks (fabricated on- site) and steel bars. The
house would in recent decades receive the addition of a timber-framed
secondary roof above the original one to address water infiltration issues.
The basement space is supported by a mix of concrete foundation, stone,
and dugout soil. It is accessed through a small stair from the washroom
area in the ground floor. The basement area houses the furnace and
some mechanical equipment. It is to be noted that the footprint of the
basement is believed to be that of Volume 1 (see Image 8); however, there
is speculation Volume 2 was at one point linked to the basement through
another set of stairs or pathway.

Image 8: Concrete House, Reference Volumes 1 & 2.

The attic is accessed through a small staircase off the second floor
hallway.

Layer 3- 1980s

The Concrete House was designed and built by Charles Macdonald himself
and some of the Concrete Factory’s employees. It is a unique building
in Nova Scotia - influenced no doubt by his travels, the brightly painted
house demonstrates the builder’s very personal artistic and political
vision. Even decorative interior and exterior elements were made using
concrete, including fences, garden sculptures, and the bathtub (now no
longer in place). It was the first concrete building in the Annapolis Valley,
built only twenty years after the first reinforced concrete building was
built in Europe. 6
1. “Charles Macdonald: Seaman, Labourer, Artist, Manufacturer”, Art Gallery
of Nova Scotia, p. 2-6.

Layer 2- 1916

2. “Charles Macdoanlds’ Modernism”, Heritage Trust of Nova Scotia (2002).
3. “Charles Macdonald: Seaman, Labourer, Artist, Manufacturer”, Art
Gallery of Nova Scotia, p. 13.
4. “Chronicle of Charles Macdonald’s Exploration in Concrete” (2000), p. 8.

Layer 1- 1912

Image 7: Concrete House, Cement Brick Factory, circa 1912 (Image provided by client).

Image 9: Historical layers (Stratigraphy, see Appendix C).

5. Charles Macdonald Concrete Hosue Museum-Building Information,
Heritage Trust, archive.is.
6. “Chronicle of Charles Macdonald’s Exploration in Concrete” (2000), p.
10-13.
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2.3 Exterior Observations
As mentioned before, the Concrete House is composed of two main
volumes (see Image 8), layered in three observed stages (see Image 9).
The portico at the front entry was another result of the 1916 residential
addition. It is interesting to observe that the original one storey building
was in concrete and presented a projecting cornice all around the building.
The same projecting cornice is still visible after the addition of the second
storey (see Appendix C, p. 43). At a certain point in time between 1925 and
1940, concrete blocks, still visible today, were put up around the house.
Mabel Macdonald describes the air space created by the walls as: ”two
rows of blocks outside and one row of blocks upside the poured concrete,
and then there is the air space between the wall board and the wall”. 7 The
observation of the exterior wall assembly confirms the above description.
Currently the projecting cornice is no longer visible and the first storey
wall thickness is obviously thicker than above. No further investigations
have been done as part of this report to confirm the detail of the wall
assembly.

Image 10: South Elevation - loss of material and exposed reinforcing flat iron.

Image 13: East Elevation - cracking at window sill.

Image 11: South Elevation - biological colonization.

Image 14: East Elevation - buttress cracking.

Image 12: South Elevation - blistering.

Image 15: East Elevation - flaking paint and cracking at cornice.

2.3.1 South Elevation
Several cracks and structural failures were noted at various locations and
around some openings. The state of the portico is in poor conditions as
its concrete slab and beams are crumbling apart. The exposed rebar and
plywood addition at the underside of slab suggest the structural integrity
is compromised. Several instances of biological colonization were noted
in both the entry portico and the covered pergola by the Hazelwood
Gallery, evidencing signs of inefficient water drainage. There were also
signs of generalized paint flaking (throughout the whole building exterior),
indicating the current paint is trapping moisture in the walls not allowing
the building to naturally breathe.
2.3.2 East Elevation
Similar to the South elevation, several cracks were noted close to the
openings (mostly in Volume 1). The buttress addition presents a rather
large loss of material, which would be indicative of structural failure and
concern. The East elevation of Volume 2 looks in fair to good condition,
except for some exposed rebar along the slab eave protrusions. The
canopy which was originally built as a pergola, show significant signs of
water infiltration and is in poor condition. Similar to the South elevation,
there are signs of general paint flaking and water staining, mostly along
edges and slab eaves.
7. Chronicle of Charles Macdonald’s Exploration in Concrete (2000), p. 21.
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2.3.3 North Elevation
Again, some fractures were noted at the North elevation, (mostly around
openings in Volume 1). A rather gaping hole along the slab eave in Volume
2 evidences some structural fragility, which could potentially be caused
by a lack of proper water drainage system. Water staining is also present
along some areas in the slab eaves. This elevation presents a few area
where the outer concrete brick layer was not added to the Ground floor
(see image 20) e paint in Volume 1 presents a more deteriorated flaking
condition, as well as evident signs of biological colonization through moss
growth where the building meets the ground.
2.3.4 West Elevation
Similar to the rest of the building’s exterior, the West elevation also
presents cracking in several areas including areas close to the openings.
While doing the exterior investigation at Volume 2, a portion of the
cementitious rendering fell upon touch, which indicates detachment of
the exterior layer from the substrate in the specific area. The roof addition
to the adjacent cold storage area in the Northwest corner also presents
a poor connection to the adjacent wall, as there is a hole letting water
inside. The way this secondary roof connects to the previous roof and to
the main building, creates an inaccessible space that is deteriorating and
has also become a habitat for critters and therefore an issue for the health
and safety of users. This elevation also shows signs of paint flaking and
water staining.

Image 16: North Elevation - significant loss of material at slab eave.

Image 19: West Elevation - step cracking at window sills.

Image 17: North Elevation - consistent paint flaking.

Image 20: West Elevation - exterior: detached render layer.

Image 18: North Elevation - biological colonization.

Image 21: West Elevation - poor roof-wall connection and biological colonization.
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2.3.5 Roofing
A Priority One repair - the roof is the Concrete House’s building component
in most urgent need of repairs.
•

Eave fascia and soffit: During our site visit, we noted that the original
wood beams have been closed off with a fascia and soffit around the
eaves throughout the whole building. The waived fascia is probably
original, however the addition of the soffit impacted the ventilation at
eaves causing trapped moisture and preventing the beams to naturally
ventilate. The fascia-soffit system presents signs of cracking and
loose parts (especially at corner locations). On the east elevation, in
areas where the soffit has failed a few beams were observed, and the
conditions observed were fair. DSRA was informed by the Client that
after our site visit and the time this report is finalized the existing soffit
was removed by the Owner showing the wood beams supporting the
original roof. The Client reported that a significant amount of beams
have shown rot wood heads. A detailed inspection of the beams is not
part of the scope of this report, however it is strongly recommended
to be undertaken as the condition of beams can compromise the roof
stability.

•

Original roof structure (1916): The original flat roof structure consisting
of wood beams supporting wood plank and a concrete slab. Where
inspected the roof planks seemed in fair conditions. At some locations
it shows signs of water infiltration and wood beams present rotten
conditions. Most of the water stains on the beams where dry indicating
that the cause of the problem is no longer there. At the time of the site
visit, fascia and soffit covered wood beams heads almost everywhere,
therefore it was not possible to review the beams in detail.

•

Roof addition structure (1980s): Wood beams look in good condition
from the interior (attic), a couple of instances of water infiltration
were observed.

•

Northwest Roof-Wall Connection: The connection between the roof
and the second floor washroom window looks in poor condition. Water
infiltration indicates that it is not properly sealed. Additionally, the
window is halfway blocked (not ideal) by the roof edge, which could
potentially cause further infiltrations.

•

Roof shingles: the general condition of the roof is poor, about half of
the roof shingles at Volumes 1 & 2 look in poor condition; some areas in
very poor conditions, as the outer layer has completely worn out. Also,
biological colonization is present in some areas, evidencing signs of
lack of proper water drainage.

Image 22: Roofing - original beams visible where the soffit is broken (early fascia at eave).

Image 25: Roofing - original roof structure.

Images 23: Roofing - original roof structure.

Image 26: Roofing - secondary roof addition and poor roof connection.

Images 24: Roofing - original roof structure.

Image 27: Roofing - NW connection between roofs Vols. 1 & 2, temporary net installation to
prevent access to critters.
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•

Roof chimney: The chimney looks in very poor conditions. Most of the
bricks are cracked and spalled. There are some edges that are missing
brick parts and the chimney to roof connection looks worn out.

•

Gutters & Downspouts: The gutter and downspout at the Northwest
corner of the building looks in poor condition. Additionally, the type
and material aluminum painted white does not align in with the
architectural character of the Concrete House.
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Image 28: Roofing - NW connection between roofs Vols. 1 & 2, temporary net installation
to prevent access to critters.

Image 30: Roofing - gutter & downspout.

Image 29: Roofing - chimney & shingles. Note the very poor chimney conditions.

Image 31: Roofing - poor roofing connection.
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2.3.6 Windows and Doors
Most of the windows at the Concrete House appear to have been either
replaced or have been added a storm window. Similarly, the exterior doors
have been replaced, with the exception of the front entry one. It is to be
noted that cracking is generally present around openings, which could
indicate some structural failures at lintels, sills, and/or window boxes.
•

South: Most windows on this elevation have been replaced or had storm
windows added (both at Volumes 1 & 2). The doors at the Hazelwood
Gallery have been replaced by double wood doors, while the Aviary and
front entry wood doors seem to be original.

•

East: Only a couple of windows have either been replaced or have
been added a second window. The original windows are in fair to poor
conditions, as most of the paint is falling off. the original windows
have been painted over time and some paint is flaking, namely the
basement window. The clerestory-like opening at the Aviary have been
blocked by panels, which prevents air circulation. The exterior door has
been replaced by a utilitarian paneled, white wood door, which is not
compatible with the architectural character of the Concrete House.

•

North: Most of the windows in the North elevation at Volume 1 appear
to have been either replaced or added a second window. Similarly,
almost all of the Aviary clerestory-like openings have been painted
over. The original windows at Volume 1 seem in poor condition, paint
flaking is a common feature. The window blocked by the roof addition
in the NW corner represents roof-window connection which is not
ideal. There are no doors in the North elevation, except what looks to
have been an access to the basement below. This opening looks to be
poorly closed off by plywood.

•

Image 32: Window - step cracking at windows (typical).

Image 36: Window - clerestory-like blocked and painted window openings (typical).

Image 33: Window - paint flaking (typical).

Images 37 & 38: Doors - original & replacement.

Images 34 & 35: Window - storm window addition & window replacement.

Image 39: Access - blocked existing access to basement.

West: The windows on the second floor of the West elevation at
Volume 1 seem in fair condition. The ones at the ground floor also
seem in fair conditions; however, there is evidence of cracking below
those window sills. All of these windows seem to be original with the
addition of storm windows. Again, the clerestory-like openings at
the Aviary in Volume 2 have been blocked compromising the interior
ventilation. There are no doors at the West elevation.
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2.4 Interior Observations
2.4.1 Ground Floor
The overall condition of the ground floor area seemed in fair to good
condition, especially at the Gallery One and Kitchen areas. It is to be noted
that there was some paint flaking by the kitchen entry, and some signs of
water infiltration by the hall leading to the Hazelwood Gallery. The kitchen
floor has sunk in a few locations.
2.4.2 Second Floor
Overall, the interior conditions of the second floor of Volume 1 is fair. The
washroom is non-operational . There was presence of paint flaking in the
West rooms, and both walls at each end of the central hallway showed
signs of water infiltration. There were also signs of cracking at the windows
in the West rooms, which could be of structural concern. Some doors were
also removed from their frame.

Image 40: Ground Floor - flaking of paint layer.

Image 43: Second Floor - deteriorated condition of plaster and paint flaking.

Image 41: Ground Floor - plaster detachment created by moisture/ water infiltration.

Image 44: Second Floor - existing doors.

Image 42: Gound Floor - investigative opening at Legge Gallery.

Image 45: Aviary - clerestory-like window openings and original roof structure. Note
curved metal mesh original ceiling.

The interior conditions at the Aviary in Volume 2 looked in fair condition.
Some of the pigeon coves crumbled upon touch during the site visit, but
this should not be of structural concern to the building. It is to be noted
the clerestory-like openings were blocked and some panels were painted
over. The ceiling consists of a curved metal lath painted white, with arched
beams supporting it. It was no possible to investigate the space between
the added 1980s roof and the original roof.
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2.5 Summary of Observations
2.4.3 Attic

Most of the pressing issues at the Concrete House are related to the
exterior envelope. DSRA noted cracks around the openings in several
locations, which would be indicative of structural failure at the lintel, sill,
or window opening itself. Both the front entry canopy and covered pergola
seem in poor structural conditions, as they look fragile and crumbling. We
also found several locations with exposed rebar, and in some instances
open holes at the slab eave protrusions. There is also a general deficiency
in both the interior and exterior paint system used, as it is preventing
the building to naturally ventilate. The original windows look in poor
conditions, as the paint is flaking extensively. Some areas present lack of
water drainage which leads to detachments and biological colonization.

The attic seemed in good condition. The wood rafters/ beams of the roof
addition looked in good condition, and though there were a few ventilation
openings in the roof, there were no signs of water leakage. It is to be noted
the extension of the chimney presents some over-repointing in the bottom
courses of the brick masonry.
2.4.4 Basement
There was evidence of dampness and a lack of ventilation in the basement
area, which will continue to degrade unless the humidity is addressed. The
foundations seemed in fair condition, but some concrete/ stone erosion
was noted. Dampness suggests the foundation walls may have water
infiltration, and this may be causing deterioration of the mix.

Image 47: Attic - chimney extension in attic space between original and secondary roof.

Image 48: Basement - dugout and furnace.

Image 46: Attic - wood rafters.

Most of the interior issues stem from infiltration, as DSRA noted some
openings with leakage signs. The attic looked in good conditions overall,
but the basement will need some work regarding de-humidification and
perhaps some structural shoring to prevent the foundation walls and
columns from further deteriorating. A structural engineer’s assessment
would be ideal in the future to further understand such conditions.
The area that needs the most urgent work is the roof. DSRA noted the
eave fascia as detrimental to both the original and actual roof structures,
as it is preventing natural ventilation and could worsen the rotting of
wood beams and rafters. Almost half of the roof shingles seem in poor
conditions, and they are starting to retain some water (evidenced by the
moss). The roof edge connection to the second floor washroom window is
far from ideal, as it can cause potential water leakage issues. The chimney
is in poor condition overall, as some bricks need to be replaced and
properly repointed and sealed at the bottom. The gutter and downspouts
could potentially be replaced, as these stand in stark contrast of the
architectural character of the Concrete House.

Images 49 & 50: Basement - Mech. equipment and foundation.
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3.0 PROJECT GOALS AND RECCOMENDATIONS
3.1 Project Goals
The goal of this report is to allow the Owners to identify repairs and
associated costs to pursue funding opportunities in order to make
the necessary repairs required for the continued safe use and future
conservation of the Concrete House. All recommended repairs for the
conservation and maintenance of the Concrete House are to meet
acceptable conservation principles and standards, as identified in the
Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada
A cultural significance statement is outside the scope of this report,
however, it can be stated that the Concrete House is quite unique in that it
is the first house built in Concrete in Nova Scotia and as such the original
building fabric itself is amongst the main character defining elements. The
scientific value, to refer to the Burra Charter, of its materiality is therefore
an integral part of its cultural significance. The architectural reference
echoing Mediterranean places and traditions adds the aesthetic values to
its significance. The historic and communal values are also embedded in
this cultural heritage asset. The scientific value of its building fabric requires
an informed approach to the conservation of the concrete. It is considered
that the identification of physical properties of the materials and related
characteristics and chemical reactions are essential to be able to design
interventions compatible with the heritage building fabric. In this respect
it highly recommended that laboratory testing to understand physical and
chemical caracteristics of the concrete including composition and type of
aggregate are undertaken as next step.
It is the focus of this report to understand the building conditions and plan
the work required to bring the building into good repair and to make it fully
accessible to the Community while protecting and enhancing its cultural
significance.
Conservation requirements and goals are evaluated in conjunction with
other project requirements to ensure that the current use of the Concrete
House, can continue and the building will be preserved for the next
generations to continue to be a valued asset to the local Community.

3.2 General Recommendations for Repair
the exterior concrete wall assemblies from excessive weathering, reduce
water penetration and address moisture within wall assemblies;
E. Replace or stabilize rotted or deteriorated woodwork and or/structural
wood beams, identifying appropriate interventions including but not
limited to selective and/or partial replacement of structural elements,
flashing to protect the exterior woodwork from excessive weathering in
the future;
F. Minimize and/or remove the causes of water infiltration and dampness
in the basement and foundation walls.
G. Protect the building interior from undue harm, which imply that any any
repair/intervetion needs to be in line with best conservation principles and
practice.
H. Preserve and conserve the Cultural Significance of this heritage asset
and its character defining elements.

The recommendations made in this report are based on visual observations
made by the assessors during the Site Review and are limited to the
areas of the site and building observed and accessible during the Review.
Concealed, inaccessible and unobserved areas may be in a different
condition than what is reported herein.
The Charles Macdonald Concrete House property is a Provincially
Registered Property under the Nova Scotia Heritage Property Act, and is
now over a century old. Its character-defining elements are identified in
the statement of significance for the designation in the Canadian Register
of Historic Places (Appendix E). As per best conservation practice the
heritage designation is on the entire property including its character
defining elements. Given its designated status it would be appropriate
to refer to the Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic
Places in Canada (SGCHPC), Chapter 3 “General Standards for Preservation,
Rehabilitation and Restoration of Heritage Places”. Standards 1–9, as
well as 10–12 “Additional Standards Relating to Rehabilitation” would be
applicable. Standards 3 and 6 are of importance to this property in the
application of minimal intervention and stabilization methods as the
primary focus and principle concept for the interventions recommended
in this report. See the SGCHPC document in Appendix C.
The Charles Macdonald Concrete House was Provincially registered on
June 12th, 1998 and Listed on the Canadian Register thereafter.
It is recommended funding be made available within one year to perform
Priority One Repairs to prevent further water ingress, damage and
deterioration that would impact and compromise the ongoing operations
of the building and the preservation of its character defining elements.
Investment planning should commence within one to two years for items
identified as Priority Two and Three repairs.

The necessary work will address the need to:
A. Remove the causes of water ingress and excess moisture into the
building by identifying and planning the appropriate interventions.
B. Rehabilitate the roof system on both the principal building and the
addition;
C. Ensure the structural stability of the building;
D. Stabilize and repair of all deteriorated exterior concrete work, to protect
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3.3 Structural Recommendations

3.4 Priority Actions & Repairs
that within a comprehensive conservation rehabilitation project of
the Concrete House, the opportunity of a permanent rehabilitation
of the secondary roof be evaluated against its adverse impact on the
cultural significance of this heritage asset, and alternative mitigations
measures be considered.

Foundation
•

We recommend that the basement and structural foundation walls be
investigated further.

•

We recommend that the basement area be ventilated to lower
moisture and prevent mold and further damage.

•

We recommend that a permanent solution to address water infiltration
and moisture be implemented.

Floor Framing
•

We recommend that the ground floor system and assembly be
structurally assessed, and the cause of the sinking floor be assessed
and, if structurally unsound, repaired.

•

The exterior canopies are both to be investigated and repaired.
The condition is clearly unsound and structural investigation is
recommended together with temporary shoring for safety purposes.
It would be appropriate to have the shoring assessed by a structural
engineer to avoid causing unwanted distress to the structure.

Walls
•

We recommend that load bearing walls in concrete and concrete
blocks are consolidated with appropriate/compatible conservation
treatments that while ensuring structural stability preserve the
authenticity and heritage value of the building.

Roof Framing
•

•

The original roof consisted of a concrete slab supported by wood
beams. We recommend that the condition of the assembly be
investigated and appropriate/compatible conservation treatments to
ensure stability being implemented. The beams supporting the slab
have been encapsulated within the fascia and soffit that does not
allow ventilation. We recommend ensuring ventilation to the head
of the beams to prevent further wood rot and to consolidate existing
wood beams.
A secondary roof installed in 1980s covers the original flat roof
with the fuction of protecting the house. To ensure its effective
capability to protect the house and the heritage roof beneath a few
urgent waterproofing repairs are strongly recommended. A couple of
instances of rot wood in the roof framing of the secondary roof would
need to be structurally reviewed and addressed. We also recommend

•

We recommend that the secondary roof on the Aviary space in the
addition, be investigated together with the structural condition of the
primary roof to explore the feasibility to rehabilitate the original roof
assembly.

Given the importance and distinctive character of the materiality and
unique structure of the Concrete House we recommend that structural
investigations and assessments are undertaken by a Structural Engineer
with expertise in heritage conservation to ensure that recommendations
are in line with the Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of
Historic Places in Canada, 2nd edition, 2015 Building Code as updated
from time to time, and the ICOMOS Charter - Principles for the Analysis,
Conservation, and Structural Restoration of Architectural Heritage (2003).

Priority repair costs are for deficiencies noted or observed during the Site
Review that require action to prevent further deterioration of the building
and to prevent possible injury due to unsafe conditions and/or code
violations.
Priority Actions:
•

Structural review by a qualified structural engineer with expertise in
heritage conservation to implement any temporary shoring that may
be necessary.

•

Development of a comprehensive Conservation Plan that includes a
feasibility study and schematic rehabilitation options for the project.
The Conservation Plan will comprehend structural and material
conservation treatments and will suggest a feasible phased plan to
accommodate budget availability.

•

Laboratory analysis for materials characterization to provide an
informed baseline for compatible conservation treatments. Result
of this analyses will inform the development of rehabilitation options
and specifications.

It is advised to proceed with the preparation of tender documents to
implement Repairs in Order of Priority as indicated below and according
to schematic design solutions identified in the Conservation Plan.
Site improvements, landscaping, electrical and mechanical upgrades, and
interior repairs that are not deemed critical for the immediate stabilization
and protection of the asset, are not part of the scope of work in this report
and not included as part of priority repairs. However, a review within a fiveyear period is recommended, as good conservation practice suggestes.
Priority One Repairs
•

Roofing – Given the particularity of the actual condition with a primary/
heritage roof covered by a secondary roof, it is recommended that
before the coming winter temporary measures are implemented to
prevent further water infiltration while a comprehensive conservation
feasibility plan for the building is being developed.

•

Original roof beams temporary shoring - After the exposure of the
wood beams by the Owner and because the roof system stability
significantly relies on them, we strongly recommend that the first
step of the rehabilitation project be a structural investigation followed
by temporary shoring. Temporary interventions are recommended
to avoid water infiltration and health and safety issue while a
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rehabilitation intervention of those beams is defined and undertaken.
It is recommended to temporary close the beam pockets to avoid
water coming into the building.

Priority Three Recommended Upgrades/ Maintenance
•

Interior re-painting and plaster stabilization where needed.

•

Wood beams structural rehabilitation and necessary intervention to
make good masonry at eaves.

•

Remove paint and conservation treatments to original windows and
doors and replacement of inappropriate windows and doors with
compatible ones.

•

Complete the rehabilitation of the roof assembly and installation of
adequate rainwater leader system. This include the secondary roof
and the original roof consisting of a concrete slab on wood planks,
supported by the wood beams. Concrete gutters at eaves.

•

Ventilation systems.

•

Rehabilitation of the roof on the Aviary space.

•

Canopies – temporary shoring and covering of the extrados of the
canopies to prevent further damage during the coming winter is
strongly recommended. Conservation treatments to consolidate
concrete assemblies are required.

•

Removal of interior insulation in the Hazelwood Gallery and
conservation treatments to the walls.

•

Stabilize delaminated stucco and the detached instances of building
fabric to avoid loss of original fabric exteriors and interiors.

•

Chimney rehabilitation.

•

Create temporary conditions for ventilation in the Aviary space until a
rehabilitation project is implemented.

•

Create temporary solutions to allow for ventilation in the basement
area while a basement rehabilitation strategy is being developed.

Priority Two Repairs
•

Remove vegetation and biological growth and apply compatible
biocide treatments.

•

Removal of current paint system and apply conservation treatments
to stabilize concrete walls assemblies, stucco and parging. Repaint
with compatible paint system.

•

Conservation and stabilization treatments to existing plaster/concrete
parging.

•

Basement interventions, ground floor slab rehabilitation and access
stair. Introduce an exterior drainage system to keep water and
moisture outside.
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PLAN:

PHOTO 001: SOUTH ELEVATION - EXTERIOR
SOUTHEAST VIEW

PHOTO 003: SOUTH ELEVATION - EXTERIOR
PRESENCE OF WATER STAINING AT CANOPY

CHARLES
MACDONALD
CONCRETE
HOUSE
PHOTOGRAPHIC
RECORD
SURVEY DATE: JULY 24, 2020
APPENDIX A

SOUTH ELEVATION
EXTERIOR
PHOTO 002: SOUTH ELEVATION - EXTERIOR
WINDOW OPENINGS

PHOTO 004: SOUTH ELEVATION - EXTERIOR
LOSS OF MATERIAL AT CANOPY
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PLAN:

PHOTO 004: SOUTH ELEVATION - EXTERIOR
STEP CRACKING AT WINDOW OPENINGS

PHOTO 006: SOUTH ELEVATION - EXTERIOR
FASCIA-SOFFIT CORNER
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SURVEY DATE: JULY 24, 2020
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SOUTH ELEVATION
EXTERIOR
PHOTO 005: SOUTH ELEVATION - EXTERIOR
STEP CRACKING AT WINDOW OPENINGS

PHOTO 007: SOUTH ELEVATION - EXTERIOR
FRONT VIEW OF BUTTRESS
DSRA Architecture

APPENDIX A - CONCRETE HOUSE

Issue Date: November 26, 2020
Page 19
PLAN:

PHOTO 008: SOUTH ELEVATION - EXTERIOR
FASCIA-SOFFIT SYTEM AND ORIGINAL ROOF LINE AT THE GROUND LEVEL

PHOTO 010: SOUTH ELEVATION - EXTERIOR
LOSS OF MATERIAL BENEATH CANOPY
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RECORD
SURVEY DATE: JULY 24, 2020
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SOUTH ELEVATION
EXTERIOR
PHOTO 009: SOUTH ELEVATION - EXTERIOR
EXTENSIVE LOSS OF MATERIAL BENEATH CANOPY

PHOTO 011: SOUTH ELEVATION - EXTERIOR
WATER DAMAGE AT EDGE OF CANOPY
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PLAN:

PHOTO 014: EAST ELEVATION - EXTERIOR
LOSS OF MATERIAL AT BUTTRESS
PHOTO 012: SOUTH ELEVATION - EXTERIOR
PAINT FLAKING BESIDE SLIDING DOORS
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SOUTH & EAST ELEVATIONS
EXTERIOR
PHOTO 013: SOUTH ELEVATION - EXTERIOR
PAINT FLAKING BESIDE SLIDING DOORS

PHOTO 015: EAST ELEVATION - EXTERIOR
WATER DAMAGE AT EDGE OF COVERED CANOPY
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PLAN:

PHOTO 016: EAST ELEVATION - EXTERIOR
LOSS OF MATERIAL AT SLAB EAVE EDGE

PHOTO 018: EAST ELEVATION - EXTERIOR
CORNER OF LEGGE GALLERY AND AVIARY

CHARLES
MACDONALD
CONCRETE
HOUSE
PHOTOGRAPHIC
RECORD
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EAST ELEVATION
EXTERIOR
PHOTO 017: EAST ELEVATION - EXTERIOR
PAINT FLAKING AT CLERESTORY-LIKE WINDOWS

PHOTO 019: EAST ELEVATION - EXTERIOR
PRESENCE OF CRITTERS AT FASCIA-SOFFIT
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PLAN:

PHOTO 020: EAST ELEVATION - EXTERIOR
ORIGINAL BEAMS VISIBLE WHERE THE SOFFIT IS BROKEN

PHOTO 022: EAST ELEVATION - EXTERIOR
FASCIA-SOFFIT AT CORNER

CHARLES
MACDONALD
CONCRETE
HOUSE
PHOTOGRAPHIC
RECORD
SURVEY DATE: JULY 24, 2020
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EAST ELEVATION
EXTERIOR
PHOTO 021: EAST ELEVATION - EXTERIOR
PRESENCE OF MOISTURE AND ROTTEN WOOD AT BEAMS

PHOTO 023: EAST ELEVATION - EXTERIOR
PRESENCE OF CRITTERS AT FASCIA-SOFFIT
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PLAN:

PHOTO 024: NORTH ELEVATION - EXTERIOR
NORTHWEST VIEW

PHOTO 026: NORTH ELEVATION - EXTERIOR
LOSS OF MATERIAL AT SLAB EAVE
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NORTH ELEVATION
EXTERIOR
PHOTO 025: NORTH ELEVATION - EXTERIOR
PAINT FLAKING AT CLERESTORY-LIKE WINDOWS

PHOTO 027: NORTH ELEVATION - EXTERIOR
PRESENCE OF BIOLOGICAL COLONIZATION ON WALL
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PLAN:

PHOTO 028: NORTH ELEVATION - EXTERIOR
WATER STAINING NEAR DOWNSPOUT AND GUTTER

PHOTO 030: NORTH ELEVATION - EXTERIOR
DETACHED RENDER LAYER AT CORNER
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NORTH & WEST ELEVATIONS
EXTERIOR
PHOTO 029: NORTH ELEVATION - EXTERIOR
PAINT FLAKING AND WATER INFILTRATION AT CORNER

PHOTO 031: NORTH ELEVATION - EXTERIOR
SIGNIFICANT LOSS OF MATERIAL AT SLAB EAVE
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PLAN:

PHOTO 032: NORTH ELEVATION - EXTERIOR
PRESENCE OF BIOLOGICAL COLONIZATION NEAR WINDOW

PHOTO 034: NORTH ELEVATION - EXTERIOR
PAINT FLAKING AT WINDOW AND VEGETATION
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NORTH & WEST ELEVATIONS
EXTERIOR
PHOTO 033: NORTH ELEVATION - EXTERIOR
POOR ROOF-WALL CONNECTION

PHOTO 035: NORTH ELEVATION - EXTERIOR
EXTENSIVE PAINT FLAKING
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PLAN:

PHOTO 036: WEST ELEVATION - EXTERIOR
OVERALL WEST VIEW

PHOTO 038: WEST ELEVATION - EXTERIOR
FASCIA-SOFFIT SYSTEM
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WEST ELEVATION
EXTERIOR
PHOTO 037: WEST ELEVATION - EXTERIOR
CRACKING AT WINDOW SILL

PHOTO 039: WEST ELEVATION - EXTERIOR
CRACKING AROUND WINDOW OPENINGS
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PLAN:

PHOTO 040: WEST ELEVATION - EXTERIOR
FASCIA-SOFFIT SYTEM

PHOTO 042: WEST ELEVATION - EXTERIOR
OPENING AT FASCIA-SOFFIT CORNER
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WEST ELEVATION
EXTERIOR
PHOTO 041: WEST ELEVATION - EXTERIOR
PAINT FLAKING AT CEMENT BLOCKS

PHOTO 043: WEST ELEVATION - EXTERIOR
PRESENCE OF CRITTERS AT FASCIA-SOFFIT
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PLAN:

PHOTO 044: GROUND FLOOR - INTERIOR
VIEW OF MUSEUM ARTIFACTS

PHOTO 046: GROUND FLOOR - INTERIOR
MUSEUM ENTRY IN GOOD CONDITIONS
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GROUND FLOOR
INTERIOR
PHOTO 045: GROUND FLOOR - INTERIOR
MUSEUM AREA IN GOOD CONDITIONS

PHOTO 047: GROUND FLOOR - INTERIOR
FIREPLACE IN GOOD CONDITIONS
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PLAN:

PHOTO 048: GROUND FLOOR - INTERIOR
KITCHEN AREA IN GOOD CONDITIONS

PHOTO 050: GROUND FLOOR - INTERIOR
VIEW OF KITCHEN ENTRY FROM HALLWAY
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GROUND FLOOR
INTERIOR
PHOTO 049: GROUND FLOOR - INTERIOR
VIEW OF WASHROOM AND HALLWAY FROM KITCHEN

PHOTO 051: GROUND FLOOR - INTERIOR
WASHROOM IN GOOD CONDITIONS
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PLAN:

PHOTO 052: GROUND FLOOR - INTERIOR
VIEW OF LEGGE GALLERY

PHOTO 054: GROUND FLOOR - INTERIOR
LEGGE GALLERY IN GOOD CONDITIONS
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GROUND FLOOR
INTERIOR
PHOTO 053: GROUND FLOOR - INTERIOR
ART EXHIBIT AT LEGGE GALLERY

PHOTO 055: GROUND FLOOR - INTERIOR
INVESTIGATIVE OPENING BASEBOARD AREA AT LEGGE GALLERY
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PLAN:

PHOTO 056: SECOND FLOOR - INTERIOR
SECOND FLOOR ROOM IN FAIR CONDITIONS

PHOTO 058: SECOND FLOOR - INTERIOR
SECOND FLOOR ROOM IN FAIR CONDITIONS
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SECOND FLOOR
INTERIOR
PHOTO 057: SECOND FLOOR - INTERIOR
EXISTING DOORS

PHOTO 059: SECOND FLOOR - INTERIOR
PAINT FLAKING AROUND WINDOW OPENING
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PLAN:

PHOTO 060: SECOND FLOOR - INTERIOR
PAINT FLAKING AT INTERIOR WALL

PHOTO 062: SECOND FLOOR - INTERIOR
NON-OPERATIONAL WASHROOM AT SECOND FLOOR
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SECOND FLOOR
INTERIOR
PHOTO 061: SECOND FLOOR - INTERIOR
REMOVED DOOR BETWEEN ROOMS

PHOTO 063: SECOND FLOOR - INTERIOR
WALLPAPER AT WASHROOM IN POOR CONDITIONS
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PLAN:

PHOTO 064: SECOND FLOOR - INTERIOR
AVIARY CONCRETE SHELVES IN POOR CONDITIONS

PHOTO 066: SECOND FLOOR - INTERIOR
VAULTED CEILING AT AVIARY
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SECOND FLOOR
INTERIOR
PHOTO 065: SECOND FLOOR - INTERIOR
CURVED METAL MESH ORIGINAL CEILING

PHOTO 067: SECOND FLOOR - INTERIOR
CLOSURE OF CLERESTORY-LIKE OPENINGS
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PLAN:

PHOTO 068: BASEMENT - INTERIOR
MECHANICAL EQUIPMENT AND FURNACE

PHOTO 070: BASEMENT - INTERIOR
MECHANICAL EQUIPMENT AND HOT WATER TANK

CHARLES
MACDONALD
CONCRETE
HOUSE
PHOTOGRAPHIC
RECORD
SURVEY DATE: JULY 24, 2020
APPENDIX A

BASEMENT
INTERIOR
PHOTO 069: BASEMENT - INTERIOR
DUCTS AT CARVED-OUT OPENINGS

PHOTO 071: BASEMENT - INTERIOR
CEILING DUCTS AND PIPES
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PLAN:

PHOTO 072: ROOF - EXTERIOR
ROOF SHINGLES IN POOR CONDITIONS

PHOTO 074: ROOF - EXTERIOR
TEMPORARY NET INSTALLATION TO PREVENT ACCESS TO CRITTERS
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ROOF
EXTERIOR
PHOTO 073: ROOF - EXTERIOR
BIOLOGICAL COLONIZATION AT ROOF SHINGLES

PHOTO 075: ROOF - EXTERIOR
POOR ROOF CONNECTION
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PLAN:

PHOTO 076: ROOF - EXTERIOR
ROOF SHINGLES IN POOR CONDITIONS

PHOTO 078: ROOF - EXTERIOR
POOR ROOF-CHIMNEY CONNECTION
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ROOF
EXTERIOR
PHOTO 077: ROOF - EXTERIOR
CHIMNEY IN POOR CONDITIONS WITH BRICK CRACKING AND SPALLING

PHOTO 079: ROOF - EXTERIOR
ROOF SINGLES IN POOR CONDITIONS
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NOTE: CONDITIONS ON SKETCHES BASED ON SITE
SURVEY FROM JULY 24, 2020.

CHARLES
MACDONALD
CONCRETE
HOUSE
ARCHITECTURAL
SKETCHES
SURVEY DATE: JULY 24, 2020
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GROUND FLOOR PLAN
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NOTE: CONDITIONS ON SKETCHES BASED ON SITE
SURVEY FROM JULY 24, 2020.
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SECOND FLOOR PLAN
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NOTE: CONDITIONS ON SKETCHES BASED ON SITE
SURVEY FROM JULY 24, 2020.
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NOTE: CONDITIONS ON SKETCHES BASED ON SITE
SURVEY FROM JULY 24, 2020.
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NOTE: CONDITIONS ON SKETCHES BASED ON SITE
SURVEY FROM JULY 24, 2020.
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ROOF PLAN (ACTUAL)
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NOTE: CONDITIONS ON SKETCHES BASED ON SITE
SURVEY FROM JULY 24, 2020.

CHARLES
MACDONALD
CONCRETE
HOUSE
ARCHITECTURAL
SKETCHES
SURVEY DATE: JULY 24, 2020
APPENDIX B

A6
NORTH & SOUTH ELEVATIONS
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NOTE: CONDITIONS ON SKETCHES BASED ON SITE
SURVEY FROM JULY 24, 2020.
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Original pergola, note beam
shadows on the wall.

Cornice clearly visible.
Concrete Hosue prior to the cement block addition. (Image provided by client).

Concrete House during construction, Southeast view. (Image provided by client).

CHARLES
MACDONALD
CONCRETE
HOUSE
One row of cement block
addition at the second floor.
Cornice covered by the two rows of
cement block addition at the ground floor.

HISTORICAL
STRATIGRAPHY
SURVEY DATE: JULY 24, 2020
APPENDIX C

Concrete House after the cement block addition. (Image provided by client).
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THE STANDARDS FOR THE
CONSERVATION OF
HISTORIC PLACES
IN CANADA

The Standards for the Conservation
of Historic Places in Canada promote
responsible conservation practices to
help protect Canada’s historic places.
They provide a philosophical approach
to conservation work. While neither
technical nor case-specific, they offer a
framework for making essential decisions
about which character-defining elements
of an historic place should be preserved
and which ones can be altered while
protecting heritage value.
These Standards are, in fact, principles
that express the collective wisdom that
has accumulated in heritage conservation
practice. They are rooted in practical and
theoretical arguments that evolved as the
field of conservation developed over the
years. Working from these basic principles gives consistency and an ethical
foundation to the decisions that must be
made when conserving an historic place.
The Standards are to be broadly applied
throughout the conservation process
and read as a whole, because they are
interconnected and mutually reinforcing.
Conservation is a case-by-case pursuit,
based on an understanding of the specific
values of an historic place. While the
applicability of each standard is unique to
each case or intervention, nevertheless,
there is a consistency in applying the
standards to different types of places.
Chapter 4, which forms the bulk of this
document, provides detailed guidelines
for four categories of historic places
and materials.

Because the standards are basic principles to be applied using a reasoned
process unique to each historic place, it is
important to fully understand their meaning. This chapter explains the meaning
of each standard and gives examples for
their application. Because many of the
standards describe multiple principles, it
is important to consider every sentence in
a standard. The individual principles associated with each standard are separated
into part (a), (b), etc. The explanations
that follow further define each separate
principle.

THE
STANDARDS
The Standards are not
presented in a hierarchical
order. All standards for
any given type of treatment
must be considered, and
applied where appropriate,
to any conservation project.

The first nine standards relate to
Preservation, which is at the core of
all conservation projects. As such,
these general standards must be
applied to all conservation projects
regardless of treatment type. Three
additional standards are specific to
Rehabilitation projects — Standards
10, 11 and 12 — and two additional standards are provided for
Restoration — Standards 13 and 14.

General Standards for Preservation, Rehabilitation
and Restoration
1. Conserve the heritage value of an historic place. Do not remove,
replace or substantially alter its intact or repairable characterdefining elements. Do not move a part of an historic place if its
current location is a character-defining element.

2. Conserve changes to an historic place that, over time, have become
character-defining elements in their own right.

3. Conserve heritage value by adopting an approach calling for
minimal intervention.

4. Recognize each historic place as a physical record of its time, place
and use. Do not create a false sense of historical development by
adding elements from other historic places or other properties, or
by combining features of the same property that never coexisted.

REPAIRING OR REPLACING?

5. Find a use for an historic place that requires minimal or no change

Standards 8, 10 and 13 are related standards; each one describes the
importance of repairing before replacing for each of the three treatment
types based on the condition of the character-defining elements and
the type of evidence available.

to its character-defining elements.

6. Protect and, if necessary, stabilize an historic place until any
subsequent intervention is undertaken. Protect and preserve
archaeological resources in place. Where there is potential for
disturbing archaeological resources, take mitigation measures
to limit damage and loss of information.

t 4UBOEBSE JOUIFDPOUFYUPGPreservation, where the condition allows more for
repair than replacement, assumes that material evidence is available to use as
a basis when part of a character-defining element needs to be replaced;
t 4UBOEBSE JOUIFDPOUFYUPGRehabilitation, permits compatible,
distinguishable new elements to be inserted when replacing elements too
deteriorated to repair;

7. Evaluate the existing condition of character-defining elements to
determine the appropriate intervention needed. Use the gentlest
means possible for any intervention. Respect heritage value when
undertaking an intervention.

t 4UBOEBSE JOUIFDPOUFYUPGRestoration, requires that replacement elements
be based on evidence from the restoration period.
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8. Maintain character-defining elements on an ongoing basis. Repair
character-defining elements by reinforcing their materials using
recognized conservation methods. Replace in kind any extensively
deteriorated or missing parts of character-defining elements, where
there are surviving prototypes.

CONSERVATION
STANDARDS

9. Make any intervention needed to preserve character-defining elements
physically and visually compatible with the historic place and
identifiable on close inspection. Document any intervention for
future reference.

STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES FOR THE CONSERVATION OF HISTORIC PLACES IN CANADA

APPENDIX D

21

22

THE STANDARDS

the standards for the conservation of
historic places in canada
DSRA Architecture

APPENDIX D - CONCRETE HOUSE

Issue Date: November 26, 2020
Page 49

REFERENCE
Parks Canada, Issuing Body. Standards
and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada. (2010). Web.
Additional Standards Relating to Rehabilitation

STANDARD

1

10. Repair rather than replace character-defining elements. Where
character-defining elements are too severely deteriorated to repair,
and where sufficient physical evidence exists, replace them with
new elements that match the forms, materials and detailing of sound
versions of the same elements. Where there is insufficient physical
evidence, make the form, material and detailing of the new elements
compatible with the character of the historic place.

(a) Conserve the heritage value of an historic place. (b) Do not remove,
replace or substantially alter its intact or repairable character-defining
elements. (c) Do not move a part of an historic place if its current
location is a character-defining element.

Part (a) states that the overarching objective of heritage conservation is to conserve
heritage value. If an historic place has been formally recognized, the designating
authority will likely have prepared a document outlining the place’s values, such as a
Statement of Significance. These values are embodied in character-defining elements.

11. Conserve the heritage value and character-defining elements when
creating any new additions to an historic place or any related new
construction. Make the new work physically and visually compatible
with, subordinate to and distinguishable from the historic place.

Part (b) outlines how to conserve heritage value by minimizing changes to characterdefining elements. Identifying character-defining elements helps guide where necessary interventions should and should not take place.

12. Create any new additions or related new construction so that the

Part (c) addresses the wholeness of a place and reinforces that spatial relationships
can be character-defining. In a garden, for example, moving a central feature to another
location affects the heritage value of the entire landscape. In an archaeological site,
location may be critical to understanding other elements that are now missing. In an
engineering work, machinery moved from its original position can lose part of its
meaning, thus diminishing its heritage value.

essential form and integrity of an historic place will not be impaired
if the new work is removed in the future.

Additional Standards Relating to Restoration
13. Repair rather than replace character-defining elements from the
restoration period. Where character-defining elements are too severely
deteriorated to repair and where sufficient physical evidence exists,
replace them with new elements that match the forms, materials and
detailing of sound versions of the same elements.

The character-defining interior features and finishes,
such as the birch floors, window frames and views
of the city at Habitat 67 in Montreal, have been
carefully maintained, repaired and retained.

14. Replace missing features from the restoration period with new
features whose forms, materials and detailing are based on sufficient
physical, documentary and/or oral evidence.

CHARLES
MACDONALD
CONCRETE
HOUSE
Centuries ago, the inland Inuit, or Kivallirmiut, recognized the hunting potential of the annual fall crossing of
massive herds of caribou and began establishing seasonal camps along the Kazan River. Today Fall Caribou
Crossing NHSC in Nunavut, is noted not only for its archaeological remains and former importance to the
Kivallirmiut, but also for its natural landscape, continued use as a hunting area and the vitality of the oral
history and traditions of the people who know it best. Moving any of these stones would impair heritage value.
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STANDARD

2

STANDARD

3

Conserve changes to an historic place that, over time, have become
character-defining elements in their own right.

Conserve heritage value by adopting an approach calling for minimal
intervention.

It is natural and necessary for places to evolve, reflecting changes in the community
and culture of that they are a part. Places may be modified for reasons of taste, for
the changing nature of their use, or to adapt to evolving conditions and technologies.
Changes that mark significant changes, or that are considered expressions of their time,
may be deemed to have a value in their own right.

Minimal intervention in the context of heritage conservation means doing enough,
but only enough to meet realistic objectives while protecting heritage values.
Minimal does not mean, doing little or nothing, or the least possible. In fact, enough
intervention to arrest and correct deterioration, meet codes, or introduce new services,
can be quite extensive. Determining minimal intervention is a matter of rigorous
assessment, options analysis and creativity to identify the intervention that balances
technical and programmatic requirements with protecting heritage value.

Factories and other industrial works are constantly adapted. Retaining these adaptations may be important in telling the story of changing technology or the growth of a
particular industry. Commercial and residential interiors were often changed with new
ownership or passing trends. For example, a 1950s cafeteria in a 1910 office building
may have its own distinct value as part of the evolution of that historic place.
A fine old storefront that has been modernized may have lost its heritage value.
However, some changes may have acquired value, such as an art-deco stainless steel
over-cladding or a marquee added to a popular urban theatre. Not every change to an
historic place has heritage value, but those that do should be identified in a Statement
of Significance. For historic places that were formally recognized some time ago, the
process of determining if there is heritage value associated with later changes is an
important step in the conservation process.

When the windows of Lefurgey House in
Summerside, PEI were damaged in a fire, instead of
replacing the entire windows, only the broken glass
was replaced. The replacement glass, salvaged from
a nearby house that was replacing its windows, had
similar properties and wavy appearance.

The lean-to is a character-defining element that
shows the evolution of the Addison Sod House
in Saskatchewan from a rustic sod dwelling to a
comfortable home. Removing the later changes
to restore the house to an earlier period would not
be appropriate because it would remove elements
that have heritage value.

The application of Standard 3 varies depending on the nature of the character-defining
element. In a landscape where value resides in living things that mature and die,
substantial replanting may be necessary. In the case of an historic bridge that is
unable to support current traffic loads, minimal intervention might well mean
significant interventions to assure public safety.
For archaeological sites, minimal intervention calls for striking a balance between
gaining knowledge from investigations and preserving the resources in situ. A certain
level of intervention is often necessary to sufficiently understand the heritage value of
the archaeological site and to determine the best preservation approach. This can be
achieved by selecting the most appropriate and effective research methodology for a
specific project such as targeting only necessary excavations and using non-intrusive
means of investigation, when appropriate.
Minimal intervention has different meanings for Preservation, Rehabilitation and
Restoration. In the context of Preservation, it means undertaking sufficient maintenance
or repairs to ensure the longevity of the place while protecting heritage value. In the
context of Rehabilitation, it might mean limiting the proposed new use, addition or
changes. In a Restoration, minimal intervention is a delicate balance between removals
and recreations to represent the historic place’s condition at a specific time in its history.
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Over the years, several landscape architects and architects have made specific contributions to the evolving
functions of Vancouver’s Stanley Park. These include the play areas, totem groupings and aquarium that
are now integral to the park’s heritage value.

The extensive damage caused by Hurricane Juan to the Halifax Public Gardens required substantial replanting.
The large scope of work is still considered a minimal intervention because any less work would have negatively
affected the heritage value of the place.
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STANDARD

4

STANDARD

(a) Recognize each historic place as a physical record of its time, place and
use. (b) Do not create a false sense of historical development by adding
elements from other historic places or other properties or by combining
features of the same property that never coexisted.

Find a use for an historic place that requires minimal or no change to its
character-defining elements.

Standard 5 advocates maintaining the use of the place or finding a new viable use
that has little impact on its character-defining elements. It is important to find the
right function for an historic place to ensure a long-term, stable context for
conserving heritage value.

Part (a) of this standard requires us to respect the historic place and to conserve, as
best we can, the physical evidence that conveys the significance of the historic place,
including its contribution to a specific context and to the social history associated
with its uses.

If the current use is a character-defining element, maintaining this use is in accordance with the standard, as long as growth or technological change does not become
destructive to its character-defining elements. If maintaining the original use leads to
the removal or significant alteration of character-defining elements, the owners and
users may need to consider a compatible new use for the historic place.

Part (b) discourages the creation of additions that falsify the story of a place. There
is always a high risk of loss of authenticity when adding elements from other
places or eras.
The materials removed from historic places are often salvaged and reused. Careful consideration must be given to how and where this is done. For example, using a salvaged
lamppost from an historic landscape with identifiable characteristics at another site
does not conform to the standard. On the other hand, using recycled bricks of the same
age and appearance, or reusing identical windows within a building are appropriate
from both conservation and sustainability standpoints. Where it is deemed critical to the
honesty of the work, such additions can be rendered distinguishable in a discreet way.

5

Finding a new use depends on an analysis of heritage value and physical compatibility
with the historic place and its likeliness to provide a lasting, new life for the historic
place. Using an old jail as a youth hostel may initially seem like an unusual concept,
but it illustrates resourceful, clear-sighted functional analysis as the generator of
good reuse: both jails and hostels provide a lot of small rooms for sleeping.
The original plans for the Margaret Marin Residence
in Edmonton indicate a decorative upper balcony
that was never built. During recent renovations, it
was decided not to construct this balcony because
it would have conveyed a false sense of historical
development.

Despite changing requirements in education, the
Lunenburg Academy in Nova Scotia remains in its
original building and setting. The Academy was
designed using green space, natural lighting and
ventilation in a way that is still valid for school
use today.

Old buildings are often considered as venues for museums or galleries, but if strict interior environmental conditions are required for that function, complex and potentially
destructive interventions may be needed. New uses that require substantial alteration
of character-defining elements do not conform to the standard.
In the case of archaeological sites, the intention is seldom to use the archaeological
site itself, but rather the space that contains it. It is therefore important that a new
use requires minimal intervention and does not alter the character-defining elements
that are often submerged or buried underground.
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The Old Strathcona Provincial Historic Area in Edmonton is a diverse historic district. The individuality of each
building and evidence of the era of its construction has been maintained. Earlier simply constructed wood
buildings stand alongside later more sophisticated masonry buildings and modern infill structures.
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After serving the community for many years as a primary school, the
Charlotte Street School in Fredericton now has a new community use
as the Charlotte Street Arts Centre. This use required little change to the
building’s layout and character. Classrooms were maintained to serve as
open art studios, dance and music studios and an art gallery. The existing
wide corridors and staircases, as well as the classrooms and other
spaces, fit the new needs well.
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This Dawson City building, originally built to be the temporary location
for the government telegraph office, was rehabilitated into
housing units.
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STANDARD

6

STANDARD

7

(a) Protect and, if necessary, stabilize an historic place until any subsequent
intervention is undertaken. (b) Protect and preserve archaeological resources
in place. Where there is potential for disturbing archaeological resources,
take mitigation measures to limit damage and loss of information.

(a) Evaluate the existing condition of character-defining elements to
determine the appropriate intervention needed. (b) Use the gentlest means
possible for any intervention. Respect heritage value when undertaking
an intervention.

While Standard 5 reinforces the need for an appropriate and sustainable use, part a) of
Standard 6 recognizes that there may be a period of vacancy in the life of any historic
place, such as a period of inaction at a former industrial site or farm.

Part (a) of Standard 7 refers to a comprehensive examination and assessment of the
physical place. Determining if an intervention is needed, and what an appropriate intervention might be, requires an understanding of the physical condition and behaviour
of the character-defining elements and the historic place as a whole. The cause and
extent of any decay should be based on evidence from a site investigation.

Mothballing, the temporary closure of an historic place with measures to protect it from
vandalism and weather, is a process that requires planning and continual monitoring.
For a landscape, mothballing might include taking measures to diminish the risk of
insect infestation or plant disease. Archaeological sites can be particularly vulnerable
because the resources are often not visible.
Part b) acknowledges a responsibility to protect archaeological resources, but also
reinforces the message that they must be protected and preserved in situ. This is a
highly regulated aspect of conservation: one must identify and engage the authority
having jurisdiction. The information required to best preserve and protect the site is
gained from a variety of archaeological interventions. A strategy to recover the information using the most appropriate and effective methods needs to be developed in an
effort to strike a balance between gaining knowledge from investigations and
preserving the resources in situ.

Ground-penetrating radar was used at McPherson
House in Fort Simpson, NT; this guided archaeological
excavations limiting the impact on the site.

If the condition evaluation reveals a weakness that threatens the historic place’s longterm survival, the standard requires assessments and options analysis to determine the
appropriate course of action. This standard, in combination with Standard 3, usually
leads to intervening only where the existing condition is actively causing
further deterioration or weakening the asset.
Part (b) addresses the course of action once it is clear that an intervention is needed.
The gentlest means to achieve a reasonable level of conservation should be
selected. This includes the technique or methodology itself and the extent of the
intervention being considered.

Nearby archaeological resources were protected
when stabilizing the Prince of Wales Fort in
Manitoba. Strategically placed archaeological
investigations on the surface of the ramparts
established the extent of artifacts, including
their depth below the surface.

Investigations themselves are forms of intervention and as such should follow a
minimal intervention approach. Investigations should begin with observation
and non-invasive probes followed by careful sampling and physical openings or
selective disassembly if required. The objective is to obtain enough evidence
without unnecessarily disturbing the historic place.
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These buildings, along with others at St.Luke’s Anglican Rectory and Church in the Yukon, were temporarily
stabilized using a variety of measures including adding sandwich bracing, cable bracing, heavy frames, roll
roofing, and covering door and window openings in order to keep out snow and rain. Stabilization allows
the structures to be adequately researched and their eventual restoration to be planned.
A condition assessment and evaluation undertaken before an intervention at Belvedere Cemetery in St.John’s
Ecclesiastical District, would reveal that the well-aged and weathered patina found on the grave markers is
not damaging. It is in fact a character-defining element of this historic place and should be preserved.
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STANDARD

8

STANDARD

(a) Maintain character-defining elements on an ongoing basis. (b) Repair
character-defining elements by reinforcing their materials using recognized
conservation methods. (c) Replace in kind any extensively deteriorated or
missing parts of character-defining elements, where there are surviving
prototypes.
This standard introduces the basic hierarchy of interventions. Maintain first, then repair
rather than replace the deteriorated parts of character-defining elements. If the replacement of a part is the only option, it should be done in kind. This approach is closely tied
to minimal intervention (Standard 3).
Part (a) of this standard promotes the ongoing maintenance of an historic place, an
essential but often undervalued aspect of conservation. Rigorous maintenance reduces
long-term costs as well as the frequency of major interventions.

(a) Make any intervention needed to preserve character-defining elements
physically and visually compatible with the historic place and identifiable
on close inspection. (b) Document any intervention for future reference.

Part (a) of this standard speaks to balancing the need for an intervention to be appropriate in physical and visual terms and subtly distinguishable. Compatibility can allow
for some variation in the finish or patina, which will serve as the distinguishing factor.
Generally, repair and replacement work only needs to be identifiable on close inspection. However, honesty requires that new work be clearly distinguishable from the
old by subtle visual means or by date stamping in inconspicuous locations.

When restoring decorative plaster in the Walker
Theatre in Winnipeg, moulds were made of existing
plaster elements. The deteriorated plaster was then
patched and repaired using the moulds to match
the original.

Part (b) emphasizes the requirement for documentation to help future decision
makers better understand the historic place. It is important to keep good records
of all conservation work, including maintenance, and to plan for easy retrieval of
that data in the future.

Part (b) emphasizes the use of recognized conservation methods when carrying out
repairs. Past experiences in conservation offer many cases where the application of unproven new materials or techniques resulted in more damage than good. Techniques and
materials must have proven track records and be based on research, analysis and review.

While the main reason for making interventions identifiable is honesty, it is also
a means of keeping a record of the place. The historic place itself is its own best
document.

Part (c) introduces the concept of replacement in kind. In kind is defined as: with the
same form, material and detailing as seen in the existing elements. If the characterdefining element is a wood shingle, the standard states that it must be replaced with
a wood shingle, and not an asphalt shingle.
Replacement in kind may sometimes be difficult, and substitute materials may be
necessary when the original materials are damaging to character-defining elements or
hazardous to public health. Some mid-20th century materials are no longer made or
cannot be manufactured in small batches. In a place where the heritage value depends
on a material that is no longer available, the ongoing loss of the material will eventually
lead to a difficult choice: accepting breakage or replacing the entire material or assembly with one that is physically and visually compatible with the original.

9

The new pieces of stone on the Wellington Wall
at the Parliament Grounds in Ottawa are clearly
visible on close inspection due to a different
tooling technique.

A condition assessment of the exterior walls and
frame of this Storehouse at Fort Langley, BC found
extensive deterioration of some timbers, which
required replacement in kind. The dimensions,
hewn finish and species of wood used in the
repairs matched those replaced. The photograph
shows part of one storehouse wall after the repairs
were completed, but before the new timbers were
whitewashed.
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The grand residential estate at Parkwood in Oshawa is a cultural landscape that covers 4.8 hectares. Aerial
photography was used to document the large-scale site during the conservation process.

Wrecks at Red Bay NHSC, NL, such as this Basque Period wreck, are reburied using sand and tarp to ensure
their long-term preservation. Their condition is periodically assessed through monitoring.
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STANDARD 10

STANDARD 11

(a) Repair rather than replace character-defining elements.
(b) Where character-defining elements are too severely deteriorated
to repair, and where sufficient physical evidence exists, replace them
with new elements that match the forms, materials and detailing of
sound versions of the same elements. (c) Where there is insufficient
physical evidence, make the form, material and detailing of the new
elements compatible with the character of the historic place.

(a) Conserve the heritage value and character-defining elements when
creating any new additions to an historic place or any related new
construction. (b) Make the new work physically and visually compatible
with, subordinate to, and distinguishable from the historic place.

In a rehabilitation project, additions or new construction may be needed to assure the
continued use of an historic place. Part (a) indicates that when this is the case, such
additions or new construction must not obscure, radically change or have a negative
impact on character-defining materials, forms, uses or spatial configurations.

This standard advocates restraint during a Rehabilitation project, recognizing that the
wholesale replacement of elements will inevitably have an impact on heritage value.
Rehabilitation is meant to preserve and not diminish the heritage value of a place;
a new use or a substantial reinvestment does not justify extensive replacement.
Part (a) discourages replacing elements that can be repaired. In a rehabilitation project,
more latitude is available in choosing the techniques and methods of repair. Modifying
a technically problematic detail may be required to ensure long-term performance. In
archaeological sites, elements are rarely repaired or replaced. However, in some cases,
this may be the most appropriate way to slow deterioration and prevent the loss of
heritage value.
Part (b) encourages replacing elements with in-kind versions, when the original is too
deteriorated to repair, but enough evidence is available to accurately reproduce the
element in kind.
Part (c) addresses the case of historic places in a more advanced state of disrepair,
or where significant elements or assemblies are missing. A rehabilitation project
must conserve the heritage value of the place despite the insertion of a new element.
Compatibility with the historic place is achievable through a range of approaches.
The new element could be discreet and compatible in form, material and detailing, or
contemporary in design, achieving compatibility through proportion, scale or massing.

Part (b) requires physical compatibility with the historic place. This includes using materials, assemblies and construction methods that are well suited to the existing materials.
New materials and assemblies should also have compatible service lives or durability,
so that maintenance and repair work can be undertaken concurrently. Not doing so can
lead to prematurely replacing adjacent historic materials for the sake of efficiency.
Part (b) also requires that additions or new construction be visually compatible with,
yet distinguishable from, the historic place. To accomplish this, an appropriate balance
must be struck between mere imitation of the existing form and pointed contrast, thus
complementing the historic place in a manner that respects its heritage value.

In areas of Maplelawn and Gardens NHSC in Ottawa
where insufficient historical evidence existed, a
Rehabilitation approach was taken. New perennial
beds were designed using adjacent layouts and
historical information from other parts of the garden
as inspiration. This approach resulted in compatible
new beds that completed the garden and
strengthened its overall heritage value.

Part (b) also requires an addition to be subordinate to the historic place. This is best
understood to mean that the addition must not detract from the historic place or impair
its heritage value. Subordination is not a question of size; a small, ill-conceived addition
could adversely affect an historic place more than a large, well-designed addition.

CHARLES
MACDONALD
CONCRETE
HOUSE

Addressing significant deterioration is an implicit goal of this standard. If deterioration
is not properly addressed, it can result in a loss of heritage value.

These two additions in Montreal show the range of possibilities for successful additions to historic places. Although the addition to Shaughnessy House by the
Canadian Centre for Architecture has a larger footprint than the original building, it demonstrates a subtle approach, using compatible scale, proportions of openings,
materials and details, which acknowledges the original building. Pointe-à-Callière Museum of Archaeology and History illustrates a contrasting contemporary approach
where an archaeological site has been successfully integrated into a new design in ways that communicate the site’s heritage value.
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The character-defining elements of Doukhobor Dugout House NHSC in Saskatchewan, such as the window frames, had suffered visible deterioration from exposure
to the elements. A long-term repair solution was necessary to prevent further decay and to preserve the site’s heritage value.
Following the reinforcement treatment of treating the logs with preservatives, collapsed character-defining elements were reassembled based on records from
previous interventions and existing traces on the site.
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STANDARD 12

STANDARD 13

Create any new additions or related new construction so that the essential
form and integrity of an historic place will not be impaired if the new
work is removed in the future.

(a) Repair rather than replace character-defining elements from the
restoration period. (b) Where character-defining elements are too severely
deteriorated to repair and where sufficient physical evidence exists, replace
them with new elements that match the forms, materials and detailing of
sound versions of the same elements.

Reversible interventions are those that can be removed at a later date without damaging the character-defining elements of the historic place. This is particularly important if
the intervention is related to a new use that may later change. For example, a temporary
access ramp could be constructed in a manner that allows for easy dismantling without
damaging an adjacent character-defining foundation wall or front garden. Reversible
interventions are not destructive. A proposal to tear down a wall and store the stone so
that it might someday be rebuilt is not a reversible intervention.
A sound addition can enhance the value of an historic place. An addition, in itself, can
be intended to last, and should be designed to be physically compatible. Although a
certain amount of irreversible change may be unavoidable, strategies to reduce the size
and impact of the addition should be explored. This can be achieved, for example, by
using existing window openings to insert a connecting door, or attaching an addition
to an elevation that is not character defining.

Part (a) of Standard 13 emphasizes repairing deteriorated elements from the restoration period. The act of repairing a character-defining element supports the goal of
authenticity.
Part (b) recognizes that elements may deteriorate beyond repair, but their deteriorated
state, or the state of adjacent surviving elements, may still contain sufficient physical
evidence to allow their accurate replacement. Replacing individual components is an
ongoing activity where the loss of small parts, such as decorative finials on a fence post,
is common. The value does not reside in a single one of these elements, but their
continual loss can eventually compromise the heritage value
of the whole.

The dome of Melville City Hall was originally an
uninsulated, painted-metal covering that caused
persistent condensation problems. Applying
insulating polyurethane foam with aluminized
coating was a cost-effective solution that was
compatible with the historic metallic look of the
dome. If a more elaborate solution is contemplated
in the future, the polyurethane could be removed.

Interventions to accommodate rapidly evolving technologies or short-lived objectives
must be designed with particular attention to reversibility. If the new element is equipment that requires regular replacement, it is important to anticipate a large enough
access for future upgrades.

These cast iron columns were uncovered and
restored when CentreBeam Place, in St. John,
was rehabilitated.

A preservation or rehabilitation project may also include elements of restoration, such
as work on an ornamental fountain in the centre of a formal garden. Any restoration
interventions must be based on clear physical, documentary or oral evidence and
detailed knowledge of the earlier forms and materials.
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The rhythmic pattern created by the regular spacing of trees along the street is a character-defining element of
the Avenue of Trees in Surrey, BC that can be used as evidence to restore the row if a gap develops.

Space to temporarily house the Library of Parliament in the former Bank of Nova Scotia Building on
Sparks Street in Ottawa. The entire intervention was designed to be reversible.
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STANDARD 14
Replace missing features from the restoration period with new features
whose forms, materials and detailing are based on sufficient physical,
documentary and/or oral evidence.

This standard applies mainly to projects where Restoration is the primary treatment
type and where the absence of character-defining elements from the restoration period
has a negative impact on the heritage value of the historic place. Recreating large
missing assemblies is challenging because of the extraordinary amount of evidence
required to avoid conjecture. Where resources are limited, the urge to restore should be
balanced with the practicality of replacing and later maintaining long-missing features.
The reconstruction of an entire historic place is not considered conservation and is
not addressed in this document. However, the recreation of a missing built feature in a
landscape or heritage district is best regarded as an addition to an historic place, and
would be subject to Standards 11 and 12.

In the restoration of the Capitol Theatre in Moncton,
photographic and physical evidence supported
restoring the interior decorative frescoes in their
original colours. Other elements, such as the
marquee, were reproduced from documentary
photos using new elements to match the forms,
materials and detailing.

CHARLES
MACDONALD
CONCRETE
HOUSE
CONSERVATION
STANDARDS

Based on documentary evidence, including an 1880 engraving, the original fenestration of the Bideford Parsonage Museum in P.E.I. was restored and roof
finials replaced.
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The Charles Macdonald House is a unique building in Nova Scotia. Macdonald was no doubt influenced
by buildings he saw while visiting various ports, and was mocked by some for building such an unusual
house. Together with the interior decorative elements and landscape features such as concrete fencing,
garden beds, benches and statuary, the brightly painted Charles Macdonald House demonstrates the

Charles MacDonald House

builder’s very personal artistic and political vision. The property has been little altered since is 1915

19 Saxon Street, Centreville, Nova Scotia, B0P, Canada

conversion to a residence and is now open to the public and operated by the Charles Macdonald

Formally Recognized: 1998/06/12

Concrete House Museum.
Source: Provincial Heritage Property files, no. 229
CHARACTER-DEFINING ELEMENTS
Character-defining elements of the exterior of the Charles Macdonald House include:
- concrete building materials;
- form and massing;
- portico over main entrance forming base for second storey balcony;
- portico over side entrance;

Side and Front Elevations

Main Entrance

Side Elevation

- all original concrete landscape features including: sculptures of animals and mushrooms; dog house;
bird houses; and arch over driveway;
- variety of size and style of windows;
- hipped roof.

OTHER NAME(S)

Character-defining elements of the interior of the Charles Macdonald House relate to its concrete

Charles MacDonald House

building materials and original artwork and include:

Charles MacDonald Concrete House

- murals and sculptures;

LINKS AND DOCUMENTS

- fireplace and mantel;

Official web site of the Charles Macdonald Concrete House Museum

- bathtub;
- benches;

CONSTRUCTION DATE(S)

- floors;

1910/01/01 to 1910/12/31

- stairs and newel post.
LISTED ON THE CANADIAN REGISTER: 2005/12/30

RECOGNITION

STATEMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE

JURISDICTION

DESCRIPTION OF HISTORIC PLACE

Nova Scotia

The Charles Macdonald House is a two-storey, residential building located on a corner lot in Centreville,
RECOGNITION AUTHORITY

Nova Scotia. Built in 1910 entirely of concrete by Charles Macdonald, the house is a local landmark and
unique within the province. The Provincial designation includes the house, land, art work and garden

CHARLES
MACDONALD
CONCRETE
HOUSE

Province of Nova Scotia

features.
RECOGNITION STATUTE
HERITAGE VALUE

Heritage Property Act

The Charles Macdonald House is valued for its association with its builder artist, industrialist and
RECOGNITION TYPE

socialist, Charles Macdonald; its unique architecture; and as a local landmark.

Provincially Registered Property

Charles Macdonald was born and raised in Centreville, a small community in Nova Scotia’s Annapolis
Valley. At the age of fifteen Macdonald left school to work in local industries, including a coffin factory

RECOGNITION DATE

and carriage factory where he learned basic carpentry skills. In 1898 he went to sea as a ship’s

1998/06/12

carpenter and for several years he travelled the world, recording his travels in poems, letters, drawings
and watercolours. Between 1908 and 1910 Macdonald lived in Vancouver where he joined the Socialist

HISTORICAL INFORMATION

Party of Canada. In 1910 he returned to Nova Scotia and established a cement brick factory, Kentville

STATETEMENT OF
SIGNIFICANCE

SIGNIFICANT DATE(S)

Concrete, and operated it following his socialist philosophy. It was a cooperative operation; workers did

1915/01/01 to 1915/01/01

not receive wages but drew what funds they needed from the proceeds of their work. Macdonald
believed so strongly in social progress that even company advertising material promoted concrete as

THEME - CATEGORY AND TYPE

one part of a larger movement of social change. The original one-storey factory was converted into a

Building Social and Community Life

two-storey house in 1915 where Macdonald lived with his wife Mabel. Even decorative interior and

Social Movements

exterior elements were made using concrete, including fences, garden sculptures and the bathtub,

Expressing Intellectual and Cultural Life

reflecting Macdonald’s artistic skills and creative use of concrete.
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FUNCTION - CATEGORY AND TYPE
CURRENT
Leisure
Museum
HISTORIC
Residence
Single Dwelling
ARCHITECT / DESIGNER
n/a
BUILDER
n/a
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
LOCATION OF SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION
Provincial Heritage Property Program files, 1747 Summer Street, Halifax, NS B3H 3A6.
CROSS-REFERENCE TO COLLECTION
FED/PROV/TERR IDENTIFIER
00PNS0229
STATUS
Published
RELATED PLACES
n/a

NEARBY PLACES
Kinsman-Salsman House
213 Arnold Road, Grafton, Nova Scotia
The Kinsman-Salsman House is located on Arnold Road in Grafton, Kings County, Nova Scotia.
This…

CHARLES
MACDONALD
CONCRETE
HOUSE

Map data ©2020

Turner House
8876 Commercial Street, New Minas, Nova Scotia
The Turner House is located on the corner of Commercial Street and the entrance/exit to Highway 101…

STATETEMENT OF
SIGNIFICANCE
APPENDIX E
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