
TOWN OF LUNENBURG  
COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE MEETING AGENDA 
Tuesday, May 5, 2026| 6 pm  
Lunenburg Town Hall – Council Chamber  
120 Townsend Street  
 
NOTICE: COTW meetings are open to the public and held in Town Hall. Please use the back 
entrance at 120 Townsend Street. The public can also watch meetings through Zoom. To 
livestream this meeting starting at 6 pm, use this Zoom link: 
https://us06web.zoom.us/j/81475382430 
 
Please note that all Council meetings are livestreamed through Zoom and meeting recordings 
are archived on the Town’s YouTube channel.  
 

1. CALL TO ORDER  
 

2. LAND ACKNOWLEDGEMENT  
This meeting takes place in the traditional and ancestral territory of the Mi’kmaq 
people. We are all Treaty people.  
 

3. ADDITIONS/ DELETIONS TO AGENDA  
 

4. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
4.1 May 5, 2026 Committee of the Whole Meeting Agenda  
 
Recommendation: That Committee of the Whole approve the agenda for the May 5, 
2026 meeting as presented. 
 

5. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
5.1 April 7, 2026 Committee of the Whole Meeting Minutes 
 
Recommendation: That Committee of the Whole approve the minutes from the April 7, 
2026 meeting as presented.   
 

6. PRESENTATIONS  
6.1 2025 Residential Rental Market Survey and Housing Needs Assessment Updates  
 

7. CORRESPONDENCE  
Correspondence items included on the agenda have been submitted for Council’s 
information and do not imply endorsement by the Town. The content of correspondence 
reflects the views of the author and has not been independently verified. Should Council 
wish to take action on an item, a motion must be made. 
 

8. BUSINESS ARISING AND UNFINISHED BUSINESS 
 

https://us06web.zoom.us/j/81475382430
https://us06web.zoom.us/j/81475382430
https://www.youtube.com/channel/UCaNdga-SvBqK1icCc__7yYQ


9. NEW BUSINESS  
9.1 Information Report: Municipal Planning Documents: Response to Motion Action List 
Items and Housekeeping Amendments 
 
Recommendation 1: That Committee of the Whole direct staff to update the Motion 
Action List to: 
a) Remove the item related to permitting up to five parking spaces in front yards; 
b) Remove the item related to enabling development agreements solely on Town-
owned land.  
 
Recommendation 2: That Committee of the Whole  direct staff to proceed with the 
following areas of work: 
a) Develop potential amendments related to discretionary planning tools, including 
development agreements and site plan approval to be informed by consultation with 
stakeholders; 
b) Review of all parking provisions, including consideration of parking requirements and 
cash-in-lieu options; 
c) Analysis of short-term rental regulations, including restricting the use to primary 
residences as currently defined in the Short-term Rentals Registration Regulations, 
limiting their use to commercial zones, and options for controls beyond land use 
regulations inclusive of licensing approaches; and 
d) Incorporation of staff-identified housekeeping amendments as outlined in Schedule 
B. 
  
Recommendation 3: That Committee of the Whole direct staff to proceed with one of 
the Options as outlined in this report and in Schedule C to complete the above work. 
 
9.2 New Policy: Social Media Policy  

Recommendation: That the Committee of the Whole refer the Social Media Policy to 
a Regular Council Meeting for consideration, and that this referral serve as official 
notice of Council’s intent to consider the policy. 
 

10. NOTICES OF MOTION, INFORMATION REQUESTS AND COUNCILLOR REPORTS 
 

11.  CLOSED SESSION  
 

12. ADJOURNMENT   
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COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE  
TOWN OF LUNENBURG 
April 7, 2026 | 5 pm 
Lunenburg Town Hall - Council Chamber  
 

 
Present Mayor Jamie Myra, Deputy Rachel Bailey, Councillors Debbie 

Dauphinee, Alex Greek, Renea Babineau, Gale Fullerton and Alison 
Strachan 

  
Also present  Kayla Byrne, Municipal Clerk 

Alan Howell, Senior Planner  
Jamie Deans, Communications & Events Coordinator 

  
Call to Order The Chair called the meeting to order at 5:02 p.m. 
  
Land 
Acknowledgment  

The Chair recognized Lunenburg’s location on the unceded territory of 
the Mi’kmaq people. 

  
Additions/ 
Deletions  

Moved and seconded that Committee of the Whole remove Agenda 
Item 5.2 – March 17, 2026 Special Meeting Minutes from the April 7, 
2026 Committee of the Whole agenda. 
                                                                            Motion carried unanimously 

  
Approval of Agenda Moved and seconded that Committee of the Whole approve the 

agenda for the April 7, 2026 meeting as amended.  
                                                                            Motion carried unanimously                                                                          

  
Approval of 
Minutes 

Moved and seconded that Committee of the Whole approve the 
minutes from the March 17, 2026 Committee of the Whole meeting as 
presented. 
                                                                            Motion carried unanimously                                                                          

  
Dalhousie 
University School of 
Planning Student 
Presentations  

Council hosted a series of presentations by students from the 
Dalhousie University School of Planning as part of an educational 
session. The presentations highlighted student research on planning 
and policy topics relevant to the Town of Lunenburg and were for 
information purposes only. Council members asked questions as a part 
of the learning experience.  

  
Adjournment There being no further business, the Council meeting adjourned at 7:00 

p.m. 
 

_____________________________ 
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Minutes were read and approved.  



INFORMATION REPORT 

 

Background 

On January 14, 2025 Council provided direction to Staff to collaborate with MODL on 
commissioning a comprehensive housing market study to provide updated housing market 
information and address known data gaps that will support affordable housing within the 
region. Throughout 2025, the consultants completed the data collection and analysis aspects of 
the study, supported by a working group consisting of staff representatives from 
the participating municipalities. The final report was submitted at the end of 2025. 
 
Discussion  

The 2025 Residential Rental Market Survey and Housing Needs Assessment Updates report 
prepared by Turner Drake and Partners Ltd provides an analysis of stakeholder 
consultations related to housing data, rental market information, short-term rental 
information, demographic and housing supply profiles, housing affordability analysis and 
demographic projections.  
 
This housing report offers an updated and more comprehensive analysis with local rental rates 
and housing needs/demands than were offered in the provincially-led 2023 Housing Needs 
Assessment. 
 
The intended goals are to provide housing developers (private and non-profit) with better data 
to support affordable housing projects and to assist them in applying for provincial and federal 
housing grants and loans. It also provides an understanding of housing affordability and needs 
which can help guide the municipality in decision-making and planning. The consultant was also 
asked to make recommendations on the frequency of future data collection. The final report 
recommends that this data be collected every two years going forward and that it be done in 
collaboration with other municipal units. 
 
Strategic Focus 

MPS Section 2.2.1 – Key Issue - Housing 

Subject: 
 

2025 Residential Rental Market Survey and Housing 
Needs Assessment Updates Report 

 

From: Marc Kiely – Director, Community Development  

Date: May 5, 2026 – COTW  
  



Financial  
N/A 

Attachments 
Attachment A - Residential Rental Market Survey & Housing Needs Assessment Updates – Town 
of Lunenburg, Lunenburg County, Nova Scotia 

Attachment B – Full Report: Residential Rental Market Survey & Housing Needs Assessment 
Updates 

 

https://townoflunenburg.ca/2169-residential-rental-market-survey-housing-needs-assessment-updates-lunenburg-county-nova-scotia/file.html


 

October 2025 

Residential Rental Market Survey & Housing Needs 
Assessment Updates – Town of Lunenburg 
Lunenburg County, Nova Scotia 
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Our Ref: 2519641\CR 
 
30 October 2025 
 
Reid Shepherd, LPP, MCIP 
Deputy Director of Planning & Development Services 
Municipality of the District of Lunenburg 
10 Allée Champlain Drive 
Cookville, NS B4V 9EV 
 
Dear Mr. Shepherd: 
 

Re: Residential Rental Market Survey & Housing Needs Assessment 

Updates, Lunenburg County, Nova Scotia 
 
In accordance with the requirements outlined by the Municipality of the District of 
Lunenburg’s RFP No. 2024-01-405, we have completed a residential market 
survey for the five municipalities in Lunenburg County, along with updates to data 
from the 2023 municipal housing needs assessments. 
 
This report is authorized to be utilised for research and planning purposes and only 
by our clients for this assignment (the five municipal jurisdictions within Lunenburg 
County), and other parties specifically designated by Turner Drake & Partners Ltd. 
Use of the report for other purposes or by other parties may invalidate the 
conclusions. 
 

Quality Standards 
Turner Drake’s quality assurance system, which covers the conduct of all of our 
operations, is registered to the ISO 9001:2015 standard. This assignment has 
been conducted in accordance with our quality assurance system. 
 

Report Overview 
This report covers the Town of Lunenburg, along with a county-wide overview of 
the rental and housing markets writ-large. We have also submitted an individual 
report for the other municipalities in Lunenburg County, and an overarching report 
that covers all five jurisdictions. Please note that Section No. 1, No. 2, and No. 3, 
along with the Appendices, are identical across all six reports; the information in 
these sections is not specific to any individual jurisdiction. 
 
We trust that this work is satisfactory. Please feel free to reach out should you have 
any questions, comments, or concerns. 
 
Yours truly, 
 
TURNER DRAKE & PARTNERS LTD. 
 
 
 
 

COLIN RENNIE 
Senior Consultant | GIS Specialist 
Economic Intelligence Unit 
Manager – Charlottetown Office 
 

mailto:tdp@turnerdrake.com
http://www.turnerdrake.com/
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Section 1 | Project Overview 
 

1.1  Purpose of Assignment & Project Overview 
 

1.1.1 Project Background, Overview, & Objectives 
 
This assignment was undertaken in order to address the lack of rental and housing market data specific to 
the rural and small-town jurisdictions in Lunenburg County. This is a common challenge for smaller areas 
throughout Canada. While the Canadian Mortgage and Housing Corporation (CMHC) conducts an annual 
rental market survey of the primary rental market, it is undertaken only for census geographies that have a 
minimum population of 10,000 people. As such, many rural areas and small towns are left without coverage, 
and thereby lack critical rental market metrics (e.g., supply, demand, vacancy rates, etc.). 
 
This data gap has been exacerbated of late due to wide-spread housing shortages and their ensuing 
affordability impacts. Without quality background information, non-market and private sector developers 
struggle to efficiently plan projects and project financers lack a reliable base of information against which 
to assess project viability. In rural and smaller jurisdictions where CMHC does provides rental metrics, these 
figures often lag behind actual market trends, as the inputs for these figures generally reflect older stock 
and lower-end rental buildings. 
 
Non-market organizations are generally dependent upon government funding programs. The private 
market, by comparison, can usually access financing through traditional channels (i.e., regular banks, etc.), 
and will often already have equity available through the ownership of other income-producing properties. 
Many of these programs rely on CMHC’s rental rates to determine the price point thresholds (i.e., X% below 
market rate for a jurisdiction) at which the housing should be considered affordable. As such, project 
financing becomes tied to these rates; if the non-market organization wants to access CMHC’s funding, it 
needs to set its rental rates at the prices that were determined using data that does not reflect market 
realities, and is often well-below what is required to ensure financial sustainability of a project. 
 
This can lead to situations where critically-important affordable and non-market housing projects do not 
come to fruition, as the rental rates they are required to charge cannot cover the long-term costs of financing 
and building operation. This project aims to address the rental data gap, with the results of this research 
providing essential and dependable information for policy makers, non-market housing organizations, and 
private market developers and landlords. This was done through a wide-reaching and comprehensive rental 
market survey. We surveyed landlords, developers, and property managers throughout the county in order 
to quantify a variety of metrics related to the regional rental market. This was the primary objective of this 
assignment. 
 
The other key aspect of this research is wide-spread updates to the municipal Housing Needs Assessments 
(undertaken by our firm) that were completed for every jurisdiction in the province in 2023. At the time, 
these were the most comprehensive municipal housing market assessments ever undertaken in NS. 
However, the municipal-level analyses relied, by necessity, on figures and statistics at less granular and 
regional levels. This current project replicates much of the analysis we completed in 2023, but with more 
granular inputs that are specific to each jurisdiction, and where possible, Lunenburg County as a whole. 
We also assess overarching trends in the rental market’s affordability using the results of our rental market 
survey against demographic and household income indicators. 
 

1.1.2 Document Structure 
 
This is one of six individual reports prepared for this assignment; one for each of the five municipalities, 
plus one combined report covering all five jurisdictions. Where possible, reporting has been standardized 
in order to ensure consistency for end-users of this report, and each municipality’s individual report 
generally contains the same information. A review of the county-wide section is an essential companion to 
information at the municipal level. 
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1.2  Study Area 
 
The study area for this assignment covers Lunenburg County as a whole, along with the five municipalities 
that comprise the county. We refer to these jurisdictions by their common name throughout the report for 
brevity. Distinctions concerning individual communities within the larger two jurisdictions are made as 
necessary. For example, a reference to the Village of Chester would refer only to the village-proper, while 
reference to Chester refers to the full municipality. The study areas are listed below, with the common name 
used for each jurisdiction in (brackets): 
 

• The Municipality of the District of Chester (Chester); 
 

• The Town of Mahone Bay (Mahone Bay); 
 

• The Town of Lunenburg (Lunenburg); 
 

• The Town of Bridgewater (Bridgewater); and, 
 

• The Municipality of the District of Lunenburg (MODL). 
 

Figure 1.1: Study Area Map 

 
Source: Province of Nova Scotia | Basemap accessed under license via ESRI ArcPro. 
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1.3  Rental Market Survey Process 
 
The foundational objective of this research was to address the rural data gap. This was done through a 
comprehensive residential rental market survey; our market survey research and outreach process sourced 
information on 1,548 residential rental dwelling units in 144 buildings across the five municipalities. We 
obtained information directly from property managers, landlords, developers, etc., throughout the county. 
The contact information for the properties, and the information used to compile the rental building inventory, 
was sourced via the following channels: 
 

• The starting point for the outreach list was information provided to us by the municipalities, which 
was sourced through their fire and building inspection records. We then amalgamated and 
consolidated this information, and cross-referenced it against property registry and ownership data. 
 

• A review of internal files from past consulting assignments undertaken by our firm in the study area; 
 

• Primary research into property ownership and assessment data; and, 
 

• Referrals from employees at Turner Drake to contacts in the real estate and development industry 
throughout the area. 

 
Once the inventory was compiled and reviewed, we then undertook a long-form survey process, with a 
predesigned data collection, entry, and review process in order to ensure data consistency and reliability. 
Our survey was conducted between late-June and mid-September, 2025. The proceeding section details 
our conclusions surrounding the statistical reliability of this survey. For each building, we collected 
information that could be used to derive a variety of market metrics, including (but not limited to) achieved 
rental rates, total unit count and total number of units by unit type, total vacant units and total number of 
vacant units by unit type, asking rental rates, etc. Additional information (such as year of construction, etc.) 
was sourced through supplemental property datasets that are available to us via public and private 
channels. 
 

We have detailed the results of our survey outreach process in Table 1.1. These are included for 
transparency. The bulk of our information (63% of all units) came via phone calls with the identified contacts. 
We also met in-person with several landlords during the survey process. Information sourced via online 
channels was predominately through the non-public facing online provincial MLS® system1. When an 
investment property is listed for sale, there is often additional documentation (i.e., rent rolls, leases, etc.) 
attached to the property’s listing. Where necessary building specific details (unit mix, asking rates, etc.) 
were sourced from secondary sources such as online listings, websites of management companies, etc. 
 

Table 1.1: Market Survey Outreach Results 

  Individual Units Individual Buildings 

  Total Share Total Share 

Email 12 0.78% 2 1.39% 

In-Person 176 11.37% 10 6.94% 

Online 181 11.69% 19 13.19% 

Phone 981 63.37% 107 74.31% 

TDP Data 198 12.79% 6 4.17% 

Total 1,548 --- 144 --- 
Source: Turner Drake & Partners Ltd. 

 

 
1 Our firm has access to this platform as a licensed commercial real estate brokerage.  
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Table 1.2 details our market survey coverage by municipality, and compares our coverage against the 
estimated primary market unit counts2 in each jurisdiction, and the county as a whole. These counts are 
our estimate of the long-term rental market inventory in multi-unit buildings. We covered nearly 65% of all 
primary market rental units in the county, with extensive coverage of the rental markets in Bridgewater, 
MODL, and Lunenburg. Lower coverage was achieved in Mahone Bay and Chester, though still accounted 
for approximately 1/3 of all rental units in both jurisdictions. The proceeding section details how our rental 
market survey coverage provides statistical validity, and a representative sample that accurately reflects 
market metrics throughout the county. 
 

Table 1.2: Rental Market Survey Coverage 

Municipality 

Primary Market 

Dwelling Counts* 

Market Survey Outreach 

(Primary Market) 

Market Survey 

Coverage (%) 

Units Buildings Units Buildings Units Buildings 

Chester 279 63 90 9 32.3% 14.3% 

Mahone Bay 68 17 22 4 32.4% 23.5% 

Lunenburg 255 49 151 18 59.2% 36.7% 

Bridgewater 1,406 137 1,054 76 74.9% 55.8% 

MODL 329 75 185 9 56.2% 12.0% 

Total 2,337 341 1,502 116 64.3% 34.0% 
Source: Turner Drake & Partners Ltd. | * Dwelling inventory counts were derived using a combination of property assessment & 
ownership data, along with open data from the Province of Nova Scotia. 

 

1.4  Statistical Validity of the Market Survey Results 
 
To ensure that the findings from our survey are both representative and statistically reliable, we have 
assessed the coverage and sampling precision of the collected data relative to available rental market 
inventory benchmarks from official sources. This analysis establishes how closely our survey reflects the 
true composition of the regional housing stock by comparing it to two potential population sizes (rental unit 
dwelling counts): 
 

• Rental dwelling unit counts from the 2021 Canadian Census; and, 
 

• Unit counts (specific to buildings with at least three units as a proxy for the primary rental market3) 
that were compiled using a combination of Property Valuation Services Corporation (PVSC) public 
datasets, information from the Nova Scotia Property Records Database (NSPRD), and open data 
sourced from the Province of Nova Scotia. 

 
The evaluation of statistical significance in this way helps confirm whether conclusions drawn from the 
survey can be generalized with confidence across the county. Technical details of these calculations are 
included in the Appendices. 
 
In practical terms, the results of these analyses indicate that our rental market survey provides statistically 
significant coverage of the regional multi-unit building stock. The data can confidently be used to assess 
patterns in the rental market, unit breakdowns, building scale, spatial distribution, etc. It is our professional 
opinion that the overarching rates from the county-wide figures can be used as representative across each 
of the five communities covered in our study. Our study provides the rural and small-town municipalities in 
Lunenburg County with an accurate, and statistically reliable threshold for rental market metrics. 

 
2 This encompasses buildings with a minimum of three units, and that are assumed to be part of the regular, private market. 
 
3 CMHC’s rental market surveys cover only buildings with a minimum of three rental units; this is a commonly accepted definition of 
the primary market. 
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Survey coverage and representation is strongest in Bridgewater, where the overwhelming majority of the 
regional multi-unit building inventory is concentrated. This is followed by the Town of Lunenburg, which had 
nearly 60% of its estimated rental market inventory covered, while smaller samples in Mahone Bay, 
Chester, and MODL remain statistically valid and directionally informative. We caution that the sample sizes 
are much smaller for these four municipalities, and thus the results are more prone to sample size bias. As 
such, it is better to rely on county-wide figures for these jurisdictions, while local data can provide context 
and nuance, where applicable. 
 
According to guidance from Statistics Canada, the U.S. Census Bureau, and the American Association for 
Public Opinion Research (AAPOR), a margin of error (MOE) of ± 3% to ±5 % at a 95% confidence level is 
typically considered robust for population-level studies. MOE values approaching ± 10% remain acceptable 
for geographically or thematically narrow samples. Our calculations show that our survey achieved an MOE 
of ± 2% at the county level. Given these thresholds, the result achieved by our survey exceeds standard 
expectations for data reliability and precision. Importantly, both sampling calculations incorporate the finite 
population correction, ensuring that the margins of error are tailored to the actual population sizes rather 
than overstated as if the populations were infinite. 
 
With coverage rates exceeding one-third of both the total rental-tenured dwellings, and primary-market 
buildings (where higher coverage was achieved, as outlined above), in the region, and margins of error well 
within accepted thresholds, our survey achieves a level of empirical robustness rarely possible in regional 
housing studies. It provides a statistically defensible foundation for analyzing current conditions, assessing 
market pressures, and projecting future housing needs across the five municipalities in Lunenburg County. 
 
Importantly, the distribution of our survey coverage aligns closely with renter-tenured household 
concentrations. The municipalities that contain higher proportions of rental dwellings (i.e., Bridgewater, and 
Lunenburg) are where survey coverage and statistical precision are highest. This natural weighting 
enhances, rather than biases, the representativeness of our regional findings. 
 

1.4.1 Survey Coverage Relative to the 2021 Census 
 
The 2021 Census identifies 4,352 occupied dwellings (specific to rental-tenured households) across the 
five municipalities.4 Based on these totals, the survey captured approximately 35.3% of the regional rental 
dwelling stock, a notably high level of coverage for a field-based data collection exercise, though we note 
that the Census data was collected in May of 2021. 
 
The results of our tests indicates that, at a 95% confidence level, the unit-level estimates from our 2025 
survey are accurate within ± 2 percentage points of the true population values. In other words, the survey’s 
findings can be generalized to the regional population with a high degree of precision. This is well within, 
and in fact exceeds, the reliability standards commonly accepted in housing, demographic, and market 
research, where ± 3% to ± 5% margins of error are typical for large, statistically valid samples. 
 
For robustness, the unit-level results were re-tested under the assumption that the regional housing stock 
expanded by approximately 10% between 2021 and 2025. This adjustment increases the estimated total 
number of dwellings from 4,352 to approximately 4,826, while the number of surveyed units remains 
unchanged at 1,548. Under this scenario, the survey’s coverage rate decreases slightly from 35.3% to 
32.1%. The recalculated margin of error rises only marginally from ± 2.0% to approximately ± 2.1%, 
indicating that even with a 10% increase in the total housing stock, our market survey remains highly precise 
and statistically significant at the regional level. 
 

1.4.2 Survey Coverage Relative to NS Property Data 
 
In addition to the Census-based analysis, our survey coverage was evaluated against unit count estimates 
derived using a combination of data from PVSC, the NSPRD, and the Province of Nova Scotia. This 

 
4 This is the sum of the total renter-tenured units in each of the five municipalities, not the overall number of rental-tenured units 
reported at the Census Division (County) level. 
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provides a measure of how the survey compares to current-day estimates of the regional rental stock. Our 
research using these datasets identifies 2,337 units contained within buildings of three-or-more units across 
the five municipalities. Of these, our market survey recorded 1,502 units, representing approximately 64% 
of the total identified inventory. 
 
Applying the finite population correction at a 95% confidence level yields a margin of error of approximately 
± 2.0%, confirming that the 2025 survey provides statistically significant representation of the region’s multi-
unit dwelling stock. This high level of coverage ensures that findings derived from the survey can be 
generalized with confidence to the broader multi-unit, and purpose-built rental, population throughout the 
county. 
 
This level of precision is consistent with accepted practice for subregional or domain-level surveys used by 
agencies such as Statistics Canada, where margins of error up to ± 10% are considered acceptable for 
smaller populations. 
 

1.4.3 Survey Coverage Relative to CMHC’s Reporting Guidelines 
 
The reliability of our 2025 survey results can also be assessed in relation to the standards used by the 
Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation (CMHC) for publishing data in its Rental Market Survey (RMS) 
and related housing statistics. This is an important benchmark, as CMHC’s figures are considered are the 
industry-standard for rental market metrics. 
 
Our survey reports a margin of error (MOE) of ± 2% at a 95% confidence level. This figure meets CMHC’s 
highest standard for survey reliability, and the reliability of the data reported for the regional level would be 
deemed “A – Excellent” according to the organization’s own benchmarks. Further details are included in 
the Appendices. The key takeaway from this exercise is that the results of our research can be relied upon 
as a highly precise, and accurate, barometer of the rental market in Lunenburg County writ-large. 
 

Table 1.3: Survey Coverage Relative to CMHC Reliability Benchmarks 

Estimated 

Percentage 

Approximate 

Relative Error 

(CV) 

CMHC Reliability 

Code 
Interpretation 

How the TDP Survey 

Ranks 

50% 2.00% A – Excellent 
Meets CMHC’s highest 
reliability standard. 

Turner Drake's 2025 

Survey (±2%) falls here 

30% 3.40% A – Excellent 
Strong precision, within 
CMHC’s top range. 

  

20% 5.10% B – Very Good 
Acceptable for publication, 
minor variability. 

  

15% 6.80% C – Good 
Reliable, moderate 
sampling variation. 

  

10% 10.20% D – Poor 
Use with caution for rare 
categories. 

  

8% 12.80% D – Poor Higher relative uncertainty.   

6% 17.00% Suppressed () 
Below CMHC publication 
threshold. 

  

Source: CMHC | Note: CMHC assigns a level of reliability as follows (the CVs are given in percentages): 
- A - If the CV is greater than 0 and less than or equal to 2.5 then the level of reliability is Excellent. 
- B - If the CV is greater than 2.5 and less than or equal to 5 then the level of reliability is Very Good. 
- C - If the CV is greater than 5 and less than or equal to 7.5 then the level of reliability is Good. 
- D - If the CV is greater than 7.5 and less than or equal to 10 then the level of reliability is Poor. 
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1.5  Acknowledgements 
 
This project was an excellent example of inter-jurisdictional cooperation between municipalities, and shows 
how smaller public bodies can play a major role in helping address policy shortfalls with regard to the rental 
and housing development markets in rural and small-town Nova Scotia. We would like to thank all staff from 
the five municipalities that were involved with this project. 
 
We spoke with a wide-range of stakeholders across various industries and sectors, all of whom were more 
than willing to share their perspective, and provide background context for this study; their input and their 
time is greatly appreciated. 
 
Lastly, this research would not have been possible without the cooperation of property owners, landlords, 
property managers, and developers throughout Lunenburg County. We greatly appreciate your willingness, 
and often times eagerness, to speak and/or meet with us. You provided us with an immense amount of 
invaluable data and confidential information regarding rental housing properties under your purview. We 
hope to receive your continued support over future housing study updates. 
 

1.6  Limiting Conditions & Assumptions 
 
(1) This report must be used in its entirety since parts taken out of context may be misleading. The report, 

or any parts thereof, may not be used for any purpose other than that for which it was undertaken and 

is furnished for the exclusive use of the client to whom the report is addressed.  All liability to any party 

other than the client is hereby denied. 
 
(2) The purpose of this research is to estimate market metrics (rent, vacancy, supply, demand, etc) for the 

rental market in Lunenburg County, along with the completion of updates to housings studies previously 
undertaken by our firm. We have made no independent investigation of the physical, fiscal, legal or other 
constraints pertaining to any particular property and accordingly do not warrant that these findings 
substitute for a thorough investigation of individual developments, sites, or properties in the study area. 
The reader is urged to make their own investigations in that regard. 

 
(3) We do not purport to give legal advice and have assumed that this information will not be used for 

valuation, appraisal, or site-specific development planning advice. 
 
(4) Unless otherwise noted in this report, existing mortgages, liens, encumbrances and special 

assessments, if any, have been disregarded and overarching property information received has been 
treated as though free and clear. 

 
(5) The information on the individual properties that were used as inputs for the market metrics in this report 

were furnished largely by property managers and/or representatives of the properties in question. On 
occasion the property manager refused to disclose certain information, or we were unable to obtain it 
directly from them, and it was necessary to obtain it from third parties. Although the information in this 
report is believed to be reliable, it has not been validated by a physical inspection of the building, leases 
and financial statements. No responsibility therefore is assumed for its accuracy. 

 
(6) We have not inspected any buildings on any property that were covered by our market survey. 
 
(7) This report is intended as general information only and is not to be relied upon as constituting legal, 

financial, or other professional advice. A professional advisor should be consulted regarding specific 
housing development situations. Information presented is believed to be factual but we do not guarantee 
its accuracy and it should not be regarded as a complete analysis of the subjects discussed. All 
expressions of opinion reflect the judgment of the authors as of the date of publication and are subject 
to change. No endorsement of any third parties or their advice, opinions, information, products, or 
services is expressly given or implied by our firm. 
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(8) Such information used in this report including, but not limited to, sale prices, rental values and other facts 
and details regarding comparable properties used in our analysis that may have been obtained from the 
Registry of Deeds, Land Information Service, Assessment Department, Canada Mortgage and Housing 
Corporation, Statistics Canada and regional Real Estate Boards, etc., is assumed to be reliable. As well 
as using such documented and generally reliable evidence of market transactions, it was also necessary 
to rely on hearsay evidence. Except as noted herein, a reasonable attempt has been made to verify all 
such information. 

 
(9) Information in this report furnished by others is believed to be reliable, although no responsibility is 

assumed for its accuracy. Based on our review, nothing has come to our attention that causes us to 
believe that this information is not, in all material respects, correct. However, we have not verified the 
information through independent enquiry and this engagement cannot be relied upon to prevent or detect 
fraud or error. The responsibility for the prevention and detection of fraud and error and other 
irregularities remains with the person relying on this report. 

 
(10) Market conditions can, and do, change rapidly because of economic, social and political reasons. The 

opinions expressed in this report pertain only to the date of the assignment and must not be relied on as 
of any other date. 

 
(11) This report does not constitute an appraisal, or a professional opinion of value as it relates to market 

rents or the feasibility of any specific rental development project. The figures contained herein are 
derived estimates of market rates, and are intended to be used at the regional-level for research and 
planning purposes by the Client. 

 
(12) Turner Drake & Partners Ltd. retain the copyright to this report. Reproduction in whole or in part is 

prohibited without their written permission and is a contravention of the Copyright Act. 
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Section 2 | Summary of Conclusions & Stakeholder Consultations 
 

2.1  Discussion & Conclusions 
 
We have consolidated our high-level conclusions in this section in order to provide users of this report with 
a concise summary of our research and analysis. The foregoing is subject to the Limiting Conditions and 
Assumptions outlined in the preceding section, and reflects the information available to us as of the date of 
this report (Oct. 30th, 2025). We note that the conclusions outlined here are explored in detail throughout 
the various sections of this report, and we encourage readers to review the report in its entirety. 
 

2.1.1 Rental Market 
 

• The rental market throughout the county, particularly in the smaller towns (Lunenburg and Mahone 
Bay) is extremely tight, with low vacancy rates, low availability, and high demand. 
 

• Over half of the vacant units recorded during our survey were in newly constructed buildings that 
are still in the initial phase of their lease-up. When those units are excluded from the vacancy 
calculations, overall vacancy falls from just under 5%, to just over 2%. Conversations with the 
proponents of several of these projects indicate that while they could lease the remaining units 
more easily if they lowered their asking rates below the $2,000 threshold, they would prefer vacancy 
in the immediate in exchange for the long-term benefit of securing a tenant at a higher rental rate. 
 

• Vacancies are commonly only available upon unit turnover, or in newer buildings that are in the 
early stages of their lease-up periods (i.e., when a building first comes to market). 
 

• Our benchmark for the primary rental market’s vacancy rates is quite low; however, it reflects the 
current market reality across the county. A “healthy” vacancy rate for rental markets in urban 
centres is generally considered to be between 3% and 5%. In rural areas and small towns where 
the overall unit inventory is generally lower, vacancy rates in this range (3%-5%) can be still be 
challenging for tenants, policy-makers, and landlords, as it represents only a small quantity of actual 
units.  
 

• Overall, Bridgewater’s low vacancy rate underscores its role as the economic and service hub of 
Lunenburg County, and sustained population growth and in-migration have placed major pressures 
on the rental supply. Despite expansions to the rental inventory, vacancies remain well below 
balanced-market thresholds. This highlights an on-going need for continued investment in new and 
affordable rental housing to meet demand across the income spectrum. 
 

• There is a substantive split between asking and achieved rental rates across all jurisdictions. Often, 
the rate a tenant is currently paying does not reflect the market rate for that unit. This leads to lower 
tenant turnover, as many renters cannot afford current market rates for a comparable unit. 

 

• Where possible, unit renovations are pursued once a tenant vacates should market demand for a 
higher-end unit support the costs required to undertake the improvements. 
 

• The rural areas of MODL have a low supply of purpose-built rentals, along with low vacancy rates 
in the existing rental stock. This is much the same in the rural portion of Chester, and the village-
proper also sees low rental unit availability. 
 

• Bridgewater is the region’s dominant supplier of rental housing. The vast majority of the county’s 
rental supply is located within the Town, or immediately adjacent to the Town’s boundaries (thereby 
likely still accessing municipal water and sewer services) in MODL. County-wide metrics reported 
herein will be heavily influenced by Bridgewater, given the outsized share of the overall inventory 
occupied by the South Shore’s service hub. 
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• Tenants are generally mobile and will follow apartment availability and affordability. Household 
lifestyles and housing choices span municipal boundaries, thus matching of supply and demand 
occurs at a regional scale, not siloed within each community. 
 

• Recently added new supply (mainly in Bridgewater) has helped accommodate pent-up rental 
demand; many survey respondents reported that this past year has seen a cooling in the rental 
market. This follows general trends in the HRM; a surge of new rental supply has come on-stream, 
and at the same time, Nova Scotia’s year-over-year population growth slowed between 2024 and 
2025. Despite this, the regional rental market still exhibits low vacancy and high rental rates relative 
to historical norms. 
 

• A large portion of the primary and purpose-built apartment rental market inventory is owned by a 
small number of rental portfolio operators. These groups generally enjoy lower vacancy and higher 
rents relative to the market as a whole; this is largely due to their professional management and 
the higher-quality nature of their buildings. 
 

• There are several rental housing firms in Bridgewater who largely operate on a word-of-mouth 
basis, and by way of relationships with larger employers in the region; they do not need to advertise 
their vacancies, and regularly have people coming to them. 
 

• Purpose-built apartments in the truly rural portions of the county (i.e., New Germany, etc.), 
generally command rental rates that are 10%-30% less than their comparable counterparts in more 
urbanized areas. There is less variation observed amongst secondary market rentals; single-family 
homes command a rental rate that is usually higher than individual apartment units, and the relative 
lack of rental availability writ-large results in secondary market rates that are somewhat consistent 
between the urban and rural areas. 
 

• Lunenburg has a lack of purpose-built rental housing, and the bulk of Lunenburg’s market is located 
at either the low- or high-end of the price range. Although there have been expansions of the rental 
supply in recent years, the majority of the Town’s inventory is in older buildings. The purpose-built 
and professionally managed units in Lunenburg that were surveyed had near-zero vacancy. 
 

• Overall, Lunenburg had just six vacant units recorded in our survey; half of these were in a newly-
renovated building that was only recently made ready for occupancy. 
 

• We did not record a single vacant unit in Mahone Bay’s rental market during our market survey. 
While it is highly unlikely that there are truly no units available for rent in the town, this reflects the 
fact that their rental market is quite small, and rental housing is largely provided by the secondary 
market. It also shows that availability is quite low across the board, and that demand for rental units 
in the town outpaces the supply. 
 

• Further to the above, the secondary market is the largest source of rental housing in Chester, 
Mahone Bay, the rural portion of MODL, and to a lesser-extent, Lunenburg. In Lunenburg, much of 
the rental inventory is provided by smaller and mixed-use buildings, with extensive renovations to 
older rental buildings a common-theme. 
 

• Lunenburg has a higher proportion of rental units relative to its overall housing inventory compared 
to MODL, Chester, and Mahone Bay. 
 

• Local market shifts (population growth, increased student populations, aging in place, etc.) are 
increasing pressures on limited older stock, and outpacing non-market delivery. 

• Past research undertaken by our firm has concluded that short-term rentals do not have a major 
influence on market rentals, nor housing inventory at a broad level. However, there is potential for 
localized impacts when they are concentrated at a more granular level, particularly for smaller 
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communities throughout the county. In the county’s primary tourist hubs (Mahone Bay and 
Lunenburg, and areas such as the Aspotogan Peninsula, Riverport, etc.) there is already an acute 
lack of availability in the rental market. The seasonal conversion of properties to and from the short-
term rental market for visitor accommodations can reduce housing options for those requiring long-
term, permanent rental options. Further, it coincides with seasonal patterns of demand for lower-
priced housing options driven by increases in tourism-related employment. 

 

• We were asked to investigate potential impacts on the rental market that could stem from the 
cessation of housing persons with disabilities in congregate, institutionalized facilities by 2028. 
While we are unable to generate specific conclusions given the significant uncertainty in how and 
where these individuals may choose to be housed, in principle it is likely that there will be some 
ripple effect on the regional rental market. Individuals living with disabilities such that they would 
be housed in these facilities are highly likely to be income-limited and require affordable housing 
options, even with the prospect of additional disability benefits as part of the transition away from 
institutionalized housing. With little growth in non-market housing supply generally, this population 
is likely to compete with others in the rental market, particularly for the already small, and shrinking, 
segment of low-priced private rental housing. To a limited extent this may already be occurring as 
the ending of new admissions to some facilities in January 2025 could be diverting some housing 
demand into rental markets already. There could also be housing market impacts resulting from 
shifts in labour force as provincial service delivery models transition. On one hand, a larger number 
of persons with disabilities living independently in community requires hiring additional support 
workers. On the other, the closure of various institutionalized housing facilities may reduce or shift 
employment away from communities in their vicinity.  
 

2.1.2 New Rental Construction 
 

• Affordability is both a policy challenge and a development constraint: local market conditions are 
eroding the supply of low-priced (generally older and lower quality) private market rental housing 
that has historically been an important source of affordable housing. The constraints that exist for 
new development of private-sector market-rate housing make it impossible to build new, deeply 
affordable units at scale under existing incentive programs. 
 

• While the region has a lack of rental units, rental rates for new construction are likely unobtainable 
at the income threshold of many rental-tenured households. This is a dilemma that is not unique to 
this region, but is a common problem across much of Nova Scotia, and beyond. 

• That being said, there is currently demand for new rental housing, along with an expanded range 
of rental options at the high-end of the market. This is evidenced by considerably higher achieved 
rates relative to market averages for recent projects, and low vacancy in several newer, premium, 
rental buildings. Though not affordable directly, new market-rate supply that satisfies this demand 
helps relieve pressure on the older, more affordable segments of the market, and thereby mitigates 
housing affordability challenges to some extent. 
 

• Rental rates for new construction are directly a function of supply and demand, but are closely 
supported by a price-floor determined by the costs required to build new housing and to keep a 
building financially sustainable. If demand and supply continue to rebalance, new construction rents 
will increasingly reflect the minimum economically feasible price of development, if they do not 
already. Lower-priced rental market housing is created through the aging of the building stock that 
grows increasingly uncompetitive with new-build options. 

 

• Bridgewater has seen a (relative) surge of new rental unit construction of late. Further to this, 
increasing rental rates have validated the costs of extensive unit renovations, with turnover units 
often being repositioned to compete at the higher-end of the market, where feasible. 
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• New supply has enabled competition among landlords at the higher price ranges; this results in 
longer lease-up periods for new builds. This may be an early indicator of slowing rent growth, and 
a stabilization of prices at lower market segments to come. 
 

• Success in the higher-end market generally depends on reputation, product quality, and word-of-
mouth networks rather than formal marketing. 
 

2.1.3 Affordability Challenges 
 

• Rental-tenured households generally have lower incomes than owner-tenured households. For 
some households, this is a temporary condition as earnings are lower earlier in their working life. 
However, a sizable minority of households will rely on rental housing for large portions, if not the 
entirety, of their lives for a broad variety of reasons. They require stable, affordable housing options 
for the long-term as a result.  
 

• It is not within the private market’s purview to provide housing at a discount relative to market rates, 
without some form of non-market intervention. Individual building operators may choose to set 
prices below what they otherwise could achieve, and we spoke with many individuals who try to 
keep rental rates stable and fair within the context of the building operating expenses they bear. 
However, the systemic outcome of housing markets is only to make housing as inexpensive as 
competitive forces and economic feasibility force it to be. 

 

• Market-based housing provision is therefore a partial solution to housing affordability challenges. 
Rental housing in the private market is affordable to many, but cannot sustainably meet the needs 
of those who can only afford rent levels below the threshold of economic feasibility. Providing 
affordable housing to this segment of the population over the long-term requires non-market 
options. 

 

• Rental rates are a by-product of both general market conditions (vacancy rates, supply, demand, 
incomes, etc.), and the specific operating costs for a building (property taxes, utilities, maintenance, 
etc.). Rental operators need to keep their buildings financially sustainable, and as such, the rents 
they charge will reflect the costs required to do so. Where this may be limited, such as through 
policies like the provincial rent cap, over the long term a gap in financial sustainability may instead 
be accommodated through reductions in maintenance and upkeep, or in the case of secondary 
market rentals, conversion to the ownership market. 
 

2.1.4 Anticipated Supply and Demand 
 

• Lunenburg County is expected to expand in population, households, and dwelling demand over the 
next two decades, though at slower rates than the last five years (which were heavily influenced by 
substantive in-migration trends, both interprovincial and international). These themes are 
consistent across much of Nova Scotia and Atlantic Canada. 
 

• While some communities will see continued growth among family-aged households (which was a 
key characteristic of the in-migration boom), all could continue to experience notable rises in their 
senior-led households. Relatedly, household growth could outpace population growth, driven by 
the increase in seniors and the corresponding number of smaller household sizes. This translates 
to higher households per capita, which in turn means increasing levels of housing demand. 
 

• Estimates indicate that all communities exhibit housing shortages, largely among affordable 
housing types. The results are supported by broadly worsening housing affordability trends which 
suggest an imbalance between supply and demand, which was particularly exacerbated by various 
effects of the COVID-19 pandemic. 
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• Based on historical construction output, it is probable that the existing housing shortage would 
marginally decrease over the foreseeable future, remaining notably high without intervention. 
Estimates indicate that meeting the total projected demand may require ramping up housing 
production by over 50% over historical levels, with an emphasis on rental and affordable housing. 
 

• Given the anticipated continued imbalance of supply and demand, affordability pressures will likely 
persist. This underscores the need for targeted non-market housing initiatives, both at below-
market rates (with market rates reflecting the local context) and deeply affordable rates (i.e., rent-
geared-to-income, etc.) pricing models. 

 

2.2  Stakeholder Consultations 
 
This section summarizes our consultations with stakeholders involved in the housing market writ-large 
throughout the county. We spoke with representatives of the development industry, landlords, property 
managers, banking and commercial financing organizations, along with non-market housing providers and 
developers. 
 
We note that this section is not meant to be prescriptive; it is a summation of what various groups told us 
during our research process. Statements have largely been taken at face value and have not been 
substantiated through further analysis. 
 

2.2.1 Physical & Market Barriers 
 

• Site identification and serviceability are the foremost challenges in rural areas. Suitable parcels for 
multi-unit development are scarce, and verifying capacity for on-site water and wastewater services 
requires costly, specialized studies. 
 

• Municipal servicing infrastructure availability (i.e., water and sewer) was cited as a major barrier to 
private-sector led development projects. This is true across all rural areas. However, there is an 
added layer of complexity for developments along the South Shore; poor soil conditions, along with 
excessive granite and bedrock, make the construction and drilling of wells prohibitively expensive 
relative to achievable rental rates or sale prices, with projects sometimes requiring wells several 
hundred feet deep. 
 

• Water capacity constraints can limit project size and feasibility; larger buildings require fire 
suppression systems (sprinklers, standpipes, etc.), and while vital, these systems increase both 
servicing and construction costs for developments in both serviced and rural areas. 

 

• Rural real estate markets are typically slow, informal, and opaque. Finding appropriate 
development land can demand extensive local legwork and personal relationships. Project sites 
are rarely listed on the open-market, instead they arise from cold-calling landowners or making 
connections with them through local networks. 

 

• Market rent data is often unavailable or misleading. Reported figures reflect aging, low-cost stock 
and do not represent what new construction would command. This disconnect makes affordability 
calculations in funding programs unrealistic, and can render projects financially unviable even with 
subsidies. 

 

• Lack of historical rent data hampers financial modeling. Without evidence of trends in rental growth, 
it is difficult to substantiate assumptions needed for funding or financing applications. 

 

• Recent CMHC policy shifts toward greater risk tolerance have modestly improved conditions by 
allowing projects with limited data to proceed. 
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• High construction costs, typically in the neighbourhood of $300/ft.2, make affordable rental projects 
unfeasible without subsidy or incentives. Developers report needing to deliver rental units that are 
between 1,000-1,200 ft.2 to remain marketable, with achievable rents in neighbourhood of $1,800-
$2,600/month to ensure financially viability. 
 

• Mahone Bay’s housing market is small, and weighted towards higher-end, heritage-style homes. 
Modern and higher-density developments often face resistance from established residents. 
Available homes tend to be larger, higher-cost, and older-stock units. There is a lack of supply at 
“middle” and/or workforce price points. 

 

2.2.2 Rental Market Segmentation & Preferences 
 

• A key demographic segment that is perceived to drive incremental demand is older homeowners 
who are downsizing into smaller properties, or renting after selling their property, and using the 
resulting equity to pay for premium rentals that north of $2,000/month. As such, newer 
developments tend to fall towards these price-points, however, working-age residents that are 
seeking rentals are faced with limited options for lower rents. The result of this is a two-tiered 
market; strong demand from wealthier in-migrants and retirees, contrasted with low affordability 
and availability for local workers. 
 

• Between 2022-2024, the area saw a strong market upswing; anecdotal conversations suggest this 
was driven largely by in-migration from Ontario, California, and other parts of the U.S. This led to 
localized surges in housing demand, particularly for rentals. 
 

• In Bridgewater, “mid-range” rentals in purpose-built properties see high demand, and rent quickly 
should they be priced competitively. This price range was cited as $1,100-$1,250 for a 1-Bed., and 
$1,500-$1,650 for a 2-Bed. 
 

• The upper-end of achievability for high-end units in new developments is typically in the $2,500 
range. This is exclusive of utility costs (generally excepting water). 
 

• 1- and 2-Bed. units rent easily; 3-Bed. and Studio units serve niche segments of the market. 
 

• Seniors represent a substantive, and stable, segment of rental demand, and often prioritize modern 
buildings that are built to high standards of physical accessibility. 
 

• Incremental demand in Bridgewater has, in part, been driven by expansion at regional employment 
hubs, along with intra-provincial migration from the HRM by those who seek comparatively 
affordable options. There is also continued, though slowing, demand from international arrivals. 
 

• Nurses and healthcare workers connected to local hospitals and training programs (e.g., 
placements through Dal programs) contribute to net additional demand and unit turnover in 
Bridgewater. 
 

• In-migrants from the HRM and other urban centres prefer rental products that are at a premium to 
the traditional norms in the local market, but which fetch a comparatively lower price than their 
counter-parts in cities. 
 

• Landlords and developers will sometimes partner with NGOs and non-profits to expand housing 
options and/or access for specific tenants. 
 

2.2.3 Institutional & Program Barriers 
 

• Funding programs are often poorly aligned with rural and small-town contexts: 
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o Predevelopment or seed funding rarely covers necessary studies or feasibility work. On-
site water and septic capacity studies, for example, are a substantial early cost that does 
not exist in areas with municipal services. 

 
o Requirements for proponent experience, formal partnerships, and early demonstration of 

feasibility disadvantage small community groups. 
 

o Conflicting program timelines and rigid eligibility rules create administrative complexity, 
with approvals often expiring before complementary funding can be secured. 

 
o Fixed-price contracting at early stages inflates bids and leads to funding shortfalls when 

projects span multiple years. 
 

o Stacking multiple program requirements, such as affordability, accessibility, and energy 
efficiency can further reduce financial viability. 

 

• Administrative burden is a recurring complaint. Some programs are considered too bureaucratic to 
be worth the effort, so “support” for affordable housing projects that exists on paper is often far 
greater than what is practically useful. 
 

• Municipal approval processes are often a major barrier. Many small or rural municipalities impose 
development agreement processes for multi-unit projects, and these often face local opposition to 
higher-density or affordable housing forms. These processes are especially daunting for volunteer-
led or inexperienced proponents, which is typical of the non-market housing sector outside larger 
centres. 
 

• Further to the above, the approval processes, particularly public consultation phases, are perceived 
to be lengthy and complex hurdles that can often delay project timelines. As such, developers have 
to forecast market conditions years in advance; this adds risk and uncertainty to residential 
construction. 
 

• Strict requirements concerning built-form and heritage preservation were cited as a challenge for 
developments in Lunenburg and Mahone Bay, and to a lesser-extent, Chester’s village-proper. This 
is a double-edged sword; the built-form and heritage feel of these towns is their raison d’être and 
is of vital importance to the region. However, regulatory frameworks that require hurdles such as 
lengthy consultations, specialized architectural and construction services, etc., with respect to new 
development, or redevelopment of existing properties, deter development and increases costs. 
This results in either less housing construction, as private sector investment flows to jurisdictions 
with lower barriers to entry, or higher-costs for the end users (tenants and/or homeowners). 
 

• CMHC programs (such as insured lending, and the Affordable Housing Fund) are commonly 
perceived as rigid and risk-averse in small markets. 
 

• CMHC’s underwriting process relies heavily on internal appraisals; if CMHC disagrees with a 
developer’s rent assumptions (i.e., the lender believes that the rent estimates are too high and/or 
unrealistic), lower rent estimates provided by CMHC will generally prevail. This reduces loan 
amounts and can hamper project feasibility. By necessity, lenders for housing projects in rural areas 
without robust market information have to skew conservative. 
 

• For deeply affordable and non-market projects, rent thresholds are based on provincial medians 
from rental data outside of Halifax, not local market realities. This leaves much less flexibility in 
rural markets not covered by rental market surveys. 
 

• Projects that rely on public financing are generally beholden to all three levels of government. For 
example, they could require municipal regulatory approval (re-zoning and by-law amendments, 
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etc.) and public consultations, applications to provincial capital programs, and CMHC funding 
approvals. This leaves these projects highly susceptible to delays or project derailment that stem 
from policy changes at any level of government. 
 

• In-turn, non-market, small-scale, and affordable housing projects, particularly in rural areas, can be 
perceived as high-cost and low-return. Feedback from the construction industry indicates that these 
projects are charged a premium, as firms account for the added costs related to delays, longer 
development timelines, and administrative complexity in their project pricing. 
 

• Even when a local need is clear, the lack of coordinated timelines and certainty makes it difficult to 
plan and execute development projects in smaller communities. 
 

• Government funding programs often seek “bang for buck”, focussing on larger urban projects where 
impact per dollar is higher. 
 

• Private developers are often seen as more financially disciplined but are perceived as less likely to 
engage in deeply affordable or marginally viable projects. 
 

2.2.4 Local Capacity & Context 
 

• Local organizational capacity is limited. Few rural groups have the experience or staffing to 
navigate complex application processes or manage multi-year capital projects, leaving many 
potential initiatives unrealized. 
 

• Community culture in rural areas relies heavily on informal cooperation and in-kind support; what 
participants described as a “barn-raising” ethos. Funding programs, by contrast, assume formal, 
professionalized delivery structures and do not recognize or credit these informal contributions, 
effectively excluding a key local strength. 
 

• Municipalities, especially smaller towns, generally support non-market housing initiatives in 
principle, but often face limited resources and a constrained property tax base. This reduces their 
ability to contribute capital, or provide other development incentives and cost-relief programs. 
 

• Strong appetite for cross-sector partnerships exists, but clarity of roles/expectations is critical for 
success (e.g. non-profit partnerships with private developers). 
 

• Community-level data and engagement are essential to accurately assess and respond to hidden 
or under-represented housing need (e.g., over-housing, women-led households, etc.). 
 

2.2.5 Rural & Small-Town Data Gap 
 

• Rural and small-town markets suffer from major data gaps; few (if any), comprehensive market 
surveys, limited response rates, and no private-sector data aggregators lead to a lack of information 
pertaining to housing markets outside of major centres. 

 

• Where rural data does exist, CMHC’s limited coverage (often below its threshold for survey metric 
reporting) can leave lenders uneasy about true market conditions in sub-regional hubs like 
Bridgewater, Kentville, and Yarmouth. 

 

• The wide-spread lack of comparable data for rents, operating costs, cap rates, and sales renders 
the assessment of value and project risk challenging for lenders. As a result, appraisals and 
valuations become the primary base of evidence for developers and financers. However, it is not 
uncommon for small sample sizes to undermine confidence in the results of valuation projects. 
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• Financial institutions can be reluctant to lend in secondary or tertiary markets unless the borrower 
is a larger and proven entity. This is not entirely driven by the data gap; these organizations need 
to protect themselves, and historical trends in non-urban markets can leave lenders weary. As a 
result, smaller and independent developers can face greater scrutiny, and must show demonstrate 
higher standards for project feasibility. 

 

• Short-term surges in construction and rental demand can increase caution from lenders such as 
CMHC. These can be seen as volatile, and under-verified due to a lack of robust historical data. 

 

• Rural projects generally require proponents with strong equity, project capacity, and an established, 
credible mandate; however, few non-profits possess all of these traits. 
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2.3  Impacts of the Data Gap 
 
This section details the impact of the rental market data gap for rural and small-towns, as it relates to the 
development of non-market housing. Specifically, this analysis models the financial feasibility of a non-
market rental housing development in Bridgewater, NS. This is done relative to affordability frameworks 
stipulated by the Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation’s (CMHC) Affordable Housing Fund (AHF)5 
as a primary project financer. While there are other federal and provincial funding streams available for 
non-market housing development, this program is the most-robust and is commonly used by the non-market 
sector. 
 
Readers should bear in mind that this is a high-level, and largely conceptual, analysis. It is meant only to 
illustrate how the lack of accurate rural, and small-town, rental data can negatively impact one particular 
segment of non-market housing development. 
 
Using AHF program rules as the evaluative framework,6 this research tests three separate affordability 
metrics, as specified by CMHC, to determine their impact on funding outcomes and long-term project 
viability for a hypothetical 30-unit apartment building. The key objective is to demonstrate whether a lack of 
verified rental market data can impact development project feasibility under CMHC program requirements. 
 
For context, CMHC mandates reliance on Median Market Rents (MMR) as an input for funding applications 
under this program. Essentially, they evaluate the relative affordability of proposed non-market rental 
projects relative to a pre-established rental rate threshold (MMR) for the given area. In larger urban centres 
(i.e., Halifax), CMHC usually has robust market data available to support these rates. In smaller-centres, 
either where data is lacking or is totally unavailable, project proponents are faced with a major hurdle; they 
lack a reputable benchmark for rental rates. In these scenarios, CMHC will typically use rental figures from 
a proximate geography where rates are available, or derive an estimate using provincial-level figures. 
 

To ensure consistency, all three scenarios use the established benchmark rates (Section 3.1.5) from our 
market survey as the baseline rental rents. These are not the final weighted averages, nor are they median 
rates delineated by our survey; these reflect the current market realities (i.e., achieved rental rates) for 
Lunenburg County’s purpose-built, primary rental market inventory. A full list of the assumptions and inputs 
that were used in this modelling exercise are contained in the Appendices; these are informed by industry-
standard estimates, along with input from stakeholders, and research from our market survey process. 
 

2.3.1 Scenario 1: Using Local/Rural (or Nearest Proximate) MMR 
 
Under AHF program requirements, at least 30% of units must be affordable, and affordability is defined as 
rents at, or below, 80% of CMHC’s Median Market Rent (MMR). However, CMHC does not publish MMR 
data for Bridgewater or Lunenburg County more broadly. In the absence of local data, CMHC typically 
permits proponents to reference the nearest proximate rural market with available MMR data. As a result, 
this scenario applies rent values from Kentville, NS as the closest regionally comparable dataset available7. 
 
A key limitation to applying proxy data is that it may fail to consider differences in local rental conditions. As 

illustrated below in Table 2.1, this analysis found that using Kentville’s MMR values substantively reduces 
allowable affordable rents, resulting in suppressed project revenues, and leads to a funding deficit that 
would require additional grants or financial contributions to achieve development and operational viability. 
 

 
5 CMHC’s Affordable Housing Fund. 
 
6 For the purposes of this modelling exercise, we have assumed that the proponent is a non-profit or registered Canadian charity. 
 
7 CMHC – Median Rent (Kentville, NS) 

https://www.cmhc-schl.gc.ca/professionals/project-funding-and-mortgage-financing/funding-programs/all-funding-programs/affordable-housing-fund
https://www03.cmhc-schl.gc.ca/hmip-pimh/en#TableMapChart/7375/3/Kentville
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Table 2.1: Affordability Thresholds (Scenario 1) 

Scenario 1: MMR 

(Kentville) 

Benchmark Market 

Rent (TDP Survey) 

Median Market Rent 

(Kentville) 

80% of MMR 

(affordable rents) 

1-Bed. $1,300 $775 $620 

2-Bed. $1,550 $1,195 $956 

Source: Turner Drake & Partners Ltd. & CMHC 

 

2.3.2 Scenario 2: Provincial MMR for Pooled Small Census Agglomerations (CMHC) 
 
Where local MMR data is unavailable, CMHC may alternatively apply 80% of the provincial median rents 

for pooled small Census Agglomerations (CAs). In this scenario (see Table 2.2), affordability was calculated 
using the provincial pooled small CA median values. 
 
These rents are comparable to the Kentville proxy applied in Scenario 1; as such they produce nearly 
identical affordable rent levels and revenue assumptions. As a result, this scenario reinforces the same 
core issue identified previously: applying non-local MMR data, whether regional or provincial, tends to 
undervalue the achieved rental rates in the study area, and contributes to a funding shortfall that must be 
offset through additional external financing sources. 
 

Table 2.2: Affordability Thresholds (Scenario 2) 

Scenario 2: MMR 

(Pooled CAs) 

Benchmark Market 

Rent (TDP Survey) 

Median Market Rent 

(Pooled CAs) 

80% of MMR 

(affordable rents) 

1-Bed. $1,300 $800 $640 

2-Bed. $1,550 $1,063 $850 

Source: Turner Drake & Partners Ltd. & CMHC 

 

2.3.3 Scenario 3: Using Localized Benchmark Rental Rates 
 

In this scenario, as illustrated in Table 2.3, affordability is calculated using the verified market benchmark 
rates captured through our regional market survey, rather than proxy or provincial data. Applying 80% of 
these rates results in affordable rent levels that accurately reflect current rental conditions in the study area, 
and are substantively higher than the suppressed MMR values used in Scenarios 1 and 2. 
 

Table 2.3: Affordability Thresholds (Scenario 3) 

Scenario 3 
Benchmark Market Rent 

(TDP Survey) 

80% of MMR 

(affordable rents) 

1-Bed. $1,300 $1,040 

2-Bed. $1,550 $1,240 

Source: Turner Drake & Partners Ltd. & CMHC 

 

2.3.4 Funding Breakdown and Project Viability, by Scenario 
 

Table 2.4 (below) summarizes the funding outcomes of each scenario: 
 

• Scenario 1: Local/Rural (or Nearest Proximate) MMR (CMHC, Kentville) 

• Scenario 2: Provincial MMR for Pooled Small Census Agglomerations (CMHC) 

• Scenario 3: Benchmark Rental Rates Obtained via TDP Survey 
 
This table includes the proportion of funding CMHC is willing to support and any resulting shortfalls. This 
comparison demonstrates how different affordability metrics directly influence project revenues, repayable 
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and forgivable loan eligibility, and overall financial viability. While Scenarios 1 and 2 result in funding gaps 
that require further contributions from external programs or partners, Scenario 3 demonstrates that using 
localized rental rates (specific to the current study area) can fully sustain the project under AHF 
requirements without the need for deeper subsidy stacking.8 
 

Table 2.4: Development Scenario Comparison 

Scenario 

Funding 

Needed 

(A) 

Repayable 

Loan 

Offered 

(B) 

Forgivable 

Loan 

Offered 

(C) 

Total CMHC 

Funds 

Offered 

(B + C) 

Funding Gap: 

 

(A - B - C) 

Viable? 

Scenario 1 $11,328,000 $4,548,635 $6,121,600 $10,670,235 
 

$657,765 
 

 

Scenario 2 $11,328,000 $4,454,456 $6,121,600 $10,567,056 $751,944 
 

Scenario 3 $11,328,000 $5,319,582 $6,008,418 $11,328,000 -  

 
Source: Turner Drake & Partners Ltd. & CMHC 

 

2.3.5 Key Findings 
 
The funding gaps identified in Scenarios 1 and 2 are not necessarily fatal to project approval; however, they 
highlight a heavy reliance on external contributions beyond CMHC’s core supports. Even after factoring in 
the maximum available from CMHC Seed ($150,000) and CHTC Pre-Development funding ($75,000), both 
scenarios require additional subsidy stacking to achieve operational viability. 
 
Scenario 3 demonstrates that when affordability is tied to current localized rents sourced through our Market 
Survey, project revenues better reflect actual market performance, and the development becomes 
financially viable under AHF requirements without additional reliance on external grants or subsidies. 
 
While Scenario 3 sets higher affordability thresholds than Scenarios 1 and 2, these rents remain well within 
accepted affordability standards for the local context. Critically, this approach ensures financial 
sustainability throughout both the development and operational life of the project, enabling new non-market 
supply without eroding affordability for residents. 
 

2.3.6 Defining Affordability 
 
Importantly, CMHC does not apply a universal definition of affordability across all programs. Under the 
Apartment Construction Loan Program (ACLP),9 for example, at least 20% of units must have rents at or 
below 30% of median total household income in the local market. In the case of Bridgewater: 
 

• Median total household income = $76,500 (2021 Census) 

• 30% of income   = $22,950 annually 

• Max affordable rent  = $1,912/month 
 

 
8 All scenarios assume the proponent receives the maximum available from two additional funding sources: the NS Community 
Housing Transformation Centre (CHTC) Community Housing Growth Fund – Pre-Development stream ($75,000) and the forgivable 
CMHC Seed Contribution ($150,000), which are included in the total project financing. 
 
9 CMHC – Apartment Construction Loan Program 

https://centre.support/grant/nova-scotias-community-housing-growth-fund-chgf/
https://www.cmhc-schl.gc.ca/professionals/project-funding-and-mortgage-financing/funding-programs/all-funding-programs/apartment-construction-loan-program/standard-rental-housing
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As shown in Table 2.5, the ACLP benchmark of affordability sits well above both market and affordable 
rents modeled in all three scenarios, demonstrating the variability that exists depending on which program 
and/or affordability metric is applied. 
 

Table 2.5: Affordability Threshold Comparison 

Metric 1-Bed. (affordable) 2-Bed. (affordable) 

Scenario 1: MMR (Kentville) $620 $956 

Scenario 2: Prov. Small CA MMR $640 $850 

Scenario 3: TDP Benchmark Rental Rate $1,040 $1,240 

ACLP Threshold (30% total median income) Max. affordable rent = $1,912 
Source: Turner Drake & Partners Ltd., CMHC, and Statistics Canada 

 

2.3.7 Conclusions 
 
This analysis found that the use of rural MMR-based (Median Market Rents) affordability metrics 
underestimates achievable rental revenues in Bridgewater and results in project funding gaps under 
CMHC’s AHF. The usage of verified local market data eliminates those gaps and supports the delivery of 
financially sustainable, non-market rental housing. 
 
CMHC’s mandated reliance on Median Market Rents (MMR) undervalues rural markets, suppresses 
achievable rental revenues, and increases dependence on external funding sources. Rural MMR values 
are often incomplete, suppressed, or lag market realities. When CMHC requires proponents (particularly 
non-profit housing providers) to rely on proxy markets, the program risks introducing systemic inaccuracies 
that undermine financial feasibility and deter much-needed rural rental housing development. 
 
Affordable rental housing is essential to supporting community well-being, enabling workers, families, and 
seniors to remain housed safely and sustainably within their communities. While the modeled scenarios 
reflect a mixed-income non-market development (rather than deeply affordable units), enabling financially 
viable non-profit projects expands and preserves dedicated affordable rental supply, thereby meeting 
current and future housing needs, particularly in rural and small-town areas. 
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2.4  Recommendations for Future Data Collection 
 
While this research project provides an excellent foundation for the assessment of the regional rental 
market, Lunenburg County’s rural data gap is likely to persist over the long-term, barring intervention on 
the part of CMHC, or provincial governments. 
 
In light of this, we have outlined high-level recommendations concerning future rental market data collection 
that can be employed by municipalities in order to help address the lack of rural and small-town data: 
 

• First and foremost, data collection needs to be pursued as a collective outcome among 
jurisdictions, not undertaken in isolation. The rental market is fluid; demand for shelter and 
livelihoods does not respect municipal boundaries, and many of our survey respondents were 
responsible for buildings in multiple jurisdictions. Future data collection efforts will be more efficient 
if everyone is on the same page and working towards a common objective. 
 

• Data collection is a simple, yet daunting, task. Many people are willing to share information; it is 
mainly a matter of getting in-touch with the right people and asking the right questions; the vast 
majority of our data was sourced via phone calls. In order to undertake this type of work, the 
following are required: 
 

o A contact list and inventory of rental properties; 
o A survey instrument and data collection tool; 
o Dedicated outreach planning and strategy; and, 
o The willingness to think outside the box and undertake a substantive amount of primary 

research, using a wide-variety of platforms and sources of information. 
 

• Data collection is most efficient when undertaken on a building-by-building basis, with larger 
portfolios and unit counts targeted first. A key point here is to ensure that any starting inventory is 
reviewed several times over in order to ensure that contacts are assigned accordingly, and that the 
necessary properties are included (i.e., focus only on the rental market). 
 

• While data collection and outreach efforts can be completed internally by municipal staff, many 
private sector rental operators do not want to share information directly with government officials. 
 

• A recommendation to contract out future data collection efforts may seem self-serving, however, 
we were able to secure a substantive amount of information by virtue of the fact that people are 
more willing to share with those who do not represent government. Importantly, we could guarantee 
absolute confidentiality to those who participated in the survey. 
 

• Should municipalities wish to undertake these efforts internally, we recommend consistency and 
cross-collaboration between jurisdictions. The actual outreach and survey efforts should be 
completed during the same timeframe on a predetermined basis (annual, biennial), etc. If 
conducted on an annual basis, the outreach and data collection efforts would make for an excellent, 
re-occurring, project for post-secondary students over the summer months, with oversight from 
senior staff. This could provide opportunity for site visits, along with meetings and consultations 
with landlords and developers, thereby bridging a gap between the development industry and 
municipal regulators. 
 

• All data needs to be collected in a pre-standardized format and entered into a common platform. 
This ensures consistency in the research and the results that flow from this work. For this project, 
we entered all collected information into a pre-built, and private, online survey platform that was 
directly linked to internal GIS platforms. This allowed for review and proof-reading of our data, and 
ensured that all information was backed-up and accessible by all members of the project. 
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• Municipalities have access to contact information for property owners, managers, and developers 
through activities that are part of their regular operational purview; fire and building inspections, 
building permit records, and development agreements all have contact information attached to 
them. These formed the starting point for this research. Long-term data collection efforts should 
seek to collate and standardize this information outside of the channels through which these are 
collected. As each jurisdiction can operate using different platforms and methods of information 
storage, this information needs to be standardized, reviewed, and centralized prior to outreach 
efforts. 
 

• Economic development agencies, and other organizations that are quasi-municipally operated (i.e., 
Energize Bridgewater, etc.) can provide contacts in the rental and development sectors. They 
should be consulted prior to contact efforts to ensure a broader contact list. 
 

• An outreach process to extent that was accomplished for this project is likely not necessitated 
annually, though we recommend further consultation with organizations like CMHC in this regard. 
Should it be feasible, representative sampling of the market (particularly in rural and smaller 
jurisdictions) could provide a sufficient baseline of information on an annual basis, with more 
thorough research conducted as need-be. 
 

• At the minimum, future data collection efforts should focus on the following key points for each 
building: 
 

o Total units in each building; 
o Total units vacant; 
o Total unit count by type (1-Bed., 2-Bed., etc.); 
o Total units vacant by type; and, 
o Achieved and asking rental rates (overall), and by unit type. 

 

• Nova Scotia is fortunate to have access to comprehensive open data on property characteristics 
via PVSC’s open data portal. Further to this, the online property registry, and the NSPRD, while 
not public-facing (for obvious reasons), provide a wealth of information concerning property 
ownership and property details. Documents and information from the property registry can help 
identify and prioritize contacts for outreach efforts. These are a vital part of data collection and 
organization efforts, and municipalities have access to these tools in varying capacities. 
 

• A substantive amount of the information we sourced was the result of cross-referencing individual 
contacts against the property registry to see if they had additional buildings in the county. This 
ensured that when we completed outreach to property owners, we were asking them about as 
many properties as possible. Future data collection efforts should take advantage of this from the 
outset; this ensures that results are more comprehensive and reflective of market trends across a 
broader region. 
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Section 3 | Lunenburg County 
 

3.1  Rental Market Overview 
 
This section details the results of our rental market survey, specific to Lunenburg County as a whole. Note 

that we refer to this area as “the county” for brevity. The Discussion & Conclusions section outlines the 
conclusions stemming from our research, while this section presents the data (i.e., rental rates, vacancy 
rates etc.), along with supplemental narrative where applicable. 
 

3.1.1 Primary Rental Market Supply 
 
In order to estimate the supply of primary market rental units in the county, we used data from the NS 
Property Records Database (NSPRD; covers assessment, ownership, and property registry details), along 
with public data from PVSC and the Province of Nova Scotia. As a result of this analysis, we estimate that 
there are 2,337 primary market dwelling units in the county (i.e., buildings that have more than two units, 
and that are assumed to be operated by the private market rental sector). This figure encompasses a wide 
range of building and property types. While figures are available via the 2021 Census, we refer explicitly to 
estimates derived from available property data in order to provide current-year information specific to the 
primary rental market. 
 
The vast majority of the county’s rental unit inventory is in Bridgewater; it has over 60% of all units (1,406) 
identified in the study area. Mahone Bay has the smallest share amongst the five municipalities, with just 
3% of the overall unit inventory. 
 

Table 3.1: Primary Rental Market Inventory 

Municipality 
Total Inventory Share of Inventory (%) 

No. of Units No. of Buildings % of Units % of Buildings 

Chester 279 63 12% 18% 

Mahone Bay 68 17 3% 5% 

Lunenburg 255 49 11% 14% 

Bridgewater 1,406 137 60% 40% 

MODL 329 75 14% 22% 

Total 2,337 341 --- --- 

Source: Turner Drake & Partners, Ltd., PVSC, and the Province of Nova Scotia 

 
In order to approximate the unit type breakdown of the rental market inventory, specific to the primary 
market, we applied the overarching unit breakdown shares from our market survey against the total unit 
count (2,337). The market is heavily weighted towards 1- and 2-Bedroom units. Collectively, these unit 
types account for 87% of the surveyed inventory. This is in-line with the ratios as reported by CMHC for the 
HRM, and the province as a whole. The private market prefers 1- and 2-Bedroom units; they are generally 
easier to rent and can appeal to a wider-range of tenants.  
 

Table 3.2: County-Wide Unit Type Breakdown 

Studio 1-Bed. 2-Bed. 3-Bed. 

4% 24% 63% 9% 

Source: Derived using Turner Drake’s rental market survey and estimated dwelling unit counts 
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3.1.2 Stabilized Primary Market Benchmarks 
 
A key reason for undertaking this market survey is to generate more accurate and complete rental market 
data than otherwise exists through traditional sources, if at all. Closing this data gap can help support new 
housing supply and affordability in Lunenburg County, as it is frequently an important input for preparing 
program and financing applications to agencies such as CMHC. 
 
Outside of Bridgewater, most of the county lacks a true base of purpose-built rental properties, and the 

secondary market is the de facto market (see Section 3.1.8). As such, the overall findings of our market 
survey, by necessity, incorporated data from a wide-variety of property types, management structures, 
leasehold agreements, and housing typologies. 
 
While the findings of our survey are statistically reliable and representative of the rental market in the study 
area as a whole, it is also useful to focus specifically on the subset of purpose-built and professionally-
managed apartment buildings. These types of apartments will have higher unit counts and are usually part 
of larger portfolio holdings. They can be expected to command higher rental rates over time, have lower 
rates of tenant turnover, and will generally experience lower vacancy relative to the remainder of the private 
market. They are likely to be more representative of, and relevant to, future market-rate rental housing 
construction in general, and projects looking to access various government housing programs. 
 
In order to establish a representative, county-wide benchmark for these types of properties, we analyzed a 
subset of data collected through the market survey that was specific to these types of buildings. This sample 
included 1,068 apartment units, representing over 71% of the surveyed primary market inventory, and 46% 
of the estimated total primary market inventory. This sample has representation from each of the five 
jurisdictions, though by necessity the vast majority of these properties were located in Bridgewater, or within 
immediate proximity to the Town’s boundary. Our analysis indicates that these buildings are usually 
premium offerings compared to the older stock that makes up the remainder of the market. 
 
From the basis of this subset analysis, we also applied our professional judgement, understanding of the 
various nuances in the data, and market insights received from owners and operators during its collection. 
This was done to adjust or generalize the analytical outputs and create a final set of primary rental market 
benchmarks. For example, benchmark vacancy rates were typically set below the calculated figures, having 
regard for the influence of those newly-constructed units in the process of being absorbed for the first time 
(i.e. a time-limited condition, not indicative of the sustained market trend).  
 
As a result, the figures are not just calculated averages of selected market data, but our professional opinion 
of stabilized market metrics that give the best point of reference for new rental housing construction across 
Lunenburg County, based on the survey data collected. However, as these balance across variations 

between buildings and locations, we note they do not constitute professional valuation or appraisal 

advice for any specific property or project. The final benchmark figures are presented in Table 3.3.  
 

Table 3.3: Stabilized Primary Market Benchmarks by Unit Type 

Vacancy Rate 

Studio 1-Bed. 2-Bed. 3-Bed. Overall 

1.00% 3.50% 2.00% 1.00% 2.50% 

Achieved Rental Rate 

Studio 1-Bed. 2-Bed. 3-Bed. Overall 

$1,000 $1,300 $1,550 $2,000 $1,500 

Asking Rental Rate (Upon Unit Turnover) 

Studio 1-Bed. 2-Bed. 3-Bed. Overall 

$1,150 $1,400 $1,750 $2,200 $1,700 
Source: Turner Drake & Partners Ltd. | These figures do not constitute professional valuation or appraisal advice. 
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3.1.3 Vacancy Rates 
 
This section details the results of our market survey with regard to the vacancy rates in the county, along 

with separate rates for the five municipalities. Table 3.4 shows the resulting vacancy rates, both for the 
market overall, and for the estimated primary market (buildings with at least three units). 
 
We recorded an overall vacancy rate of 4.52%. This ratio represents a total of just 70 units across the 1,548 
units covered by our survey. A substantial number (39 units) of these vacant units were recorded in newly-
constructed and/or renovated, buildings that are currently in their initial lease-up phase. These units 
represented nearly 56% of the total vacant units recorded by our survey. If those vacancies, and the 
corresponding total unit counts for their buildings are removed from this calculation, the overall county-wide 
vacancy rate falls to 2.48%. 
 
These new units drive the vacancy rate upwards for all areas, and particularly in MODL, where recent 
additions of newer stock represent an outsized portion of the overall inventory. We expect higher vacancies 
in new buildings to normalize in due course, as marginal demand in the rental market will likely absorb 
these units over the long-term. 
 
While the vacancy rate figures for the smaller jurisdictions are statistically valid, they suffer from small 
sample size bias; small variations have an outsized impact on the results. As such, while we have included 
the figures for reference, we advise that County-level data should be considered the most reliable baseline 
for policy and research applications with regard to the market in Chester, Mahone Bay, Lunenburg, and 
MODL. Sub-regional data can be used primarily to illustrate local nuance and context. Bridgewater’s figures 
are more stable as the sample size is much larger. 
 
For example, Lunenburg appears to have a considerably high vacancy for 3-Bedroom(+) units; in reality 
this rate reflects just three total units, two of which are in buildings that have recently underwent extensive 
renovations. This is an example of how the county-wide figures are most representative of the market as a 
whole, and how granular figures for the smaller geographies can be volatile due to small sample sizes. 
 

Table 3.4: Vacancy Rates by Municipality & Unit Type 

Entire Market 

Municipality Studio 1-Bed. 2-Bed. 3-Bed. Total 

Chester --- 0.00% 16.67% 3.28% 5.00% 

Mahone Bay 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 

Lunenburg 7.14% 3.85% 1.72% 20.00% 3.61% 

Bridgewater 0.00% 2.43% 3.74% 0.00% 3.09% 

MODL 10.00% 14.71% 14.00% 0.00% 13.61% 

Overall 4.48% 4.64% 4.73% 2.80% 4.52% 

Primary Market Buildings 

Municipality Studio 1-Bed. 2-Bed. 3-Bed. Total 

Chester --- 0.00% 20.00% 3.45% 5.56% 

Mahone Bay 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 

Lunenburg 7.69% 4.00% 1.87% 33.33% 3.97% 

Bridgewater 0.00% 2.48% 3.79% 0.00% 3.13% 

MODL 10.00% 15.38% 14.00% --- 14.05% 

Overall 4.55% 4.82% 4.84% 3.01% 4.66% 

Source: Turner Drake & Partners | “---" denotes no recorded information. 
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Figure 3.1 and Figure 3.2 illustrate the distribution of vacant units relative to their position on the rental 
price spectrum. Vacancy is more concentrated towards the higher end of the rental market; these buildings 
have a disproportionate share of the total vacant units relative to their share of the overall inventory. This 
analysis was completed by calculating the share of the overall unit inventory, and the overall vacant unit 
inventory, for each ten-percent value range between the minimum and maximum rental rates recorded in 
our survey. 
 

The blue bars show the share of units corresponding to each 10% rental rate range, and the purple boxes 

show the share of vacant units in each rental rate range. Where the purple boxes are smaller than the 

blue bars, this shows a disproportionally low quantity of vacant units in that price range. Where the purple 

boxes are larger than the blue bars, this shows a disproportionally higher quantity of vacant units in that 
price range.  
 
This reflects a common point that we heard throughout the market survey outreach process; while the 
market is tight across the board, it is difficult to find units available at the low- or mid-range of the rental 
spectrum. Further, if a building has lower rents, it will likely see lower tenant turnover because existing 
tenants cannot find a comparable unit in their price range. It also illustrates that newer buildings at the high-
end of the rental spectrum command an outsized share of overall vacancy. Buildings with rental rates in 
the upper 50% have just 20% of the total units, but 51% of the total vacant units. 
 

Figure 3.1: Total & Vacant Unit Inventory by Rental Rate Range (Across all unit types) 

 
Source: Turner Drake & Partners Ltd. 

 

Figure 3.2: Total & Vacant Unit Inventory by Rental Rate Range 

 
Source: Turner Drake & Partners Ltd. 
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We performed the same analysis separately for 1- and 2-Bedroom units (the smaller sample sizes for Studio 
and 3-Bedroom units would have been distortive). The former has just 35% of its inventory is in the upper 
50% of the rental rate range, however these units have 57% of the vacant 1-Bedroom units in the county. 
For the latter, just 18% of its unit inventory is in the upper 50% of rental rates, but this range accounts for 
32% of the vacant 2-Bedroom units in the county. 
 

Figure 3.3: Total & Vacant Unit Inventory by Rental Rate Range (1-Bedroom units) 

 
Source: Turner Drake & Partners Ltd. 

 

Figure 3.4: Total & Vacant Unit Inventory by Rental Rate Range (2-Bedroom units) 

 
Source: Turner Drake & Partners Ltd. 
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Table 3.5 shows the vacancy rates for each municipality, broken out by unit count ranges. Our survey did 
not record a single vacant unit in buildings with less than three units (i.e. non-primary market rentals). This 
does not imply that there is no vacancy in the secondary market writ-large, but it does indicate that the 
availability for types of units is quite tight, with lower unit turnover. 
 
Larger buildings have higher rates of vacancy than their counter-parts; this is largely driven by the fact they 
encompass more units, but also that they include newly constructed buildings that are still in their initial 
lease-up period, and thus have added vacant units onto the market. While these figures provide important 
context, we again caution that findings for the smaller jurisdictions are skewed due to the impact of smaller 
sample sizes, particularly for larger buildings. 
 

Table 3.5: Vacancy Rates by Building Size 

Municipality < 3 Units 3-5 Units 6-19 Units 20-49 Units 50-199 Units Overall 

Chester 0.00% 11.11% 0.00% --- 3.57% 5.00% 

Mahone Bay 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% --- --- 0.00% 

Lunenburg 0.00% 7.69% 4.69% 0.00% --- 3.61% 

Bridgewater 0.00% 3.23% 2.54% 2.63% 6.00% 3.09% 

MODL 0.00% 7.69% 0.00% 10.42% 21.28% 13.61% 

Overall 0.00% 5.52% 2.56% 3.07% 10.33% 4.52% 

Source: Turner Drake & Partners Ltd. | “---” indicates no value recorded. 

 
Across the county, vacancy rates are low, reflecting a tight and competitive rental market that offers limited 
mobility or choice for renters, and difficulty finding housing if they were to lose their current tenure. Even 
accounting for the introduction of new units (many of which temporarily inflate overall vacancy figures during 
lease-up periods), the underlying availability of rental housing remains limited, particularly within smaller-
scale and purpose-built rental buildings. 
 
While the county-wide results provide a robust and statistically reliable picture of regional conditions, 
smaller submarkets such as Mahone Bay exhibit greater sensitivity to small-sample effects, which can 
introduce variability in granular measures such as vacancy and rental rates by unit type or building size. 
 
Even so, the findings for Mahone Bay are noteworthy: despite potential variability, the data recorded limited-
to-no vacancy across all unit types and building sizes, making it the most supply-constrained jurisdiction in 
the county. This reinforces what is often reported anecdotally; demand for rental housing in Mahone Bay 
far exceeds supply. 
 
Taken together, the survey results indicate a region-wide shortage of rental housing, with Mahone Bay 
representing the most acute manifestation of said shortage. These conditions highlight the need for 
sustained and diversified investment in attainable rental development to restore market balance, improve 
affordability, and ensure that rental options exist across the full range of household sizes and income levels. 
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3.1.4 Rental Rates 
 
A key objective of our market research was to quantify market rental rates in Lunenburg County, and for 

each of the individual municipalities. Table 3.6 shows the results of this work. These figures are weighted 
averages. This ensures a more accurate representation of market rents; each building’s influence on the 
overall rates was weighted based on their corresponding share of the total unit inventory. We note that 
these rates are reflective of achieved rents; these are what tenants are currently paying for rent, not what 
they would be paying upon unit turnover. The latter is addressed later in this section. 
 
While we have included the rental rates from all study areas for the sake of comprehensiveness, we stress 
that the county-level data should be considered the most reliable baseline for policy and research 
applications with regard to the market in in Chester, Mahone Bay, Lunenburg, and MODL. Sub-regional 
data can be used to illustrate local nuance and context. These jurisdictions suffer from small sample size 
bias; small variations can have an outsized impact on the overarching results. Bridgewater’s figures are 
more stable as the sample size is much larger.  
 
The reported rental rates cover a wide-range of housing types; this survey included everything from newly 
constructed and purpose-built rental stock, to residential units above commercial properties, to older-stock 
single-family homes that have been demised into multi-unit properties, to converted heritage buildings, etc. 
 
For context, CMHC reported Nova Scotia’s average rental rate to be $1,552 in 2024; this figure is 
undoubtedly highly influenced by Halifax market, given the outsized share of the province’s rental inventory 
occupied by the HRM. Amongst the five municipalities, MODL recorded the highest rental rate, though this 
is skewed due to the impact of newer construction in a relatively small unit inventory. 
 
Chester and Mahone Bay fall towards the lower-end, though this driven both by the sample size, and the 
of a lack of a true primary rental market in these areas. For these two jurisdictions, many of the survey 
respondents reported lower achieved rental rates along with low tenant turnover and almost non-existent 
vacancies. This combination of factors can have downwards pressure on achieved rental rates for existing 
tenancies; rent increases upon unit turnover are almost always much higher than the rate of increase for 
non-turnover units. 
 

Table 3.6: Weighted Average Rent by Bedroom Type 

Overall Market 

Municipality Studio 1-Bed. 2-Bed. 3-Bed. Overall 

Chester --- $729 $1,139 $912 $904 

Mahone Bay $975 $1,038 $1,204 $1,300 $1,150 

Lunenburg $982 $1,018 $1,326 $2,280 $1,326 

Bridgewater $976 $1,251 $1,479 $1,830 $1,434 

MODL $955 $1,018 $1,161 $1,913 $1,753 

Overall $971 $1,159 $1,417 $1,464 $1,423 

Primary Market (> 2 units) 

Municipality Studio 1-Bed. 2-Bed. 3-Bed. Overall 

Chester --- $659 $1,163 $905 $895 

Mahone Bay $975 $1,038 $1,125 $1,300 $1,091 

Lunenburg $969 $1,010 $1,337 $2,167 $1,300 

Bridgewater $976 $1,251 $1,482 $1,830 $1,437 

MODL $955 $1,020 $1,161 --- $1,764 

Overall $968 $1,161 $1,421 $1,434 $1,426 
Source: Turner Drake & Partners Ltd. | “---” indicates no value recorded. 
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Table 3.7 shows the average rental rates for each municipality, grouped according to building size ranges 
(unit counts). This shows overall average rents for the secondary market (less than three units), along with 
the primary market. Larger buildings skew towards the higher-end of the rental rate spectrum; buildings 
with at least 50 units are almost entirely newer construction and premium rental offerings. We note that 
there is considerable variability in the sample sizes for the various building size ranges in the smaller 
jurisdictions. 
 

Table 3.7: Weighted Average Rent by Building Size 

Municipality < 3 Units 3-5 Units 6-19 Units 20-49 Units 50-199 Units Overall 

Chester $986 $961 $600 --- $900 $904 

Mahone Bay $1,800 $1,192 $1,021 --- --- $1,150 

Lunenburg $1,580 $1,715 $1,134 $1,185 --- $1,326 

Bridgewater $1,181 $1,212 $1,336 $1,388 $1,968 $1,434 

MODL $1,400 $925 $1,084 $975 $2,500 $1,753 

Overall $1,324 $1,261 $1,272 $1,334 $1,935 $1,423 
Source: Turner Drake & Partners Ltd. | “---” indicates no value recorded. 

 

3.1.5 Historical Rental Rate Benchmarking 
 
Reliable historical rental information was largely unavailable through our market survey process. In order 
to provide context on historical rental rates, we reviewed data available to us internally for a single portfolio 

of apartments that covers over 100 units in Bridgewater. Figure 3.5 illustrates the results of this analysis. 
 
For each of the past five years (2020-2024, inclusive), we established a benchmark rental rate using this 
data, and then completed a timeseries analysis of the year-over-year change in these figures. This was 
compared against the rates reported by CMHC’s annual Rental Market Survey for NS and the HRM. This 
is not intended to serve as an absolute representation of historical market trends, but rather it provides an 
illustration of how rents have changed in recent years. 
 
The historical benchmark rates in Bridgewater have generally followed the same direction as those 
observed for Nova Scotia and the HRM, though year-over-year rates of increase were lower for the sampled 
portfolio in Bridgewater. The exception to this was in 2024, when the benchmark properties saw their overall 
rental rates increase by 10% over 2023. Smaller towns generally lag behind trends in the urban centres, 
and this is evidenced by the fluctuations between 2023 and 2024. 
 
Overall, rental rates at the benchmark properties have increased at a rate of nearly 6% per annum over the 
past five years. This is lower than the rate for HRM (8.7%), and the province (8.5%), though we note that 
NS’s overall figures are heavily influenced by the HRM. This does not substantiate statistical conclusions 
regarding historical rental rates, however this confirms a common theme heard during our market survey; 
rental units turnover at a lower rate because of high demand and low supply, and as such, rental rates 
increase at a slower pace. 



Town of Lunenburg  Page 37 of 85 

---------------------------------------------------------------------  TURNER DRAKE & PARTNERS LTD.  --------- 

Figure 3.5: Year-over-Year Change in Rent – Benchmark, NS, & HRM 

 
Source: Turner Drake & Partners Ltd. 

 

3.1.6 Achieved vs Asking Rents 
 
To provide further context on rental rates, we conducted a review of the difference between asking and 

achieved rents (Table 3.8). Asking rents reflect the rate that a landlord would list for a vacant (i.e. turnover) 
or newly constructed unit; this is what a landlord believes the market can support for a new tenancy under 
current conditions. This figure does not always represent the final rate tenants pay, but rather the pre-lease 
price they encounter when entering the market. 
 
Rental rates for turnover units are often considerably higher than the rates currently in place for occupied 
units; rates of increase for existing, and particularly long-term, tenants tend to lag those of the open market. 
Building operators will often pursue upgrades and/or cosmetic improvements during periods of vacancy in 
order to reposition on the higher-end of the spectrum, and to ensure that their offerings are in-line with 
market expectations, thereby driving up market rental rates should demand support it. Also, Nova Scotia’s 
rent cap does not apply to vacated units, meaning their rental rates may increase beyond the 5% threshold 
that covers existing tenancies on periodic leases. In turn, building operators often look to recoup the 
differential via increases to newly vacant units. 
 
Achieved rents in the county fall well-below asking rates, generally because they reflect a market with 
limited turnover and longer-term tenancies. For context, CMHC’s 2024 Rental Market Survey for NS 
reported an increase of roughly 26% in average rent for two-bedroom units10 upon turnover. Our survey 
recorded a split of approximately 23% between average and achieved rents county-wide for two-bedroom 
units (± 11% overall). This reflects a common refrain heard during our market survey outreach; a large 
number of tenants in the county are longer-term renters, many of whom experience lower year-over-year 
rental rate increases. 
 

Table 3.8: Achieved vs Asking Rates by Unit Type (Lunenburg County) 

Unit Type Achieved Rent* Asking Rent** $ Difference % Difference 

Studio $971 $1,200 $229 24% 

1-Bed. $1,159 $1,500 $341 29% 

2-Bed. $1,417 $1,800 $383 27% 

3-Bed. $1,464 $1,700 $236 16% 

Overall $1,423 $1,600 $177 12% 
Source: Turner Drake & Partners Ltd. | * Market average | ** Weighted averages that have been rounded to a realistic value. 

 
10 This was the only unit type for which average rent upon turnover was reported. 
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Figure 3.6: Achieved vs Asking Rents (Lunenburg County) 

 
Source: Turner Drake & Partners Ltd. 

 

3.1.7 Rental Rates for New Apartment Construction 
 
The rates for newly constructed apartment buildings are a function of supply and demand, with a price floor 
that is determined by the costs required to build new housing, keep a building financially sustainable, and 
to incentive the construction and operation of the building in the first place (i.e., a rate of return to the 
developer/builder). If demand and supply continue to rebalance, new-build rents will generally reflect the 
minimum economically feasible price of development. 
 
Increased demand in the region has spurred the expansion of the rental universe throughout the county; 
the achievable rental rates that can be commanded by new developments has risen to a point where the 
projects are worth pursuing. In particular, Bridgewater has seen several major new-builds of late; these 
have geared towards the higher-end of the rental market, with buildings offering amenities (i.e., gyms, 
underground parking, social rooms, advanced sound-proofing, etc.) and luxury finishes that were not 
common-place in the county’s rental market. These offerings are necessitated, in-part, by the increased 
competition amongst building operators for tenants at the higher-end of the price spectrum, as those who 
can afford the new-builds represent a proportionally lower share of market. 
 
The achieved rental rates of these buildings track well-above the market averages for Bridgewater’s primary 
market, and the county writ-large. Using data collected in our survey for a variety of new-builds in 
Bridgewater, we estimated that newly-constructed apartment buildings generally command a premium of 

between 30-60% above the current market rates. Table 3.9 applies these premiums against the average 
rental rates for Bridgewater. 
 

Table 3.9: Rental Rates for New Apartment Construction 

Current Market Rent Studio 1-Bed. 2-Bed. 3-Bed. Overall 

Weighted Average (Bridgewater) $976 $1,251 $1,482 $1,830 $1,437 

Rental Rates* for New Construction (±) 

Indicated Premium Studio** 1-Bed.** 2-Bed. 3-Bed. Overall 

@ 30% $1,275 $1,600 $1,950 $2,375 $1,900 

@ 40% $1,375 $1,750 $2,100 $2,500 $2,000 

@ 50%   $2,300 $2,700 $2,100 

@ 60%   $2,400 $3,000 $2,300 
Source: Turner Drake & Partners Ltd. | * Rates have been rounded so as to avoid overly precise figures. | ** The data did not 
indicate a premium above the 40% threshold for Studio and 1-Bedroom units. 
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We expect that these general patterns would hold true across the county’s rental market, though localized 
nuances (costs related to regulatory burden, municipal infrastructure expansions, etc.) will impact the final 
price-points for new construction. Construction in truly rural areas is expected to achieve lower rental rates 
than buildings in urbanized areas, having regard to the comparative lack of proximate amenities and 
services. 
 
This exercise is meant to be illustrative of how newly-built units are performing relative to their counter-
parts, and it should not be taken as valuation or appraisal advice for new construction; above and beyond 
general market supply and demand, there are a wide variety of building- and management-specific factors 
that ultimately impact the final rental rates these properties can achieve. For instance, some landlords are 
aggressive in securing leases for new-build units, even if it means providing tenant incentives (i.e., X 
number of months rent-free, etc.) or accepting rates below-asking. On the other hand, several operators 
we spoke with indicated they would rather have a unit vacant in the immediate if it meant that they could 
secure the long-term benefit of a tenant at their desired rental threshold. 
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3.1.8 Secondary Rental Market 
 
The secondary rental market is generally defined by CMHC as rental units in buildings containing fewer 
than three units, and is primarily comprised of single-detached homes, residential units in mixed-use 
buildings, accessory suites, larger older-stock homes that have been demised into multi-unit structures, 
etc. We estimate that the secondary rental market represents just shy of 48% of the overall rental unit 

inventory in the county. Table 3.9 details these figures. 
 
Rural and small-town communities generally lack an established base of purpose-built apartment rentals, 
with the secondary market becoming the de facto market in many parts of the county. This is particularly 
acute in Mahone Bay, Chester, and MODL. The rental supply in these areas is frequently provided through 
the repurposing and renovation of older housing stock. These units can often carry a rental premium 
associated with the costs of renovations, limited availability, and the scarcity of comparable offerings. 
Single-family homes will typically command a higher rental rate than smaller apartment units, partially driven 
by low availability in the region for family-sized rentals, along with the fact that they are usually larger 
spaces. 
 
Our survey recorded no-to-limited vacancy rates for secondary market properties; while this does not mean 
that there is zero vacancy across the board for these buildings, it illustrates that overall availability for this 
sector is low. There are limited options for those entering the market. On the whole, we expect that trends 
in the secondary rental market will generally follow the same themes are those identified through our rental 
market survey. 
 

Table 3.10: Secondary Rental Market Inventory 

Municipality 

Total Inventory (No. of Units) Share of Inventory (%) 

Primary 

Market 

Secondary 

Market* 
Total 

Primary 

Market 

Secondary 

Market 

Chester 279 560 839 33% 67% 

Mahone Bay 68 65 133 51% 49% 

Lunenburg 255 134 389 66% 34% 

Bridgewater 1,406 499 1,905 74% 26% 

MODL 329 897 1,226 27% 73% 

Total 2,337 2,155 4,492 52% 48% 
Source: Turner Drake & Partners, Ltd., PVSC, the Province of Nova Scotia, and Environics Analytics (accessed via ESRI ArcPro) | * 
These are 2024 values, which are the most up-to-date figures available as of this report. 

 

Figure 3.7: Primary vs Secondary Market Inventory 

 
Source: Turner Drake & Partners, Ltd., PVSC, the Province of Nova Scotia, and Environics Analytics (accessed via ESRI ArcPro)   
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3.2  Short-Term Rentals 
 
Short-term rentals (STRs) continue to proliferate, offering a flexible approach to utilizing residential 
properties for temporary lodging. This trend blurs the distinction between rental housing and commercial 
hospitality. With the expansion of the STR market comes growing concerns about its impact on the 
traditional residential real estate sector, particularly whether STRs are displacing long-term housing 
options, reducing housing supply, and making it more challenging for households to secure permanent 
residences. 
 

Figure 3.8 depicts the changes in STR properties from 2017 to 2025,11 along with the estimated number 
of units that were potential long-term dwellings (PLTDs); meaning, if not rented as an STR, they could have 
been used for permanent occupancy by a homeowner or tenant. Data is sourced from AirDNA™, a 
company that scrapes monthly information on the STR market from various STR platforms' public-facing 
websites. Turner Drake derives PLTD estimates from the AirDNA™ data using a modified Statistics Canada 
methodology.12  
 

Figure 3.8: Historical STRs and PLTDs 

 
Source: derived from AirDNA™ Property Performance Data 

 

• Estimates indicate that by 2025, Lunenburg County’s STR market included approximately 1,079 
properties, of which 490 were PLTDs. PLTDs therefore accounted for about 45% of the total STR 
inventory. 

 

• The 2025 STR total marks the first year-over-year decline (-2%) in overall inventory since the early 
stages of the COVID-19 Pandemic. Although PLTDs continue to increase, their growth has slowed 
considerably. From 2024 to 2025, total PLTDs rose 3%, well below the minimum 14% growth the 
previous three years. 

 
With coastal communities such as Hubbards, Aspotogan, and Kingsburg, Lunenburg County serves as a 
key tourism destination for oceanfront experiences. Accordingly, the impact of STRs is most pronounced 

in these areas, particularly during peak seasons. Figure 3.9 illustrates monthly STR activity, highlighting 
the clear seasonality of STRs across Lunenburg County. Activity is lowest during the winter months, rises 

 
11 Annual data reflects the period of October to September. For example, 2025 is October 2024 to September 2025.  
 
12 Arbenser, L; Bernard, M-C; Dormer, A; and Vipond, O. (2024, July 30). Analysis in Brief: Short-term rentals in the Canadian housing 

market. https://www150.statcan.gc.ca/n1/pub/11-621-m/11-621-m2024010-eng.htm  
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sharply through early summer, peaks between August and September, and then declines noticeably toward 
late fall. 
 

Figure 3.9: Monthly active short-term rentals 

 
Source: derived from AirDNA™ Property Performance Data 
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3.3  Demographic Projections 
 
Understanding future housing needs requires a close look at population and household projections. These 
projections provide insight into how many people may wish to live in the community, how households may 
for, and the pace at which demand for housing may grow.  
 

3.3.1 Population Projections 
 

Figure 3.10 shows possible population futures, ranging from low to high growth, with a moderate scenario 
as the midpoint. Population projections serve as the primary input for calculating the anticipated total 
households and total dwelling demand. For methodology details, see the Appendices.  
 

Figure 3.10: Anticipated range of possible future total populations 

 
Source: Turner Drake analysis derived from Statistics Canada 

 

• By 2034, the population is projected to reach between 51,485 to 56,000, representing a change of 
-1% to 7% over the decade. By 2044, the range may widen to 50,530 to 59,150, or a -3% to 13% 
change from 2024. 

 

• Under a moderate scenario, the population may grow 4% by 2034 (to 54,140) and 4% by 2044 (to 
54,450). 

 

Table 3.11 summarizes how the anticipated population may distribute by age group over the next 10 years, 
based on the average growth scenario.  
 

Table 3.11: Anticipated population by defined year and age group, moderate scenario 

  Total 0 to 14 15 to 24 25 to 44 45 to 64 65 to 84 85+ 

2019 48,635 5,840 4,065 9,215 15,710 12,255 1,555 

2024 52,215 6,025 4,130 10,050 15,405 14,840 1,765 

5yr % change +7% +3% +2% +9% -2% +21% +14% 

51,485 50,53054,140

54,450
56,000

59,150

52,215

30,000

40,000

50,000

60,000

70,000

2014 2019 2024 2029 2034 2039 2044

T
o
ta

l 
P

o
p
u
la

ti
o
n

Projection Range Average Growth Historical



Town of Lunenburg  Page 44 of 85 

---------------------------------------------------------------------  TURNER DRAKE & PARTNERS LTD.  --------- 

  Total 0 to 14 15 to 24 25 to 44 45 to 64 65 to 84 85+ 

2034 54,140 5,520 4,070 9,495 14,490 17,800 2,765 

10yr % change +4% -8% -1% -6% -6% +20% +57% 

Source: Turner Drake analysis derived from Statistics Canada 

 

• As mentioned, the total population may expand from 52,215 to 54,140 by 2034, a 4% increase. 
 

• Growth may be concentrated among seniors. By 2034, seniors ages 85+ are projected to grow by 
57% (1,765 to 2,765). Over the same period, seniors 65–84 are anticipated to increase by 20% 
(14,840 to 17,800). 

 

3.3.2 Household Projections 
 
By applying headship rates to projected population figures by age group, analysts can estimate the number 
of future households in a community. A headship rate refers to the proportion of people within a specific 
age group who are considered the primary maintainer (or “head”) of a household. For more methodology 
details, see the Appendices. 
 

Like Figure 3.10, Figure 3.11 demonstrates potential futures for total households, ranging from low to high 
growth with a moderate / average scenario as the midpoint. 
 

Figure 3.11: Anticipated range of possible future total households 

 
Source: Turner Drake analysis derived from Statistics Canada 

 

• By 2034, total households are projected to reach between 24,830 and 26,650, representing growth 
of 3% to 10% over the decade. By 2044, the range may widen to 25,080 to 29,050, or 4% to 20% 
growth since 2024. 

 

• Under a moderate scenario, total households may grow 8% by 2034 (to 25,995) and 11% by 2044 
(to 26,900). 
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Table 3.12 summarizes how the anticipated households may distribute by age group over the next 10 
years, based on the average growth scenario.  
 

Table 3.12: Anticipated households by defined year and maintainer age group, moderate scenario 

  Total 15 to 24 25 to 44 45 to 64 65 to 84 85+ 

2019 22,090 390 4,520 8,680 7,560 950 

2024 24,155 400 4,935 8,535 9,195 1,080 

5yr % change +9% +3% +9% -2% +22% +14% 

2034 25,995 395 4,690 8,025 11,165 1,715 

10yr % change +8% -1% -5% -6% +21% +59% 

Source: Turner Drake analysis derived from Statistics Canada 

 

• As mentioned, total households may expand from 24,155 to 25,995 by 2034, an 8% increase. Like 
historical trends, projections anticipate household growth will outpace population growth, 
influenced largely by the faster expansions of seniors and senior-led households (i.e., greater 
households per capita). 

 

• By 2034, 65- to 84-year old senior-led households may expand 21% (9,195 to 11,165) and elderly-
led households by 59% (1,080 to 1,715). 

 

3.3.3 Housing Demand Projections 
 
In general, household growth drives demand for more dwellings, as each new household requires a place 
to live. However, not all dwellings are occupied by permanent residents. In 2021, about 18% of Lunenburg 
County dwellings were not usually resident-occupied. Since household data only reflects usual-residents, 
projections do not capture the additional housing needed to serve other markets, such as recreational 

properties or short-term accommodations. Figure 3.12 shows how the relationship between households 
and total dwellings may change over time, using the historical ratio between the two variables. 
 

Figure 3.12: Anticipated households versus dwellings 

 
Source: Turner Drake analysis derived from Statistics Canada 
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• Historically, Lunenburg County has about 1.22 dwellings for every household. If applied to 
household projects, the municipality may demand 31,840 total dwellings by 2034 – an increase of 
2,275 units over a decade (or ~228 annually), versus 1,840 households (184 annually). 

 
The above outlines anticipated housing demand growth over the foreseeable future. However, this does 
not account for existing unmet demand. The Appendices provides further detail on its calculation, but in 
brief, unmet demand mostly reflects suppressed households; those unable to form locally due to unhealthy 

market conditions, such as high costs or limited supply. Figure 3.13 demonstrates the impact of a 2024 
shortage on overall demand totals over the next decade. 

 

Figure 3.13: Anticipated dwelling demand and the historical dwelling shortage, moderate scenario 

 
Source: Turner Drake analysis derived from Statistics Canada 

 

• Shortage estimates suggest that about 1,585 dwellings were needed but were not provided for prior 
to 2024. Assuming this shortage is a constant over the near-term, Lunenburg County may have a 
total net new demand of 3,860 units by 2034. 

 

Figure 3.14 shows how the aforementioned total demand may compare to anticipated build outs of housing 
(based on historical trends). 
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Figure 3.14: Anticipated running dwelling shortage 

Source: Turner Drake analysis derived from Statistics Canada and Property Valuation Services Corporation 

 

• After accounting for anticipated supply over the next decade, the 2024 shortage could decrease 
slightly to 1,390 units, demonstrating that local actions are potentially addressing housing demand, 
but not at high enough levels to quickly address the housing deficit without intervention. This would 
require about 139 additional dwellings per year, on top of the ~247 already expected annually. 

 

Table 3.13 breaks down the total demand (inclusive of the shortage) into potential distributions of units by 
their size (i.e., number of bedrooms) and tenure. While the market will largely respond to consumer 
preferences through their product offerings, the data offers an insight into what to anticipate in the future 
and how said future might compare to past construction trends. 
 
For instance, Lunenburg County’s total inventory is about 19% rentals (as of 2021). Anticipated growth 
trends suggest building at a higher rate (about 32%) over the next decade. 
 

Table 3.13: Anticipated new dwelling demand by number of bedrooms and tenure, moderate 

scenario 

 Owner-occupied Renter-occupied 

 by 2029 share by 2034 share by 2029 share by 2034 share 

Total 2,030   2,635   870   1,225   

0-/1-bed 115 6% 160 6% 265 30% 400 33% 

2-Bed. 1,020 50% 1,570 60% 605 70% 825 67% 

3-Bed. 560 28% 485 18% 0 0% 0 0% 

4+ Bed. 335 17% 420 16% 0 0% 0 0% 

Source: Turner Drake analysis derived from Statistics Canada 

 

Figure 3.15 and Figure 3.16 offer alternative breakdowns of required dwellings. The former demonstrates 
the potential need across dwelling structure types and the latter shows how they might best distribute across 
different housing price models (deeply affordable, below-market, and market units). 
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Figure 3.15: Anticipated new dwelling demand by dwelling typology, moderate scenario 

 
Source: Turner Drake analysis derived from Statistics Canada 

 

• Much of the future demand is estimated to reflect the historical preference for lower density homes 
– unsurprising given the general makeup of Lunenburg County. Nevertheless, apartments should 
also be in demand. 
 

• Based on Core Housing Need influenced calculations, there is a potential local demand for about 
1,605 non-market units (1,000 below-market units and 605 deeply affordable units).  

 

Figure 3.16: Anticipated new dwelling demand by number of bedrooms and price model, 2034, 

moderate scenario 

 
Source: Turner Drake analysis derived from Statistics Canada 
 

Definitions for each price model (also found in the Key Terms section of the appendix under “price model”: 
 

• Market units refer to homes (rented or owned) whose prices are set by the private real estate 
market, driven by supply, demand, and development costs, without direct government subsidies. 

• Below-market units refer to units with rents or prices fixed at a set percentage below the average 
market rate in a specific area. CMHC defines this threshold as 80%. 

• Deeply affordable units refer to housing for the lowest-income earning households, where rent is 
truly affordable relative to their income, often requiring considerable subsidies. This is largely made 
up of rent-geared-to-income (RGI) housing, but can also include any social housing, non-profit 
housing with deep subsidies.  
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3.4  Regional Economic Integration 
 
Commuter flows provide a picture of economic and housing market integration within the region. This data 
describes both the in- and out-flow of commuters separately, as well as their specific origins and 
destinations. These details allow for a more nuanced understanding of the linkages between communities, 
and their function in the region relative to where people live and work. 
 
Examining the full dataset, commuting patterns are largely concentrated within the region represented by 
the five communities of study. Notable origins and destinations for commute trips outside this area include 
Halifax Regional Municipality and the Region of Queens, with extremely limited numbers of commute trips 
involving locations elsewhere in Nova Scotia which are presented here as a consolidated total for clarity.  
 

Table 3.14: Regional Commuter Flows (2021) 

Community 
Total 

Commuters 

In-Bound 

Commuters 

Out-Bound 

Commuters 

Internal 

Commuters 

Top 3 Origins  

of In-Bound 

Top 3 Destinations of 

Out-Bound 

Chester 3,460 790 (23%) 1,205 (35%) 1,468 (42%) 
Halifax (300) 
MODL (215) 
Rest of NS (95) 

Halifax (570) 
Bridgewater (215) 
MODL & Lunenburg (110) 

Mahone Bay 710 485 (68%) 135 (19%) 90 (13%) 
MODL (275) 
Chester (95) 
Bridgewater (55) 

Chester (35) 
Bridgewater (35) 
MODL (30) 

Lunenburg 1,620 1,080 (67%) 220 (14%) 320 (20%) 
MODL (775) 
Bridgewater (115) 
Chester (110) 

MODL (70) 
Bridgewater (55) 
Mahone Bay (50) 

Bridgewater 6,400 3,820 (60%) 860 (13%) 1,720 (27%) 
MODL (2,925) 
Queens (365) 
Chester (215) 

MODL (445) 
Lunenburg (115) 
Chester (90) 

MODL 7,915 875 (11%) 4,750 (60%) 2,290 (29%) 
Bridgewater (445) 
Chester (110) 
Queens (95) 

Bridgewater (2,925) 
Lunenburg (775) 
Halifax (315) 

Source: Statistics Canada – Table 98-10-0459-01, and Turner Drake & Partners Ltd. 

 
To better illustrate the inter-relationships and complex detail of commuting flows within the region, the 

following diagram (Figure 3.17, Page No. 50) proportionally illustrates commuters by all origins and 
destinations, ignoring internal commuters. The centre column of communities shows the balance of in- and 
out-bound commuters, with flows into the community from the left by their origin, and flows out of the 
community to the right by destination.  

  

https://www150.statcan.gc.ca/t1/tbl1/en/tv.action?pid=9810045901
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In-Bound Commutes → Out-Bound Commutes → 

Figure 3.17: Graphical Representation of Regional Commuter Flows 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: Statistics Canada – Table 98-10-0459-01, and Turner Drake & Partners Ltd. 

 
 

https://www150.statcan.gc.ca/t1/tbl1/en/tv.action?pid=9810045901
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This additional detail provides the following insights: 
 

• A typical pattern of rural to urban commuting is observed within the region, with comparatively few 
commutes involving locations beyond the five areas of study.  
 

• The three towns are all net importers of labour, with 60%-70% of all commutes being in-bound, 
principally from the District of Lunenburg.  

 

• The District of Lunenburg is the dominant net-exporter of labour, with over 5 times more out-bound 
commutes than in-bound, and more than twice as many residents commuting to work locations 
outside the municipality than within it.  

 

• The District of Chester appears notably balanced relative to the other four municipalities, with a 
large proportion of internal commutes. This is likely due to the nature of its political boundary, which 
includes both rural areas as well as town centres rather than separating them into different 
municipal units as is found in the rest of the study area. It is highly likely that a similar rural to urban 
commute pattern exists within the District of Chester. 

 

• Commutes between the District of Lunenburg and District of Chester are relatively small in number, 
though the former represents a notable minority of all in-bound commutes to the latter. 
 

• Commuting into the study area from the neighbouring Region of Queens is generally focussed on 
the Town of Bridgewater. Commutes out of the study area to Queens principally originate from the 
District of Lunenburg. 
 

• The District of Chester is the focus of commuting linkages with the Halifax Regional Municipality, 
which represents both its top origin and destination for non-internal commutes. Other communities 
have comparatively limited relationship to Halifax. 

 

3.4.1 Notes Regarding Data and Interpretation 
 
Commute flow data pertains to the population that travels from their place of residence to a usual location 
of employment. It therefore does not consider those with no fixed workplace address (e.g. travelling sales 
persons, independent truck drivers) or those who work primarily at home (e.g. farmers, IT consultants 
working remotely). 
 
In addition, this data was gathered during the 2021 Census, which was conducted during the COVID-19 
pandemic which significantly affecting employment arrangements and commute habits across Canada. 
According to Statistics Canada13 the 2021 Census showed over 300% more people working from home 
compared to 2016, and shifts of this nature were observed in the study area as well, with the exception of 
Mahone Bay which already had among the highest rates of working from home across the province in 2016. 
While this indicates the specific commute figures are distorted, the general relationships and patterns 
illustrated in the data are considered reasonably indicative of non-pandemic conditions for the purposes of 
this report, though we expect that economic linkages with the Halifax region are likely understated in this 
data. The shift in commute patterns was most heavily concentrated in white-collar industries such as: 
professional, scientific, and technical services; finance and insurance; public administration; and education 
services, industry sectors that are heavily concentrated in Halifax.  

  

 
13 https://www150.statcan.gc.ca/n1/daily-quotidien/221130/dq221130c-eng.htm 

https://www150.statcan.gc.ca/n1/daily-quotidien/221130/dq221130c-eng.htm
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Section 4 | Town of Lunenburg 
 

4.1  Rental Market Overview 
 
This section presents the results of our rental market survey, specific to the Town of Lunenburg. For brevity, 
we refer to this jurisdiction as “Lunenburg”. A summation of the conclusions stemming from our research is 

contained in the Discussion & Conclusions section of this document. 
 
While the results of our rental market survey for Lunenburg are statistically valid and reliable, they are 
heavily influenced by small sample size bias. This causes variability in the reporting of granular figures (i.e., 
rental rates by unit type, etc.). As such, we recommend the application of the county-wide vacancy and 
rental rates in Lunenburg for usage in policy and research functions. 
 

4.1.1 Rental Market Supply 
 
Lunenburg has a comparatively low supply of primary market rental units; this is driven by its smaller 
geography, along with a historical lack of concentrated demand for large-scale and multi-unit construction 
typologies. The rental market in the town is typified by smaller, older-stock, and low-rise buildings. In the 
Town’s core, it is common to see secondary and converted residential units above commercial uses on the 
ground-floor. In recent years, many rental units have seen upgrading and renovations as they became 
available, with landlords looking to reposition their units towards the higher-end of the price spectrum. 
 
Our research delineated 255 primary market rental units in Lunenburg. This is the second-smallest figure 
amongst the five municipalities in the county, and accounts for approximately 11% of the total inventory in 

the county. Table 4.1 shows the total primary market unit inventory in Lunenburg, along with the totals for 
the other jurisdictions in the county. 
 

Table 4.1: Primary Rental Market Inventory (Lunenburg) 

Municipality 
Total Inventory Share of Inventory (%) 

No. of Units No. of Buildings % of Units % of Buildings 

Chester 279 63 12% 18% 

Mahone Bay 68 17 3% 5% 

Lunenburg 255 49 11% 14% 

Bridgewater 1,406 137 60% 40% 

MODL 329 75 14% 22% 

Total 2,337 341 --- --- 

Source: Turner Drake & Partners, Ltd., PVSC, and the Province of Nova Scotia 

 
We expect the distribution of units by bedroom type (i.e., 1-Bed., 2-Bed., etc.) to largely follow the same 
patterns as at the county-level. As such, we anticipate that the breakdown of primary market unit types for 
Lunenburg is as follows: 
 

Table 4.2: Unit Type Breakdown (Lunenburg) 

Studio 1-Bed. 2-Bed. 3-Bed. 

4% 24% 63% 9% 

Source: Derived using Turner Drake’s rental market survey and estimated dwelling unit counts 
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4.1.2 Vacancy Rates 
 
Vacancy rates in the Town of Lunenburg indicate a tight but somewhat more fluid rental market compared 
to other areas in the county. The overall vacancy rate of 3.61% is slightly below the county’s overall figure 
of 4.52%, suggesting limited turnover and availability, though not to the same extent as observed in Mahone 
Bay. We caution that the reporting on granular data points for this section is done to provide regional 
context, despite the fact that the concluded figures are biased by small sample sizes. As such, we 
recommend the application of the county-wide figures for Lunenburg for usage in policy and research 
functions. 
 

When broken down by bedroom type (Table 4.3), the data illustrates a more nuanced picture: higher 
vacancy for Studio and 3-Bedroom units (7.14% and 20.00%, respectively) reflect distortions caused by the 
introduction of newly renovated units, while 1- and 2-Bedroom units show low availability. This reinforces a 
broader regional trend whereby smaller, and generally more affordable, units are harder to secure. 
 

Vacancy by building size reveals similar trends (Table 4.4). Smaller and mid-sized buildings (<20 units) 
record moderate vacancies (3.07% overall), whereas no vacancy is recorded in larger complexes, indicating 
that purpose-built rentals and established multi-unit properties remain effectively full. 
 
On the whole, the Town’s vacancy rates point to a persistently tight market where demand for smaller, more 
affordable rental units outpaces supply. 
 

Table 4.3: Vacancy Rate by Bedroom Type (Lunenburg) 

Entire Market Studio 1-Bed. 2-Bed. 3-Bed. Overall 

Town of Lunenburg 7.14% 3.85% 1.72% 20.00% 3.61% 

Lunenburg County 4.48% 4.64% 4.73% 2.80% 4.52% 

Primary Market (> 2 Units) Studio 1-Bed. 2-Bed. 3-Bed. Overall 

Town of Lunenburg 7.69% 4.00% 1.87% 33.33% 3.97% 

Lunenburg County 4.55% 4.82% 4.84% 3.01% 4.66% 
Source: Turner Drake & Partners Ltd. | “---” denotes no value recorded. 

 

Table 4.4: Vacancy Rate by Building Size (Lunenburg) 

Rental Market < 3 Units 3-5 Units 6-19 Units 20-49 Units 50-199 Units Overall 

Town of Lunenburg 0.00% 7.69% 4.69% 0.00% --- 3.61% 

Lunenburg County 0.00% 5.52% 2.56% 3.07% 10.33% 4.52% 
Source: Turner Drake & Partners Ltd. | “---” denotes no value recorded. 

 

4.1.3 Rental Rates 
 
A key objective of this project was to quantify market rental rates in Lunenburg County, and for each of the 

individual municipalities within. Table 4.5 shows the average rent by unit type for Lunenburg and the county 

as a whole, and Table 4.6 shows the average rental rates by building size (unit count range). These totals 
are derived market averages for rental rates (i.e., achieved rent); this is what tenants are currently paying. 

Asking rental rates are addressed in Section 4.1.4. These figures are weighted averages, which ensures 
a more accurate representation of market rents; each building’s influence on the overall rates was weighted 
based on their corresponding share of the total unit inventory.  
 
The reported rental rates in Lunenburg are heavily influenced by longer-term tenancies and low turnover in 
older rental units. This is particularly acute in the few purpose-built and primary market rental properties. 
These buildings generally achieve a lower-rate than smaller rental properties; the latter sees higher-rates 
of turnover, thereby enabling building owners to upgrade units during periods of vacancy in order to capture 
higher rental rates. 
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Our market survey results for Lunenburg are comprehensive and statistically reliable; however, we caution 
that the granular figures are heavily susceptible to small sample size bias. This causes variability in the 
reporting at the subcategory level (i.e., rental rates by unit type, etc.). As such, we recommend the use of 
the county-wide figures for Lunenburg for policy and research functions, with locally-specific numbers 
applicable for nuance and context. 
 

Table 4.5: Weighted Average Rent by Bedroom Type (Lunenburg) 

Entire Market Studio 1-Bed. 2-Bed. 3-Bed. Overall 

Lunenburg $982 $1,018 $1,326 $2,280 $1,326 

Lunenburg County $971 $1,159 $1,417 $1,464 $1,423 

Primary Market (> 2 Units) Studio 1-Bed. 2-Bed. 3-Bed. Overall 

Lunenburg $969 $1,010 $1,337 $2,167 $1,300 

Lunenburg County $968 $1,161 $1,421 $1,434 $1,426 
Source: Turner Drake & Partners Ltd. | “---” denotes no value recorded. 

 

Table 4.6: Weighted Average Rent by Building Size (Lunenburg) 

Rental Market < 3 Units 3-5 Units 6-19 Units 20-49 Units 50-199 Units Overall 

Lunenburg $1,580 $1,715 $1,134 $1,185 --- $1,326 

Lunenburg County $1,324 $1,261 $1,272 $1,334 $1,935 $1,423 
Source: Turner Drake & Partners Ltd. | “---” denotes no value recorded. 

 

4.1.4 Achieved vs Asking Rents 
 
To provide further context on rental rates, we conducted a review of the difference between asking and 

achieved rental rates. Table 4.7 presents the results of this analysis. Asking rents reflect the rate that a 
landlord would list for a vacant (i.e. turnover) or newly constructed unit; this is what a landlord believes the 
market can support for a new tenancy under current conditions. This figure does not always represent the 
final rate tenants pay, but rather the pre-lease price they encounter when entering the market. 
 
Rental rates for turnover units are often considerably higher than the rates currently achieved by said space; 
rates of increase for existing, and particularly long-term, tenants tend to lag those of the open market. 
Building operators will often pursue upgrades and/or cosmetic improvements during periods of vacancy in 
order to reposition on the higher-end of the spectrum, and to ensure that their offerings are in-line with 
market expectations. Also, Nova Scotia’s rent cap does not apply to vacated units, meaning their rental 
rates may increase beyond the 5% threshold that applies to existing tenancies under periodic leases. In 
turn, building operators often look to recoup the lost differential via increases to newly vacant units. 
 
Achieved rents in Lunenburg lag asking rates, however the extent of this differential is skewed by the 
sample size for the individual unit types. Ultimately, this indicates that tenants in Lunenburg are more likely 
to remain in their current units rather than move to newer ones, or may be unable to afford the asking rents 
associated with listed units. 
 

Table 4.7: Achieved vs Asking Rates by Unit Type (Lunenburg) 

Lunenburg 

Unit Type Achieved Rent Asking Rent* $ Difference % Difference 

Studio $982 $1,050 $68 7% 

1-Bed. $1,018 $1,100 $82 8% 

2-Bed. $1,326 $1,600 $274 21% 

3-Bed. $2,280 $2,350 $70 3% 

Overall $1,326 $1,550 $224 17% 
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Lunenburg County 

Unit Type Achieved Rent Asking Rent* $ Difference % Difference 

Studio $971 $1,200 $229 24% 

1-Bed. $1,159 $1,500 $341 29% 

2-Bed. $1,417 $1,800 $383 27% 

3-Bed. $1,464 $1,700 $236 16% 

Overall $1,423 $1,600 $177 12% 
Source: Turner Drake & Partners Ltd. | * Figures are weighted averages that have been rounded to the nearest realistic point. 

 

Figure 4.1: Achieved vs Asking Rent (Lunenburg) 

 
Source: Turner Drake & Partners Ltd. 

 

4.1.5 Secondary Rental Market 
 
The secondary rental market is defined by CMHC as rental units in buildings containing fewer than three 
units, and is primarily comprised of single-detached homes, residential units in mixed-use buildings, 
accessory suites, larger homes that have been demised into multi-unit structures, etc. We estimate that the 

secondary rental market represents just over 34% of the overall rental unit supply in Lunenburg. Table 4.8 
details these figures. 
 
The overall totals in this regard do not reflect the nuance of the local context. There is a limited inventory 
of purpose-built rental apartments in Lunenburg, and many of the primary market rental buildings are older 
and repurposed buildings that have unit counts above the secondary market threshold. 
 
A substantive amount of Lunenburg’s secondary market supply is provided through older buildings that 
have seen extensive updates and renovations. These units can often carry a rental premium associated 
with the costs of renovations, limited availability, and the scarcity of comparable offerings. Single-family 
homes will typically command a higher rental rate than smaller apartment units, partially driven by low 
availability in the region for family-sized rentals, along with the fact that they are usually larger spaces. 
 
Our survey recorded no-to-limited vacancy rates for secondary market properties; while this does not mean 
that there is zero vacancy across the board for these buildings, it illustrates that overall availability for this 
sector is low. There are limited options for those entering the market. On the whole, we expect that trends 
in the secondary rental market will generally follow the same themes are those identified through our rental 
market survey. 
 
 

-

$500

$1,000

$1,500

$2,000

$2,500

Studio 1-Bed. 2-Bed. 3-Bed. Overall

Achieved Rent Asking Rent



Town of Lunenburg  Page 56 of 85 

---------------------------------------------------------------------  TURNER DRAKE & PARTNERS LTD.  --------- 

Table 4.8: Secondary Rental Market Inventory (Lunenburg) 

Municipality 

Total Inventory (No. of Units) Share of Inventory (%) 

Primary 

Market 

Secondary 

Market* 
Total 

Primary 

Market 

Secondary 

Market 

Chester 279 560 839 33% 67% 

Mahone Bay 68 65 133 51% 49% 

Lunenburg 255 134 389 66% 34% 

Bridgewater 1,406 499 1,905 74% 26% 

MODL 329 897 1,226 27% 73% 

Total 2,337 2,155 4,492 52% 48% 
Source: Source: Turner Drake & Partners, Ltd., PVSC, the Province of Nova Scotia, and Environics Analytics (accessed via ESRI 
ArcPro) | * These are 2024 values, which are the most up-to-date figures available as of this report. 
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4.2  Short-Term Rentals 
 
Short-term rentals (STRs) continue to proliferate, offering a flexible approach to utilizing residential 
properties for temporary lodging. This trend blurs the distinction between rental housing and commercial 
hospitality. With the expansion of the STR market comes growing concerns about its impact on the 
traditional residential real estate sector, particularly whether STRs are displacing long-term housing 
options, reducing housing supply, and making it more challenging for households to secure permanent 
residences. 
 

Figure 4.2 depicts the changes in STR properties from 2017 to 2025,14 along with the estimated number 
of units that were potential long-term dwellings (PLTDs) – meaning, if not rented as an STR, they could 
have been used for permanent occupancy by a homeowner or tenant. Data is sourced from AirDNA™, a 
company that scrapes monthly information on the STR market from various STR platforms' public-facing 
websites. Turner Drake derives PLTD estimates from the AirDNA™ data using a modified Statistics Canada 
methodology.15  
 

Figure 4.2: Historical STRs and PLTDs 

 
Source: derived from AirDNA™ Property Performance Data 

 

• Estimates indicate that by 2025, Lunenburg’s STR market included approximately 84 properties, of 
which 51 were PLTDs. PLTDs therefore accounted for about 61% of the total STR inventory. 

 

• The 2025 STR total marks a year-over-year decline (-13%), the great drop since the early stages 
of the COVID-19 pandemic. The number of PLTDs has remained consistent since 2021, though 
their share reached their highest in 2025. 

 

Figure 4.3 illustrates monthly STR activity, highlighting the clear seasonality of STRs across Lunenburg. 
Activity is lowest during the winter months, rises sharply through early summer, peaks between June and 
August, and then declines noticeably toward late summer. 
 

 
14 Annual data reflects the period of October to September. For example, 2025 is October 2024 to September 2025.  
 
15 Arbenser, L; Bernard, M-C; Dormer, A; and Vipond, O. (2024, July 30). Analysis in Brief: Short-term rentals in the Canadian housing 

market. https://www150.statcan.gc.ca/n1/pub/11-621-m/11-621-m2024010-eng.htm  
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Figure 4.3: Monthly active short-term rentals 

 
Source: derived from AirDNA™ Property Performance Data 

 

4.3  Demographic & Housing Supply Profiles 
 

4.3.1 Historical Demographic & Income Profiles 
 
Statistics Canada produces annual total population estimates for municipalities, with the most recent year 

being 2024. Figure 4.4 illustrates the annual change in Lunenburg’s total population based on these 

estimates. Figure 4.5 goes a step further and provides estimates of population change over the last five 
years by age category. 
 
Readers who are familiar with local 2021 Census results will note that the estimated total and the Census 
total are different. Estimates are typically higher than Census results as Statistics Canada performs post-
census adjustments to account for potential errors. The same adjustments are not available for age groups 
at the municipal level. 
 

Figure 4.4: Historical estimated total population 

 
Source: Statistics Canada Table 17-10-0155-01 
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Figure 4.5: Percent change to population by age group, 2019 to 2024 estimates* 

 
* Results for 2019 to 2024 combine age group totals from the Census and annual estimates to determine how age groups might 
have changed over non-Census years. 
Source: derived from Statistics Canada Table 17-10-0155-01 and Statistics Canada 2016 and 2021 Census profiles 

 

• Like many Nova Scotian communities, Lunenburg experienced a continuous increase to its total 
population since about 2016, increasing from 2,300 in that year to 2,530 by 2024 – a 10% rise.  
 

• Over the last five years, the total population increased 9%, with notable relative growth among 15- 
to 24- ,25- to 44-, and 65- to 84-year-olds, based on estimates. 
 

• Seniors represent a considerable and increasing proportion of the local resident base (about 37% 
in 2024). Even so, growth among 25- to 44-year-olds, accompanied by increases among children, 
suggests local increases are in part due to in-migrating younger couples and families. 
 

As the population increases, so too (most often) do the number of households. Figure 4.6 shows how 
household totals by primary household maintainer age category changed over the last five years. 
 
The primary household maintainer is the Census’ categorization of the first person in the household 
responsible for paying the rent or the mortgage, or the taxes, or the electricity bill, and so on, for the dwelling. 
In the case of a household where two or more people are listed as household maintainers, the first person 
listed is chosen as the primary household maintainer. For example, a 25- to 44-year-old maintainer refers 
to the age of the person who most often “leads” the household financially. 
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Figure 4.6: Percent change to households by primary maintainer age group, 2019 to 2024 estimates* 

 
* Household results for 2019 to 2024 perform a similar estimation as for population, but make adjustments based on Census period 
headship rates (i.e., the number households led by an age group for every person in same age group). 
Source: derived from Statistics Canada Table 17-10-0155-01 and Statistics Canada 2016 and 2021 Census profiles 

 

• Total households between 2019 and 2024 increased by an estimated 9%, higher than the rate 
experienced by the overall population. 
 

• Greater household versus population growth generally reflects an aging household maintainer 
base. As people or couples age, their dependents move away or partners pass away, leading to 
small household sizes and, inversely, greater households per capita. The increase being equivalent 
to the change in population suggests more balanced local growth. 
 

The typical earnings or wealth a household accumulates are largely a function of the household’s age. As 
youth become adults, they begin to earn more income commensurate to their experience. As they age, they 
are also more likely to form partnerships that lead to dual-income earning circumstances, further increasing 
their financial capacity. Even further down the road, people begin to retire and no longer earn income, but 

live off savings and pensions. Figure 4.7 demonstrates how estimated median before-tax household 
incomes have changed between 2010 and 2023.  
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Figure 4.7: Historical* before-tax household incomes by family type 

 
* Total household incomes derived from family incomes. Pre-2021 incomes are from a past Statistics Canada custom data order. 
Incomes for 2021 to 2023 estimated based on inferred pre-2021 relationship between local and non-CMA provincial income data. 
Source: derived from Statistics Canada Table 11-10-0012-01 [custom] and Statistics Canada 2021 Census [custom] 

 

• As of 2023, the median household may have earned $65,900 before-tax. Couples (more likely have 
more than one source of earnings) earned about $95,200, lone-parents earned about $68,700, and 
non-census families (e.g., single persons or roommates) earned about $34,700. 

 

• Since 2019, incomes have risen about 11%, with a noticeable bump between 2019 and 2020 (due 
to the impacts of COVID-19 Pandemic support payments) and between 2022 and 2023.  

 

Figure 4.8 illustrates estimated median before-tax household incomes by tenure for 2023. The data shows 
a clear divide between households with the financial capacity to own a home, particularly those owners 
without mortgages as well as households renting in either the private or subsidized market. While the overall 
median household income was $65,900 in 2023, tenure appears to strongly influence household income 
levels, with renters, and especially subsidized renters, earning considerably less than owners. 
 

Figure 4.8: Estimated before-tax household incomes by tenure, 2023 

 
Source: derived from Statistics Canada Table 11-10-0012-01 [custom] and Statistics Canada 2021 Census [custom] 

 

• Owner households with a mortgage (often couples in their employment earning years) report the 
highest incomes at $102,600, well above the overall median. 
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• Owner households without a mortgage ($67,900), renter households ($42,700), and subsidized 
renter households ($24,900) all fall below the total median income. 

 

• The gap between owners and renters is substantial: renter households in the private market show 
incomes about 47% lower than their owner household counterparts. These disparities highlight the 
heightened affordability pressures faced by renter and subsidized renter households compared to 
owners. 

 
UBC’s Housing Assessment Resource Tools (HART) initiative defines five household income categories 
that can help inform the share of households most at risk of housing related financial pressures. HART 
applied the categories built by governments in the US, Vancouver, and Melbourne. The categories are as 
follows: 
 

• Very low income: 20% or less of area median household income (AMHI), often similar to shelter 
allowance for income support recipients.  
 

• Low income: 21-50% AMHI, generally equivalent to one full-time minimum wage job. 
 

• Moderate income: 51-80% AMHI, similar to starting salary for a professional job like a nurse or 
teacher.  
 

• Median income: 81-120% AMHI, representing the ‘middle class.’ 
 

• High income: More than 120% AMHI, the group with most housing wealth. 
 

Figure 4.9 shows the estimated distribution of households by income category for 2024. The data illustrates 
a relatively balanced distribution across the low, moderate, and median income categories, while very low 
income households represent only a small fraction. At the other end of the spectrum, high-income 
households account for a disproportionately large share of the total, underscoring a notable income divide 
in the community.  
 

Figure 4.9: Estimated households by income category, 2024 

 
Source: Turner Drake analysis derived from Statistics Canada and UBC Housing Assessment Resource Tools program 

 

• Income groups are generally evenly distributed among low- (20%), moderate- (18%), and median 
(21%) income categories. 
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• High-income households dominate the distribution, making up 41% (475 households), a 
considerably larger share than all other individual categories. 

 

• The prevalence of higher-income households suggests greater overall purchasing power in the 
community, but also highlights affordability gaps for lower- and moderate-income households. 

 

4.3.2 Housing Supply Overview 
 
In 2021, Statistics Canada reported that Lunenburg had a total housing inventory of 1,242 dwellings, of 
which 1,089 were occupied by a permanent household (i.e., one that lives in the community more than half 
of the year, also known as a “usual-resident”). Thus, about 12% of Lunenburg inventory was intended for a 
different use, such as a recreational property, a second home, or for shorter term accommodations, or may 
have been vacant.  
 

For those dwellings that are permanently occupied, Figure 4.10 illustrates their distribution by structure 
type (e.g., single-detached, semi-detached, etc.).  
 

Figure 4.10: Distribution of inventory by usual-resident occupied dwelling structure type, 2021 

 
Source: Statistics Canada 2021 Census Profile 

 

• The vast majority of the municipality’s dwellings are single-detached dwellings at a 70% share, with 
the next largest share occupied by apartment dwellings at 26%.  
 

• According to the 2021 Census, about 405 of usual-resident dwellings were renter-occupied, 
representing about 37% of local households at that time. 

 

Figure 4.11 shows the number of construction completions in the municipality from 2015 through 2024. 
The period from 2015-2020 saw relatively large variances in the number of completions, ranging from 0 to 
19 depending on the year.  
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Figure 4.11: Annual dwelling completions estimates 

 
Source: derived from the Property Valuation Services Corporation 

 

• Since 2020, the trend of variance in completions has continued. 2022 set a period-high of 23, 
followed by 21 in 2024.  

 

4.4  Housing Affordability Analysis 
 

4.4.1 Access to Homeownership 
 

Figure 4.12 illustrates how access to housing has shifted between 2019 and 2024 relative to an estimate 
of economic equity. Specifically, if we assume that equitable access to housing means that individuals in 
the 20th income percentile can afford 20% of available dwellings, the actual relationship between renter 
income distribution (as a proxy for first-time buyers) and housing access can be overlaid to reveal 
disparities. This comparison highlights the extent of and changes to inequity in the local homeownership 
market, particularly for first-time buyers.       
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Figure 4.12: Share of dwellings affordable by income percentile, as compare to the equitable 

distribution of sales 

 
Source: Turner Drake analysis derived from the Property Valuation Services Corporation 

 

• In 2019, the homeownership market was relatively accessible for new buyers. With a sufficient 
down payment, households at any income percentile could afford homes priced at a higher 
percentile of sales. For example, 80% of households could afford 85% of dwellings. 

 

• Since then, housing conditions across much of Nova Scotia have shifted dramatically, driving 
shelter costs (particularly for ownership) beyond the reach of many more households. With the 
exception of the highest earners, most income percentiles could no longer afford homes at their 
equivalent sales percentile, often falling far below. By 2024, 80% of households could afford only 
10% of sales, compared to 85% in 2019 – a decline of 75 percentage points. 

 

4.4.2 Obstacles to Homeownership for First-Time Buyers / Renters 
 

Figure 4.13 demonstrates the ratio of the estimated 5-year net savings of a typical 25- to 34-year-old led 
household (a proxy for a new home-buyer) in a given year compared to the typical down payment in a given 
year (based on the down payment percentage). A value above 1.0 indicates that the typical 25- to 34-year-
old does not have enough built-up savings to cover the payment. 
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Figure 4.13: Ratio of down payment required by percent down to estimated savings, 25-34 year olds 

 
Source: Turner Drake analysis derived from Statistics Canada Table 11-10-0012-01 [custom purchase] and Table 36-10-0588-01 

 

• According to estimates, younger adults typically save enough over five-years to afford the down 
payment of the typical local dwelling if said payment is 5% down. Contributing higher amounts of 
equity becomes increasingly expensive. 

 
While lower down payments provide an easier means of entering the market, this does not necessarily 

equate to an affordable carrying cost. Relatedly, Figure 4.14 demonstrates the ratio of the estimated 
income required to reasonably afford the mortgage payments for the typical home in a given year compared 
to the estimated income of the typical 25- to 34-year-old in a given year (based on the same down payment 
scenarios as above). A value above 1.0 indicates that the required income is unattainable for the typical 
young adult led household. 
 

Figure 4.14: Ratio of income required for mortgage payment to actual income, 25-34 year olds 

 
Source: Turner Drake analysis derived from Statistics Canada Table 11-10-0012-01 [custom purchase] and Table 36-10-0588-01 

 

• A 5% down payment allows households to enter the market with less savings but results in higher 
overall costs compared to buyers contributing more equity on the same home. This creates a clear 
trade-off between lowering the entry barrier and long-term affordability. 
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• Historically, the relationship between home prices and local incomes kept housing reasonably 
affordable, whether buyers put down 5% or 20%. However, sharp price increases after 2020 quickly 
eroded this balance. By 2024, typical mortgage payments were no longer reasonably affordable 
relative to the income of a first-time homebuyer, regardless of the amount of equity put into the 
home. 

 

4.4.3 Rent Price Accessibility 
 

Figure 4.15 illustrates the estimated financial capacity of different local household types to afford various 
rent levels within the community. Calculations follow Statistics Canada’s definition of affordability (spending 
no more than 30% of before-tax household income on shelter costs) and are based on the previously 
estimated household incomes. Each household type’s affordable rent threshold is compared against the 
share of the county-wide rental inventory available at or below that rent level. For example, approximately 
48% of rental units are listed at $1,585 or less. 
 

Figure 4.15: Share of county rental stock financially achievable by local households, 2025 

 
Source: derived from 2025 Turner Drake Housing Market Survey and estimated 2023 before-tax household incomes by tenure 

 

• Based on 2023 estimates, the median renter household could reasonably afford a monthly rent of 
$880. However, according to asking rents from the 2025 rental housing survey, about half of renter 
households would be unable to afford roughly 96% of turned over units (i.e., units rented at asking 
price) without exceeding affordable spending levels. Conditions are better if considering average 
current rents, but still of concern – 8% of the stock was affordable to the median renter income. 

 

• If a renter household decided to spend 50% of their income on shelter, their monthly rent budget 
would increase to about $1,465 and they could meet the asking rents of 40% of rental units. 
 

• Renter households are predominantly composed of single individuals or roommates, groups that 
typically earn lower incomes. These households have the least choice in the rental market. 

 

• Lone-parent households, while generally single-income, can access a slightly larger share of 
housing within affordable limits. Even so, the median lone parent could afford only about 24% of 
listed rentals without overspending, versus 55% of rentals at current rates. 
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• Couple households, more likely to have dual incomes, have the greatest range of housing options, 
being able to afford approximately 75% of units on market based on the standard affordability 
threshold. 
 

4.5  Demographic Projections 
 
Understanding future housing needs requires a close look at population and household projections. These 
projections provide insight into how many people may wish to live in the community, how households may 
for, and the pace at which demand for housing may grow.  
 

4.5.1 Population Projections 
 

Figure 4.16 shows possible population futures, ranging from low to high growth, with a moderate scenario 
as the midpoint. Population projections serve as the primary input for calculating the anticipated total 
households and total dwelling demand. For methodology details, see the Appendices. 
 

Figure 4.16: Anticipated range of possible future total populations 

 
Source: Turner Drake analysis derived from Statistics Canada 

 

• By 2034, the population is projected to reach between 2,665 and 2,900, representing growth of 5% 
to 15% over the decade. By 2044, the range may widen to 2,660 to 3,135, or 5% to 24% growth 
since 2024. 

 

• Under a moderate scenario, the population may grow 11% by 2034 (to 2,800) and 14% by 2044 
(to 2,875). 

 

Table 4.9 summarizes how the anticipated population may distribute by age group over the next 10 years, 
based on the average growth scenario.  
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  Total 0 to 14 15 to 24 25 to 44 45 to 64 65 to 84 85+ 

2024 2,530 275 195 465 675 750 175 

5yr % change +9% +6% +15% +16% +2% +14% 0% 

2034 2,800 275 255 525 700 815 225 

10yr % change +11% 0% +31% +13% +4% +9% +29% 

Source: Turner Drake analysis derived from Statistics Canada 

 

• As mentioned, the total population may expand from 2,530 to 2,800 by 2034, a 11% increase. 
 

• Greatest percentage growth may be among seniors. By 2034, seniors ages 85+ are projected to 
grow by 29% (175 to 225). Over the same period, seniors 65–84 are anticipated to increase by 9% 
(750 to 815). 

 

• While growth in seniors signals an aging population, projections suggest that working-age age 
groups. Persons aged 25 to 44 may grow 13%, signaling a potential continued demand for family-
oriented housing. 

 

4.5.2 Household Projections 
 
By applying headship rates to projected population figures by age group, analysts can estimate the number 
of future households in a community. A headship rate refers to the proportion of people within a specific 
age group who are considered the primary maintainer (or “head”) of a household. For more methodology 
details, see the Appendices. 
 

Like Figure 4.16, Figure 4.17 demonstrates potential futures for total households, ranging from low to high 
growth with a moderate / average scenario as the midpoint. 
 

Figure 4.17: Anticipated range of possible future total households 

 
Source: Turner Drake analysis derived from Statistics Canada 
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• By 2034, total households are projected to reach between 1,210 and 1,300, representing growth of 
4% to 12% over the decade. By 2044, the range may widen to 1,185 to 1,395, or 2% to 20% growth 
since 2024. 

 

• Under a moderate scenario, total households may grow 9% by 2034 (to 1,265) and 10% by 2044 
(to 1,280). 
 

Table 4.10 summarizes how the anticipated households may distribute by age group over the next 10 
years, based on the average growth scenario.  
 

Table 4.10: Anticipated households by defined year and maintainer age group, moderate scenario 

  Total 15 to 24 25 to 44 45 to 64 65 to 84 85+ 

2019 1,060 15 205 385 405 55 

2024 1,160 20 235 390 460 55 

5yr % change +9% +33% +15% +1% +14% 0% 

2034 1,265 25 265 400 505 65 

10yr % change +9% +25% +13% +3% +10% +18% 

Source: Turner Drake analysis derived from Statistics Canada 

 

• As mentioned, total households may expand from 1,165 to 1,265 by 2034, a 9% increase. Like 
historical trends, projections anticipate household growth will outpace population growth, 
influenced by expansions among all maintainer age groups. 

 

• Notably, by 2034, 65-to-84-year-old senior-led households may expand 10% (460 to 505) and 25- 
to 44-year-old led households could grow 13% (235 to 265). 

 

4.5.3 Housing Demand Projections 
 
In general, household growth drives demand for more dwellings, as each new household requires a place 
to live. However, not all dwellings are occupied by permanent residents. In 2021, about 13% of Lunenburg 
dwellings were not usually resident-occupied. Since household data only reflects usual-residents, 
projections do not capture the additional housing needed to serve other markets, such as recreational 

properties or short-term accommodations. Figure 4.18 shows how the relationship between households 
and total dwellings may change over time, using the historical ratio between the two variables. 
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Figure 4.18: Anticipated households versus dwellings 

 
Source: Turner Drake analysis derived from Statistics Canada 

 

• Historically, Lunenburg has about 1.08 dwellings for every household. If applied to household 
projects, the municipality may demand 1,455 total dwellings by 2034 – an increase of 120 units 
over a decade (or 12 annually), versus 105 households (~11 annually). 

 
The above outlines anticipated housing demand growth over the foreseeable future. However, this does 
not account for existing unmet demand. The Appendices provides further detail on its calculation, but in 
brief, unmet demand mostly reflects suppressed households – those unable to form locally due to unhealthy 

market conditions, such as high costs or limited supply. Figure 4.19 demonstrates the impact of a 2024 
shortage on overall demand totals over the next decade. 

 

Figure 4.19: Anticipated dwelling demand and the historical dwelling shortage, moderate scenario 

 
Source: Turner Drake analysis derived from Statistics Canada 
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• Shortage estimates suggest that about 100 dwellings were needed but were not provided for prior 
to 2024. Assuming this shortage is a constant over the near-term, Lunenburg may have a total net 
new demand of 220 units by 2034. 

 

Figure 4.20 shows how the aforementioned total demand may compare to anticipate build outs of housing 
(based on historical trends). 
 

Figure 4.20: Anticipated running dwelling shortage 

Source: Turner Drake analysis derived from Statistics Canada and Property Valuation Services Corporation 

 

• After accounting for anticipated supply over the next decade, the 2024 shortage could reduce to 
70 units, indicating a continued (but declining) housing deficit without further intervention. This 
would require about 7 additional dwellings per year, on top of the 15 already expected annually. 

 

Table 4.11 breaks down the total demand (inclusive of the shortage) into potential distributions of units by 
their size (i.e., number of bedrooms) and tenure. While the market will largely respond to consumer 
preferences through their product offerings, the data offers an insight into what to anticipate in the future 
and how said future might compare to past construction trends.  
 
For instance, Lunenburg’s total inventory is about 37% rentals (as of 2021). Anticipated growth trends 
suggest building at a higher share (about 52%) over the next decade. 
 

Table 4.11: Anticipated new dwelling demand by number of bedrooms and tenure, moderate 

scenario 

 Owner-occupied Renter-occupied 

 by 2029 share by 2034 share by 2029 share by 2034 share 

Total 100   105   95   115   

0-/1-Bed. 0 0% 0 0% 20 21% 25 22% 

2-Bed. 30 30% 35 33% 55 58% 65 57% 

3-Bed. 35 35% 25 24% 15 16% 20 17% 

4+ Bed. 35 35% 45 43% 5 5% 5 4% 

Source: Turner Drake analysis derived from Statistics Canada 
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Figure 4.21 and Figure 4.22 offer alternative breakdowns of required dwellings. The former demonstrates 
the potential need across dwelling structure types and the latter shows how they might best distribute across 
different housing price models (deeply affordable, below-market, and market units). 
 

Figure 4.21: Anticipated new dwelling demand by dwelling typology, moderate scenario 

 
Source: Turner Drake analysis derived from Statistics Canada 

 

• Much of the future demand is estimated to reflect the historical preference for lower density homes 
– unsurprising given the general makeup of Lunenburg. Nevertheless, apartments should also be 
in demand. 
 

• Based on Core Housing Need influenced calculations, there is a potential local demand for about 
115 non-market units (70 below-market units and 45 deeply affordable units).  

 

Figure 4.22: Anticipated new dwelling demand by number of bedrooms and price model, 2034, 

moderate scenario 

 
Source: Turner Drake analysis derived from Statistics Canada 
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Figure 4.23: Study Area Boundary – Lunenburg 

 
Source: The Province of Nova Scotia | Basemap accessed through ESRI ArcPro. 
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Section 5 | Appendices 
5.1  Key Terms 
 

“bedrooms” refer to rooms in a private dwelling that are designed mainly for sleeping purposes even if they 
are now used for other purposes, such as guest rooms and television rooms. Also included are rooms used 
as bedrooms now, even if they were not originally built as bedrooms, such as bedrooms in a finished 
basement. Bedrooms exclude rooms designed for another use during the day such as dining rooms and 
living rooms even if they may be used for sleeping purposes at night. By definition, one-room private 
dwellings such as bachelor or studio apartments have zero bedrooms;  
 

“census” means a census of population undertaken under the Statistics Act (Canada);  
 

“census division (CD)” means the grouping of neighbouring municipalities, joined together for the 
purposes of regional planning and managing common services (e.g. Lunenburg County);  
 

“census subdivision (CSD)” is the general term for municipalities (as determined by provincial/territorial 
legislation) or areas treated as municipal equivalents for statistical purposes; 
 

“commuting destination” refers to whether or not a person commutes to another municipality (i.e., census 
subdivision), another census division or another province or territory. Commuting refers to the travel of a 
person between his or her place of residence and his or her usual place of work;  
 

“dwelling” is defined as a set of living quarters;  
 

“dwelling type” means the structural characteristics or dwelling configuration of a housing unit, such as, 
but not limited to, the housing unit being a single-detached house, a semi-detached house, a row house, 
an apartment in a duplex or in a building that has a certain number of storeys, or a mobile home;  
 

“single-detached house” means a single dwelling not attached to any other dwelling or structure 
(except its own garage or shed). A single-detached house has open space on all sides, and has 
no dwellings either above it or below it. A mobile home fixed permanently to a foundation is also 
classified as a single-detached house;  
 

“semi-detached house” means one of two dwellings attached side by side (or back to back) to 
each other, but not attached to any other dwelling or structure (except its own garage or shed). A 
semi-detached dwelling has no dwellings either above it or below it, and the two units together have 
open space on all sides;  
 

“row house” means one of three or more dwellings joined side by side (or occasionally side to 
back), such as a townhouse or garden home, but not having any other dwellings either above or 
below. Townhouses attached to a high-rise building are also classified as row houses;  
 

“duplex” (also known as apartment or flat in a duplex) means one of two dwellings, located one 
above the other, may or may not be attached to other dwellings or buildings;  
 

“apartment in a building that has five or more storeys ” means a dwelling unit in a high-rise 
apartment building which has five or more storeys;  
 

“apartment in a building that has fewer than five storeys” means a dwelling unit attached to 
other dwelling units, commercial units, or other non-residential space in a building that has fewer 
than five storeys;  
 

“mobile home” means a single dwelling, designed and constructed to be transported on its own 
chassis and capable of being moved to a new location on short notice. It may be placed temporarily 
on a foundation pad and may be covered by a skirt;  
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“household” refers to a person or group of persons who occupy the same dwelling and do not have a usual 
place of residence elsewhere in Canada or abroad;  
 

“owner household” refers to a private household where some member of the household owners 
the dwelling, even if it is still being paid for; 
 

“renter household” refers to private households where no member of the household owns their 
dwelling. The dwelling is considered to be rented even if no cash rent is paid; 

 

“household maintainer” refers to whether or not a person residing in the household is responsible for 
paying the rent, or the mortgage, or the taxes, or the electricity or other services or utilities. Where a number 
of people may contribute to the payments, more than one person in the household may be identified as a 
household maintainer. In the case of a household where two or more people are listed as household 
maintainers, the first person listed is chosen as the primary household maintainer; 
 

“price model” refers to the means by which a housing provider is able to build and offer a dwelling to be 
occupied for long-term accommodation, whether for profit or not; 

“below-market units” refer to housing with rents or prices fixed at a set percentage below the 
average market rate in a specific area. CMHC defines this threshold as 80%; 

“deeply affordable units” refer to housing for the lowest-income earning households, where rent 
is truly affordable relative to their income, often requiring considerable subsidies. This is largely 
made up of rent-geared-to-income (RGI) housing, but can also include any social housing, non-
profit housing with deep subsidies; 

“market units” refer to housing (rented or owned) whose prices are set by the private real estate 
market, driven by supply, demand, and development costs, without direct government subsidies; 

“primary rental market” means a market for rental housing units in apartment structures containing at least 
3 rental housing units that were purpose-built as rental housing;  
 

“potential long-term dwelling (PLTD)” refers to a dwelling where, if not rented as an STR, could have 
been used for permanent occupancy by a homeowner or tenant. To be considered a PLTD, the STR unit 
must be available or reserve more than half a year, must belong to a portfolio of 2 or more STRs, and must 
not be classified as a “vacation property,” as per Statistics Canada;16 
 

“Rental Market Survey” refers to the CMHC collection of data samples from all urban areas with 
populations greater than 10,000 and targets only private apartments with at least three rental units. Among 
the information provided are median rental prices for units within the primary rental market;  
 

“secondary rental market” means a market for rental housing units that were not purpose-built as 
rental housing;  
 

“shelter cost” refers to the average or median monthly total of all shelter expenses paid by households 
that own or rent their dwelling. Shelter costs for owner households include, where applicable, mortgage 
payments, property taxes and condominium fees, along with the costs of electricity, heat, water and other 
municipal services. For renter households, shelter costs include, where applicable, the rent and the costs 
of electricity, heat, water and other municipal services; 
   

“short-term rental (STR)” means the rental of a housing unit, or any part of it, for a period of less than 
30 days;  

 
16 Arbenser, L; Bernard, M-C; Dormer, A; and Vipond, O. (2024, July 30). Short-term rentals in the Canadian housing market. 

https://www150.statcan.gc.ca/n1/pub/11-621-m/11-621-m2024010-eng.htm  

https://www150.statcan.gc.ca/n1/pub/11-621-m/11-621-m2024010-eng.htm


Town of Lunenburg  Page 77 of 85 

---------------------------------------------------------------------  TURNER DRAKE & PARTNERS LTD.  --------- 

 

“tenure” refers to whether the household owns or rents their private dwelling. The private dwelling may be 
situated on rented or leased land or be part of a condominium. A household is considered to own their 
dwelling if some member of the household owns the dwelling even if it is not fully paid for, for example if 
there is a mortgage or some other claim on it. A household is considered to rent their dwelling if no member 
of the household owns the dwelling;  
 

“vacancy” means a unit that, at the time of the CMHC Rental Market Survey, it is physically unoccupied 
and available for immediate rental. 
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5.2  Evaluation of Statistical Significance & Survey Coverage 
 
To test the statistical reliability of our survey coverage, the margin of error (MOE) was calculated using the 
finite population correction (FPC), which accounts for the fact that the survey represents a significant portion 
of the total population. The formula for calculating MOE for proportions at a 95% confidence level is: 
 

𝑀𝑂𝐸 = 𝑧 × √
𝑝(1 − 𝑝)

𝑛
× √

𝑁 − 𝑛

𝑁 − 1
 

Where: 

• 𝑧 = 1.96 (corresponding to a 95% confidence interval), 

• 𝑝 = 0.5 (the most conservative assumption, representing maximum variability), 

• 𝑛 = 1,548 (the number of surveyed units), and; 

• 𝑁 = 4,352 (the total number of dwellings according to the 2021 Census). 

Note that this process was also run using the total rental market units (buildings with more than two units) 
sourced via the amalgamation of the property data. In this case, the N value was (2,337 units), and the n 
value from our market survey was 1,502. The table below compares rental-tenured dwelling counts for each 
jurisdiction from the 2021 Census against our rental market survey coverage, specific to the individual unit 
types. We then outline the statistical validity of the results, specific to each municipality. 
 

Table 5.1: Survey Coverage Relative to Rental Dwelling Counts from the 2021 Census 

2021 Canadian Census Chester 
Mahone 

Bay 
TOL TOB MODL Total 

% of Households that are Rental-

Tenured 
16.0% 32.0% 36.0% 42.0% 10.1% 19.40% 

Estimated Rental-Tenured Dwelling Counts (based on the 2021 Census) 

Studio 15 10 0 25 0 50 

1-Bed. 69 29 41 256 73 468 

2-Bed. 234 58 142 685 300 1,418 

3-Bed. 500 80 211 838 787 2,416 

Total 817 176 394 1,804 1,160 4,352 

Our Coverage Chester 
Mahone 

Bay 
TOL TOB MODL Total 

Studio 0 1 14 32 20 67 

1-Bed. 21 4 26 247 68 366 

2-Bed. 18 17 116 721 100 972 

3-Bed. 61 2 10 67 3 143 

Total 100 24 166 1,067 191 1,548 

Source: Turner Drake & Partners Ltd. & Statistics Canada 

 



Town of Lunenburg  Page 79 of 85 

---------------------------------------------------------------------  TURNER DRAKE & PARTNERS LTD.  --------- 

Regional Summary (Lunenburg County) 
 

• At the regional level, our survey achieves excellent statistical reliability (±2%), equivalent to 
CMHC’s “A – Excellent” standard. 

• This information can be reliably used in place of localized figures for jurisdictions with less survey 
coverage, and therefore lower reliability thresholds. 

 

Chester 
 

• Coverage: 12.2% - moderate-to-low. 

• MOE: ±8.6%. Moderate reliability. 

• Results are directionally sound, but should be treated with caution for detailed breakdowns. 

• Findings for are still useful contextually and for localized nuances, but not for precise quantitative 
benchmarking. 

 

Mahone Bay 
 

• Coverage: 13.6%. Lowest absolute number of surveys (n=24). 

• MOE: ±17.5%. Low reliability. 

• Interpretation: With a small population (176 dwellings) and a small survey sample, Mahone Bay’s 
results are indicative only, not statistically precise. 

• If used alone, use for qualitative insights or to illustrate patterns, not for fine-grained numerical 
comparison. 

 

Town of Lunenburg (TOL) 
 

• Coverage: 42%. Strong coverage for a town its size. 

• MOE: ±5.3%. Good to Very Good reliability (according to CMHC benchmarks). 

• With over one-third of local dwellings sampled, Lunenburg data is robust for all high-level indicators 
(e.g., unit mix, vacancy rates, etc.). 

• Estimates can be generalized at the municipal level with high confidence, though smaller 
subcategories (e.g., studio units) will show wider variability. 

 

Bridgewater (TOB) 
 

• Coverage: 59% of all local dwellings surveyed. 

• MOE: ±2.1%. Statistically valid, and highly reliable (equivalent to CMHC’s “A – Excellent” reliability). 

• Bridgewater dominates the regional rental market (42% of renter households), and our strong 
sampling mirrors this. The results here can be treated as highly reliable and directly representative 
of actual conditions. 

• Findings on unit mix, condition, and affordability in TOB can be generalized confidently. 
 

MODL (Municipality of the District of Lunenburg) 
 

• Coverage: 16.5%. Moderate coverage. 

• MOE: ±6.3%. Good reliability according to CMHC. 

• Though coverage is lower, MODL’s renter share is also small (10%), so representation aligns well 
with actual market structure. 

• Our data is statistically valid for overall housing patterns but less precise for small sub-populations 
(e.g., renter-only housing stock). 
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5.2.1 CMHC Reliability Benchmarking 
 
The reliability of our 2025 survey results can also be assessed in relation to the standards used by the 
Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation (CMHC) for publishing data in its Rental Market Survey (RMS) 
and related housing statistics. Overall, when interpreted through CMHC’s reliability framework, our 2025 
survey demonstrates an “Excellent” level of statistical reliability, confirming that its findings are robust, 
representative, and suitable for both policy and analytical applications across the region. 
 
CMHC uses a measure called the Coefficient of Variation (CV) to evaluate data quality. The CV expresses 
sampling error as a percentage of the estimate itself and provides a sense of the relative precision of an 
estimate: smaller CV values indicate higher reliability. 
 
In contrast, our survey reports a margin of error (MOE) of ±2% at a 95% confidence level. The margin of 
error measures absolute precision, showing the range within which the true value is expected to lie. The 
CV measures relative precision, indicating how large that potential error is compared to the size of the 
estimate. These two measures describe the same concept of statistical reliability, but from slightly different 
perspectives. 
 
To compare the two, we can translate the ±2% margin of error into approximate CV values. The conversion 
depends on the size of the estimate itself. For example, if the survey estimates that 50% of dwellings in the 
region have two bedrooms, a ±2% margin of error means the true value is very likely between 48% and 
52%. Because this 2% variation is small compared to 50%, the relative error (CV) is only approximately 
2%, which CMHC classifies as “Excellent”. 
 
This comparison shows that the same absolute level of precision (±2%) can appear more or less reliable 
depending on the size of the estimate. For our survey’s results, where estimates such as the distribution of 
dwellings by bedroom type, or the proportion of multi-unit structures in each municipality typically fall 
between 30% and 60%, the equivalent CV values used by CMHC fall in the 2%-3% range, well within their 

“A – Excellent” reliability category. The table below is shown in Section 1.4.3, however we have included 
it here for reference: 
 

Estimated 

Percentage 

Approximate 

Relative Error 

(CV) 

CMHC Reliability 

Code 
Interpretation 

How the TDP Survey 

Ranks 

50% 2.00% A – Excellent 
Meets CMHC’s highest 
reliability standard. 

Turner Drake's 2025 

Survey (±2%) falls here 

30% 3.40% A – Excellent 
Strong precision, within 
CMHC’s top range. 

  

20% 5.10% B – Very Good 
Acceptable for publication, 
minor variability. 

  

15% 6.80% C – Good 
Reliable, moderate 
sampling variation. 

  

10% 10.20% D – Poor 
Use with caution for rare 
categories. 

  

8% 12.80% D – Poor Higher relative uncertainty.   

6% 17.00% Suppressed () 
Below CMHC publication 
threshold. 

  

Source: CMHC | Note: CMHC assigns a level of reliability as follows (the CVs are given in percentages): 
- A - If the CV is greater than 0 and less than or equal to 2.5 then the level of reliability is Excellent. 
- B - If the CV is greater than 2.5 and less than or equal to 5 then the level of reliability is Very Good. 
- C - If the CV is greater than 5 and less than or equal to 7.5 then the level of reliability is Good. 
- D - If the CV is greater than 7.5 and less than or equal to 10 then the level of reliability is Poor. 
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5.3  Development Scenario Modelling Assumptions 
 

PROJECT OVERVIEW 
 

• Project Type: Non-market, multi-unit rental development 
 

• Location Context: Bridgewater, Nova Scotia 
 

• Total Building Area: 37,000 ft.² 
 

o 27,750 ft.² residential floor area 
o 9,250 ft.² common/amenity/mechanical space 

 

• Total Units: 30 
 

o 15 one-bedroom units (850 ft.² each) 
▪ 10 market units 
▪ 5 affordable units 

 
o 15 two-bedroom units (1,000 ft.² each) 

▪ 10 market units 
▪ 5 affordable units 

 

• Parking: 30 spaces rented @ $50/month 
 

• Total project cost: $11,328,000 

 

 

FINANCIAL AND OPERATIONAL ASSUMPTIONS 
 

• Construction Cost: $350 per ft² 
 

• Servicing: Assumes fully serviced land; no off-site servicing or infrastructure extension costs 
included (operating costs such as heat, power, and water are incorporated separately) 

 

• Funding Assumptions:  

 
o 25% equity contribution (AHP requirement) 
o Full uptake of CMHC/CHTC funding streams: 

 

• CHTC Pre-Development Fund: $75,000 
 

• CMHC Seed Funding (forgivable): $150,000 
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5.4  Methodologies 
 

5.4.1 Mortgage Assumptions 
 

Variable Assumption 

Amortization period 25 years 

Payment frequency monthly 

Interest rate 
Prevailing average weekly rate (of a given year) 

for 5-year fixed mortgage 

Down payment 10% 

CMHC insurance premium 3.10% 

Income used for shelter expenses 30% 

Ancillary shelter costs (e.g., utilities, insurance, etc) 25% 

Direct shelter costs 100% – ancillary = 75% 

 

5.4.2 Demographic Projections 
Population and households 
The population projection utilizes the Shift-Share method. This approach estimates future population 
change in a specific area by attributing local population growth to broader trends in a higher-tier geography 
– in this case, the Province of Nova Scotia.  
 
Using this method, projections start with Statistics Canada’s population forecasts for Nova Scotia. These 
provincial projections are then "shared" across smaller regions (e.g., municipalities) based on each area's 
historical share of the provincial population and the change in that share over time. 
 
The method typically involves two steps: 
 

• Base share application: The community's historical share of the provincial population is applied 
to future provincial totals. This assumes the local area will grow at the same rate as the province. 
The shares are applied for each 5-year age group. For instance, if Lunenburg’s 15 to 19 year old 
population hypothetically represented 10% of the provincial population of the same age in 2021, 
then that relationship is assumed to hold over time. 

 

• Local adjustment (shift component): An adjustment is made to address local conditions, such 
as recent trends in population gain or loss or migration patterns. This captures whether the local 
area is growing faster or slower than the provincial average. For instance, if local 15 to 19 years 
old made up 10% of the province’s total in 2021, but made up 9% in 2016, then there is a shift that 
needs to be incorporated for future relationships. 
 

By applying headship rates to projected population figures by age group, analysts can estimate the number 
of future households in a community. A headship rate refers to the proportion of people within a specific 
age group who are considered the primary maintainer (or “head” ) of a household. 
 
The process typically involves the following steps: 
 

• Obtain age-specific population projections: Use population forecasts broken down by age 
group (e.g., 15 to 24, 25 to 34, etc.). 
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• Apply headship rates: Multiply the population in each age group by the corresponding headship 
rate. These rates are based on past Census data and reflect historical patterns of household 
formation. 

 

• Sum across age groups: Add the resulting number of household “heads” across all age groups 
to estimate the total number of projected households in a given year 

 
This method accounts for demographic trends, such as aging populations or changes in household 
formation patterns among younger adults, and provides a more nuanced estimate than simply dividing 
population by average household size. 
 

Important note: There are several valid methods for projecting population, each with its own strengths and 
limitations. The approach used here was selected to account for recent changes to federal immigration 
targets and their potential influence on Nova Scotia and its municipalities. However, individual municipalities 
may prefer different methodologies based on what they feel best reflects their local context. Accordingly, 
the results presented should not be interpreted as a definitive forecast, but rather as one plausible scenario 
among many, informed by available data and the assumptions applied. 
 

Household family types 
Statistics Canada provides Public Use Microdata Files (PUMF), offering unique opportunities for data work. 
These files include anonymized individual-level Census data, which researchers, analysts, and the public 
can use for statistical analysis while ensuring respondent privacy. However, the sample size of PUMF is 
much smaller compared to standard Census datasets, making it difficult to conduct analyses at the 
community level. For this reason – and especially in this context – provincial PUMF data is applied to local 
datasets to project specific variables. 
 
One of the variables is Household Family Types, which classifies households as either: a couple with 
children, a couple without children, a lone parent, or a non-census family (e.g., unrelated roommates or a 
single individual). To project future distributions of family types, we follow these steps: 
 

• Calculate the number of families by type, further broken down by the age of the household's primary 
maintainer using data from the 2021 and 2011 Census PUMF. 

• Establish distributions of family types by age group for both Census years. 

• Determine the annual rate of change in family type distributions between the two Census periods. 

• Apply the 2021 family type distribution by primary maintainer age to projected household data 
categorized by maintainer age, adjusted annually by the previously determined rate of change. 

 

5.4.3 Dwelling Projections 
Dwelling shortage 
This approach is adapted from the Guidelines for Housing Needs Reports,17 a technical guide developed 
by the Government of British Columbia. The guide standardizes and prescribes a methodology for 
estimating local housing demand. Like any demand estimation method, it has its imperfections, but its 
rationale remains sound and its calculations are simple. While it cannot precisely quantify the true housing 
shortage – given that this is a fluid concept dependent on how "shortage" is defined – it provides valuable 
insight into the overall scale of the issue. Four of the data components of the BC method apply to the local 
shortage calculation: 
 

 
17 British Columbia Ministry of Housing. (2024, June). Guidelines for Housing Needs Reports – HNR Method Technical Guidance. 

https://www2.gov.bc.ca/assets/gov/housing-and-tenancy/tools-for-government/uploads/hnr_method_technical_guidelines.pdf  

https://www2.gov.bc.ca/assets/gov/housing-and-tenancy/tools-for-government/uploads/hnr_method_technical_guidelines.pdf
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Variable Housing units for: Intention 

1 
Households in Severe Core 
Housing Need 

To estimate the number of new units required for those in 
vulnerable housing situations.  Severe need refers to those 
paying more than 50% of household income on shelter 
costs. 

2 
Individuals experiencing 
homelessness 

To quantify the supply of permanent housing units 
required for those currently experiencing homelessness. 

3 Suppressed households 
To address those households that were unable to form 
between 2016 and the present due to a constrained housing 
environment. 

4 
Increasing the rental 
vacancy rate to 3% 

To add surplus rental units to restore local vacancy rates to 
levels representing a healthy and well-functioning rental 
housing market. Typically, rates between 3% and 5% are 
considered healthy rates. 

 
A major difference between this work and BC’s guidelines is that, in this case, households in severe housing 
need are not added to the total shortage calculations. Instead, they are used to determine what share of 
the shortage should be allocated to non-market alternatives. 
 

Anticipated dwelling demand 
Future net new dwelling demand is calculated using household projections. However, these demographic 
projections only account for dwellings occupied by a usual resident. 
 
To estimate the "total" dwelling demand, the household projections are adjusted upward to account for the 
difference between the total number of local dwellings and those occupied by a usual resident. 
 

Dwelling typology 

The methodology for projecting dwelling typology follows the same approach as that used for household 

family types and household income categories. However, it instead focuses on establishing the relationship 

between dwelling structure types and the age of the primary maintainer. 

 

A key aspect of the dwelling typology projection is that the relationship it uses is the result of calculations 

that only include Census responses from individuals or households living in dwellings constructed within 

the five years prior to the respective Census. Limiting the analysis to recently constructed dwellings 

emphasizes modern household trends – largely influenced by affordability – rather than reflecting patterns 

from earlier decades, which heavily favoured single-detached dwellings when they were considerably more 

affordable 

 

Dwelling price model 

The allocation of dwellings to particular price models is based on anticipated income category distributions 

and the type of housing demand. For instance, the volume of needed deeply affordable units will be 

influenced by the share of very low income households, as well as the volume of unhoused persons or 

households living in severe core housing need.  

 

Dwelling size 

The type of price model applied to a dwelling – market or non-market – does heavily influence the size of 

the dwelling that is built. For a non-market unit, the size is more so related to actual spatial need; whereas, 

market housing is much more preference based (i.e., a household may seek out more space than they 
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functionally need). As such, determining the dwelling size tendencies for households that are more likely to 

occupy market or non-market housing is important. 

 

Dwelling size and market housing 

Establishing this relationship mirrors the methodology outlined for dwelling typologies, instead using 

dwelling size (number of bedrooms) as the category to compare to age of maintainer groups. 

 

Dwelling size and non-market housing 

To estimate these outcomes, we use 2021 Census PUMF data to estimate maintainer age to total bedroom 
conversion rates based on National Occupancy Standards (NOS). This methodology draws inspiration from 
the approach presented in the City of Burnaby's Housing Needs Report from January 2021.18 
 
Briefly, Burnaby estimates the demand for particular unit sizes by determining the minimum number of 
bedrooms needed (as per NOS) based on the number of persons in a household and their relationship 
(e.g., a studio or one-bedroom unit as the minimum requirement to meet the needs of a couple without 
children). This approach is particularly useful when addressing non-market housing provision, a notable 
limitation being that there is limited information about the characteristics of non-market housing occupants. 
As a proxy, we limited the households studied to those that experienced Core Housing Need in 2021.  
 

 

 

 
18 City of Burnaby. (2021 January). Housing Needs Report. https://www.burnaby.ca/sites/default/files/acquiadam/2021-

07/Housing%20Needs%20Report.pdf  
 

https://www.burnaby.ca/sites/default/files/acquiadam/2021-07/Housing%20Needs%20Report.pdf
https://www.burnaby.ca/sites/default/files/acquiadam/2021-07/Housing%20Needs%20Report.pdf
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• Real estate consultancy, estd. 1976. Nearly 30 staff 
across seven divisions.

• Based in Halifax.

• Wide-range of housing consulting & research experience 
across rural, small-town, and urban market contexts.

• Authored all 50 of the 2023 province-wide Housing 
Needs Assessment reports.

Turner Drake & Partners Ltd.



• Staff from Chester, Lunenburg, Mahone Bay, 
Bridgewater, and MODL.

• Property managers, building operators, and industry 
stakeholders who spoke with us.

Project Acknowledgements



Presentation Outline

• Project Background & Context

• Rental Market Survey & Key Findings

• Lunenburg Context

• Bigger Picture

• Stakeholder Outreach



Scope of the project included:

Project Context

• Update metrics from the 2023 Housing Needs Assessment.

• Rental market survey & compilation of results.

• Higher-order stakeholder consultations.

• Demographic and population forecasting.

• Review of housing affordability and supply issues.



Rural & small-town NS suffer from lack of reliable and 
standardized rental market data.

Project Context

• All are impacted:

• Policy-makers can be left in the dark;
• Private developers struggle to plan properly; and,
• Non-profit/non-market groups often cannot secure adequate funding.

• Funding programs (largely via CMHC) require market rental data for funding 
calculations. Rural areas often lack this info.

• CMHC’s market reporting does not cover Lunenburg County.

• Our work addresses this problem.



Primary vs Secondary Rental Market

Project Context

• Primary Market:
• Purpose-built rental buildings.
• Apartments, rental townhouse developments, etc.
• Generally larger-scale operators.
• 3+ unit buildings.

• Secondary Market:
• Rental units in smaller buildings.
• Houses, flats, units above commercial spaces, etc.
• Less than three units.
• Higher prevalence in rural and small-towns.
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What is this?

Rental Market Survey

• Large-scale research process in order to quantify key rental market metrics.

• Source information direct from the horse’s mouth; landlords, developers, etc.

• CMHC undertakes these for the residential rental market in qualifying areas.

• We have 20+ years undertaking market surveys of commercial and residential 
markets (rural, small-town, and urban).



What did we do?

Rental Market Survey

• Direct outreach to landlords, developers, and property management firms.

• Phone calls, emails, meetings, etc.

• Standardized data collection process.

• Building-level data collected for vacancy, rents, unit types, etc.

• Calculated local & regional market figures (vacancy, rent, affordability, etc.).



How did we do this?

Rental Market Survey

• Built inventory of rental properties.

• Initial set of contact info from the five municipalities.

• Combine with NS property data (ownership / assessment records, etc.).

• Standardize contact info / plan outreach.

• Calls, emails, repeat.

• July-September, 2025



Results are reliable, accurate, and reflect real-world conditions.

Rental Market Survey

• Emphasis on primary* market buildings.

• This is what project funders & non-market orgs. need  more reflective of 
higher-order trends.

• Secondary market research where appropriate (small towns / rural areas).

• Calculations followed standard statistical processes (control for outliers, etc.).

• Small sample size bias in the smaller jurisdictions.

• County-wide figures can be relied upon for research and planning purposes; 
municipal-level data best used to illustrate local nuances.

* Primary Market refers to rental buildings with a minimum of three units.*



Market survey outreach  high rate of coverage.

Rental Market Survey

* Primary Market refers to rental buildings with a minimum of three units.*

Municipality
Primary Market*
Dwelling Counts

Market Survey 
Coverage Market Survey 

Coverage (%)
No. of Units No. of Units

Chester 279 90 32.3%

Mahone Bay 68 22 32.4%

Lunenburg 255 151 59.2%

Bridgewater 1,406 1,054 74.9%

MODL 329 185 56.2%

Total 2,337 1,502 64.3%



Majority of rental vacancy is concentrated in newly-constructed 
buildings.

Rental Market Survey

• County-wide vacancy rate is 4.52% (70 units total).

• Exclude vacant units in new buildings and this falls to just over 2%.

• Availability in market-based affordable rental stock is nearly non-existent.

• Lack of “mid-range” rental options.

• Low vacancy, low availability, and high demand relative to supply.



Split between achieved rents (what people are currently paying) 
and asking rates (what new tenants would pay).

Rental Market Survey

• Higher achievable rental 
rates have validated costs 
required to renovate units.

• Increased demand, and 
increased operating costs, 
have largely eroded 
existing supply of 
“affordable” rental housing.

• Limited mobility/choice for 
renters; difficult to find 
housing if they were to lose 
their current tenure (or want 
to move).

Source: TDP Market Survey
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Rural areas and small-towns lack a critical mass of purpose-built 
rental inventory.

Rental Market Survey

• Majority of County’s purpose-
built rental stock in 
Bridgewater.

• Lower vacancy & turnover in 
existing buildings.

• Little-to-no vacancy recorded 
in rural purpose-built 
apartments (i.e., New 
Germany, etc.).

Source: Derived by TDP

Primary vs Secondary Market – Share of Total Supply
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What drives rents up?

Rental Market Survey

• Rental rates determined by market conditions (vacancy rates, supply, 
demand, incomes, etc.), and operating costs for a building (property taxes, 
utilities, maintenance, etc.).

• Rental operators need to keep their buildings financially sustainable

• Higher achievable rents validate costs for unit renovations and/or 
conversions.



Influx of supply at the high-end of the rental market.

Rental Market Survey

• Recently added supply helped accommodate pent-up rental demand.

• “Cooling” in the rental market over the past year.

• Rental rates for new construction likely unobtainable at income threshold 
of many rental-tenured households.

• Despite this, there is demand for new rental housing, and an expanded 
range of options at the high-end of the market.

• While not “affordable”, new supply can relieve pressure on older-stock and 
mid-range inventory.
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Lunenburg Context

Image source: Turner Drake & Partners Ltd.



Lunenburg Context

• Low availability and high demand for purpose-built rentals.

• Only six (6) vacant units recorded in survey.

• Bulk of rental supply is at low- or high-end of the spectrum.

• Secondary rentals carry a premium.

• Average rent = $1,326 | Vacancy rate = 3.61%

• Small sample size bias.



Lunenburg Context

• Major affordability problems for renter-households.

• Current unit shortage is ±100.

• Anticipated new demand of ±220 units by 2034.

• Forecasted unit shortage of ±70 units by 2034.

• Rental units likely to represent the majority of new demand.

• Substantial demand for non-market units.



Presentation Outline

• Project Background & Context

• Rental Market Survey & Key Findings

• Lunenburg Context

• Bigger Picture

• Stakeholder Outreach



Longer-term Issues.

Bigger Picture

• Affordability.

• Erosion of market-supplied, affordable housing units.

• Availability of rental units; where do you go if you need to move?

• Reliance on the secondary market as the de facto provider of rental units.

• Funding programs can be misaligned with rural and small-town contexts.



The private market can only do so much.

Bigger Picture

• Additional private market supply is needed.

• All rentals have a price floor.

• Market-based housing supply is only a partial solution.

• Unrealistic for the private market to provide housing at a discount relative 
to market rates.

• Building new, deeply affordable units at scale is unfeasible without 
assistance (subsidies, tax relief programs, etc.).



What can be done?

Bigger Picture

• Housing is a regional issue.

• Tenants will follow apartment availability/affordability.

• Inter-jurisdictional cooperation; themes of our research apply across the 
entire county.

• Plan for growth and growing pains.

• Intervention & support for non-market housing projects/operators (tax relief, 
funding, project endorsement, etc.).



Where is it headed?

Bigger Picture

• In the near-term:
• Potential for slow-down (lower population growth).
• Relative stabilization in rents (new supply coming online).
• This does not mean prices will fall.

• All five jurisdictions expected to have high demand for rental units over 
next ten years.

• Increase in County-wide housing production needed to meet long-term 
demand.

• Imbalance between supply / demand will allow affordability problems to 
persist.

• Need for a wide-range of non-market housing initiatives.
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Municipalities as a barrier:

Stakeholder Outreach

• Municipal approval frameworks are daunting for non-market and smaller-
scale developers.

• Lengthy approvals and public consultation phases are complex, and can 
delay project timelines.

• Local opposition to high-density/rental projects can increase costs and/or 
limit supply.

• Stringent regulatory frameworks can deter development and increase 
costs.

• Results is either less housing construction (private sector goes elsewhere), 
or higher-prices for tenants/homeowners.



Institutional & program barriers for the non-market sector:

Stakeholder Outreach

• Projects that need public financing answer to all three levels of 
government; vulnerable to delays/policy changes.

• Non-market, small-scale, and affordable housing projects perceived as 
high-cost and low-return. 

• Feedback from construction and lending industries: these projects can be 
charged a premium.

• Local/regional organizational capacity is limited.

• Market rent data is often unavailable/misleading. 

• Lack of accurate data can result in less funding for non-market projects.
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Subject: 
Town of Lunenburg Municipal Planning Strategy, Land 
Use By-law, and Subdivision By-law – Response to 
Motion Action List Items & Housekeeping Amendments  

 

From: 

 
Alan Howell, LPP, MCIP 
Senior Planner / Development Officer / HAF Coordinator    
 

Date: 
Council Meeting Date   
May 5, 2026 – COTW 
  

______________________________________________________________________________ 

RECOMMENDATION(S) 

The following recommendations are to guide discussion regarding the current and newly 
proposed amendments to the Town of Lunenburg’s planning documents. 

Recommendation 1: That Council direct staff to update the Motion Action List to: 

a) Remove the item related to permitting up to five parking spaces in front yards; 

b) Remove the item related to enabling development agreements solely on Town-
owned land.  

Recommendation 2: That Council direct staff to proceed with the following areas of work: 

a) Develop potential amendments related to discretionary planning tools, including 
development agreements and site plan approval to be informed by consultation with 
stakeholders; 

b) Review of all parking provisions, including consideration of parking requirements and 
cash-in-lieu options; 

c) Analysis of short-term rental regulations, including restricting the use to primary 
residences as currently defined in the Short-term Rentals Registration Regulations, 
limiting their use to commercial zones, and options for controls beyond land use 
regulations inclusive of licensing approaches; and 

d) Incorporation of staff-identified housekeeping amendments as outlined in Schedule 
B.  

Recommendation 3: That Council direct staff to proceed with one of the Options as outlined in 
this report and in Schedule C to complete the above work. 

 

 

 



Background:  

A range of motions have been made since 2024 to amend the Town’s planning documents 
(MPS, LUB & Subdivision By-law). The list of Council motions and amendments to motions are 
provided in Schedule A.  

These motions have centered on several key issues present in the planning documents: 

1. A lack of discretionary approval tools such as development agreements throughout 
Town. 

2. Parking requirements  
3. Short-term rentals. 

 
In addition to the items raised in the Motion Action List, since the adoption of the planning documents 
in 2021, staff have been documenting housekeeping amendments and identifying areas where policy 
language or land use by-law requirements could be clarified. This list has grown to include a range of 
potential amendments across the planning documents, including the Specifications for Subdivision, in 
addition to the motions made by Council. 

Schedule B outlines these staff-identified amendments. Schedule C outlines potential 
approaches to completing this work. 

The scope of work associated with the items identified in Schedules A and B is significant. The 
timelines and ability to complete this work will depend on the approach selected by Council and 
the resources allocated, which may include staff time and/or consulting support. 

Discussion: 

Community Development Department & Municipal Planning Documents  

The Town of Lunenburg over 2024-2025 underwent a long period of staff turnovers across the 
organization. Since that time Community Development has experienced significant changes 
with staffing, responsibilities, and introduction of new responsibilities under new policies or 
being assigned responsibilities for policies and projects with no meaningful addition of 
resources or ability to delegate. This has led the Department to be nearly entirely focused on 
planning & development control matters, rather than the broader scope of matters; such as 
tourism, economic development, and community programming. Staff have been directed to 
maintain a short turnaround time on applications. Section 245 (1) and (2) of the MGA provide 
the development officer with 14 days to determine that an application is complete and then 30 
days to review and either issue or refuse a development permit. On average Community 
Development is greatly exceeding this time frame with simple applications seeing 1-7 days to 
issuance from when a complete application is received, and for more complicated projects once 
the application is complete on average 7-21 days to render a decision. Community 
Development is currently setting a high service standard for development approvals. This 
requires the overwhelming majority of staff time to maintain this level of service. 



Outside of the day-to-day operations of the Department, there are requests to complete 
planning document amendments, policy analysis, and research. Regarding changes to planning 
documents the adoption or amendment of planning documents typically involves several steps: 

1. Research and analysis 
2. Drafting of amendments – may come before or after public participation. 
3. Public participation / engagement – may occur several times depending on the issue 
4. Notification to abutting municipalities (as required – must occur prior to notice of Public 

Hearing) 
5. First reading 
6. Public Hearing 
7. Second Reading  
8. Submission to the Provincial Director of Planning 
9. Adoption by by-law 
10. Notification of planning documents being in-force.  

 
Policy development (or amendment) is not a short-term task, in particular if the direction of the 
policy intent is unclear. Typically, in municipalities across Nova Scotia, a single MPS amendment 
process requires a duration of a year or more depending on complexity, staffing resources, and 
the organizational structure of the municipality.  

• The Town of Bridgewater estimates 7-15 months depending on complexity for an MPS 
amendment. The Town will be commencing a plan review process in the near future – 
they will be issuing an RFP for services to evaluate their planning documents for gaps 
and best practice prior to review initiation. 

• The Town of Wolfville estimates 3-8 months for the completion of an MPS amendment 
depending on complexity. The recent plan review started two years ago and is still 
underway – involves consultant supports in engagement, analysis, and drafting. 

• The Town of Truro estimates approximately 6-12 months depending on complexity for 
an MPS amendments. Last plan review took 3 years to complete – involved consultant 
support in engagement.  

• The District of Municipality of Lunenburg (MODL) was directed to implement county 
wide planning in 2020 – the project is expected to reach first reading in June 2026.  

 

This is only a small sample of how some municipalities approach planning document 
amendments and plan review processes. Council can set the directions on this work in 
Lunenburg provided its in line with legislated requirements.  

Policy analysis is a process and often the most time-consuming step in any plan review effort. 
Good policy is informed by iterative feedback and involvement from stakeholders and those 
impacted by the policy– in the case of planning documents this is everyone who lives, works, or 
invests in the Town of Lunenburg. This is in part why the MGA requires that both public 
participation and a public hearing are completed for the adoption of planning 
documents.  Planning documents are local government equivalent to adopting a statute and 



enabling regulations. They commit Council to behave in a specific manner related to 
development applications, the built and natural environment, and delivery of services. They are 
also the basis upon which decisions of Council or the Development Officer can be appealed. 
These are not documents to be taken lightly in amendment or adoption, as is evidenced by the 
much longer process to formal adoption than by-laws or policies under the MGA. Planning 
documents are also the only by-laws to have significant Provincial oversight and review – the 
exception being Commercial development districts (71C & 71D) to note is that the adoption of 
the district requires planning document amendments.  

Municipalities frequently amend their planning documents to refine policy and regulation or to 
allow for new forms of development or to align with provincial requirements. Through the 
Motion Action list Town of Lunenburg Council are presently seeking to amend planning 
documents to address specific issues in terms of discretionary approvals, management of car 
parking, and short-term rentals.  

The Municipal Planning Strategy also includes specific policy direction on reviewing the Town’s 
planning documents:  

Policy 6-20: Council shall initiate a brief housekeeping review of this Municipal 
Planning Strategy within two years of its adoption (2023). The intent of this review is 
solely to identify errors and omissions.  

Policy 6-21: Council shall initiate a review of this Municipal Planning Strategy following 
the five-year review (2026) of the Comprehensive Community Plan. The intent of this 
review is to align the Municipal Planning Strategy with any new priorities and actions 
arising from the Comprehensive Community Plan review. 

While some amendments have been made to the MPS and LUB between 2023 and 2024 these 
are minimal and would not constitute housekeeping amendments. With Policy 6-21 an obvious 
issue is requiring that the MPS review follow the review of the CCP, a non-regulatory document 
of which there are no clear standards for a review process. This may need to be amended first 
to proceed with a full plan review if that is the wish of Council. The MPS does, however, direct 
Council to initiate a review of the CCP and the MPS this year.   



Discussion of Council Requested Amendments (2024-2025) 
The following is a discussion of the current items in the Motion Action List as identified 
between 2024-present.  

Amendment #1: Enabling Development Agreements on Town Owned Land (2024) & 
Development Agreements throughout Town (2025) 
 
Development Agreements on Town Owned Land 
This motion as it was originally put forth was a step towards permitting the Blockhouse Hill 
redevelopment project as part of the Housing Accelerator Fund agreement. The lands have 
been removed from the list of surplus properties, as of December 9th, 2025. The current MPS 
does allow for development agreements for various types of developments (Heavy Industrial 
uses, Larger Bed and Breakfast permissions, Adaptive reuse of former institutional buildings, 
Nonconforming use expansion). Specifically for Town owned lands: 

MPS - Policy 4-12: Council may consider by development agreement proposals for 
adaptive reuse of former institutional buildings and sites…  

Policy 4-12 applies to many of the current Town owned properties that could be considered for 
redevelopment. Most Town owned sites are in the Parks & Institutional Designation and are 
then either in the Institutional Use Zone and Parks & Recreation Use Zone. Exceptions including 
the Blockhouse Hill area and parcels at the terminus of King Street to the northern limits off the 
Town. In both cases these lands have been previously deemed unsuitable due to potential 
impact to UNESCO or physical features such as extreme slope and general availability of 
servicing.  

Other mechanisms exist that could provide for ongoing controls on property disposed of by 
Town Council, the primary being restrictive covenants, which in practice specify what cannot be 
done and require that permission be granted from the Town for defined alterations to the lands 
and/or structure. Additionally, there is no requirement for Council to sell land; long term leases 
are an alternative to allow for redevelopment while also maintaining ongoing control. Lease 
arrangements of 25-99 years are not uncommon practice with public lands. This is how many of 
the province’s existing supply of co-operative housing was established in the 1970’s and 1980’s. 
Long term leasing of public lands is considered a best practice by CMHC.  

 

Use of discretionary approvals (Development Agreement & Site Plan Approval) generally 
Further the COTW on December 9, 2025, did not entirely explain the status of the Town’s 
Planning Documents. Development Agreements (DA) enable the permitting of development 
proposals that are unable to meet land use by-law requirements or are deemed to only be 
considered by DA due to unique features– this is not a blank slate, the MPS has to outline what 
types of development will be considered by DA and what the Town will consider in advance of 
entering into a DA as allowed by the MGA. Schedule D outlines in point form some of the 
reasons to use Das. DAs can occur over multiple sites and are appealable to the Nova Scotia 
Regulatory and Appeal Board (NSRAB). Site Plan Approval (SPA) is a similar but more limited 



permitting tool that allows the Development Officer to modify aspects of the site plan to better 
address a limited range of form issues where the land use as proposed would be permitted. Site 
Plan may occur over a single parcel and are appealed to Council.  

As-of-right development is the most straightforward and strict tool for development, either 
something meets or it doesn’t. It is either permitted or it is not. The existing LUB built form 
standards are clear on height, setback, density, and various other features. Administratively 
DAs require a public hearing and a decision of Council; this is a process that is termed 
discretionary as it allows Council to exercise some discretion within well defined limits. 
Although not mandatory, the Town has also adopted the requirement for a Public Participation 
Meeting (PPM) for DAs. Site Plan approval requires neither a PPM nor a public hearing but does 
require notification of adjacent owners and public notice of the site plan approval.  

The outstanding questions remain: what should be regulated via DA or Site Plan Approval? Is it 
all multi-units, is it all commercial developments, is it accessory dwelling units. etc. How will 
Community Development resources be changed to allow for these time-consuming and 
involved applications? What is the level of service standard for these applications that the Town 
wants to set? This requires some consideration, and ideally consultation with Council, 
community, and other stakeholders.  

Recommendations:  

Staff do not recommend amending the planning documents to provide solely for 
development agreements on Town owned land.  

Staff do recommend investigating the use of development agreements and site plan 
approval process more generally to have more control over larger multi-unit 
developments, unique parcels, areas of environmental concern and in areas that may 
risk impacts to Outstanding Universal Value of the UNESCO designation, these changes 
should be done with reference to inclusive of engagement with stakeholders and 
thorough review of Community Development resources.  

Amendment #2: Enabling up to 5 parking spaces in front yards and further explore additional 
options to address parking challenges in the Salt Meadow subdivision and the apartment 
buildings in that neighbourhood. 

The MPS establishes that there will be no parking requirements in the land use by-law, this was 
intentional to a) encourage a modal shift for residents, b) to allow developers to determine 
their site-specific parking requirements. Based on discussions at Council this approach has led 
to an offloading of parking onto public right of ways and generally awkward parking 
arrangements in residential areas. The LUB permits parking and does not place limits on the 
number of parking spots. There is, however, generally the idea of screening parking from the 
street and controlling ingress and egress. Connection to the public right of way is also managed 
by the Driveway Access Policy and is administered by the Town Engineer.  

It should be noted that the land use by-law already enables the use of parking in the front of a 
structure. Further where there are more than 4 spaces required  

https://townoflunenburg.ca/736-driveway-access/file.html


MPS -Surface Parking Areas 7.9.4 - Surface parking areas for four (4) or more 
automobiles shall meet the following requirements: 

(f) Except in the Community Form Zone, only the first three (3) parking spaces shall be 
permitted to locate in the front yard or flankage yard (combined) and all other spaces 
shall be located in the side and/or rear yards. Where, in the opinion of the Development 
Officer, it would be impossible to locate automobile parking in the rear or side yards 
due to the placement of existing buildings spaces may be located in the front and/or 
flankage yard to the extent necessary….  

Parking that covers the entirety of front yards generally in any residential zone would not be 
advisable as it can cause issues with parking encroaching on the public right of way causing 
issues with the safe flow of traffic and snow clearance, it also detracts from the public realm 
and increases polluted run-off. Most land use by-laws have provisions against the excessive use 
of parking in front yards for these reasons. Council may decide to allow for this broadly, but the 
current land use by-law allows for it in exceptional cases based on the assessment of the 
Development Officer.  

Recommendations 

Staff recommend abandoning this motion as it is unnecessary. In lieu of this staff do 
suggest that parking requirements and cash-in lieu options be reviewed to be 
considered as an addition to the Town’s planning documents.  

Staff also recommend establishing hard surface coverage requirements, the amount of 
space that can be covered by impermeable surfaces, to both mitigate the amount of 
parking and polluted run-off loads from properties.  

Amendment #3: Restrictions and regulations of Short-Term Rentals (STR) 
Council has requested work to explore options amendments to the MPS and LUB, specifically 
options to: 

a) Restrict short-term rentals to primary residences; 
b) Restrict short-term rentals to commercial-use zones; 
c) Evaluate the merits of a short-term rental business licensing by-law. 

 

An outstanding question is what the intention of the motion was – some of these areas to 
explore are taken from the CCP as areas of analysis, but a basic starting point of any policy work 
is a) identifying what the problem to be addressed is, and b) determining if that problem in fact 
exists. If the intent is to prohibit STRs that may be easily achieved by removing them as a 
permitted use. If the intent is to apply additional requirements, such units having sufficient 
parking or require a fire inspection such as other municipal units, then a licensing system may 
be more appropriate. Further establishing a cap on available licenses may also have the effect 
of limiting the supply to a level that Council would prefer.  



Restrict short-term rentals to primary residences: 
The intent of establishing primary residence is to only allow the use where the owner is the 
regular occupant of the home. Primary residence is generally defined as where a person lives 
most of the time and receives mail. However, as is the case in Lunenburg many people reside in 
their homes for only a portion of the year and though consider their Lunenburg residence their 
main residence. It will be important to clearly define primary residence in any policy changes. 
The Short-term Rentals Registration Regulations define primary residence thusly:  

“primary residence” means a dwelling unit owned or rented and occupied by an 
ordinary resident either alone or jointly with others; 

“ordinary resident” means the person who lives, makes their home and conducts their 
daily affairs, including paying bills and receiving mail, in a dwelling unit, and uses the 
residential address of the dwelling unit on documentation related to billing, 
identification, taxation and insurance, such as income tax returns, medical services 
plan documentation, driver’s licences, personal identification, vehicle registrations 
and utility bills; 

Verifying someone’s primary residence may be straightforward in some cases, but disputes 
could arise.  

Recommendations 

Staff recommend pursing this change to restrict STRs to primary residences.  

Restrict short-term rentals to commercial-use zones.  
The MPS contains, Policy 4-15: Council shall, through the Land Use By-law, permit short-term 
rentals in all Use Zones that permit dwellings, but shall limit them to one per lot and shall not 
permit them within accessory dwellings or accessory buildings. 

Pushing all STR into commercial use zones could have a series of positive and negative impacts: 

Potentially Positive Impacts 

1. It could reduce disturbances associated with new STR use (undocumented)  
2. It could reduce parking issues associated with new STR use in residential areas 

(undocumented) 
3. It could result in more homes being used as intended in residential areas – at least for a 

portion of the year.  
4. Commercial zones in Lunenburg (General Commercial & Mixed Use) already allow STRs.  
 

Potentially Negative Impacts  

1. Pushing all STR uses into commercial zones might incentivize their use in the General 
Commercial area of Old Town specifically Cumberland to Bluenose and along Dufferin, 
Falkland, and Victoria as part of the General Commercial Zone – this could reduce the 
number of people living in the downtown area of Lunenburg.  



2. Resident concerns – seasonal residents and non-residents often use their properties as 
STRs for parts of the year; this change may not be viewed positively.  

3. This change may dramatically increase re-zoning requests, specifically to allow rezoning 
from residential zones to commercial zones, this has broader implications for the 
coherence of residential neighbourhoods, staffing capacity, and potential appeals to the 
Nova Scotia Regulatory and Appeals Board (NSRAB).  
 

Other considerations: 

1. This change will not impact existing STRs that have been permitted in the residential 
areas of Town, it will only impact those who apply going forward, unless a licensing 
regime is implemented. 
 

2. Enforcement of STRs is generally not done at this point given staffing capacity and 
no cohesive monitoring or licensing system in the Town of Lunenburg, this may 
become an issue as we transfer to a more restrictive treatment for STRs.   
 

Recommendations 

Staff recommend further analysing the potential outcomes of shifting STR as only 
permissible in commercial zones within the Town of Lunenburg.  

Evaluate the merits of a short-term rental business licensing by-law 
The creation of an STR business by-law could provide additional mechanisms to address aspects 
of STR operations that the land use by-law cannot. Also having licenses that require additional 
requirements such as an annual fire inspection, the ability to remove the license based on 
violation of license terms, and an annual renewal fee would provide greater oversight and 
ability to regulate the use.  

Recommendations 

Community Development staff believe this to be worth pursing at this stage with some 
research and analysis to determine how the Town may be better able to regulate this 
use through establishing a by-law to license the use. However, given that business 
licensing is outside of the scope of MGA Parts 8 & 9 it is recommended that this be a 
collaborative project with senior administration for analysis and recommendation, the 
recent Short-Term Accommodation Levy By-law does not provide standards for 
operation and is not intended to, therefore a by-law will need to be established for the 
above noted purpose – staff suggest reassignment of this task on the Motion Action List.  

Schedule B Amendments 
Past and current staff have identified a range of issues with the current MPS, LUB, SUB and 
Specifications for Subdivisions. Generally, these fall into three categories: 

1. Ambiguous language that creates problems with interpretation.  



2. Problematic standards – these apply primarily to built form requirements such as height, 
setbacks, and lot coverage, some of these may be out of step with the Heritage 
Conservation By-law.  

3. Financial exposure, there are a number of policies that create expenses for the Town 
either directly such as paying for infrastructure services, or indirect in not accounting for 
downstream impacts, or exposure to appeals and high administrative burdens.  
 

Full discussion of these issues should be completed in a separate report to Council. For now, 
staff would like to pursue all of the issues identified in Schedule B and would prefer to include 
them as part of a plan review process.  

 
Summary of Discussion 
In summary staff are recommending: 

1. Remove the Motion to amend the MPS to enable Development Agreements on Town 
Owned land and instead add discretionary approvals as a general area of investigation 
for amendments to the MPS & LUB inclusive of development agreements and site plan 
approval. 

2. Remove the Motion to amend the LUB regarding allowing up to 5 spaces in the front 
yards of homes as this is already enabled and instead look generally at off-street parking 
in all residential areas and explore parking cash-in-lieu payment options and the 
required amendments to the MPS and LUB.  

3. Pursue the areas of investigation regarding short term rentals, specifically: a) short term 
rentals only in primary residences, b) only allowing short term rentals in commercial 
zones, c) evaluate the merits of a short-term rental business licensing by-law. 

a. For items a) & b) these would remain with Community Development. 
b. For items c) this would be an organizational priority.  

4. Pursue the items contained in Schedule B for amendment to the Towns planning 
documents with required review and alignment of policy and regulatory changes with all 
Town departments.  

 

Review Process 
The Motion Action List provided a series of standalone amendment requests, some general 
(DA’s & SPAs, STR’s) and more specific (parking in front yards). To the best of staff knowledge, a 
plan review was never requested by a motion of Council, however, these motions have been 
discussed as a ‘plan review’. Formal plan review processes typically involve extended and 
focused consultation processes , iterative drafting of policy and regulatory changes with 
feedback from the public, and ultimately formal adoption (see page 3 for timeframes for other 
municipal units with larger staff contingents and consulting budgets). These processes can 
range in time frame, however, two years for the process is typical, many more comprehensive 
plan review processes can take 3-8 years to complete.  



Staff have provided three Options as approaches to address Council’s Motion Action List and 
planning document amendments identified by staff. Schedule C outlines the following three 
options in more detail.  
 
Staff are of the view that Option 1 can be undertaken within existing staff capacity with minimal 
external support, while Options 2 and 3 would likely require additional resources, including 
potential budget allocations, to complete within the proposed timelines. 

Option 1: Only Address Motions of Council 

o What: Council motions for amendments to the Town’s planning documents  
o Resources: Primarily staff led with some consultant support.  
o Timeframe: 12 months (estimate) 

 6 months for consultation and analysis 
 2 months for drafting  
 3-4 months for the adoption process 
 Estimated end date June 2027 
 Led entirely by current staff with current responsibilities – early 2028.  

 
Option 2: Address Motions of Council and Staff Amendments 

o What: Council motions addressed & Schedule B changes to planning documents 
completed.  

o Resources: Primarily staff led with consultant support in engagement, policy and 
by-law drafting, and graphic design.  

o Timeframe: 14 months (estimate) 
 6-8 months for consultation and analysis 
 2 months for drafting  
 3-4 months for the adoption process.  
 Estimated end date July 2027  
 Led entirely by current staff with current responsibilities – end of 2029.  

 
Option 3: Full Review / Repeal and Replace  

o What: Existing planning documents are repealed and replaced with new 
planning documents. 

o Resources: Consultant leads the plan development process with some staff 
support.  

o Timeframe: 22 months (estimate) 
 8-12 months for consultation and analysis 
 4-6 months for drafting  
 3-4 months for the adoption process 
 End date February 2028  
 Led entirely by current staff with current responsibilities – end of 2030.  

 



In each of the options there is a need for consultant support to complete the work in a timely 
manner as staff will invariably be engaged in other administrative work as required under the 
MGA. Involving a consultant means that the project can proceed even when staff may not be 
able to be directly involved due to other responsibilities. In Option 2, staff remain the lead with 
consultant support, in Option 3, staff support as the consultant leads the project. In either case 
the review and amendment of planning documents become the primary role for the licensed 
planning staff with other responsibilities delegated as possible.  

Relevant Legislation: 

• Part 8, Section 205 - Requirements for adoption of planning documents 
• Part 8, Section 208, Requirement for review by Director 
• Part 8, Section 217 No action inconsistent with planning strategy  

 
Financial  

The work outlined within this report cannot be completed with the current staffing 
complement in a timely manner. Options 1, 2, and 3 all carry financial implications. At this stage 
it is not possible to provide accurate estimates as an approved workplan has not been 
established.  

Funding for this project could be allocated from the Housing Accelerator Fund or unused 
funding in the Community Development budget for salaries.  

Attachments  

• Schedule A – Council Motions for changes to planning documents 
• Schedule B – Staff identified necessary changes to planning documents 
• Schedule C – Planning document amendments Options 1-3 
• Schedule D - Reasons to Use a Development Agreement 

 
 

  



Schedule A: Council Motions for changes to planning documents 
 

TITLE REQUESTED 
DATE 

COUNCIL MOTION OR DESCRIPTION RESPONSIBLE 

Short Term 
Housing 
Report 

April 1, 2025  

Bring back a report on what amendments 
might look like to the MPS and LUB, 
including options to: 

• Restrict short-term rentals to 
primary residences; 

• Restrict short-term rentals to 
commercial-use zones; 

• Evaluate the merits of a short-
term rental business licensing by-
law. 

 

Community 
Development  

MPS 
Amendments

: DAs on 
Town Land 

Original 
motion: July 

16, 2024 
 

Updated 
motion: Jan. 

7, 2025 
COTW 

Original motion: Amend the Municipal 
Planning Strategy, allowing development 
agreements with potential purchasers of the 
lower slopes of Blockhouse Hill. 
 
Jan. 7, 2025, COTW motion:  Refer the 
proposed amendments to the Municipal 
Planning Strategy (MPS), as outlined in 
Attachment A, to Council for consideration, 
enabling the use of development 
agreements on lands throughout the Town. 
 

Community 
Development  

LUB 
Amendments

:  
Main Street 

Form Zone & 
on-site 
parking 

2024 /2025  Form Zone: Prepare a report with 
recommendations for revising the Land-Use 
By-law’s Main Street Form Zone 
requirements, with the aim of encouraging 
more varied development within this zone. 
 
Parking: Original (Feb. 27, 2024): That 
Council direct staff to work on a proposed 
amendment to the Land Use By-law (LUB) to 
enable up to five on-site parking spaces in 
front yards. 
 
Expanded Jan. 28, 2025: That staff to expand 
their review beyond the motion passed on 
February 27, 2024, which directed staff to 
work on a proposed amendment to the Land 

Community 
Development  



Use By-law (LUB) to enable up to five on-site 
parking spaces in front yards, and further 
explore additional options to address 
parking challenges in the Salt Meadow 
subdivision and the apartment buildings in 
that neighbourhood. 

 
  



Schedule B – Staff identified amendments to planning documents and related by-laws & 
policies 
 

• 6.7.7. – Allowances for ground mounted solar are insufficient to support generation for 
community or institutional uses.  

 
• 7.2.14 – requires clarity on whether shipping containers can be considered as the main 

use on a parcel. 
 

• Old Town 1 Form Zone resolve discrepancy between lot coverage limits and setback 
requirements. 

 
• Remove height minimum from Main Street Form Zone.  

 
• Revisit lot coverage maximums to better align with built form and heritage.  

 
• Amend height allowances and definitions to align with the Heritage Conservation By-

law.  
 

• Amend 7.8.22 to more specifically direct the issue to the Street Encroachment By-law 
and associated process.  

 
• Add ‘vending’ and ‘mobile vending’ as a use in the land use by-law table. 

 
• 6.8.4 - Temporary Uses for Special Occasions and Holidays – align with existing policies 

and by-laws as well as add tighter controls on length of time structures can remain and 
effect of not removing.  

 
• Clarify the definition of Accessory Dwelling Units so that it is easier to define one within 

a new development.  
 

• Consider amending 6.2. (b) Tables of Permitted Uses to require that Accessory Dwelling 
Units are considered as part of the overall dwelling unit limits.  

 
• Clarify whether swimming pools require development permits.  

 
• Enable site plan approval as a tool to provide flexibility in site design for complex 

applications on a single lot.  
 

• Add relevant Town By-law and Policy references in the planning documents to improve 
clarity for administrators and applicants.  

 



• Remove conditions that tie the review of the Comprehensive Community Plan to 
amendments to the MPS.   

 
• Amend MPS and LUB to provide support for the items requested in 4.7.4. Additional 

Studies and Plans 
 

• Addressing stormwater management and site grading more proactively through 
requiring stormwater management and site grading plans where appropriate.  

 
• Establishment of clearer rules regarding view plane protection and height controls in the 

Heritage Conservation District / Old Town area of Lunenburg.  
 

• Ensuring municipal standards for infrastructure and servicing are required for all 
developments.  

 
• Clarifying secondary egress as a requirement for all new subdivisions of a certain size. 

 
• Address issues associated with private roads in bare land condos by disallowing private 

roads anywhere within Old Town & New Town.  
 

• Remove 6.5.12 of the Specifications for Subdivision regarding the Town paying for 
asphalt paving.  

 
 
 
 
  



Schedule C – Planning document amendments Options 1-3 
 

 Approach Resources Required Con Pro 
Option 
1 

No plan review.  
Amendments to 
planning documents 
that only address what 
is included in the 
motions of Council.  
Only required public 
participation as per 
the Planning Public 
Participation Program 
Policy. 
No to limited 
interdepartmental 
coordination.  

Dedicated staff time + 
consultant support 
for drafting 
amendments.   

Low public 
involvement, 
limited 
impact. Does 
not address 
Schedule B 
matters. 
Does not 
address 
improved 
interdepartm
ental 
coordination.  
Does not 
address 
alignment 
with HCD. 

Lower cost, 
faster delivery 
on Council 
motions.  

Option 
2 

Housekeeping & 
Council Motion 
amendments 
Engagement on core 
issues – parking, 
height, use of 
development 
agreements & site plan 
approval, and short-
term rentals. 
Public participation on 
entire amendment 
package inclusive of 
housekeeping items.  
Interdepartmental 
coordination on some 
key issues such as 
servicing and parking.  

Dedicated staff + 
consultant support in 
engagement, policy 
and regulatory 
drafting, and planning 
analysis.  

Higher cost 
and 
dedicated 
staff time 
requirements
. Slightly 
longer 
timelines 
than Option 
1.  

Thorough public 
participation & 
more informed 
public. 
Council motions 
and Schedule B 
issues 
addressed.  
Improved 
administration 
of planning and 
development 
control.  
Improved 
interdepartment
al coordination. 
Better 
alignment with 
HCD. 

Option 
3 

Plan Review – New 
planning documents 
adopted.  

Dedicated staff time + 
consultant leads 
review.  

Higher costs 
and requires, 
fully 

More robust 
policy, extensive 
public 
participation, 



Significant 
engagement program. 
Full interdepartmental 
integration.  

dedicated 
staff. 
Longer 
delivery 
timeline than 
all other 
Options.  

improved 
administration 
of planning 
documents 
which ensures 
alignment 
across Town 
departments 
and functions.  

 
 
 
  



Schedule D – Reasons to Use a Development Agreement  
 

Excerpts from Section 5.3 Development Control Techniques – Local Government Resource 
Handbook 

 

• To permit an obnoxious use that Council would not want to pre-zone anywhere. 

• To control large scale developments on a single lot which might place excessive demands 

on municipal services. 

• To enable the development of a single mixed-use building which might not be permitted 

under conventional zoning (or allow the development of several multiple use buildings 

on a single lot). 

• To allow non-conforming uses or structures to expand on their existing lots (the 

development agreement can only deal with the expansion of the use or structure). 

• To allow but also limit a particular use or uses in an area because the development 

agreement would limit the use or uses to the exact use or uses specified in the 

development agreement. In contrast, a By-law (re-zoning) amendment to a particular 

zone would permit any of the listed permitted uses in that zone to develop as-of-right. 

• To control certain types of development on environmentally sensitive lands and 

watershed lands. 

• To offer some protection for specific historical buildings, for example, by allowing 

expansions, alterations and conversions to other uses only by development agreement 

and by controlling the architectural design and use so it will be compatible to adjacent 

developments by development agreement. 



Subject: Draft Social Media Policy  

 

From: Kayla Byrne, Municipal Clerk  
Paul Nopper, Chief Administrative Officer 

Date: May 5, 2026 – COTW  

_____________________________________________________________________________ 

Recommendation 

That the Committee of the Whole refer the Social Media Policy to a Regular Council Meeting for 
consideration, and that this referral serve as official notice of Council’s intent to consider the 
policy. 

Alternative 

• Provide further edits  
• Not refer the policy to a Regular Council meeting and take no further action 

Background 
The Town of Lunenburg does not currently have a formal Social Media Policy. While the Town 
uses social media as an official communication tool, there is no consolidated framework that 
outlines how accounts are managed, how content is shared, or how public interaction is 
handled. 

The development of a Social Media Policy aligns with municipal best practices. Many 
municipalities have similar policies to support consistent use of social media as part of their 
communications approach. 

A Social Media Policy provides clear direction on the Town’s use of social media, including 
content standards, account governance, and expectations for engagement with the public. 
Overall, the policy formalizes the Town’s approach to social media and supports its use as a 
reliable and effective communication tool.  

Discussion 
The draft Social Media Policy establishes a framework for how the Town uses social media as an 
official communication tool. The policy focuses on: 

• Clear oversight and accountability: Confirms that social media is a corporate 
communication tool, with defined authority and oversight through the CAO 

• Consistent and appropriate content: Sets expectations for plain language and accessible 
information, while outlining what the Town will and will not post 



• Managing public interaction: Guides moderating comments and maintaining respectful, 
inclusive online spaces, while recognizing that not all feedback channels are appropriate 
for formal input 

• Defined roles and boundaries: Clarifies expectations for staff, Council, and Committee 
members, including how to distinguish personal views from official Town communication 

• Privacy, legal compliance, and risk management: addresses considerations such as 
protection of personal information, misinformation, and reputational risk 

Administrative Procedures are included with the draft policy for Council’s information. In 
accordance with the Town’s Policy Development and Review Policy, Council is responsible for 
approving policies, which establish the Town’s high-level direction (the “what”), while 
Administrative Procedures are approved by the CAO and outline how staff implement and 
operationalize the policy (the “how”). 

This approach allows Administrative Procedures to be updated as needed to reflect operational 
changes or evolving best practices without requiring amendments to the policy or approval by 
Council. 

The draft policy has been reviewed by the Regional Accessibility Coordinator to ensure alignment 
with accessibility best practices, and by Public Health Services, which provided advice and 
recommendations related to respectful online conduct. 
 
Financial 
The proposed policy has no impact on the Town’s operating budget and does not require any 
additional resources. 

Communications  
If approved, the policy will be posted on the Town’s website. Staff will also share information 
through the Town’s communication platforms, including social media, to inform the public of 
the new policy and expectations for use of the Town’s social media channels. 

Attachments  
Draft Social Media Policy  
 
 

https://townoflunenburg.ca/1272-policy-development-review/file.html


Social Media Policy  
Date adopted by Council: TBD  
 

1. Policy Statement 

The Town of Lunenburg uses social media as an official communication tool to share timely and 
accurate information with the public. The Town is committed to maintaining a professional and 
responsible presence online in alignment with applicable legislation and municipal policies. 

2. Purpose 

The Town of Lunenburg uses social media as an official communication tool to share timely and 
accurate information with the public, including, but not limited to: 

• Town programs, services, and operational updates 
• Council information, including agendas, meetings, decisions, and public notices 
• Emergency notifications and public safety information 
• Public service announcements 
• Opportunities for community engagement and participation 

Content is intended to inform residents and will be provided in clear, plain language. The Town 
will make reasonable efforts to ensure information is accessible to a broad range of users, 
including the use of accessible formats where possible. 

3. Scope 

This Policy applies to all official social media accounts operated by the Town of Lunenburg and 
to employees and Council members.  

It does not apply to personal social media use, except where individuals are representing or 
could reasonably be perceived as representing the Town. 

4.  Account Governance 
4.1 Ownership and Authority 

The Town will determine which social media platforms are used for official communications and 
may adopt or discontinue platforms as needed to support effective communication. 

All official social media accounts are the property of the Town of Lunenburg. The Chief 
Administrative Officer (CAO), or designate, has authority over the creation and management of 
official accounts. 
 
 



4.2 Transparency and Identification 

The Town will clearly identify its official social media accounts and maintain a clear and 
identifiable presence online. Where appropriate, accounts will link to the Town’s official website 
and relevant policies.  

4.3 Corporate Communications 
The Town’s social media presence is an extension of its corporate communications and is 
governed by this Policy and supporting administrative procedures. 
 

5. Content Standards  
5.1 Town Content Standards 

The Town will make reasonable efforts to ensure that content shared on its social media 
channels is: 

• Accurate and based on reliable information  
• Clear and written in plain language  
• Relevant to municipal services, programs, and priorities  
• Respectful and appropriate for a public audience  
• Accessible, where possible, in alignment with applicable accessibility practices. 

Accessibility practices will be applied to the extent feasible, recognizing platform 
limitations and available resources  

Where errors are identified, the Town will make reasonable efforts to correct information in a 
timely manner. 

5.2 Third-Party and Community Content 

The Town may, at its discretion, share or repost content from third parties where it aligns with 
municipal priorities and provides value to the community. Requests for promotion from external 
organizations, businesses, or individuals may be considered. 

This may include, but is not limited to: 

• Community events or initiatives open to the public  
• Information from partner organizations, government agencies, or local institutions  
• Public safety messaging or regional updates  
• Initiatives that support community wellbeing, culture, recreation, or economic 

development  

Sharing third-party content does not constitute endorsement by the Town. 



Unless otherwise approved, the Town does not create content on behalf of third parties.  

The Town is unable to share all requests for promotion and prioritizes content based on 
relevance, timing, and available capacity. 

5.3 What the Town Will Not Post 

The Town will not post or share content that: 

• Is political in nature, including comments on election candidates, campaigns, or 
platforms  

• Promotes or advertises private businesses, products, or services  
• Contains confidential or personal information  
• Is misleading, unverified, or contributes to misinformation or disinformation  
• Creates security or privacy risks  
• Is defamatory, discriminatory, harassing, or disrespectful  
• Violates any applicable laws, Town policies, or by-laws  

The Town will ensure that references to individuals, businesses, or organizations are 
appropriate, accurate, and made for a legitimate municipal purpose. 

6. Moderation, Engagement, and Community Standards 
 

6.1 Respectful Dialogue 

The Town of Lunenburg’s social media channels are intended to share information with the 
public while allowing for informal and respectful interaction. 

The Town recognizes that residents may disagree with municipal decisions. Comments will not 
be removed solely for expressing criticism or differing opinions, provided they comply with the 
standards set out in this Policy. Comments that violate these standards may be removed, 
regardless of viewpoint. 

The opinions and comments expressed by members of the public on the Town’s social media 
channels are their own and do not reflect the views of the Town. 

6.2 Moderation of Comments 

The Town is committed to maintaining a respectful and inclusive online environment. To 
maintain this environment, the Town may remove or restrict (including “hiding”) comments or 
content that include: 

• Content that promotes or perpetuates discrimination or harassment based on protected 
characteristics, as defined by the Nova Scotia Human Rights Act  



• Hate speech, threats, harassment, or personal attacks  
• Defamatory or illegal content  
• Confidential or personal information  
• Spam, commercial promotion, or repetitive posts  
• Content that is clearly unrelated to the topic of the post  
• Attempts to intimidate, shame, or publicly ridicule others  
• Encourages harassment on or off the platform  
• Uses inflammatory or aggressive language intended to provoke conflict  
• Repeatedly makes unsupported accusations  
• Disrupts constructive discussion, such as repeatedly posting off-topic comments, 

dominating conversations, or engaging in behaviour that prevents meaningful 
participation by others 
 

Users who repeatedly violate these standards may be restricted from participating on Town 
social media channels. 
 

6.3 Use of Comments and Formal Input 

Comments made on the Town’s social media channels are not considered formal submissions to 
the Town, including for Council decisions, public participation processes, or other official 
matters, unless explicitly stated otherwise. 

Social media is not a formal channel for submitting requests, applications, or feedback requiring 
official consideration.  
 
Social media is not intended for time-sensitive service requests. 

Residents wishing to provide formal input are encouraged to: 

• Contact Town staff through established processes, or  
• Contact Council members directly. Submissions received by Council members will be 

forwarded to the CAO (or designate) for appropriate follow-up. 
 

6.4 Town Responses and Engagement 

The Town may respond to comments to provide clarification, share additional information, or 
direct users to appropriate resources or staff. The Town does not engage in ongoing debates or 
discussions on social media, and responses are not guaranteed. 

6.5 Comment Availability and Platform Use 



The Town’s default approach is to enable comments on social media posts to support informal 
public engagement and discussion. 

However, the Town may limit or disable comments where necessary for safety, accessibility, or 
operational reasons. This may include: 

• Emergency or rapidly evolving situations where accurate information must be 
prioritized  

• Posts where there is a high risk of misinformation or harmful content  
• Situations involving legal, privacy, or personnel matters  
• Content that is not intended for public discussion 

 
6.6 Monitoring and Administration 

Town social media channels are monitored on a regular basis during normal business hours. The 
Town’s social media channels are not monitored continuously. 

The Town will make reasonable efforts to review and moderate content in a timely manner. 
Content that violates this Policy may be removed as soon as practicable. 

Where appropriate, content may be referred to the appropriate authorities or internal 
processes for further review. 

7. Privacy, Records, and Legal Compliance 
 

7.1 Privacy and Confidentiality 
The Town of Lunenburg is committed to protecting personal privacy. Social media content 
posted by the Town will not include personal or confidential information unless authorized 
or required for official purposes. 
 
Members of the public interacting with the Town’s social media channels should be aware 
that these platforms are public spaces. Individuals are responsible for the information they 
choose to share and should avoid posting personal or sensitive information, as content may 
be visible to others and subject to applicable legislation. 
 
The Town does not actively monitor for personal information shared by users. Moderation 
of social media channels is focused on content that violates this Policy. 
 

7.2  Records and Information Management 



Content shared on the Town’s social media channels is public and may be subject to applicable 
access to information and records management legislation. 
 
The Town does not routinely archive or retain all social media content outside of the platform 
on which it is posted. However, where appropriate, content may be captured and retained in 
accordance with Town records management practices for operational, legal, or investigative 
purposes. 

7.3 Copyright and Intellectual Property 

The Town will use only content that is owned, licensed, or otherwise permitted for use, and will 
provide attribution where required. 

7.4 Compliance with Applicable Laws 

The Town’s use of social media will comply with applicable federal and provincial legislation, 
including those related to privacy, accessibility, elections, and human rights. 

8. Employee and Council Responsibilities  
 

8.1 General Expectations 

Employees and Council/Committee members are expected to use social media in a manner that 
reflects the Town’s values and complies with applicable Town policies, including those related to 
conduct, confidentiality, and privacy. 

Individuals must not disclose confidential information or present personal opinions as the 
official position of the Town. 

8.2 Employees 

Employees are expected to comply with all applicable Town policies when using social media, 
including those related to workplace conduct and acceptable use of technology. 

8.3 Council and Committee Members 

Council and Committee Members engaging on personal accounts must clearly distinguish 
between personal views and official Town positions.  

8.4 Professional Conduct 

When engaging in discussions related to Town business, individuals are expected to conduct 
themselves respectfully and avoid online interactions that are unprofessional, confrontational, 
or could damage the Town’s reputation. 



These expectations apply to both official and personal social media use where individuals are 
discussing Town business or could reasonably be perceived as representing the Town. 

9. Approvals, Spokesperson and Media 

Only the Mayor, CAO, or designated employees are authorized to post or communicate on 
behalf of the Town through official social media channels. 

Employees and Council/Committee Members must not represent themselves as speaking on 
behalf of the Town, or commit the Town to any position, action, or decision outside of their 
authority. 

10. Training and Capacity 

The Town of Lunenburg is committed to supporting employees and Council/Committee 
Members in the effective and responsible use of social media. 

Training and guidance may be provided on topics such as accessibility, privacy, records 
management, and digital communication practices. 

Employees and Elected Officials may seek guidance or request additional support or training 
through their supervisor, as needed. 

11. Enforcement and Compliance 

The Town may take action to enforce this Policy, including the removal of content, restriction of 
access to its social media channels, or other measures as appropriate. 

Failure to comply with this Policy by employees, Council, or Committee Members will be 
addressed in accordance with applicable Town policies and procedures, including HR policies 
and the Council Code of Conduct. 

Where online conduct creates safety concerns for staff, elected officials, or members of the 
public, the Town may take appropriate steps, including escalation through internal processes or 
referral to external authorities where required. 

12. Review and Continuous Improvement 

This Policy will be reviewed every two years, or sooner in response to changes in legislation, 
platform functionality, or municipal needs. 

The Town may also review its use of social media on an ongoing basis to support effective 
communication and alignment with best practices. 

  



Administrative Procedures 
Social Media Policy  
Date approved by the CAO: TBD  
 

• Account Creation  

New social media accounts require approval from the CAO (or designate).  

All accounts must be created using Town-issued email addresses.  

• Access and Security  

Account credentials must be stored securely and only shared with authorized staff.  

A minimum of two Town employees must have administrative access to each account, where 
the platform allows.  

The CAO (or designate) must have access to all account credentials.  

• Account Management  

Moderators and relevant staff must be aware of and able to access account credentials.  

Access must be removed or updated promptly when staff roles change or employment ends. 

• Branding and Setup  

Accounts must clearly identify the Town of Lunenburg.  

Profiles should include links to the Town’s official website and applicable policies 

Content Approval and Posting 

All content must be reviewed and approved by the CAO or designate prior to posting, unless 
otherwise authorized  

The CAO, or designate, may approve categories of routine or recurring content in advance and 
delegate authority to designated staff to post this content without individual review 

Only authorized staff may create, edit, or publish content on official accounts  

Staff must not post or respond on official accounts without authorization.  

Accessible Content Practices 

The Town will make reasonable efforts to ensure that social media content is accessible to a 
broad range of users. Where possible, staff should: 



• Use clear, plain language in post text  
• Use a mix of upper and lower case letters; avoid using all capital letters, as they are more 

difficult to read  
• Use emojis sparingly and in a way that supports understanding; avoid using emojis as 

bullet points or within sentences, and avoid long strings of emojis  
• Use camel case for hashtags to improve readability (e.g., #TownOfLunenburg)  
• Avoid placing large amounts of essential information within images  
• Ensure key information included in images is also provided in the post text  
• Add alternative text (alt text) to images where possible  
• Consider including image descriptions within the post text to provide additional context 

or interpretation for users  
• Include captions for videos where available  
• Use simple, high-contrast visuals that are easy to read  
• Provide links to accessible webpages or documents where appropriate 

Emergency Communications 

In emergency situations, designated staff may post time-sensitive information without standard 
approval where necessary. Information should be verified to the extent possible and updated as 
new information becomes available. 

Third-Party Content Requests 

Requests for Promotion 

Requests from external organizations, businesses, or individuals to share content on the Town’s 
social media channels may be considered at the Town’s discretion. 

Assessment Criteria 

When reviewing requests, staff may consider: 

• Alignment with municipal services, programs, or priorities  
• Relevance to the broader community  
• Whether the event or initiative is open to the public  
• Timeliness of the request  
• Available capacity and scheduling  

Submission Expectations 

Requests should: 

• Include clear and accurate information  



• Be submitted with reasonable notice  

• Include any relevant links or supporting materials  

Decision-Making 

Final decisions on whether to share third-party content will be made by the CAO or designate. 
The CAO, or designate, may delegate authority or pre-approve categories of third-party content 
to designated staff for routine or low-risk content. 

Monitoring and Moderation 

Social media channels will be monitored during regular business hours. In exceptional 
circumstances, content that poses a risk to safety, privacy, or the integrity of the Town’s social 
media channels may be addressed outside of regular business hours, where feasible.  

Moderators will review comments for compliance with the Policy  

Content that violates the Policy may be:  

• removed  
• hidden  
• restricted  

Repeat violations may result in user restrictions (as per policy) 

Responding to Comments 

Responses will be limited to:  

o providing clarification  

o sharing information  

o directing users to appropriate resources or staff  

The Town does not engage in ongoing debates or arguments on its social media channels. 

Complex or sensitive issues should be referred to the appropriate staff. 

Comment Controls 

The decision to limit or disable comments will be made by the CAO or designate  

Staff may recommend disabling comments where risks are identified , such as but not limited to 
misinformation, safety concerns  

Records and Documentation 



Content may be captured (such as but not limited to screenshots) where required for:  

• complaints  
• investigations  
• legal matters  

Routine archiving of all content is not required. 

Escalation 

Content raising safety, legal, or reputational concerns will be escalated to the CAO or designate  

Where appropriate, matters may be referred to:  

• legal counsel  
• law enforcement  
• internal HR processes 

Roles and Responsibilities 

The CAO, or designate, will assign responsibility for the management of the Town’s social media 
accounts. 

Designated staff are responsible for: 

• Content drafting  
• Posting  
• Monitoring  
• Reporting issues 
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