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ABSTRACT 

FLEXIBLE WORK BEFORE AND AFTER THE PANDEMIC: TELECOMMUTING, MOBILITY, AND WORK 
ARRANGEMENTS AMONG EARLY CAREER LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTS IN THE GREATER GOLDEN 

HORSESHOE AREA 

 

Lindsey McCain Advisor: 

University of Guelph, 2022 Professor Brendan Stewart 

 

The COVID-19 pandemic is changing how landscape architects work, shifting a largely in-person, 

studio-based job to a work-from-home environment, and challenging longstanding office norms. 

This period of disruption and reflection has illuminated many perspectives on work, including that 

returning to pre-pandemic conditions may not be desirable for everyone. This study aims to inform 

the development of post-pandemic landscape architecture office policies regarding flexible work, 

commuting and teleworking by investigating conditions before and during the pandemic. Focused 

on the Greater Golden Horseshoe Area in Southern Ontario, Canada, the study employs semi-

structured interviews with early-career landscape architects and managers, and finds that while 

some in-person office norms remain important, work can also be done well from home. 

Participants’ experiences were also influenced by factors like mobility modes, access to housing, 

and the job market. These findings led to the development of a list of seven preliminary 

recommendations to inform future office policy.
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Personal reflection 

Summer, 2019, 5:45am. My partner and I get out of bed, eat a bowl of cereal, and head to our 

separate cars, to get on separate 400-series highways. My commute lasts an hour or an hour and a 

half, while his commute takes two hours. We work at our landscape architecture offices for the 

standard eight-plus hour day, then get back in our cars and do the commute again. It takes longer 

because the highways are more congested in the afternoon. Between the two of us, we spent six or 

seven hours on the road that day. We do it again for the next four days, and then again, the next 

week. Working in the office from Monday to Friday is what everyone does, we don’t consider that 

there might be other possibilities when we, eventually, decide that we don’t want to live like this. In 

October of 2019 we move as close as we can to our jobs – while still being able to afford living in a 

detached or semi-detached home. We want a vegetable garden and backyard chickens, and to not 

pay condo fees. We want space for kids in the next few years. After the move, his morning commute 

is a little over an hour on transit (walk, train, subway, bus or walk again), and mine is a 40-minute 

drive. This is way better, we say to each other. Under four hours of collective commuting, and we’re 

only spending twice as much on housing – about 50% of our after-tax income. A little less than five 

months later, and for the next two years after that, our trips to work will last only the ten seconds it 

takes to walk down the stairs to the kitchen. The COVID-19 pandemic, and its associated lockdowns 

and physical distancing measures, would shift us both to working from home full time.  

I was in a bad crash on my way to work in late-January 2020, and my car was totaled (other than a 

broken wrist, I was fine, and other driver was too). Luckily, I could borrow my partner’s car for a 

month, and then a month after that, neither of us really needed a car at all. We only had to worry 

about payments, insurance, and gas for one car during the two years of the pandemic, which 

allowed us to save a lot of money. This doesn’t mean that the accident was a good thing – I still don’t 
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feel safe or comfortable driving, especially through the intersection (less than a block from home) 

where the crash happened, and my insurance premiums went up. Plus, I could have simply sold the 

car at the beginning of the pandemic, and saved money that way – though realistically, I probably 

wouldn’t have.  

In addition to this being a true story, it works as a metaphor for the introduction of working from 

home, flexible work arrangements, and hybrid office policies that have sprung up in the landscape 

architecture industry since March of 2020. These different ways of working have existed for a long 

time, but we probably would have never adopted them – at this scale, and this pervasively – if not 

for the catalyst of the COVID-19 pandemic. In both cases, an unanticipated emergency event caused 

a major a shift in lifestyle and habits. I’ve lived in the suburbs all my life, and got around mostly by 

car since I was old enough to drive; not having a personal vehicle wasn’t something I saw as an 

option. Likewise, working from home might be fine for some people, but working in landscape 

architecture meant working in the studio; most assumed that it needed to be done face to face. 

Adapting to a new set of assumptions about how work gets done and how we get around isn’t easy, 

but it has become clear that the pandemic has changed things for the long term – now is the time to 

try to understand what that means.  

My attempt to understand these issues – around flexible work, hybrid work, telecommuting and 

what these things mean for landscape architects trying to make decisions about housing and 

transportation – is influenced by my position as a researcher. I am a landscape architect, who 

graduated from the University of Guelph’s Bachelor of Landscape Architecture program in 2018 

and completed 4 exams and two years of professional development before joining the Ontario 

Association of Landscape Architects as a Full Member with Seal in 2020. I’m someone who has 

worked for small landscape architecture firms and large municipalities both before and during the 

pandemic. I’m also someone who got a little tired of that work, and went back to school looking for 

a new direction. The study topic at hand is deeply personal to me, but I have tried throughout this 
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project to pull back from my own opinions and experiences and hear what participants were saying 

– in many cases they matched up with my own thoughts, but I also learned a lot of new things, and 

saw old things with new perspectives.  

1.2 Research context 

On March 11th of 2020, the World Health Organization declared the outbreak of SARS-CoV-2 / 

COVID-19 to be a global pandemic. A few days later, on March 17th, Ontario’s provincial government 

declared a state of emergency, ordering the closures of schools and other public indoor spaces, and 

instructing people to stay home and maintain social distancing as much as possible (Papanastasiou 

et al. 2022). The following week, mandated closures were extended to all non-essential businesses 

in the province (Papanastasiou et al. 2022). Mandatory stay-at-home orders and business closures 

led many organizations to adopt a temporary work-from-home model for office workers (Abdeen et 

al. 2021). As the pandemic progressed through 2020 and 2021, many workers continued 

telecommuting, while others returned to the office temporarily before returning home during 

subsequent waves of COVID-19 cases and associated lockdowns.  

In the landscape architecture field, the shift from in-person to virtual work environments was a 

significant change. Like many other construction-adjacent professions, the norm of “rigid, long 

work hours” is typical is landscape architecture (Lingard & Lin 2003, p.17), as is face-to-face studio- 

or office-based work. Landscape architecture is also a fundamentally collaborative profession; it 

relies on interactions between designers, as well as members of allied professions like planning, 

engineering, and architecture (Steinitz 2020). In the past, the assumption had been that this kind of 

collaboration needed to take place in-person, in meetings and design charettes. For landscape 

architects, working in the studio has often meant more than just sitting at a desk – hand drawing, 

collaborative sketching, physical model building, pinning up design work for critique, participating 

in lunch-and-learns and hearing colleagues’ ideas are all important. The emergency shift to 
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teleworking left landscape architects and organizations scrambling to find digital tools that would 

replicate face-to-face models of work, with various levels of success.  

Despite the initial hiccups, however, working from home proved to be more effective than most 

professionals had imagined. Over the course of the (so far) two-year-long pandemic, construction 

work has continued at the same or even a more accelerated pace, other than a brief shutdown in the 

spring of 2020 (Nielson 2021). Data gathered through this research indicate that requests for 

proposals (RFPs) are still being sent out and responded to, deliverables are still being completed, 

and projects are still being built, even as the majority of landscape architects continue to work from 

home at least some of the time. Most landscape architects seem to be busier than ever, and many 

companies are hiring additional staff.  

Working from home full-time, especially in an emergency scenario where many people were not 

prepared and might have lacked key resources, has not always been easy. But it has become clear 

that, while before the pandemic, doing some kinds of work online or remotely was not “considered 

to be possible or feasible” (Okuyan & Begen 2020, p.174), today a wider range of possibilities can 

be conceived, and have in some cases already been implemented. This project builds on work that 

has already been done on various aspects of flexible working arrangements, work-from-home, and 

hybrid office policies, in the specific context of the landscape architecture profession, to consider 

what these new work possibilities might look like.  

As the personal reflection highlights, working arrangements influence and are influenced by 

broader matters like housing affordability, access to transportation and commuting, and work-life 

balance. These challenges can be especially acute for those who are just beginning their careers; 

they may still be seeking a job that suits their interests and professional goals, attempting to enter 

the housing market or start a family, and are often burdened by significant student debt or have few 

financial resources (Shade & Jacobson 2015).  This study therefore examines the experiences of 
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early-career landscape architects – those who have been in the profession for less than ten years – 

in order to highlight some of these specific challenges. The area of focus is the Greater Golden 

Horseshoe area in Southern Ontario, where the greatest number of landscape architects in Canada 

work and live (Analytic-OR 2015). As it has become clear that the pandemic has changed how work 

will be done for the long term, this project also investigates employer perspectives and policy 

options being considered by landscape architecture organizations in Ontario. The goal is to contrast 

employee experiences with employer perspectives, in order to inform the development of post-

pandemic workplace policies that better accommodate employees with a wide range of diverse 

needs and personal situations, for a more inclusive work environment.  

1.3 Thesis structure 

The aim of this thesis is to understand how the lived experiences of working, living, and commuting 

among early-career landscape architects (ECLAs) in the Greater Golden Horseshoe Area (GGHA) 

before and during the COVID-19 pandemic can inform more inclusive and effective post-COVID 

office policies. The thesis is organized into five chapters, including this introduction. Chapter Two 

reviews the existing literature on flexible work arrangements and working from home, as well as 

the importance of mobility at work, and provides background information on the state of housing, 

transportation, and landscape architecture work in Southern Ontario. Chapter Three outlines the 

research methods used in this study: semi-structured interviews with early career landscape 

architects and with landscape architecture managers. Chapter Four presents the results of the study 

and analyses the common themes found in the interviews. Chapter Five discusses the implications 

of these findings, as well as the limitations of the study, and presents some recommendations to 

help guide future flexible office policies for landscape architects and the organizations that employ 

them. 
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2 Literature Review + Context 

The purpose of this chapter is to introduce the issues that this project attempts to tackle, as well as 

to acquaint the reader with the key pieces of background information required to understand the 

project’s results and discussion. It begins with an overview of the literature on working from home 

or telecommuting, both before and during the COVID-19 pandemic, and focuses on the advantages 

and disadvantages that this mode of work presents. It then introduces relevant information on the 

profession of landscape architecture in Ontario, including typical licensure requirements and 

compensation for landscape architecture professionals. It concludes with a discussion of the local 

context in Southern Ontario, with information about transportation, commuting and housing in the 

Greater Golden Horseshoe Area.   

2.1 Working from Home and Flexible Work 

Working from home has been an increasingly popular option across North America since access to 

personal computers and reliable internet connections became more widespread in the late 1990s 

and early 2000s (Hambly & Lee 2019, Okuyan & Begen 2021). Work-from-home, often shortened to 

WFH, is also referred to as telecommuting or teleworking for traditionally office-based jobs which 

rely on telecommunications technology. Hambly & Lee (2019) note that the latter refers to all kinds 

of remote work, not just that which takes place in the household. It is more common among office 

workers, managers, professionals and other members of white-collar industries, whose work is 

largely computer-based (Cockayne 2021, Okuyan & Begen 2021). Before the COVID-19 pandemic, 

more than 50% of Canadians reported that they engaged in either telecommuting or teleworking at 

least some of the time (Hambly & Lee 2019). As recently as 2019, however, Hambly & Lee note that 

the uptake of working from home and teleworking had “not reached the levels once expected by 

analysts” (pg. 279); these Statistics Canada analysts also state that 40% of all jobs in Canada could 

be done remotely. Schur et al. (2021) also estimate that 40% of workers without disabilities are in 
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occupational fields with a high potential for home based work, in comparison to 34% of workers 

with disabilities (pg. 532) in the US, while Chafi et al. (2022) put the number at 36% for workers in 

Europe.  

Since the start of the COVID-19 pandemic in March of 2020, lockdowns, stay-at-home orders, and 

physical distancing requirements have led unprecedented numbers of people around the world to 

begin working from home, often with little preparation beforehand (Moglia et al. 2021, Okuyan & 

Begen 2021, Rosenthal et al 2022, Schur et al. 2020). The emergency nature of work-from-home 

conditions at the beginning of the pandemic presented some unique challenges that are only 

beginning to be understood, but researchers have been studying the various benefits and 

drawbacks of telecommuting for years, and these provide some guide to the different types of 

issues that people have faced. This section reviews the literature on the benefits and drawbacks of 

working from home both before and during the pandemic, then provides information about 

emerging post-pandemic work arrangements.  

2.1.1 Benefits of Working from Home 

There are a variety of benefits to working from home for employees, companies and for society 

more broadly. Telecommuting to work eliminates the actual commute, leaving employees with 

more time outside of work for other types of activities (Turcotte 2011, Zhou et al. 2017), and can 

reduce or remove the demand for dedicated office sites, creating savings for companies (Delventhal 

et al. 2022, Rosenthal et al. 2022). It also reduces road congestion and wear and tear on 

infrastructure, as well as potentially reducing greenhouse gas emissions (Moglia et al 2021, 

Newbold & Scott 2013, Papaioannou et al. 2020). Working from home also opens accessibility to 

jobs and resources for people with disabilities, or people in distant locations (Picu & Dinu 2015, 

Schur et al. 2020). Finally, working from home can allow for flexibility with respect to working 

hours, opening room for a healthier work-life balance (Hambly & Lee 2019, Schur et al. 2020).  
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Reductions in Commuting and Work-Related Travel 

One of the first and most obvious benefits of working in the same place that you live is that it 

eliminates the commute – you no longer need to spend time and money travelling to work each day 

and then travelling back home. In Turcotte’s (2011) analysis of Statistics Canada’s 2010 General 

Social Survey, workers who had longer commutes were more likely to be unsatisfied with their 

work life balance, and to have “difficulty fulfilling their family responsibilities because of the time 

they spent at work” (pg. 36). Workers who had long commutes, and especially long commutes with 

exposure to traffic congestion, were also more likely to experience high levels of stress (Hambly & 

Lee 2019, Turcotte 2011, Zhou et al. 2017). Commuting to work can create or exacerbate stress in a 

variety of ways, from exposing people to stressful experiences during the commute itself – like 

driving in congested and dangerous conditions, navigating through crowded and confusing public 

transit systems, and dealing with traffic or transit related schedule delays – to taking time and 

mental resources that could have been better used at work or on personal tasks (Zhou et al., 2017). 

Zhou et al. (2017) find that individuals who have long or stressful commutes are more likely to have 

difficulty concentrating at work, and are more likely to “experience more work–family conflict and 

negative affect at home” (pg. 908).  

Saving Money and Reducing Environmental Impact 

From the perspective of employers, if employees are working from home all or most of the time, 

there is no need to pay for premium real estate, especially in expensive city centres, or upkeep on 

an office building (Cockayne 2021, Moglia et al. 2021, Picu & Dinu 2015, Rosenthal et al. 2022). This 

reduces overhead costs for businesses and allows companies to advantageously reinvest these 

savings in other areas (Delventhal et al. 2022, Hambly & Lee 2019). There is a potential downside 

for employees to note here, however: some of these costs are not disappearing, but rather are being 

downloaded on to workers. These costs potentially include electricity and internet bills, purchase of 
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home office furniture, and even paying for equipment like computers and cell phones (Cockayne 

2021).  

Since the beginning of widespread working from home during the COVID-19 pandemic, many have 

also noted the positive environmental impacts of telecommuting – reducing the number of cars on 

the road, especially at peak times, and an associated reduction in greenhouse gas emissions 

(Hambly & Lee 2019, Moglia et al 2021, Newbold & Scott 2013). Less congestion during peak hours 

also benefits those who continue to travel to work, as their trips become faster (Delventhal et al. 

2022). Fewer trips to work even means less daily wear-and-tear on roads, bridges, and 

maintenance equipment, enabling municipal and provincial governments to save money for other 

uses (Moglia et al 2021, Newbold & Scott 2013). Finally, pandemic-related lockdowns have recently 

been associated with increases in walking and cycling; if telecommuting enables more people to use 

or have time for active transportation, this will have positive effects for both individual health and 

environmental sustainability (Moglia et al 2021). On a related note, Papaioannou et al. (2020) state 

that long-distance commuters are unlikely to adopt more environmentally friendly transportation 

alternatives – like electric vehicles – because the range of these vehicles is shorter than gas cars and 

cannot be relied upon for the long distances that they need to drive each day. Reduction in 

commute distances may make more sustainable transportation modes like electric vehicles, public 

transit, walking and cycling more attractive to people who would typically drive (Moglia et al 

2021).  

Working from home also reduces other forms of work-related travel, as online communication tools 

allow people to connect and work together from distant locations near-instantaneously (Moglia et 

al 2021). Companies and employees that already work globally can collaborate online instead of 

spending hours or days to fly to meetings – reducing not only wasted time and money but 

greenhouse gas emissions as well (Kolakowski et al. 2021). If people can work outside of the city, 

province or even country in which they reside, they may have more access to job opportunities, and 
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companies seeking employees from a wider range of locations may have access to more talented 

staff (Moglia et al 2021, Picu & Dinu 2015). Some of these talented staff may include people with 

disabilities, who are currently un- or under-employed and want to work remotely (Schur et al. 

2020). Virtual and flexible work environments make it easier for people with disabilities to remain 

employed for a variety of reasons – people with mobility impairments are spared the difficulty and 

expense of travelling on a largely inaccessible transportation network, people who need to take 

more frequent breaks from work are able to do so without needing to explain themselves or 

experience social pressures, and doctor’s appointments and other medical needs can be more easily 

accommodated around a flexible work schedule (Schur et al. 2020).  

More Flexible Scheduling 

The greater flexibility inherent in working from home can also benefit people without any 

particular medical needs. Indeed, one of the major arguments in favour of telecommuting is that it 

frees people from a strict work schedule and allows a healthier and more comfortable work-life 

balance (Hambly & Lee 2019, Newbold & Scott 2013, Okuyan & Begen 2021, Schur et al. 2020). 

Telecommuting allows employees who are temporarily sick – often with something minor like a 

cold – to continue to complete tasks without having to risk infecting co-workers, or waste a sick 

day, which gives them both time to heal and keeps work schedules from getting off track (Hambly & 

Lee 2019, Moglia et al., 2021). It also allows for easier scheduling of routine medical checks like 

yearly optometrist and dentist appointments, and completion of other tasks such as getting 

groceries and running errands outside of peak times like evenings and weekends (Moglia et al., 

2021).  

Working from home and flexible scheduling are also associated with reduced burn-out and stress, 

and better rest among office employees, who can take time that would normally be spent at a desk 

to take naps, go for short walks, or do other relaxing and restorative activities that would be 

difficult or uncomfortable to do in the workplace (Moglia et al. 20201, Okuyan & Begen 2021, Schur 
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et al. 2020). Finally, working from home is often mentioned as a way to give employees more time 

to spend with family – typically by reducing the need to commute, and allowing telecommuters to 

be home when their children or spouses return from school or work, though the pandemic work-

from-home environment meant that many families were all at home together every day, and even 

reduced spending on childcare or eldercare as the telecommuter is able to be home to provide help 

during the workday (Hambly & Lee 2019, Newbold & Scott 2013, Okuyan & Begen 2021, Schur et al. 

2020). During the COVID-19 pandemic, however, many schools shut down for months at a time, 

leaving parents attempting to balance children’s virtual schooling with work at home (de Klerk et 

al. 2021, Okuyan & Begen 2021). This placed a significant burden on many parents, and turned a 

potential benefit into a drawback. Other drawbacks of working from home are discussed in the next 

section.  

2.1.2 Drawbacks to Working from Home 

Discussing the benefits of working from home reveals a number of potential issues, however, and 

indeed, researchers have noted a number of downsides to working from home, in comparison to in-

person and on-site employment. These include the blurring of the lines between work and non-

work time, which could lead to overworking and burnout as well as possible excessive demands for 

overtime work, and overall worsened rather than improved work-life balance (Cockayne 2021, 

Okuyan & Begen 2021). There are also risks to mental and physical health when working from 

home, from social isolation, poor-quality work environments and increased sedentary behaviour 

(Shillington et al. 2021). Finally, working from home may make it difficult for employees to learn 

from one another and collaborate on work tasks, and reduces the effect of ‘being seen’ in the office – 

possibly affecting future promotions and career progression (McDonald et al. 2022, Schur et al. 

2020). Overall, it is clear that working from home is a complex issue, with drawbacks as well as 

benefits, and its appropriateness for any given worker will vary based on individual circumstances 

and preferences.  
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Blurred Lines between Work and Non-Work 

While working from home is often seen as a way for employees to improve their work-life balance, 

the proximity or overlap of work and relaxation space can also make it difficult to disconnect from 

the job outside of work hours (Hambly & Lee 2019, Okuyan & Begen 2021, Schur et al. 2020). 

During the earlier stages of the pandemic, this was especially difficult for parents of school-aged or 

very young children, who had to work from home while simultaneously caring for kids and 

supervising online schooling. This led many to work late at night or early in the morning, leaving 

them with little time to sleep (de Klerk et al. 2021, Okuyan & Begen 2021). A blurring of the 

boundaries between work time and non-work time may be beneficial if it allows employees to 

complete tasks like housework during the day – combining necessary chores with a mental break to 

refresh oneself – but it may also present a problem if, for example, emails or meetings are occurring 

during mealtimes or late into the night (Schur et al. 2020). 

Negative Health Impacts 

Health can be negatively impacted by working from home in a number of ways outside of increased 

stress and overwork. Physical health can be impacted by poor-quality working environments 

within the home. The importance of an appropriate workspace became clear during the pandemic 

because many people who shifted towards teleworking during the pandemic were unprepared and 

did not have a home office or desk to use for their daily tasks (Cockayne 2021, Okuyan & Begen 

2021). COVID-19 and associated lockdowns and school shut-downs also meant that telecommuters 

had to balance their needs for a workspace with family members’ needs, and many had to manage 

children’s schooling from home during the workday – finding a quiet room to take a phone call or 

online meeting was not an easy task for everyone (Cockayne 2021).  

Ergonomics was another issue. As Okuyan & Begen (2021) note, “there is a strong relationship 

between a well- ergonomically arranged working environment and working efficiency and health” 

(pg. 174). With rapid office shutdowns, many people who started working from home during the 
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pandemic did not have access to equipment like computer monitors and keyboards and had to 

work from laptops (McDonald et al. 2022). While there are benefits in portability with laptop 

computers, these can pose health risks with constant, all-day use: the placement of the keyboard 

and screen can lead to poor sitting posture and discomfort in the hands and wrists (Okuyan & 

Begen 2021). This poses a significant risk of occupational musculoskeletal disorders in the long 

term, especially in combination with unhealthy seating arrangements like beds or couches rather 

than office chairs (McDonald et al. 2022, Okuyan & Begen 2021). 

Social Isolation and Difficulty Collaborating  

Mental health can also be impacted by working from home, as incidental socializing with coworkers 

is reduced or eliminated by virtual work environments and people experience greater feelings of 

isolation – social connections and emotional support networks are essential to mental well-being 

(Hambly & Lee 2019, Kolakowski et al. 2021, Shillington et al. 2021). Improved efficiency at work 

and fewer wasted meetings are benefits of telework, but the flip side is fewer opportunities to catch 

up with acquaintances and give and receive emotional support from coworkers (Okuyan & Begen 

2021, Schur et al. 2020). Finally, a lack of physical activity is implicated in both poor mental and 

physical health; if people do not have to leave the house to travel to work, they have the option of 

not leaving the house at all and spending a full 24 hours either sitting or sleeping (Shillington et al. 

2021).  

It is worth noting, however, that some of these drawbacks might ease as case numbers drop and 

pandemic restrictions are lifted. Experiences of loneliness, social isolation and poor emotional 

wellbeing among people working from home recently were likely significantly exacerbated by stay-

at-home orders and the realities of living through a global tragedy. Shillington et al. (2021) found 

that Canadian adults experienced “higher levels of distress and negative mental health” during the 

COVID-19 pandemic (pg. 2). Sedentary behaviour was also likely affected by the specific conditions 

of the early pandemic, including lockdown orders that extended to parks, trails, and public spaces 



 
 

 14  
 

in the early months (Nielson 2021). Light and moderate physical activity among Canadian adults 

both significantly decreased as a result of the pandemic (Shillington et al. 2021). So, it is possible 

that some of these negative health effects could be temporary or improve as time goes on, the 

pandemic shifts toward endemic COVID-19, and people are able to leave the house more often, set 

up more salutary workplaces within the home, and spend more time with friends and family 

(Kolakowski et al. 2021).  

Finally, working from home means, of course, that people are no longer in the office together – they 

are not sitting near one another, hearing co-workers take calls or ask questions, or otherwise 

absorbing knowledge from simply being around one another. This is especially problematic in 

landscape architecture, where “exposure to a substantial number of design cases” is a principal 

form of learning (Wu et al. 2021, pg. 1). Indeed, Wu et al. (2021) state that “for landscape 

architecture learning, situated experience is extremely important” (pg. 4) – without exposure to 

projects that others are working on, as well as one’s own projects, and without opportunities to see 

a variety of projects being built, landscape architecture employees will not be able to learn as 

quickly or pick up the broad and varied skill set that they need to be successful. Others have 

expressed concerns about the “out of sight, out of mind” nature of remote work (Cockayne 2021, 

Schur et al. 2020). Especially under a hybrid model, where some employees work from home and 

others are in the office (or some work in-person several days a week and others only one), 

employees who telecommute in may not be top-of-mind for management when consider 

opportunities for raises, promotions or additional training (Cockayne 2021, Schur et al. 2020).  

2.1.3 Hybrid Work, Precariousness, and other Post-Pandemic Considerations 

Working During and After the Pandemic 

Post-pandemic work arrangements are still emerging, especially as the pandemic cannot be 

described as ‘over’ yet. But as of April 2022, many organizations have begun to shift back to in-
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person work at least some of the time (Gifford 2022); including landscape architecture 

organizations in the GGHA according to data gathered in this study. Kane et al. (2021) recommends 

“returning to the office strategically, by focusing first on the activities best performed in person and, 

in the process, evaluating the effectiveness of both remote and co-located work” (pg. 12). This 

recommendation is based on the same assumption as much of the literature on work arrangements 

post-pandemic; that working-from-home, in one form or another, is here to stay (Cockayne 2021, 

Gifford 2022, Howell 2021, McDonald et al. 2022). Gifford (2022), for example, states that working 

from home “increased from about 5% pre-pandemic to 50% at the peak of lockdown, and survey 

data projects that this will only fall to 20% post-pandemic,” in the United States (pg. 106).  

Large companies, especially those in the tech sector, seem to be leading this change. Cockayne 

(2021) mentions the announcement by Shopify CEO Tobi Lütke that “that following the pandemic, 

employees would not return to the office and that the firm would henceforth be ‘digital by default’,” 

as a key turning point (pg. 500). Shopify, an ecommerce company, was reported to be the most 

valuable firm in Canada around the same time (Cockayne 2021). Likewise, Howell (2021) states 

that Facebook, Twitter, and Slack will “allow large swaths of their workforce to work from home 

indefinitely” (pg. 1). These organization-level changes seem to fit with the opinions of employees, 

many of whom have experienced some of the positive aspects of working from home during the 

pandemic and would like to continue telecommuting at least some of the time (Aczel et al. 2021, de 

Klerk et al. 2021). This is consistent with the increased demand for more flexible work options pre-

pandemic as well (Gifford 2022).  

There are a range of options available for employees working remotely post-pandemic, from those 

who will primarily work face-to-face and telecommute occasionally, to those who will divide their 

time between home and office roughly equally and those who will work nearly or exclusively from 

home (McDonald et al. 2022). A combination of some working from home with some time in-person 

is often referred to as hybrid work, though terminology on this subject is still emerging – McDonald 
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et al. (2022), for example, use the phrase hybrid workers to refer to employees who spend close to 

half their time in the office and half at home. Hybrid work is seen as an opportunity to combine the 

strengths of working from home with the strengths of working in-person (McDonald et al. 2022). 

Gifford (2022), for example, recommends planning face-to-face time with this balance of strengths 

and weaknesses in mind, using time in the office for team building, collaboration and to maintain 

office culture, while using time working from home to take online meetings and complete focused 

induvial work tasks.   

Flexibility and Precariousness  

A final issue to note when discussing the increasing adoption of working from home or hybrid work 

(partially face to face, and partially virtual) is that this model “connotes a further increase in 

‘flexibility’—a term often used to veil labour market deregulation” (Cockayne 2021, pg. 508). It is 

important to understand the broader context in which these changes to our working environment 

occur – a context that includes the prevalence of neoliberal forms of governance, a reduction in 

protections for workers, and increasingly precarious forms of employment in all sectors of the 

economy (Campbell & Price 2016, Chan 2013). Flexible work as a concept has been used in this 

chapter so far to refer to flexibility for employees, in terms of working hours and scheduling, with a 

focus mainly on the positive aspects of greater control and agency. However, it would be remiss not 

to mention that this form of work is also associated with greater flexibility for employers, as in just-

in-time production methods and the ability to change staffing based on day-to-day variations in 

demand – a model that is associated with worsening conditions and less agency for employees, as 

work schedules become more unpredictable (Burrows 2013, Hyman et al. 2009).  

In Canada, precarious employment has grown by almost 50% since the mid-1990s (Premji, 2017). 

While precarious work or precarious working conditions can be defined in multiple ways, some of 

the relevant factors include vulnerability, uncertainty, and lack of agency – this make take the form 

of unpredictable schedules or hours, time-limited or short-term contract work, a lack of employee 
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control over the working environment, and a lack of regulatory protection or frequent violations of 

workers’ rights (Campbell & Price 2016, Campbell & Burgess 2018, Chan 2013). While scheduling-

related uncertainties are more common for blue-collar and front-line workers (Campbell & Burgess 

2018,), short-term contract jobs are common across sectors, including in landscape architecture 

(The Portage Group 2019). Precarious work also includes the concept of income insecurity, which is 

more nuanced than simply low pay; being unsure how much money one will be able take home 

each paycheque can make it difficult to make and keep to a budget, and affects workers across 

income levels, especially in freelance and creative fields (Chan 2013).  

Precarious work is associated with poor physical and mental health, including job stress, tiredness, 

and sleep deprivation, and “psychosocial stress” due to a lack of control over personal and 

professional life (Bhattacharya & Ray 2021, pg. 311). Feelings of precarity and their associated 

negative effects can also influence workers with full-time and seemingly stable jobs (Bhattacharya 

& Ray 2021, Watts 2009). Awareness of labour market instability is pervasive, and the knowledge 

that very few people can count on a job for life changes the way that people approach work and life, 

even in permanent job positions (Watts 2009). So, though full-time permanent work remains 

common in landscape architecture, Cockayne’s (2021) concern about encroaching precarity as a 

consequence of work-from-home and other pandemic-related workplace changes is worth 

remembering.  

2.2 Landscape Architecture in Ontario 

Landscape architects beginning their careers are highly educated and have typically spent a 

significant amount of money to get where they are. As a profession, landscape architecture (LA) is 

small but growing.  In their study on the economic significance of LA, Analytic-OR found that it 

contributed more than one billion dollars to Canada’s GDP in 2014. Landscape architects’ skills are 

also increasingly being called upon for creative solutions in the face of “rapid increases in 
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urbanization, species extinctions, a hotter globe, climate, and economic refugees [and] ubiquitous 

social-environmental data,” (Brown & Corry 2020). While landscape architecture overlaps in many 

areas with other disciplines, it is also unique, and its nature as a regulated profession with a strong 

provincial association means that landscape architects in Ontario form a tight-knit community.  

2.2.1 The Landscape Architecture Profession  

Landscape architects are concerned with the “design, planning, management and conservation of 

the built environment” (The Portage Group 2019, p.11). Unlike planners, landscape architects focus 

more on site-scale design – a single park or streetscape, rather than an entire city – and unlike 

architects, they work on largely outdoor spaces, rather than buildings. These statements are not as 

clear-cut as they sound, however. Any definition of landscape architecture must run up against the 

fuzzy boundaries that separate it from allied disciplines, including planning and architecture, but 

also engineering, ecology, horticulture, geography, and construction. It is the task of landscape 

architects to integrate broad and diverse sets of information into focused design solutions 

(Carbonell-Carrera et al. 2020, Steinitz 2020).  

In Canada, the formation of the Canadian Society of Landscape Architects and Town Planners in 

1934 was the beginning of the profession’s formal roots (Analytic-OR 2015). Today, the 

organization is known as the Canadian Society of Landscape Architects (CSLA) and has more than 

3000 full and associate members across the country. There are over 850 landscape architectural 

firms in Canada, and many more landscape architects are employed with multi-disciplinary firms 

that offer landscape architectural services in addition to planning, engineering, or ecological 

services (Analytic-OR 2015, The Portage Group 2019). Around 40% of the landscape architects and 

landscape architecture firms in Canada are located in Ontario, the most populous Canadian 

province (Analytic-OR 2015, The Portage Group 2019).  



 
 

 19  
 

The CSLA is responsible for advocating for the profession and raising awareness (Analytic-OR 

2015), while licensure, accreditation and regulation of professional standards are carried out by 

provincial associations like the Ontario Association of Landscape Architects (Bill Pr37 1984, OALA 

2016).  The Ontario Association of Landscape Architects (OALA) was founded in 1968 and is an 

independent component organization of the CSLA, with its headquarters in Toronto, Ontario (OALA 

2016). In Ontario, landscape architecture is a regulated profession; the OALA administers the 

Ontario Association of Landscape Architects Act, 1984, which states that only a full member in good 

standing of the OALA may use the title ‘landscape architect’ (Bill Pr37 1984, OALA 2016).   

2.2.2 Becoming a Landscape Architect 

To become full members of the OALA, prospective landscape architects must typically first 

complete a university-level degree in landscape architecture at a school accredited by the 

Landscape Architecture Accreditation Council (LAAC). In Ontario, these include the Bachelor and 

Master of Landscape Architecture at the University of Guelph, and the Master of Landscape 

Architecture at the University of Toronto (Analytic-OR 2015, OALA 2016). They must then apply for 

associate membership with the OALA and complete an independent study course on local 

regulations as well as a professional development period – typically lasting two years – under the 

supervision of a full member (OALA 2016). Finally, the associate member must complete three of 

the four Landscape Architect Registration Examinations (LAREs) in order to become a full member, 

and the fourth examination in order to become a full member with seal – a status that allows them 

to stamp completed drawings and certify that projects are ready for construction (OALA 2016).  

While it is also possible to become a full member of the OALA through other channels, such as an 

existing full membership in another regulated provincial association like the BSCLA (British 

Columbia) or AALA (Alberta), or a college diploma in landscape design with a longer professional 

development period, the university-degree option is most common for young landscape architects 
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today (Analytic OR 2015, The Portage Group 2019). The key takeaway here is that in order to 

become a landscape architect, usually one must first fund and complete either a four-year 

undergraduate degree – the one at the University of Guelph is the only one of its kind in Canada, 

and accepts only around 70 students each year – or a four-year undergraduate degree plus a three-

year master’s degree. One must then complete two years of work at the level of landscape 

architectural intern or landscape designer and complete four LARE examinations, which currently 

cost a total of 2,408 CAD + tax (CLARB 2022). This process may take anywhere from two years to 

decades, but full membership in the OALA is seen as an essential requirement for entry into many 

higher-level landscape architecture positions in the province.  

2.2.3 Compensation, Benefits and Types of Work in Landscape Architecture 

Landscape architecture is a small profession and is not often the subject of research. This is the case 

in a general sense – Deming and Swaffield note in 2011 that the production and consumption of 

knowledge in landscape architecture has only become a “new normal” in the past two decades (pg. 

1) – but it is especially so with respect to research on landscape architects as workers, as opposed 

to research on landscape architecture work. This section provides information from the CSLA’s 

compensation and benefits study, completed by The Portage Group in 2019, which is the only 

source that this researcher has been able to find on the conditions of landscape architecture work 

in Canada, or indeed anywhere else. The CSLA started conducting compensation and benefits 

surveys in 2014, and the 2019 version is the second one that has been done – it has a much higher 

proportion of respondents from Ontario and includes more recent data, so the 2019 results will be 

relied on here. Invitations to the compensation and benefits survey were sent to 2899 members of 

the CSLA in May of 2019 and 890 responses were received. Key results of the survey of interest to 

this study are presented below and note that these figures only describe survey respondents, and 

not all Canadian landscape architects or landscape architectural interns.  
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Demographic and employment characteristics 

» 51% of landscape architects and 74% of landscape interns were located in Ontario 

» 59% of landscape architects and 70% of landscape interns were located in large or major 

cities (with a population over 100,000) 

» 51% of landscape architects and 95% of landscape interns had between 1 and 10 years of 

experience working in the landscape architecture field  

» 90% of landscape architects and 87% of landscape interns worked for either a 

partnership/corporation (which includes landscape architectural and multidisciplinary 

firms) or a municipal government 

» 96% of landscape architects and 95% of landscape interns had either an undergraduate or 

master's degree in landscape architecture  

» 92% of landscape architects and 92% of landscape interns were permanent full-time 

employees 

» 81% of landscape architects and 73% of landscape interns were paid by salary  

Compensation and benefits 

» Landscape interns in Ontario earn $56,296/year on average, or $29.47/hour 

» Landscape architects in Ontario earn $81,070/year on average, or $43.88/hour 

» 85% of landscape architects and 88% of landscape interns had between two and four weeks 

of paid vacation days 

» 74% of landscape architects and 54% of landscape interns indicated that their employers 

provide them with at least one retirement benefit 

» 89% of landscape architects and 79% of landscape interns report receiving some health 

benefits from their employer 

» 60% of landscape architects and 51% of landscape interns had access to flexible work hours 

as a fringe benefit of employment 

The high proportion of respondents from Ontario and from major cities indicates that the results of 

this survey apply fairly well to the study population of this thesis – landscape architects living in the 

Greater Golden Horseshoe (a group of major cities) in Southern Ontario. These results also indicate 

that landscape architects and landscape architectural interns are in fairly good shape in comparison 

to many creative industries, where precarious working conditions like short-term contract jobs, 

part-time work, and a lack of health and retirement benefits have become the norm (Bhattacharya 



 
 

 22  
 

& Ray 2021, Cambell & Price 2016, Shade & Jacobson 2015) – the majority are working in full-time 

permanent positions, with access to vacation days and benefits. Also, there is some indication that 

flexible working hours are permitted for over half of the landscape architect and intern survey 

respondents, but no information on what exactly these flexible work hours look like in practice.  

2.3 Living, Working and Commuting in the GGHA 

The Greater Golden Horseshoe Area (GGHA) is a metropolitan area located in the southern portion 

of Ontario, Canada. Anchored by Toronto, Ontario’s capital city, the region wraps around the 

western end of Lake Ontario, from Niagara Falls in the south-west toward Barrie in the north and 

Peterborough in the east (Newbold & Scott 2013, Verma & Beaupre 2018). The Greater Golden 

Horseshoe is Canada’s most populous and urbanized region, home to approximately 10 million 

people – or about two-thirds of Ontario’s population – and 5 million jobs (Newbold & Scott 2013, 

Ontario Ministry of Transportation 2022). The Greater Golden Horseshoe designation was 

developed by the province of Ontario to allow for planning at a regional scale, coordinating 

transportation and development across municipalities, and began with Places to Grow: Growth Plan 

for the Greater Golden Horseshoe in 2006 (Newbold & Scott 2013). The GGHA defines a rough 

commuter-shed for Toronto, with a driving time of around two hours (depending on traffic) into 

the city (Newbold & Scott 2013, Verma & Beaupre 2018). Figure 1 on the next page shows the 

boundaries of the Greater Golden Horseshoe Area, and key transportation infrastructure located 

within it.  
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Figure 1: Greater Golden Horseshoe Area and Transportation Infrastructure 
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2.3.1 Commuting and Transportation in the GGHA 

People living in and around Toronto, Ontario have the longest commute times in Canada, with an 

average of 79 minutes for a round trip (Newbold & Scott 2013, Turcotte 2011). In comparison, the 

average commute across Canada is 63 minutes for a round trip, and any one-way commute over 90 

minutes (or 3 hours for a round trip) is seen as ‘extreme commuting’ in the North American context 

(Newbold & Scott 2013, Turcotte 2011). The majority of these trips take place on roads, largely by 

people using private, single occupant vehicles (Ontario Ministry of Transportation 2022, 

Papaioannou et al. 2020). Road congestion is an increasing issue in the GGHA, with travel demand 

on highways exceeding construction of new roads by more than 300% between 2001 and 2016 

(Ontario Ministry of Transportation 2022). Congestion increases the burdens of commuting 

significantly; long periods spent idling on the road wastes fuel, increases fuel and wear-and-tear 

costs for vehicle owners, and increases emissions of greenhouse gasses, as well as increasing the 

time that people spend getting to and from work, and therefore reducing time left for other 

activities (Newbold & Scott 2013, Ontario Ministry of Transportation 2022, Papaioannou et al. 

2020).  

There are also a variety of public transportation systems in the GGHA, but the coverage and levels 

of service of these systems vary significantly depending on the location. Each municipality within 

the GGHA typically operates its own public transportation system, though whether this 

responsibility rests with the upper or lower tier municipalities varies by region; for example, 

Durham region operates one transit system, while in Peel region transit is operated separately by 

the cities of Brampton and Mississauga (Ontario Ministry of Transportation 2022). The area is also 

served by GO Transit, which operates a network of commuter rail lines and busses throughout the 

GGHA – refer to Figure 2.1 – but is significantly more expensive than local public transit systems 

(Papaioannou et al. 2020). Commuter rail infrastructure is also present within the City of Toronto, 

in the form of subways and streetcars (also referred to as light rail transit or LRT), operated by the 
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Toronto Transit Commission (TTC). There has recently been a push for expansion of light rail 

facilities throughout the GGHA, with new lines being built in Waterloo, Toronto, and Mississauga, 

and several more planned in Durham, Halton and Peel (Ontario Ministry of Transportation 2022).  

In general, commuters who use public transportation take longer to get to work than those who 

drive, though the difference is less for those living in higher-density areas like city centres (Turcotte 

2011). Busses, which are the most common form of public transportation, especially outside of the 

area served by the TTC and GO Transit, are influenced by congested roads as much as private cars, 

and they make frequent stops, further lengthening the total trip time for bus commuters (Premji 

2017, Turcotte 2011). Transit commuters also often have to combine several modes of 

transportation to complete their journey to work, walking to and from transit stops, making 

connections between transit systems across municipalities, or transferring from rail to bus and 

back again (Papaioannou et al. 2020, Premji 2017). In the GGHA, transportation infrastructure is 

largely focused on a suburbs-to-city centre (usually downtown Toronto) commuting model, which 

is outdated in many cases and can further complicate trips. Because many connections can only be 

made at central locations like Toronto’s Union Station, people may have to travel significantly out of 

their way to transfer from, for example, a GO train to a TTC subway, before travelling back in the 

direction they need to go, and those crossing municipal boundaries often have to pay an additional 

fare (Papaioannou et al. 2020, Premji 2017). 

Car commuting in the GGHA is also influenced by urban form, infrastructure, and local planning. 

The region is characterized by large areas of low-density suburban development, combined with 

large numbers of limited-access highways, which encourage further urban sprawl and long 

distances between home and work (Newbold & Scott 2013). Also significant is Ontario’s Greenbelt 

legislation, laid out in the 2005 Greenbelt Plan, which protects prime agricultural land, rural areas 

and ecologically significant areas from urban development (Newbold & Scott 2013). The goal of this 

legislation was to reduce urban sprawl and encourage urban intensification in existing built-up 



 
 

 26  
 

areas but has also resulted in development ‘jumping’ the Greenbelt to even further outlying areas 

and causing people moving out of the city to have even longer commutes (Newbold & Scott 2013). 

This issue is significantly impacted by the affordability of housing within existing urban areas, 

which will be discussed in the next section.  

2.3.2 Housing in the GGHA 

In Toronto and the GGHA housing prices are significantly higher than residents’ median incomes 

would predict (Gordon 2020, Verma & Beaupre 2018). Indeed, Toronto and its surrounding areas 

have been experiencing a housing crisis – meaning a lack of proper and affordable housing – in one 

form or another since the early 2000s, with notable spikes in 2015 and since the start of the 

pandemic in 2020 (Rherrad et al. 2019, Üçoğlu et al. 2021, Verma & Beaupre 2018). In the US, 

regional mobility and the conjunction of high-paying jobs and high-cost housing have led to a self-

sorting effect where more ‘desirable’ cities and neighborhoods have residents with higher incomes, 

while less desirable ones have residents with lower incomes, with an overall match between 

incomes and housing costs. This match is not found in Canada, as shown in the figures below, and 

instead in major cities like Vancouver and Toronto, housing costs much more than local residents 

can afford (Gordon 2020, Rherrad et al. 2019).  

Figure 2: Income and Housing Costs in the US (from Gordon 2020) 
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Figure 3: Income and Housing Costs in Canada (from Gordon 2020) 

 

There are a number of reasons why housing and incomes might become disconnected like this, 

including the desirable characteristics of the location itself – people are often willing to pay more to 

live in an area with higher quality of life – or real estate speculation driving prices up (Gordon 

2020). Transfers of wealth from elsewhere can also raise prices; immigrants who enter the housing 

market with significant money that was made abroad, or generational equity transfers to young 

people in the form of parental assistance with down payments, might allow house purchases that 

do not match up with current income (Gordon 2020).  Indeed, Gordon (2020) finds that Vancouver 

and areas of the GGHA like Markham and Richmond Hill where many wealthy recent immigrants 

live, have high housing prices that are influenced by significant investment from abroad. Rherrad et 

al. (2019) also find evidence of speculation increasing housing prices in the Toronto market. This 

influences the whole GGHA, as nearby housing markets often experience ‘spill-over’ effects from 

areas of high housing costs – a trend that has been noted in the past between Hamilton and Toronto 

(Gordon 2020). Finally, housing costs are exacerbated by a lack of supply in the market; the Ontario 

Housing Affordability Task Force report (2022) cites restrictive low-density zoning and inefficient 

municipal bureaucratic processes as key reasons that development of housing in Ontario has not 

kept pace with demand.  
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The housing crisis in the GGHA has also been exacerbated by factors outside of the standard 

considerations of economics, including the growing financialization of housing and the decline of 

social housing and affordable rentals caused by neoliberal governmental policies beginning in the 

1990s (Üçoğlu et al. 2021). The housing market has also been significantly influenced by the COVID-

19 pandemic since March of 2020 – and other than a brief drop in the early months, the trend has 

been toward rapidly increasing real estate sales and skyrocketing home prices (Üçoğlu et al. 2021). 

Demand has largely been for single-detached homes – which already command a premium in the 

Toronto housing market – and suburban locations, as lockdowns and stay-at-home orders left 

people in need of more indoor space to accommodate working, playing, and going to school within 

their houses (Gordon 2020, Üçoğlu et al. 2021).  

For people who are attempting to enter the housing market, these high – and still rising – prices can 

cause significant difficulty (Christophers 2018, Maroto & Severson 2020, Ontario Housing 

Affordability Task Force 2022, Üçoğlu et al. 2021). Gordon (2020) notes that in 2018, about 85% of 

first-time home buyers spent the maximum amount that they could afford on that first house. He 

suggests that this is because housing is seen as a good investment, so putting a lot of money into a 

home is a rational choice, but it is also likely that if these home buyers did not spend their 

maximum amount, they couldn’t have afforded a house that met their needs at all (Maroto & 

Severson 2020, Ontario Housing Affordability Task Force 2022). Today, Üçoğlu et al. (2021) note 

that 76% of home buyers in the Greater Toronto Area (GTA) have experienced greater difficulty 

accessing housing than in the previous year, and significant numbers of people under 30 would like 

to move out of the city, out of the GTA or out of the province so that they can better afford housing. 

This is understandable, as the Ontario Housing Affordability Task Force (2022) states that “[h]ouse 

prices in Ontario have almost tripled in the past 10 years” (pg. 4).  

Access to housing is a key issue for young adults today, as they face “lower wages, fewer available 

jobs, and higher rates of unemployment” compared to previous generations (Maroto & Severson 
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2020, p.680). In Canada, young adults are living with their parents for longer – 59% of those 

between 20 and 24, and 25% of those between 25 and 29 still live at home – due to high levels of 

student debt, unaffordable housing, and general economic insecurity (Cockayne 2021, Maroto & 

Severson 2020, Shade & Jacobson 2015). This is especially true in areas with more expensive 

housing markets; when young people cannot afford to live in larger cities where there are more job 

opportunities, they may continue to live with family in order to access the workplace (Maroto & 

Severson 2020).  For some, living with parents is a strategy to save money to buy a home in the 

future, but for others it is the only option (Cockayne 2021, Maroto & Severson 2020, Shade & 

Jacobson 2015).   

In Canada, homeownership and privately owned housing remains the norm, with 2/3 of Canadians 

living in owner-occupied housing (Maroto & Severson 2020).  Homeownership is also financially 

supported by the government in a variety of ways, with tax-sheltered down payments and 

preferential taxation for homeowners as a way of accumulating financial resources, and in contrast, 

no tax breaks for renters (Maroto & Severson 2020). Homeownership is one of the primary ways 

that young people are able to build wealth; early entry into the housing market has long-term 

benefits for those who can afford to do so, and may lead to lifetime financial inequality for those 

who cannot (Christophers 2018, Maroto & Severson 2020). This has intergenerational implications, 

as older people – including parents of young people today – were often able to secure housing when 

it was more affordable, and now have significant equity in high-value homes (Christophers 2018, 

Gordon 2020, Maroto & Severson 2020). With the current high housing prices, family assistance 

with securing a mortgage or loans for a down payment are often necessary, but this is only an 

option in higher-income families with more financial resources (Maroto & Severson 2020).   

In summary, housing in Toronto and the GGHA is unaffordable, and growing more so as the 

pandemic continues. This is especially problematic for young workers like landscape architects, 

who have recently started to work from home. Since the start of the pandemic, young people have 
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been increasingly seeking detached homes with larger floor plans to accommodate both living and 

working space (Üçoğlu et al. 2021). Young people are less likely to have the financial resources to 

enter such a tight housing market when burdened by student debt (Shade & Jacobson 2015), and 

their ability to access housing will depend on access to family resources as well as their own 

incomes (Maroto & Severson 2020). Renters are affected as well as homebuyers, with landlords 

raising prices, new rental units relatively few and far between, and renters feeling pressure to save 

for an eventual down payment due to the pervasive norms and financial benefits of homeownership 

in Canada (Maroto & Severson 2020). 

2.3.3. Conclusion 

The purpose of this study is to understand the lived experiences of landscape architects in the 

GGHA before and during the pandemic. Studies commissioned by the CSLA show that greatest 

number of landscape architecture jobs and landscape architecture employees in Canada are located 

in Ontario, and specifically in the larger municipalities in Southern Ontario – the majority of which 

are clustered around Toronto and form the Greater Golden Horseshoe Area (Analytic OR 2015, The 

Portage Group 2019). The GGHA is also the most populous region in Canada, with some of the 

highest housing costs and the longest commute times (Maroto & Severson 2020, Newbold & Scott 

2013, Turcotte 2011, Üçoğlu et al. 2021). Landscape architects who are starting their careers may 

have significant student loans and be dealing with the financial and time requirements of licensure. 

Before the pandemic, they also needed to live within sufficient proximity to landscape architecture 

offices to commute there and back five days a week, despite high housing costs and long commutes.  

Since the pandemic, most landscape architects have switched from working fully in-person to 

working from home, along with many other white-collar workers. Working from home offers a 

variety of benefits, including eliminating the daily commute, increasing opportunities for 

recruitment across a wider area and allowing for more flexible scheduling and potentially better 
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work-life balance (Hambly & Lee 2019, Moglia et al 2021, Picu & Dinu 2015, Schur et al. 2020). 

There are also downsides, including a blurring of the lines between work and home, potential 

negative health impacts, and social isolation and difficulty collaborating with colleagues (Cockayne 

2021, Okuyan & Begen 2021, Shillington et al. 2021). As the second year of the pandemic comes to a 

close, it seems that working from home, in one form or another is here to stay, and that many 

organizations are considering hybrid work arrangements that will combine in-person work with 

telecommuting (Gifford 2022, Howell 2021, McDonald et al. 2022). The purpose of this project is to 

understand what it was like to work as an early career landscape architect both before and during 

the pandemic in the specific context of the GGHA, in order to better inform what these post-

pandemic work arrangements might look like in the landscape architecture field.  
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3 Methods 

This chapter outlines the methods used for this research, with the ultimate aim of understanding 

how the lived experiences of early career landscape architects (ECLAs) before and during the 

COVID-19 pandemic can inform more inclusive and effective post-pandemic office policies. Three 

objectives were developed in support of this research aim: (1) to understand ECLAs experienced 

working, living and commuting in the GGHA before and during the pandemic; (2) to understand 

how employer perspectives and proposed policies around employee mobility, telecommuting and 

flexible work have changed during the COVID-19 pandemic; and (3) to evaluate how employer 

perspectives line up with employee lived experiences, in order to provide some recommendations 

for those developing post-pandemic office policies. Table 3.1 outlines the methods associated with 

each objective, while Figure 3.1 provides a visual overview of the research process.  

3.1 Methods Overview 

3.1.1 Research Aim 

» To understand how the lived experiences of working, living and commuting among early-
career landscape architects (ECLAs) in the Greater Golden Horseshoe Area (GGHA) before 
and during the COVID-19 pandemic can inform more inclusive and effective post-COVID 
office policies.  

3.1.2 Research Objectives and Methods 

Table 1: Research Objectives and Methods 

Objective Method 

1. Understand ECLA lived experience of working, 
living, and commuting in the GGHA before and 
during the pandemic 

Semi-structured interviews with 8 ECLAs  

2. Understand employer perspectives and 
proposed policies around employee mobility, 
telecommuting and flexible work in the context 
of the pandemic 

Semi-structured interviews with 6 
managers of landscape architects from 
both the public and private sectors 

3. Evaluate how proposed employer policies relate 
to employee lived experiences and develop a list 
of recommendations for post-pandemic work 

Thematic analysis of interviews, in 
combination with guidance from the 
literature 
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Figure 4: Methods Flowchart 

 

3.1.3 Methods Rationale 

This study employs qualitative methods in order to gather “information that can only be found by 

asking what other people have seen or experienced” (Deming & Swaffield 2011, pg. 72). The goal of 

this study is to understand landscape architects’ lived experiences, and therefore relies on in-depth 

conversations with individuals about specific challenges, opportunities, and decisions that they 

have been exposed to. Okuyan & Begen (2021), in their article about the health impacts of working 

from home during the pandemic and beyond, call for “qualitative studies [that] can contribute to 

identifying the challenges associated with working from home,” and look for potential solutions (pg. 

177). This study attempts to do so, with the basic premise that in order to understand people, we 

must first listen “systematically to how they understand what they are doing and how they explain 

themselves” (Scott 2012, pg. xxiii). Semi-structured interviews allow for this type of information 

gathering, with a series of interview questions to ensure that all the relevant topics are covered in 

the discussions with each participant, but also the flexibility to allow participants’ interests and 
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areas of major concern to guide the discussion. Open-ended questions were used to prompt 

interview participants to tell stories and explain each specific situation in detail, with a focus on 

why decisions were made and why certain things were more important than others.  In interpreting 

the interview data, a realist stance was used, or “in other words, that workers’ reports of their 

experiences can be understood as real phenomena” (Premji 2017, pg. 81).  

Participant confidentiality was extremely important in this study – landscape architecture is a small 

profession, and the landscape architecture community in and around Toronto is close-knit; it is only 

a slight exaggeration to say that everyone knows everyone else. Therefore, though questions were 

asked about gender and age, as well as the type of work (public or private sector, small firm or 

multi-disciplinary) that participants did, no breakdown of this information is presented here. In the 

results chapter, participants are only identified by their participant group (ECLA or LA manager), in 

order to further maintain confidentiality.   

3.2 Objective 1 - ECLA Perspective 

In order to understand the complex realities faced by early-career landscape architects in the 

Greater Golden Horseshoe Area, eight participants were recruited for one-hour semi-structured 

interviews.  

3.2.1 ECLA Participant Eligibility 

In this study, early-career landscape architects were defined as those professionals with less than 

ten years of full-time experience in the landscape architecture field. To be eligible for the study, 

participants had to be within the first ten years of their careers and have lived and/or worked 

somewhere within the Greater Golden Horseshoe Area. Note that work location referred to the site 

of the organization’s main or branch office, and not locations of individual project sites. In addition 

to these basic criteria, participants also had to have experience working at two or more landscape 
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architecture offices, landscape architecture work had to be their main form of paid employment, 

and they could not be the owner/principal of a firm or a manager who could influence office policy.  

Table 2: Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria for ECLA Participants 

Inclusion Criteria Exclusion Criteria 

» Has been employed in the landscape 
architecture field for less than 10 years 

» Lives and/or works within the Greater 
Golden Horseshoe Area 

» Has worked at two or more landscape 
architecture offices 

» Landscape architecture is not their 
main form of paid work 

» Is a firm principal/owner, self-
employed or other high-level manager 
who influences office policy  

 

Experience in multiple offices meant that participants had more information to share about the key 

research areas of this study: two or more offices and sets of office policies to compare to one 

another, as well as at least two different commutes and one experience of job turnover (either 

quitting, a contract term ending, or job termination). Participants who rely on landscape 

architecture work as their main form of paid employment were selected because these 

professionals were assumed to be more affected by financial constraints around transportation, 

housing and working hours than those who worked casually or pro-bono. Finally, early-career 

landscape architects who were employees, rather than employers, were selected because, unlike 

firm principals and managers, they were subject to office policies but had little to no influence over 

what those policies would be.  

3.2.2 ECLA Participant Recruitment 

The initial call for participants was circulated by the Ontario Association of Landscape Architects 

(OALA) via email to all associate and full members in Ontario who had joined the association since 

2005. A copy of the recruitment letter is included in the Appendix. The OALA is the organization to 

which all practicing professional landscape architects in the province must belong. The OALA is 

responsible for professional licensing and maintains a database of contact information for all 

members, with a wide reach that was ideal for recruiting a broad range of participants. The post-
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2005 timeframe was selected to ensure that the invitation was widely distributed, and to ensure 

that members who had moved within Ontario or taken a leave of absence had the opportunity to 

participate, despite having graduated more than 10 years ago or being located outside the GGHA 

when the research was being completed. The email call for participants included a link to a pre-

screening survey that was used to further narrow down potential interviewees and ensure 

eligibility; a copy of the screening survey is included in the Appendix. The screening survey was 

open for responses for ten days, and within that time 33 completed surveys were submitted. Of 

these, eleven respondents were eligible to participate. After an initial round of emails to confirm 

interest and circulate the consent form, eight eligible survey respondents were recruited for an 

interview. The pre-screening survey was not used as a data-gathering instrument in this study – 

results of the screening survey were not linked in any way to data gathered in interviews, and 

screening survey results were deleted as soon as the participant recruitment process was complete. 

The questions asked on the survey were duplicated in the semi-structured interviews, subject to 

the participants’ comfort level with disclosing this information over the course of the conversation 

during the individual interviews.  

3.2.3 ECLA Interview Approach 

Interviews were conducted using a semi-structured approach, guided by thirteen questions 

developed by the researcher, and influenced by the interests and discussion topics brought forth by 

participants. Interview guides are included in the Appendix. Generally, the goal of interviews was to 

understand how early-career landscape architects made decisions about transportation modes, 

where to live, and where to work before the COVID-19 pandemic made working from home the 

norm, and then how these perspectives changed during the pandemic. Interview questions focused 

on the different impacts of office location, commuting, access to housing and transportation, 

individual care responsibilities (for children or the elderly) and the influence of working hours and 

flexible work options. Interviews were conducted online using Microsoft Teams, and with video, 
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audio and/or transcripts recorded using that software. Participants had the option to choose how 

and if they wanted to be recorded as part of the consent process. Individual interview transcripts 

were reviewed and corrected manually, with reference to the video and audio recordings as 

required before data analysis.  

3.3 Objective 2 – Employer Perspective 

In order to understand employer perspectives about the viability of flexible working arrangements 

and working from home for landscape architects, as well as to gather information about a range of 

potential post-pandemic office policy options, interviews were conducted with employers and 

managers of landscape architects. Six landscape architecture managers were recruited for one-hour 

interviews, three from the private sector and three from the public sector. As discussed in the 

literature review, 90% of landscape architects and 87% of landscape interns worked for either a 

partnership/corporation, which includes landscape architectural and multidisciplinary firms, or a 

municipal government, meaning that these two groups cover the majority of landscape architects 

(The Portage Group 2019). Specifically, the proportions for landscape interns are 77% working for 

a partnership/corporation in the private sector and 10% working for a municipal government in 

the public sector. For landscape architects, the percentages are 48% in the private sector and 42% 

in the public sector (The Portage Group 2019). The similar proportions for landscape architecture 

employment, which lasts much longer than the typically two-year internship period, guided the 

selection of an equal number of manager participants from the public and private sectors.  

3.3.1 LA Manager Participant Eligibility  

Participants for landscape architecture manager interviews were sought from a range of 

organizations, including large municipalities and multi-disciplinary firms, mid-sized offices and 

smaller firms. In order to be eligible, participants had to be managers of a team that included 

landscape architects, or a partner or principal of a firm that offered landscape architectural 
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services, and in a position to influence office policy. In order to ensure that interviews were able to 

gather relevant data, the recruitment strategy focused on participants who were already thinking 

about issues around flexible work arrangements and post-pandemic office policy options. The goal 

was to find a balance of participants who managed landscape architects from the public sector and 

the private sector, as well as a range of office sizes, in order to understand the different 

expectations and demands of different kinds of workplaces.  

3.3.2 LA Manager Participant Recruitment  

Employer participants were recruited using the snowball strategy, starting with the researchers’ 

professional networks, and expanding from there. An initial round of emails was sent out to a group 

of eight landscape architecture managers fitting the criteria above, and known to the researchers 

(Lindsey McCain, MLA Student, and Brendan Stewart, Advisor), to request both individual 

participation and ideas about further potential contacts. Based on the responses, another round of 

emails was sent to contacts known to the initial group of participants, until six participants were 

recruited according to the strategy outlined above.  

3.3.3 LA Manager Interview Approach  

Interviews were conducted using a semi-structured approach, similar to the one used in the round 

of interviews with early-career landscape architects. An interview script was developed, with 

thirteen questions to guide the gathering of data. Interview guides are included in the Appendix. 

The flow of each interview was influenced by the participant’s responses – statements that seemed 

relevant to the research question prompted the interviewer to ask follow-up questions, while 

subjects that led participants to short or non-informative answers were discarded in order to focus 

on areas of discussion that participants were interested in or seemed more willing to talk about. In 

general, the interviews aimed to discover what participants thought about landscape architects 

(both themselves and their staff) working from home during the COVID-19 pandemic, what 
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participants thought their office policy around working hours, work-from-home and flexible work 

would look like post-pandemic, and how landscape architecture work and the landscape 

architecture job market have changed since March of 2020. Interviews also aimed to discuss how 

office locations, working hours, and access to housing and transit influenced participants’ ability to 

hire and retain staff, as well as any policies in place or being considered to assist employees with 

housing, transit, and work-life balance. Interviews with managers were also conducted using 

Microsoft Teams, with video, audio and written transcriptions recorded through that program per 

the individual managers’ consent. Transcripts were manually corrected using the same process as 

the transcripts for ECLA interviews.  

3.4 Objective 3 – Gaps and Overlaps  

When the two groups of interviews were completed, the data for each group was analyzed to 

determine common themes. Transcriptions of each interview were coded using NVivo software, 

and then the codes were grouped together into themes that are summarized in Chapter Four – 

Results. An inductive coding process was used, determining codes based on the data gathered in 

interviews, rather than defining them beforehand. The inductive coding approach ensured that any 

factors unique to the local context of the GGHA or the profession of landscape architecture would be 

captured, even if these had not been discussed in previous literature (Premji 2017). After the initial 

round of analysis, which was used to develop a series of codes and get a sense of broad themes, a 

second round of coding was conducted to ensure that codes developed later in the process were 

applied to all interview transcripts. The first round of coding started with interviews from ECLAs, 

while the second round began with the LA manager interviews, in order to ensure that themes and 

codes took both sets of data into consideration with equal weight. Khilji & Pumroy (2016) state that 

“[s]cholarly opinion varies on the number of participants needed for qualitative studies, ranging 

from 6 to more than 20” (pg. 1037). They discuss the concept of saturation, or the point where 
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additional information does not lead to further insight, as an indicator of when the correct number 

of participants has been reached. This phenomenon was noted during the data analysis process – 

codes were added very frequently when reviewing the first few interview transcripts, and slowed 

over time until the last few transcripts added very few new codes. While it is unlikely that full 

saturation was reached – especially as certain groups of participants, like ECLAs with children, 

weren’t recruited for interviews – the near-saturation of the interview data is a good sign that the 

trends described are robust and indicative of many landscape architects’ experiences.  

Figure 5: Thematic Analysis of Interview Data 

  

 



 
 

 41  
 

After codes were developed and applied to the raw data, they were linked together to develop a set 

of themes that are explored in the results chapter. Throughout the process of coding the transcripts, 

codes were added to a Miro board (an online whiteboard software that has been used by landscape 

architects for visual collaboration and ‘pinning-up’ during the pandemic). This allowed the 

researcher to visually ‘map’ codes, showing links and areas of similarity, as well oppositional 

relationships – an example is included in Figure 5 above. Grouping codes together visually aided 

with the development of themes that combined multiple related codes. Finally, themes developed 

from the coded interview transcripts were linked to the literature; Chapter Four describes which 

portions of the data reflect trends in the literature, and which may be specific to working in 

landscape architecture in the GGHA. After themes are explored in detail in the results section, 

Chapter 5 discusses some recommendations for post-pandemic workplaces, based on a 

combination of the literature and the results of the interviews. The goal when developing the 

recommendations was to provide a guide for office policies that would be more inclusive of 

employees in a variety of personal situations than the previous in-person work standard.  
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4 Results 

The purpose of this chapter is to describe and discuss the findings from 14 semi-structured 

interviews with eight early career landscape architects (ECLAs) and six landscape architecture (LA) 

managers, half of whom worked in the public sector and half in the private sector. As discussed in 

the previous chapter, the goal of these interviews was to understand the lived experiences of early 

career landscape architects in the Greater Golden Horseshoe Area (GGHA) before and during the 

COVID-19 pandemic, as well as to contrast these experiences with the perspective of landscape 

architecture managers, to provide recommendations to inform the development of post-pandemic 

office policy.  

Originally, the plan was to focus on the experiences of early career landscape architects exclusively, 

with the manager interviews providing supporting information about employer perceptions of 

virtual and flexible work, as well as potential office policy options. Through the course of the 

interviews, however, it became clear that managers were facing many of the same challenges as 

early career landscape architects while working during the pandemic – especially heavier 

workloads, overworking and blurring of the boundaries between work time and non-work time. 

The early career landscape architect participants also provided insights about wider factors 

influencing landscape architects and the LA job market that were supported by LA manager 

participants’ comments, including the lack of intermediate designers (with between 5- and 15-

years’ experience) and the demand for more staff to meet growing workloads. In recognition of this 

overlap, the results presented here include the experiences of both ECLAs and LA managers, as well 

as insights from both groups about the factors affecting the development of post-pandemic office 

policy. Key differences between managers’ and ECLAs’ observations are presented in the conclusion 

to this chapter.  
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Another significant finding from the interview process and subsequent thematic analysis is that the 

issues surrounding working from home and working in-person as a landscape architect in the 

GGHA are complex, and each discussion involved an interweaving of positive and negative 

experiences. Unlike the literature review, which is mostly written with a division between the 

benefits and drawbacks of working from home, the interview data were impossible to divide 

between clear pros and cons. Instead, each opportunity created by working from home came with 

inherent constraints, and each threat to working in-person was tied to a strength or strengths. 

These divergences were often mentioned by the same participant in the same statement. Finally, 

the interviews made it clear that both early career landscape architects and managers were coping 

with more than a shift from working in-person to working from home during the pandemic. There 

was also an increase in the volume of work to be done, with organizations taking on more projects 

and an increase in the pace of development, and a consequent need to hire more staff, especially 

those with enough experience to manage projects of their own. These trends are explored further in 

this chapter, but are important to keep in mind throughout.  

This chapter is organized into three sections, each including a discussion of the benefits and 

drawbacks presented by a particular characteristic of working from home, working in person, and 

being a landscape architect in the GGHA. These three sections are based on the three key findings 

from the interviews – that landscape architecture work can be done well from home, that the norms 

of in-person office work remain important, and that the division between working at home and 

working in-person is affected by broader factors in the region and in the profession. This chapter 

concludes with a brief discussion of the differences between interviews with managers and early 

career participants, in order to set up a discussion of post-pandemic office policy considerations in 

Chapter Five.  
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4.1 Work can be done well from home 

This section examines a key outcome of the pandemic-related adoption of work from home across 

the landscape architecture sector – that many employees, employers, and clients have realized that 

landscape architecture work can be done well in a virtual environment. Interview participants 

noted that, prior to the COVID-19 pandemic, there was little acceptance of telecommuting as an 

alternative to coming to the office, even in emergency situations. The pandemic was a special case, 

though, with mandated lockdowns causing offices across the province to shut their doors (Moglia et 

al. 2021, Okuyan & Begen 2021, Rosenthal et al 2022, Schur et al. 2020). Since then, most landscape 

architects have worked from home at least some of the time. In doing so, both groups of 

participants found that working from home was more efficient, with fewer interruptions, that they 

were able to save time and money with video calls replacing in-person meetings, and that working 

from home allowed for a more flexible schedule, with more time for non-work tasks. They also 

found, however, that working from home made it more difficult to collaborate with colleagues, that 

back-to-back online meetings and more projects led to overwork, and that a lack of separation 

between home and office led to a blurring of the boundaries between work and non-work time.  

4.1.1 Working from home is more efficient with fewer interruptions 

“Well, not that it's all about being efficient, but it's amazing how efficient people 
and projects have become working from home.” - LA manager participant 

“You know, I think they were worried about productivity and people would slack 
off... But the fact is that we've been still productive and met targets and done really 

well as a company.” – ECLA participant 

When asked about what it was like working from home during the pandemic, many participants 

among both the ECLAs and managers brought up their surprise (or vindication, for those who had 

been pushing for telecommuting and workplace flexibility pre-pandemic) that landscape 
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architecture work can be done just as well, or even more efficiently, from home. Before provincial 

lockdowns left organizations with little choice but to accommodate teleworking, there was little 

acceptance that often-collaborative and site-based landscape architecture work could be done at a 

distance. While some organizations offered flexible options pre-pandemic, many participants said 

that accessing these was “discouraged” or required a “good reason”, and others stated that flexible 

work or working from home was “not an option at all”. This accords with the literature on work in 

construction-related fields, where the norm of “rigid long work hours is particularly entrenched” 

(Lingard & Lin 2003, pg. 17). Before the pandemic, flexible work options were often presented as a 

solution for people who were both working and had care responsibilities at home – usually women 

(Watts 2009). This theme was recognized by participants who mentioned needing to negotiate with 

employers or give a good reason to access more flexible schedules; the examples given were often 

related to having young children who needed to be dropped off or picked up, or cared-for while 

sick.  

Working from home periodically or throughout the pandemic, however, showed many that virtual 

work can be effective. Today, much landscape architectural design and production work is done on 

computers, and a significant percentage of the workday is spent sending emails, writing reports, or 

attending meetings. This is especially the case for the ECLA participants, who were generally 

younger and had been working with computers throughout their careers. In the words of one ECLA 

participant: “I've been reviewing drawings on my laptop for like 2 years now. Honestly, I was doing 

that in school anyways. All we do is work on the laptop.” Additionally, several participants from both 

groups noted that working from home meant better focus and fewer interruptions. For example, 

questions sent by email or on a workplace chat program could be answered when it was 

convenient, rather than interrupting the flow of work with a tap on the shoulder. The finding that 

fewer interruptions when working from home led to greater efficiency is somewhat supported in 

the literature, though this benefit is less frequently mentioned that other positives aspects of 
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working from home, like greater control over one’s schedule and flexibility to complete non-work 

tasks (Aczel et al. 2021). Korbel & Stegle’s (2020) study of life scientists, for example, found that 

researchers working from home during the pandemic were able to spend more time doing data 

analysis and manuscript writing, and have been able to publish more articles, linking this to fewer 

interruptions in the daily schedule. De Klerk et al. (2021) also noted that working from home allows 

for more focused and uninterrupted work in comparison to working in open-plan offices. It is 

possible that in landscape architecture, a field in which collaboration is a key aspect of work 

(Steinitz 2020), the difference between working together and focused work alone is more 

pronounced, in both positive and negative ways.  

“It's a little bit more difficult in the virtual world. Because you have to set up a time 
to ask a question, which is probably only a one-minute question, but it still needs to 

be answered, which could save that person, you know, hours.” – LA manager 
participant 

“You need to be able to talk things through, spitball ideas around concepts. It's not 
as fluid when you're doing it on a screen. It doesn't look or feel the same. I think 
technology is advancing, but I don't think we're there yet.” – ECLA participant 

The flip side of this perceived efficiency gain was that participants found collaborating in a virtual 

environment to be more difficult and time-consuming. For example, one employee might be able to 

focus on completing their projects by ignoring emails and chat messages for an hour, but another 

employee might spend that hour waiting for an answer to their question and unable to get work 

done. This kind of trade-off is often inevitable, but some participants found that it was exacerbated 

by the inability to pick up on non-verbal cues from colleagues in a distanced, work-from-home 

environment. Sitting together in an open-plan office allowed people to understand more easily who 

was stressed and needed help, or who might have spare time. Working together also enabled 

participants to passively understand the types of work colleagues were doing, including hearing 
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solutions to problems or information about new projects that would benefit everyone in the future, 

facilitating learning and collaboration.  

Two issues related to the broader area of collaboration were scheduling time to work together and 

the education of junior designers. Many participants mentioned how important it was to schedule 

time to work together and discuss work, either face-to-face or through virtual meetings. 

Participants who were thinking about or already had returned to the office part-time also 

highlighted that they needed their schedules to overlap with co-workers to get the most out of in-

person days; if the intention of being in the office is to work together as a team, employees need to 

be present at the same time to do so. Both managers and more experienced ECLA participants also 

noted how difficult it was for junior staff and new employees to learn about their specific job 

requirements and the profession in general without face-to-face work environments. They 

discussed how being able to passively absorb information from multiple sources or tap more senior 

co-workers on the shoulder to ask questions were important aspects of learning the job quickly and 

effectively. Several manager participants mentioned that they plan to encourage more junior staff 

to spend time in the office to allow for professional development, as well as to minimize time 

wasted by confusion or ‘spinning one’s wheels’ without a clear idea of what to do. The need for 

situated learning and ongoing collaboration in landscape architecture has been noted by Steinitz 

(2020) and Wu et al. (2021), though there seems to be a gap in the literature around specific 

studies on collaboration in a virtual environment by landscape architects. Overall, the efficiencies 

gained by working from home were mirrored by inefficiencies from slower or more difficult 

collaboration.  

4.1.2 Virtual meetings allow savings in time and money 

“Now I can fit in three meetings before lunch because I just click and jump in.” – 
ECLA participant 
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“[I] try to do as much online as possible, because with online I can get access to a lot 
of great minds around the world that I would not be able to get access to.” – LA 

manager participant 

Both ECLAs and LA managers discussed the way that virtual meetings allowed them to save time 

and reduce consulting fees (or costs to the taxpayer, for public sector employees) by attending 

meetings virtually rather than in-person. Landscape architects are often part of larger teams 

including engineers, architects, planners, and other allied disciplines. In this context, boardroom-

type meetings (as opposed to site meetings, which typically do need to happen on location) are 

frequently required. Web-based video calls can be joined in seconds, eliminating the need to spend 

time and fees on travelling to and from meeting locations, which is especially significant on projects 

with large multi-disciplinary teams and many subconsultants. This meant that participants could 

conduct more meetings in a day, or have more time for production work, as well as saving gas and 

reducing emissions from driving. Such savings were even greater in the case of international 

projects, project teams distributed across the country, or multinational project teams. Indeed, 

rather than flying out for a day or several days to attend a meeting, web calls could be joined from 

anywhere, and often took less than an hour’s time. A few manager participants mentioned this 

explicitly as a way to access talent from a broader geographical range. They pointed out that they 

could bring in consultants who might have been prohibitively costly before virtual meetings 

became the norm. This broader geographic reach is also mentioned in the literature: Moglia et al. 

(2021) suggest that working from home creates more job opportunities for those living in 

disadvantaged areas, for example, and the saving of time and reductions in congestion and 

emissions with less work-related travel are some of the most frequently discussed benefits of 

telecommuting (Hambly & Lee 2019, Moglia et al. 2021, Newbold & Scott 2013, Papaioannou et al. 

2020).  
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“I’m at this desk in meetings some days from 8:00 in the morning until 9:00 at 
night.” – LA manager participant 

“People are expected to just pump out more. It's also 'cause you have the phone, you 
have your device in front of you all the time, so you can respond quickly. So that 

expectation came out of the pandemic.” – ECLA participant  

The downside of the convenience of web calls is that it removes the built-in buffer between 

meetings that was previously provided by travel time; even walking to a different room in the same 

building gives workers a chance to go to the washroom, stretch their legs, or get a drink of water. 

The issue of back-to-back-to-back meetings was mentioned by LA managers more than ECLA 

participants. Typically, junior staff in landscape architecture organizations do more production 

work, creating drawings or reports, while senior staff are responsible for managing projects and 

getting new projects, both of which involve more meetings and less solo production work. Both 

groups, however, discussed issues with overworking when working from home, and increased 

workloads during the pandemic. This included expectations to be constantly available online, and 

the lack of buffer time or downtime between meetings and periods of intense work. Some 

participants mentioned missing the quiet downtime of travel, including driving to and from site 

visits and during the commute to and from the office. Some participants mentioning being 

frustrated with spending their travel time taking meetings instead of listening to music or podcasts 

as they would have before online calls became the norm. In the case of calls during morning and 

evening commutes formerly unpaid travel time is being used for work tasks, which is a concern. 

The intensification of work brought on by virtual meetings and instant messaging is an important 

inversion of the benefits that these tools provide, and should be kept in mind going forward.  The 

general blurring of the boundaries between work and non-work time is a frequently mentioned 

downside of working from home in the literature, and the links between this and overworking have 

been recognized. Both Okuyan & Begen (2021), and de Klerk et al. (2021) note that employees 
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working from home often do so late into the night. The specific issue with back-to-back meetings, 

however, was not mentioned in any of the literature reviewed. This is possibly an area for future 

research, as more frequent and longer meetings are associated with current management 

techniques and managerialism in construction project management (Watts 2009).  

4.1.3 Working from home allows more time to complete non-work tasks 

“Being able to go make my lunch or go walk my dog or, you know, or if I’ve got a 
10-minute break, I can do laundry now instead of after work. So, it's more just like 

the flexibility.” – ECLA participant 

“Of course, I want to know if you have a kid and if you had a rough night last night, 
like, this is 2022. We have Zoom, get another hour’s sleep. We have flexible time, 

work later in the day.” – LA manager participant 

Another of the most frequent codes found in the data dealt with the idea of more flexible scheduling 

when working from home, and that working from home gave participants more time and ability to 

complete non-work tasks during the day. These non-work tasks covered a broad range of care and 

self-care responsibilities. Examples given in interviews included participants who spent the day 

assisting children with online schooling and worked at night, participants who took meetings in the 

car on the way to the doctor’s office and participants who fit in housework and exercise between 

meetings and deadlines during the workday. Participants also mentioned saving money by not 

eating out when working from the office, instead being able to eat home-cooked meals during the 

day, and having the chance to rest when they were tired in order to return to work refreshed and 

better able to concentrate. One of the biggest time savings came from not having to commute to 

work. Most participants mentioned gaining at least another hour in their day to either complete 

work or to enjoy personal time, since they did not have to drive or take transit to and from the 

office. Most participants felt that spending time working from home allowed them more flexibility 

in their schedules and better work-life balance overall. This finding is expected, since one of the 
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most cited benefits of telecommuting in the literature is better work-life balance (ie: de Klerk et al. 

2021, Hambly & Lee 2019, Moglia et al. 2021, Newbold & Scott 2013, Okuyan & Begen 2021, Schur 

et al. 2020). In much of the literature, however, better work-life balance and more flexible 

scheduling are considered especially important for employees with children, or other care 

responsibilities at home (Lingard & Lin 2003).  

It is noteworthy that none of the early career participants had any care responsibilities that they 

were managing during the pandemic – perhaps because people with children did not have time to 

participate in unpaid interviews – but many expressed their sympathy with co-workers and friends 

who were struggling to manage caring for family along with increased workloads, highlighting that 

they were lucky in comparison. Several of the manager participants, on the other hand, did have 

young and school age children. They discussed the difficulties of juggling school closures with 

working from home in the same space, including struggles managing children’s online school and 

working at the same time, and the need for understanding from colleagues and clients for 

occasional interruptions to meetings. Participants who discussed the latter noted that most clients 

and colleagues were understanding of the unique challenges of working from home during a 

pandemic, but some were unwilling to accept the blurring of boundaries between work and home. 

The theme of resistance to change is covered further in section 4.2.   

“I guess the nice thing too about the office, is because work is at work, it's a little bit 
easier to detach from it. So, you know if you're at home, you have to make that 

effort to then venture back out to the office.” – ECLA participant 

“I think it's harder, when you work from home, to draw that line. You don't have 
anything that separates that time. You need to really become quite strict with 
yourself and say like, OK, this is the end of the workday.” – ECLA participant 

Blurring of boundaries between work and not-work was a downside to telecommuting that nearly 

all participants referred to, though managers typically discussed it in the context of overworking 
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and long workdays, while ECLAs emphasized the need to create and enforce individual boundaries 

around their availability for work. Overworking among managers has been discussed previously, 

but ECLAs also experienced pressures to work more or outside of typical business hours during the 

pandemic, a phenomenon that is to some extent influenced by a sector-wide increase in projects, as 

well as by the demand for designers with senior or intermediate levels of experience. Unlike 

managers, who seemed to see working long hours as inevitable, ECLA participants took the 

perspective that working late was something that they could accept or decline, and they made an 

effort to maintain their line between time at work and time off by – for many – only answering 

emails and taking meetings during business hours (except in situations like public consultations, 

which are usually held in the evenings). This strategy was complicated by the physical proximity of 

home and workspaces. Participants mentioned, for example, being able to see notifications on their 

computer, or a desk covered with papers when eating dinner or relaxing. Much like flexible 

scheduling, this blurring of boundaries and its link to overworking is one of the most-discussed 

downsides to working from home in the literature (de Klerk et al. 2021, Hambly & Lee 2019, Moglia 

et al. 2021, Okuyan & Begen 2021, Schur et al. 2020). This blurring of the boundaries between work 

and home was a price paid for greater flexibility to accommodate non-work tasks during the day 

and was seen by ECLAs as more or less worth it based on their individual preferences.  

4.2 In-person office work norms remain important 

While working from home during the pandemic revealed unexpected efficiencies, it also brought to 

light some aspects of pre-pandemic landscape architecture work that remain important and should 

be considered when making decisions about post-pandemic work arrangements. Both early career 

and manager participants discussed how office culture can act as an incentive to work face-to-face; 

that in-person site visits remain an essential part of the job for many landscape architects; and that 

employees need to be available during core hours – which are typically close to the 8-4 or 9-5 office 
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workday – in order to communicate with clients, consultants, colleagues and members of the public. 

These advantages were balanced by downsides, including that office culture can become stagnant 

and slow to adapt to changing realities; that the need to be on site often comes with a requirement 

to own a personal vehicle, that complicating transportation decisions; and that availability during 

core hours complicates and overlaps with issues of flexible scheduling and overworking.  

4.2.1 Office culture as an incentive to work in-person 

“[I]t varies from workplace to workplace, but some have like open offices. So it's just 
easier to interact with people. Some have very closed offices and cubicles. So why 
would I go somewhere just so I can stare at a screen and not interact with them. 

There's no culture there, right?” – ECLA participant 

“One of the things that attracts people to [our organization] is the studio-based 
environment and the culture. And so I think that there's going to be a real desire for 

a lot of people to come back just to be immersed in that again.” – LA manager 
participant 

Both managers and ECLA participants remarked on the importance of office culture at work, and 

especially the in-person aspects of interacting at work – things like more comfortable and frequent 

social time with co-workers, being able to see people and participant in social events around the 

office during non-work time, and being a part of a larger studio culture. Many ECLAs talked about 

feeling isolated and missing the social connection with co-workers and friends when working from 

home during the pandemic. They contrasted the solitude of working from home with the 

opportunity to see people at the office, even briefly over a cup of coffee, and discussed how these 

short interactions offered an opportunity for emotional support or a positive connection with 

others. This theme links back to the importance of collaboration in a landscape architecture 

workplace, as well as the need for non-verbal cues and passive absorption of the many things going 

on at the office, compared to the relative isolation of working from home and the formality of 

communicating through scheduled meetings and email. Many felt that online meetings and 
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communication were more formal and focused on work and completing tasks, with little 

opportunity to socially connect or check in on others. Participants also highlighted the need to get 

outside, move around and talk to others as important for their mental and physical health, 

contrasting this against working from home for days without leaving the house. Research reveals 

that levels of social isolation and generally poor mental and physical health rose among Canadian 

adults during the COVID-19 pandemic (Kolakowski et al. 2021, Okuyan & Begen 2021), but 

insufficient social contact was noted by telecommuters before the pandemic as well (de Klerk et al. 

2021).  

Responses to workplace events like lunchtime birthday cake or after-work drinks varied among 

participants based on personal preference; some mentioned missing office social events, while 

others preferred to spend free time completing tasks at home. Reponses also varied based on 

workplace location; there was more emphasis on being able to get out and walk around at lunch or 

enjoy events in downtown offices, while workplaces ‘in the middle of nowhere’ had relatively few 

nearby amenities that employees could take advantage of. Managers often discussed office culture 

as a way to attract and retain staff, by providing opportunities for people to work collaboratively, 

attend social and educational events with colleagues, and generally feel recognized as a person with 

individual needs and interests rather than ‘just’ an employee. This theme is reflected in the 

literature, though not as heavily as social isolation. de Klerk et al. (2021) note that organizational 

culture impacts whether work can be done from home well; a culture of trust and higher levels of 

agency for individual employees fits well with the relative autonomy of working from home, while 

“a culture that is not supporting and trusting can result in unrealistic organisational expectations 

and demands on remote workers” (pg. 3).  

“I know I'm disappointed in that decision and I'm pretty sure my other colleagues 
were also disappointed, but we voiced our opinion, they made a final decision.” – 

ECLA participant, on working in-person full-time 
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“I believe the industry is changed. I believe there's enough principals who are open 
minded and progressive thinking.” – LA manager participant 

A flip side of these positive aspects – social time together and feeling like part of a team in the 

workplace – is that office cultures and workplace norms can become stagnant over time, and 

resistant to change. Several participants discussed feeling unhappy with their organization’s 

response to the pandemic in a way that impacted their long-term commitment to working there. 

Employees and even some managers were unable to make their voices heard when it came to 

changing the existing office norm of full-time in-person work. Resistance to change was often 

discussed in terms of management being “old school”; having worked one way for decades and 

being unwilling to shift, for example, from in-person meetings to virtual ones or learn how to use 

online meeting and virtual collaboration software. Several participants mentioned that some senior 

staff have retired during the pandemic – often earlier than intended – though retirements may have 

been influenced by personal situations and retirement packages offered by larger organizations, as 

well as in response to changes in the workplace.  

Participants – both managers and ECLAs – emphasized the need for organizations to be willing to 

change and adapt to new forms of working since the pandemic. This was often framed in the 

context of ‘change or be left behind’. Some managers expressed worries about being able to retain 

and attract highly skilled staff in organizations that were not open to flexible work options post-

pandemic (including some who had already lost staff for this reason), while others emphasized that 

they had spent significant time and effort ensuring that they had flexible policies in place in order to 

support staff retention and firm-competitiveness in the long run. Employees who wanted to work 

from home more often than their current organization allowed, including employees who were 

expected to be in-person full-time and wanted the option to telecommute, and employees who were 

offered a hybrid framework that required more days in-person than they would prefer, expressed 

their intention to look for a new position that offered their desired work arrangements, or to 
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consider moving on if another job posting offered more flexibility along with their preferred type of 

work. 

This theme is especially important in light of the current cultural moment that many refer to as ‘The 

Great Resignation’, which Hirsch (2021) states was prompted by “the fact that in April and May, 

2021, even as the economic recovery began to gather steam, 7.6 million Americans decided to quit 

jobs they already had” (pg. 440). Newspapers have been full of articles on this subject, often framed, 

especially by right-wing pundits, as due to pandemic unemployment funding like CERB (the Canada 

Emergency Response Benefit), and because ‘people don’t want to work’. While a detailed discussion 

of this issue is beyond the scope of this thesis – especially because all participants in this study 

remained employed in landscape architecture throughout the pandemic to date – the reason for 

widespread resignations and a lack of people to fill job positions is complex, encompassing many 

factors, and may have more to do with people reconsidering their assumptions about what is and 

isn’t necessary at work. Hirsch (2021) states: “the pandemic itself opened the eyes of many workers 

to the trade- offs they had been making in their current positions” including things like long 

commutes, unpaid overtime, and unpredictable schedules (pg. 440). Reconsidering what is 

necessary and what is possible at work while telecommuting during the pandemic was a key theme 

discussed by several interview participants, with respect to commuting and working hours. This is 

explored further in section 4.3.  

4.2.2 In-person site visits remain an essential part of the job 

“I think the unique thing about the work that we do is that we're on site a lot.”  
– LA manager participant 

“Like you gotta, boots got to be on the ground with landscape architecture.” 
 – LA manager participant 
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“I think the thing with the municipal landscape architect job is the projects are 
gonna be in [the municipality], so you have to be able to get there. Do site visits, 
oversee construction. That is going to be a self-limiting factor no matter what.  

– LA manager participant 

A theme highlighted by participants, especially LA managers, was that landscape architects still 

need to be able to visit the sites that they are working on; while meetings and production work can 

be done digitally, site visits will always need to happen in-person. This means that landscape 

architecture employees can only live so far away from the projects that they are working on, though 

the distance varies from organization to organization, and especially between the public and the 

private sector. Larger organizations and private sector firms tend to work at much broader 

geographic ranges, across the province, country, or continent, while public sector organizations are 

typically confined to the boundaries of a municipality or conservation authority. The need to be on 

site varies by job position as well – employees who work largely on production work, creating 

drawing packages, reports, and presentation graphics, sometimes do not do much contract 

administration or site analysis. In an individual organization, this division may be formalized – 

some employees have the job title ‘CAD technician’, while others are ‘site inspectors’ or ‘contract 

administrators’ – but it is often informal and based on stage of career; more junior staff are 

responsible for supporting intermediate and senior project managers with production work, while 

the project managers themselves are often the ones who visit sites to ensure that work is being 

done correctly. This theme ties into the need for junior staff to learn about the job in a face-to-face 

environment, since junior staff who work from home might have little opportunity to see projects 

being built, potentially limiting their ability to advance to more senior positions.  

The importance of site visits in the profession, and the expectation that staff are able to conduct site 

visits when needed, is different from most themes in this section, because it does not clearly favour 

in-office work environments over working from home. Commuting to the office might allow greater 

access to project sites – in the case of someone living in the suburbs and working in a downtown 
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office on largely downtown-based projects, for example – but it might also be the case that an 

employee fits in a site visit at the beginning or end of the day, because the site is closer to home 

than work. Some participants – both managers and ECLAs – noted the latter as a potential 

advantage of a virtual office or staff who have the option to telecommute in a hybrid work 

arrangement, and therefore live across a broader geographic span. This more-distributed 

workforce would mean that local staff could look for work and network near home, expanding the 

firm’s geographical range and making site visits more convenient for employees. This concept is not 

reflected in the literature reviewed and might be related to the uniquely place-based nature of 

landscape architecture work, or just a new model with relatively few precedents. Taking too much 

advantage of sites close to employees’ homes, however, raised some concerns among ECLA 

participants, who mentioned being expected to conduct site visits at the beginning or end of the day 

in order to reduce mileage expenses (ie. if an employee was driving home anyway, they cannot 

claim work mileage).  This links back to the complex and tense relationship between greater 

efficiency and overworking and makes the question of ‘saving time for what?’ especially important. 

A related example is that of commuting. The literature mentions that some “employees are willing 

to recommit part of the time saved by not having to commute” into more work (de Klerk et al. 2021, 

pg. 2). Efficiency is increased, but salaried employees are working for free in time that they would 

have otherwise been completing an unpaid commute.  

“And the idea is to almost strategically hire people in different places. So that they 
become that person for that place. So I mean the benefit is you have multiple offices, 

but based on local things and local relationships.” – LA manager participant 

“You know, being the first job, it's already not great pay. I had to GO Train to work, 
but then I also had to have a car for site visits. So I was like doing both, right.” – 

ECLA participant 
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Also tied up with the issue of needing to be able to conduct site visits was the expectation that all 

employees have a personal vehicle they could use to get to site in the first place. While some project 

sites were close enough together to allow for public or alternative transportation between them – 

largely projects downtown – most were distributed or located in suburban and rural areas, so that 

driving was the quickest and most economical mode of travel. The difference in feasibility between 

driving to geographically distributed locations, and cycling, walking, or taking transit in the 

downtown core, was noted by participants. Walkability and access to transit downtown were 

mentioned throughout the interviews as a key difference between living or working in Toronto and 

living or working anywhere else in the GGHA.  

The expectation to have a car was burdensome for early career landscape architects who did 

relatively few site visits and were working from home during the pandemic. Several ECLAs 

described owning (and paying for) a car that they rarely used. Nearly all participants’ workplaces 

did not offer or have access to a company vehicle for site visits for landscape architecture 

employees, and other options like car rentals and car share services were uncommon and/or 

depended on project budgets. This persisting need for landscape architects to own and drive cars is 

noteworthy, because it means that a car-free lifestyle – otherwise made more feasible by working 

from home – is often not a viable option. Hambly & Lee (2019) note that telecommuting has many 

transportation-related benefits, including overcoming public-transit barriers like insufficient 

service or long transit commutes; even if public transit is not able to get you to work effectively, it 

might be suitable for other transportation needs. Active transportation modes like walking and 

cycling are also more feasible for the shorter daily trips that telecommuters make. Several 

participants mentioned walking to get groceries and run errands and keeping their car only for 

occasional trips out of town. As long as personal vehicles are a requirement at work, however, a car 

free lifestyle remains out of reach for most landscape architects.  
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4.2.3 Employees are still expected to be available during core hours 

“The expectation is 8:30 to 4:30 just because of emails from residents or, you know, 
it's just office hours, right?” – ECLA participant 

“I work in the public sector. So the public has a certain expectation of us. So we 
need to be available during those expected hours.” – ECLA participant  

“Standard working hours are 8:30 to 4:30 or something like that. But you could 
work, basically as long as you're available during those times, you could work, like, 

anytime.” – ECLA participant 

One theme highlighted largely by ECLAs rather than manager participants was that they still 

needed to be available during office hours even when working from home, for meetings and 

correspondence. Managers were much more likely to make remarks along the lines of “it doesn’t 

matter when work happens, as long as deadlines are met, and deliverables are good quality” 

(paraphrased from similar comments made by three participants).  Most ECLAs, on the other hand, 

stated that they worked largely during business hours, as shown in the quotations above. This 

included a focus on their organization’s ‘core hours’ – a period within the typical business day when 

all employees were expected to be present. Core hours allow for some flexibility with start and 

departure times, for example an eight-hour day with the core hours of 9:30am-3:30pm allows 

employees to start as early as 7:30 am or leave as late as 5:30pm. It is noteworthy here that most 

LA managers themselves were working outside of business hours regularly, often continuing late 

into the night as part of their significantly overloaded schedules. ECLA participants, however, 

emphasized their desire to avoid email and meetings outside of office time, as discussed in section 

4.1. The reason for this disconnect is unclear; it is possible that the manager participants had 

simply always worked outside business hours – indeed, several made comments to this effect – and 

so were more accepting of the concept than junior staff, or that there was different communication 

from other leaders, including middle managers. Most junior staff worked supporting other project 
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managers, rather than directly for team leaders like those interviewed in this study, who might 

prefer workers with the same schedules.  

The need to work during business hours, specifically in order to be available for members of the 

public and clients to contact, is a departure from the literature on teleworking, which usually makes 

a distinction between front line or public-facing jobs – which are not possible from home – and jobs 

that can be done from home – which are assumed to have relatively little contact with the public 

(Okuyan & Begen 2021). Okuyan & Begen (2021) mention that some jobs that were previously both 

public-facing and in-person have successfully shifted to a distanced model, giving the example of 

doctor’s appointments being replaced by telehealth during the pandemic. The overlap between 

public-facing work and solitary work mentioned by landscape architect participants seems to have 

relatively little reflection in the literature, though presumably other professionals deal with this as 

well – possibly an area for future study.  

“I think out of respect, you just want to stay there 'cause your boss is staying late, 
and if he needs anything then you wanna be able to support.” – ECLA participant  

“I think that idea that, you know, others are viewing when you're coming and 
going… You don’t want to look like every day you’re coming in after 9 o’clock.” – 

ECLA participant  

Early career landscape architects’ desire to be constantly available, especially during business 

hours, might have also been influenced by a perceived need to look good in the eyes of more senior 

colleagues. An issue that was not originally referenced in the interview questions, but that came up 

several times in discussions with ECLAs, was the different ways management perceived staff who 

were working from home. Most junior employees felt that they needed to appear to be working 

hard, as well as actually completing work on time. Without the opportunity to be seen sitting at an 

office desk all day, quickly responding to emails and being available for last minute meetings or 
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tasks might serve as a signal that work is being done. A similar experience was found among 

managers and professionals working from home in South Africa during the pandemic, who “noted 

perceived pressures of having to respond immediately to emails in order to prove that they were 

working and felt that they could not take any break and had to work excessive hours” (de Klerk et 

al. 2021, pg. 6). This was a topic that was hinted-at more than discussed explicitly in the interviews; 

when asked follow-up questions about manager perceptions of employees working from home, 

ECLAs generally expressed the hope that as long as projects stayed on track and deadlines were 

met, leadership would be able to see that work was still being done well.  

The need to look good at work is common in today’s flexible labour markets, where “there is no 

such thing any more as a job for life… this applies equally in the professions and unskilled and semi-

skilled occupations” (Watts 2009, pg. 41). Participants recognized this trend, with several making 

statements along the lines of “there is no loyalty anymore” and emphasizing that they needed to be 

ready to move on from jobs to progress in their careers or get significant salary increases. Watts 

(2009) also notes that in the construction sector – specifically with reference to civil engineers, but 

there are sufficient similarities in landscape architecture – ‘looking good’ often takes the form of 

working long hours, to show that an employee is committed and defend against “job loss and/or 

being overlooked for promotion” (pg. 41). Schur et al. (2020) also note the potential issue that 

teleworkers are “out of sight, out of mind” (pg 522) when it comes to opportunities for promotions 

or training, as do McDonald et al. (2022). It is important to consider these factors when making 

decisions about post-pandemic office environments, to ensure equity among employees and avoid 

placing an undue burden on staff to make themselves stand out to management.  

4.3 Broader factors affect the split between working in-person and from home 

In addition to considering the way in which work can be done well from home compared to in the 

office, and the things that people like and dislike about working from home, it is important to 
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understand that people’s decisions about working arrangements are influenced by outside factors. 

Choosing whether to go to the office or work from home intersects with factors such as where a 

person is able to and wants to live, how they are able to get around, and what is possible for them in 

the job market. The LA managers and ECLA participants interviewed were all at different stages in 

their careers and had different personal situations and preferences, but they broadly agreed on 

several wider trends that influence all landscape architects working in the GGHA (and many others 

as well). These included: landscape architecture is a growing sector right now, with many projects 

to be done; many firms are hiring, and teams are growing; there is a shortage of intermediate and 

senior staff in the industry; and it is an employees’ market right now, with salaries going up. This 

exuberant job market contrasts with the more worrying consensus around the extreme 

unaffordability of housing in the GGHA, which left many participants considering leaving the area 

they lived to look for more appropriate and affordable housing. Options for housing were also 

linked to transportation; while renting or buying in the downtown is difficult, use of public and 

active transportation in this part of the region is understood as much more feasible. Potential post-

pandemic telecommuting, either all or some of the time, also influenced how participants thought 

about where they would like to live and how they would like to travel in the future.  

4.3.1 Your position in the landscape architecture job market 

“I think we've seen a lot of offices grow pretty quickly over the pandemic, which is 
surprising because at the beginning everybody kind of thought that it was all going 

to die off and we were going to lose everything.” – ECLA participant 

“There is a real shortage of what I would call the missing middle, that is the senior 
and intermediate landscape architects.” – LA manager participant  

“People are getting more comfortable asking for more out of their employers and I 
think that some employers are reluctant to give too much. But it's very much an 

employees’ market right now.” – ECLA participant  
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Interviews with both ECLAs and LA managers about the current landscape architecture job market 

in the GGHA made several things very clear: that there has been an increase in work to do since the 

pandemic; that many teams are currently growing and looking for additional staff; and that there is 

a lack of skilled staff to fill intermediate and senior landscape architecture roles, typically requiring 

between five and fifteen years of experience. The combination of these factors, along with higher 

rates of retirement during the pandemic, have meant that there are many more jobs open than 

there are qualified staff to fill. Several participants described it as an employees’ market, and 

mentioned that salaries have gone up, especially for designers with more than five years of 

experience, due to the huge demand for people with the ability to manage their own projects. 

Managers in the public sector also discussed having difficulty filling temporary or contract 

positions, perhaps because there are a number of full-time jobs available offering more security for 

similar levels of pay. The current employees’ market in landscape architecture is relevant when 

considering post-pandemic office policy, because all of the ECLA participants interviewed – many of 

whom were already or would soon be experienced enough to fill intermediate and senior positions 

– expressed interest in working from home at least some of the time going forward. Even 

participants who were currently working five days a week in the office were interested in a hybrid 

work environment in the future, even if they only worked one day a week from home. This ties into 

the theme discussed in section 4.2.1 – that firms need to adapt to changing work environments if 

they want to continue to be able to find and retain skilled staff, especially because people have 

begun to reconsider what the workplace could look like in the future. As Hirsch states: “long 

commutes and long hours, as well as the increasingly capricious nature of hourly employment, 

among other factors, appear to have persuaded large numbers of workers to re-examine their core 

employment proposition” (2021, pg. 440).  
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“Right out of school usually the objective is get paid. Give me a job. I need 
experience because I can't get the job that I really want without experience. So a 

foot in the door is good enough.” – LA manager participant 

“I think the people who lose out the most on a full work from home arrangement 
are the junior staff. Because they don't learn by that, yeah, by that tap on the 

shoulder or just hearing things that happen around the office.” – ECLA participant 

The possible exception to the general conditions of greater control over working arrangements in 

an employees’ market may be very junior staff and recent graduates. Aspiring landscape architects 

who have just graduated from a university program often have little job experience – some may 

have had summer jobs or been able to do an internship during school, while others have never 

worked in the field before. This means that they often need to take any job that they can find to gain 

the skills needed for their preferred positions, and to make money, as recent graduates are often 

burdened by significant student debt. This issue was mentioned by participants, and also in the 

literature.  Shade & Jacobson (2015) note this among recent creative-sector graduates in Toronto, 

for example. There is also not the same shortage of junior staff as there is for positions requiring 

more experience; several older participants noted that their landscape architecture classmates 

either no longer worked in the field or no longer worked in Ontario (or both). Several explanations 

for the lack of intermediate-level employees were mentioned, including burnout and people 

reconsidering their career trajectory either in general or during the pandemic; factors that are less 

likely to apply to recent and still-optimistic graduates of landscape architecture programs. New and 

junior staff were also identified as the group who would benefit the most from spending time in an 

office work environment, as discussed previously. So, a combination of less leverage in the job 

market and the key educational aspects of a face-to-face work environment may combine to leave 

junior staff with relatively less ability to choose to work from home post-pandemic. It is important 

to consider the role of organizational culture and trust for employee retention in the long-term, 

however. De Klerk et al. (2021) find that trust is an important part of the work-from-home 
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experience; employees who feel that management trusts them to work well without excessive 

supervision had better experiences working from home and were more committed to their 

organizations. Determining work arrangements for junior staff should likely focus on educational 

and social needs, and take employees’ opinions into consideration, so that new workers do not feel 

as though their work ethic is less trusted than that of more experienced staff.  

4.3.2 Where you live and want to live 

“It's just it's ridiculous. You can't keep up. You can't keep up with that no matter 
how hard you save.” – ECLA participant, on housing prices in the GGHA 

“I've had to switch the way I think about living to like, yeah, we're gonna have to 
live in like a multi-generational house. Whether it's here, whether it's outside of the 

city. It just is what it is.” – ECLA participant 

Housing unaffordability in the GGHA was a common theme throughout the interviews. Almost all 

participants commented on how difficult it is to afford housing in and around Toronto, both to buy 

and rent. Many participants, both ECLAs and LA managers, who were able to access housing that 

they could afford in the GGHA relied on holdovers from a time when housing costs were lower. For 

renters, strategies included holding leases for long terms, since in most cases in Ontario landlords 

can only raise rents for existing tenants by a small amount each year; in 2022 the rent increase 

guideline is 1.2%, with rates between 0.8% and 2.5% over the past ten years (Government of 

Ontario 2022). This meant that those who had been renting in the same place for longer periods of 

time were able to benefit from rents below the current market rate. For homeowners, many were 

able to benefit from high property values of those who purchased a property years ago, when 

housing was somewhat more affordable. This could take the form of loans from parents who owned 

homes, or by selling one property for significantly more than was paid for it to fund the purchase of 

a next home. Using the proceeds from the sale of one home to buy another was a strategy 

mentioned by both ECLA and LA manager participants, and included selling condos to purchase 
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detached units or selling places in closer to the city for a larger place in the suburbs. This trend 

toward buying and looking for larger homes during the pandemic fits with the literature, which 

shows that people in Ontario have been seeking more indoor space since working and going to 

school from home became necessary (Gordon 2020, Üçoğlu et al. 2021). 

“I know people who've moved to Guelph, people who moved to north of the city, I 
mean like, people have actually picked up and moved. – LA manager participant 

“Have to give up the 416 area code, probably. Which hurts my soul a little, but it's 
reality.” – ECLA participant 

“The cost of housing in Manitoba is way cheaper, so I didn't ever see myself buying a 
house in Ontario, but for sure Manitoba.” – ECLA participant 

The theme of family in housing decisions was important for those who did not currently have a 

permanent or affordable place to live as well. Many ECLA participants who wanted to save money 

to purchase a home eventually did so by living with their parents, for free or for significantly 

discounted rents. Others were considering multigenerational housing in the long term to combat 

issues of affordability – buying property with family members or constructing separate units on 

existing family property, for example. Though several of the ECLA participants were renting at the 

time of the interviews, most discussed their plans to buy a home eventually, underlining the 

continued importance of the norm of homeownership for Canadian adults, even in the face of 

drastically increasing housing prices in the GGHA (Üçoğlu et al. 2021).  

For those who prioritized buying a home – both for security, and as an investment – leaving the 

area where they were currently living was often the best or only option; either moving from a more 

expensive area of the GGHA (usually in or near Toronto) to a less expensive one, or moving out of 

the GGHA or the province completely. Most people who moved discussed either wanting to be 

closer to friends and family or looking for better quality of life and access to amenities – like 
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walkability, access to transit, or access to parks and open space – in addition to seeking a more 

affordable place to live. Several participants who were looking for somewhere to live noted that 

their options had been broadened by working from home – even telecommuting three days a week 

would save hours and make the occasional long commute more feasible, making moving to an area 

with more affordable housing possible.  In the literature, this theme is usually framed differently – 

that people already living in more remote or rural areas or commuting long distances gain better 

access to jobs, rather than people moving farther out looking for affordable housing because they 

can telecommute – but the connection is still there (Hambly & Lee 2019, Moglia et al. 2021). Indeed, 

Hambly & Lee’s 2017 study is based on the idea that internet access should be expanded to and 

improved in remote areas, so that people living there have more opportunities to telecommute. 

This theme will be picked up again in the following section.  

4.3.3 How you get to work 

“We're a bit kinda spoiled, right? Like, oh, I don't have to drive and sit in traffic 
anymore. So like, I don't know, I guess it has changed. I like just not sitting in traffic. 

Also you can end your work day and you can do whatever you want to do, right? 
You don't have to end your workday and then drive for like an hour.” – ECLA 

participant  

“I do [the commute] because I have to do it. But now that we're after the pandemic 
and then we have to do it again, you sit there and instead you have these different 

thoughts of: I do it because I have to do it? Why? We've worked pretty well at home. 
So why am I being forced to go into traffic or just sit on that train when I can do the 

work just as well at home? – ECLA participant  

Themes around commuting and work-related travel, and around reconsidering assumptions about 

what is necessary at work (such as the need to commute for long hours every day) have been 

mentioned previously in this chapter, but at this point, consideration will be given to their overlap. 

Employees have not only reconsidered where and how they want to work in light of the pandemic – 

these themes were important both in the interviews and the literature – many have also 
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reconsidered the need to commute. Hirsh (2021) specifically mentions long commutes as one of the 

factors that has caused employees to reconsider their place or type of employment. The literature 

generally shows that commuting can impose a heavy burden on employees, especially in an area 

like the GGHA, where congested highways and insufficient public transit make travelling during 

rush hour even more difficult (Papaioannou et al. 2020, Premji 2017, Turcotte 2011). This was 

borne out in the interviews: in addition to the quotations above in which ECLAs question the need 

to continue to commute five days a week in a post-pandemic context, participants discussed feeling 

‘drained’ or ‘exhausted’ by long commutes, feeling burnt out or glad to leave jobs that they had to 

spend hours commuting to every day, and valuing their time too much to consider longer 

commutes.  

Another related issue that ECLAs mentioned in reference to commuting was the difference between 

travelling in Toronto, and specifically downtown, in comparison to elsewhere in the GGHA. Both 

ECLA and manager participants who lived or worked downtown were much more likely to talk 

about prioritizing access to public transit and active transportation infrastructure, as well as to use 

transit, walk or cycle to and from work, even taking advantage of these modes during the workday 

to get to meetings or sites. In contrast, participants who lived in the suburbs discussed the need to 

have a car, even in the absence of commuting to work, because it was not easy to get anywhere 

without one. Premji (2017) discusses this issue in relation to precarious work and housing 

affordability – people who cannot afford to live in walkable areas or areas with good transit are 

often forced to spend long hours navigating suburban public transportation systems and 

transferring between them at the borders of different municipalities, making getting to work even 

more difficult. However, living downtown or in the suburbs are not the only options, especially if 

people’s range of potential housing is widened by full- or part-time telecommuting.  
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“You can, you can live wherever. So I've been looking at like cottages in, you know, 
Gravenhurst or something. If I could work remotely full-time with site visits once a 
week, then come in [to the office] for one day. You know, it's not that bad. Then you 

get to live like on a lake. So yeah, and it's affordable.” – ECLA participant  

“You know, with the cost of living in Toronto. With the, you know, the lost time 
commuting. If you can come up with a more flexible approach that allows you to 

live, maybe not as far as Owen Sound, but you know, Guelph…” – LA manager 
participant  

As the quotes above show, this theme also links back to the previous section, coming back to the 

idea that living further away from work could be accommodated by telecommuting, at least some of 

the time. Between the burden of the commute, especially for those living outside of the downtown 

core, and the unaffordability of housing throughout the GGHA, being in-person at the office five 

days a week can become incompatible with other life goals, like having enough space for children, 

spending time with family, or being able to get outdoors. Telecommuting, on the other hand, opens 

up more opportunities to live farther away from the office, allowing participants options like 

moving out-of-province to be with family, or living in a cottage with access to nature instead of or in 

addition to living in the city.  This theme was also mentioned by LA manager participants, typically 

in the context of hiring or being able to recruit staff. Several managers mentioned being able to offer 

flexibility and some time working from home as a way to recruit people who did not want to or 

could not afford to live within commuting distance of the office, or who were not able to 

accommodate a long commute in their schedules.  

4.4 Differences between employer and employee perceptions 

While the ECLA and LA manager participants discussed many of the same issues and dealt with 

many of the same experiences as employee participants, there were a few key areas of difference 

between the two groups. All LA manager participants provided information on their organizations’ 

pre-pandemic flexible work and work-from-home policies, as well as providing their perspectives 



 
 

 71  
 

on post-pandemic office policy. This was the expected outcome of this set of interviews, but in 

practice it was only a small portion of the discussion – manager participants also shared their 

personal struggles and successes when working from home, just as the early-career landscape 

architect participants had information to share about office policy and the local job market.  

4.4.1 Key themes for landscape architecture managers 

Among the group of landscape architecture managers (three of whom managed teams in the public 

sector, and three in the private sector), the most-frequently discussed issue was overworking 

during the pandemic – with attendant burnout, drops in productivity, and increases in exhaustion – 

both among their teams and for themselves. Other key areas were the need for managers and 

organizations to adapt to pandemic-related workplace changes – especially the need to 

accommodate more telecommuting and flexible arrangements – or lose staff to organizations that 

have made changes, and the difficulties of juggling working from home and care (mainly childcare) 

responsibilities during pandemic lockdowns. Nearly all management participants also mentioned 

that: there is currently an employees’ market in the landscape architecture field, with salaries 

increasing; there is a lack of supply of designers with intermediate to senior levels of experiences 

(5- to 15-years); workloads and the number of projects to do have increased since the pandemic; 

and some staff have left the places that they were living due to housing affordability – including 

both selling a high-value property and moving farther from the city, and people moving location 

because they were unable to afford housing at all. Finally, manager participants largely highlighted 

the increased scheduling flexibility that comes with working from home and mentioned that they 

often had staff working outside of business hours. This contrasts with a common ECLA participant 

perspective; most junior workers highlighted the need to be online during core work hours, and 

discussed the need to maintain their own boundaries between work time and non-work time, as 

discussed in sections 4.2 and 4.3.  
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4.4.2 Key themes for early-career landscape architects 

The early-career landscape architect participants had between three and nine years of experience 

and worked in a variety of offices, both public and private sectors, and large multi-disciplinary 

companies and small landscape architecture firms. The most common theme they discussed was 

the way that working from home during the COVID-19 pandemic allowed for more flexible 

scheduling and allowed them to better accommodate non-work activities – like housework, resting, 

appointments and exercise – during the day. They also frequently discussed some of the negative 

aspects of working from home such as a lack of social interaction and social support, including 

feelings of isolation and loneliness, more difficulty collaborating with co-workers, and a blurring of 

the lines between work and non-work time. ECLA participants also discussed several 

transportation and housing related themes, based on the interview questions that they were asked, 

including the need to own or have access to a car for site visits, time saved when they did not have 

to commute, the lack of affordable and good quality housing in the GGHA, and the need to leave the 

area where they or others currently lived in order to find more affordable housing. Finally, ECLAs 

emphasized the need to be available during core hours or business hours even when working from 

home, and the importance of maintaining one’s own boundaries between working and non-working 

time, especially with respect to correspondence. 

4.4.3 Conclusion  

Many of these differences between key areas for LA managers and for ECLAs are likely the result of 

the initial interview questions. As discussed previously, questions for managers focused on existing 

and possible future office policies, while questions for ECLAs focused on experiences of housing, 

commuting, and working both before and during the pandemic. With this in mind, it is notable that 

LA managers and ECLAs mentioned many of the same themes, and had similar perspectives on such 

issues as the trade-off between efficiency on one hand and collaboration and overworking on the 

other, the lack of people to fill intermediate and senior level positions, and the need for newer 
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employees and junior designers to learn about the profession in-person. There were some areas 

where ECLAs and managers had different views of similar subjects, however. These areas of 

dissonance include the difference between managers working at all hours of the day and into the 

night and ECLAs emphasizing the importance of enforcing a boundary between work and not-work; 

managers highlighting flexibility in scheduling and caring for children during the day compared to 

ECLAs feeling the need to be available during core hours and having relatively few care 

responsibilities; and ECLAs struggling with commuting, transportation and access to housing, while 

managers generally had settled into transportation and housing situations that worked for them.  

Overall, the interviews with both managers and early career participants showed that landscape 

architecture work can be done well from home; with more efficiency and focus in a solitary work 

environment, saving both time and money with virtual meetings, and accommodating a more 

flexible daily schedule with telecommuting. These benefits were linked with downsides, including 

more difficulty collaborating and socially connecting in a virtual environment, overwork and back-

to-back meetings, and a blurring of the lines between work time and time off. The interviews also 

showed key areas where in-person office norms remain important: landscape architects still feel 

that office culture is an important draw to the workplace; they still need to be in-person on site; and 

they still need to be available during business hours. Participants discussing these themes also 

noted, however, that office cultures can be untrusting and slow to change, even in the face of 

employee turnover and difficulty recruiting, and that the need to visit sites still comes with the 

expectation that landscape architects use their personal cars to get there and that constantly being 

online and available may be a way of making up for the perception that employees who are not in 

the office are not working as hard. Finally, landscape architects are influenced by broader factors 

like the job market – which currently has a high level of demand for designers and project 

managers, especially those with more than five years of experience – and the difficulty of 

commuting and finding affordable housing in the GGHA. These complicated and interwoven 
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strengths and weaknesses of working from home and working in the office, as well as the external 

factors that complicate how workers perceive office arrangements, must be kept in mind as we 

consider office policy options for a post-pandemic future. Chapter 5 outlines the post-pandemic 

work options that were being considered or implemented in landscape architecture organizations 

in the GGHA according to interview participants, and compares and contrasts these with office 

policies discussed in the literature.  
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5 Discussion 

This chapter discusses the wider implications of the results of this study, provides 

recommendations and concludes with some reflections about the research. The aim of this project 

is to understand the lived experiences of people working as early career landscape architects in the 

Greater Golden Horseshoe Area before and during the COVID-19 pandemic, with a focus on how 

work arrangements influence broader decisions around transportation modes, housing, and 

commuting, in order to broaden understandings of what more inclusive and effective post-

pandemic office policies could look like. This is accomplished through a series of semi-structured 

interviews with eight early-career landscape architects and six landscape architecture managers. 

Themes from the interviews are detailed in the previous chapter, and included that work can be 

performed well from home, that some in-person office norms remain important, and that decisions 

about working either from home or in-person are influenced by broader factors like access to 

transportation, the housing market, and the landscape architecture job market. In this chapter, 

these themes will be discussed in the context of concrete office policies that are under 

consideration by the workplaces of landscape architects who participated in this study, in both the 

public and private sectors, to provide some guidance for employees and organizations going 

forward. After a discussion of office policy options, and a list of recommended subjects to consider 

when planning for post-pandemic work arrangements, this chapter examines the limitations of this 

study and offers some concluding thoughts.  

5.1 Office policy options for landscape architects post-pandemic 

There were a wide range of office policies being considered by participants and participants’ 

employers at the time that interviews took place, which would support a spectrum of work 

arrangements from mostly virtual to fully in-person. A few generalizations can be made, however. 

All participants, both employees and managers, who worked for large organizations like municipal 
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governments and multi-disciplinary firms were considering or had implemented some form of 

hybrid work arrangement. Smaller firms, on the other hand, seemed to have a range of potential 

work styles, with some planning to work largely from home and some having returned full-time to 

the office. Both employer and employee participants in this study recognized the importance of 

face-to-face collaboration and social time, both for more effective collaboration and for employees’ 

mental health, and had plans to continue to provide space for this to employees who wanted it. 

Many also recognized the benefits of working from home, though in two cases ECLA participants 

mentioned not having the option to work remotely after the pandemic. In contrast, all manager 

participants were in favour of continuing work-from-home in some capacity. This was likely due to 

the nature of the research; managers who did not want to consider changing office policy post-

pandemic might be unlikely to participant in a study with that as a topic.  

The most common proposed office policies mentioned by ECLAs and landscape architecture 

managers in this study were variations on hybrid work, with some time spent face to face and some 

time spent working remotely. Hybrid work environments that combine working from home with 

spending time in the office are increasingly being proposed as an option for post-pandemic 

workplaces across sectors (Chafi et al. 2022, Gifford 2022, Howell 2021, McDonald et al. 2022). 

Despite the specific challenges of working from home during a pandemic and transitioning from 

fully in-person to telecommuting every day in an emergency, many workers would prefer to work 

from home more often moving forward (Chafi et al. 2022, Howell 2021, Kane et al. 2021). Aczel et 

al.’s (2021) study of academic researchers, for example, found that two thirds of participants were 

in favour of working from home more often, and “that sharing work somewhat equally between the 

two venues is the most preferred arrangement” (pg. 8). Combining both telecommuting and office 

work in the future may be the best option, given the findings of this study, which highlight the 

closely intertwined nature of positive and negative aspects of working from home, and similarly the 

inseparable pros and cons of working in-person. This theme has been found in the literature as 
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well; de Klerk et al. (2021) describe their findings as “paradoxical” as participants expressed 

preferences for both office and home office environments in different contexts. A more detailed 

consideration of what exactly hybrid workplaces could look like in the future is needed, as the 

needs of employers must be balanced with the level of flexibility and agency available for 

employees.  

It is worthwhile to consider the specifics of proposed hybrid office policies for landscape architects 

in the GGHA, as these can vary considerably. Based on interviews with ECLAs and managers, the 

key issue is the trade-off between the need for schedules to overlap and be legible to everyone in 

the organization – so that people can plan to work in-person together and know when to expect co-

workers to be in the office – and the need for flexibility and choice on the part of each individual 

employee – so that they can coordinate when they need to be in the office (for meetings or printing 

documents) with site visits and time at home. With this in mind, there were broadly two types of 

hybrid work arrangement being considered by landscape architecture organizations surveyed in 

this study: a roughly 50-50 model, where employees are expected to be in the office two or three 

days out of every five and work from home the rest of the time, and a classification model, where 

employees can chose a classification that outlines whether they will be working either mostly in-

person (4-5 office days per week), mostly from home (0-1 office day per week) or somewhere in 

between (2-3 office days per week). A subset of the last model is the more varied option where 

employees must come into the office a minimum of one day and a maximum of four days a week, 

but can vary where they fall within that spectrum over time.  

Generally, then, there seems to be a consensus that hybrid work is worth trying post-pandemic 

across the landscape architecture sector in the GGHA. This accords with the findings of this study, 

which points to benefits and drawbacks of both office work and telecommuting, and suggests that 

decisions between the two are influenced by a range of highly specific personal situations. Hybrid 

work seems to offer the best of both worlds, especially when combined with some flexibility for 
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each individual employee to choose work arrangements that best fit their personal situations. It is 

still too early to draw any conclusions about how landscape architects will continue to work in the 

long-term, and many participants emphasized the need to wait and see – especially in light of the 

ongoing evolution of the SARS-CoV-2 virus and the potential for future waves of COVID-19 – but it is 

possible that hybrid work arrangements like those discussed above will allow landscape architects 

to better navigate broader concerns, like the high cost of housing in the GGHA, as well as better 

balancing of work and life in the future.  

5.2 Recommendations 

It is beyond the scope of this study to provide a concrete list of recommendations for landscape 

architectural organizations – things are still changing rapidly, and people have relatively little 

experience with new hybrid work styles. While this remains a key area for research in the future, 

for now, the following list provides some key areas of discussion and consideration for landscape 

architects and managers moving forward. Decisions about working from home or coming to the 

office – for both individuals and groups – are complex and linked to a variety of issues; the 

following list entitled “Seven Key Considerations for Landscape Architecture Organizations 

developing Post-Pandemic Office Policy” is intended to point out some of these in order to help 

inform more inclusive work arrangements in the future and avoid one-size-fits-all solutions.  

Seven Key Considerations for Landscape Architecture Organizations developing Post-Pandemic 
Office Policy 

1. Recognize that different people have different needs. Throughout the interview process, 

participants discussed many similar issues, but dealt with these issues in a variety of 

different ways. Housing affordability was a significant problem for many ECLAs, but 

depending on things like where extended family lived, preferred transportation mode, 

whether kids were in the plan, and what amenities were most prioritized, they pursued 

solutions from leaving the province to moving closer to downtown, to moving out to the 

suburbs or out of the GGHA. Participants preferences were also influenced by personality – 
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those who described themselves as introverted were more likely to want to work from 

home more often or exclusively, and focus on the benefits of telecommuting, while those 

who emphasized missing social interaction as a big challenge were more likely to want to 

get back to in-person work at least some of the time. Stage of career, life goals and long term 

plans also play a role, especially because big decisions like buying a house were linked to 

work arrangements for some participants. All of these considerations should be kept in 

mind along with more standard managerial concerns, like workloads, deadlines and who 

needs to be emailed every hour and who works better with relatively little supervision.  

 

2. Don’t lose sight of the need for face-to-face work, but broaden your understanding of 

what that could look like. One thing that participants made very clear is the enduring value 

of in-person collaboration for landscape architecture work, as well as the need for social 

support and interaction during the workday. Full-time employees sometimes spend more 

time with co-workers than they do with family and friends; if shifting to working fully from 

home means spending all that time completely alone, poor mental health and isolation 

could result. On the other hand, several participants discussed how working from home 

during the pandemic let them spend more time with loved ones, for example being able to 

eat lunch with family every day, or spend time with pets while working. This is another area 

where personal situations and preferences vary widely – providing the opportunity to both 

work in-person and at home, with some flexibility between the two, may be the most 

inclusive arrangement. It is also worth noting that while in-person collaboration remains 

important, it does not necessarily have to take place in a traditional office setting. Co-

working spaces, or even libraries and cafes can offer meeting rooms or tables where work 

can be done when teams need to collaborate, without the significant expense of a dedicated 

office.  

 

3. Don’t let employees who telecommute become ‘out of sight and out of mind’. In their 

discussion of the potential for teleworking post-pandemic for workers with disabilities, 

Schur et al. (2020) mention that home-based workers can become “out of sight, out of mind” 

for promotion and training opportunities” (pg. 522). This seems to be of particular concern 

if organizations have some telecommuters and some staff who are in the office full-time, 

especially as the authors go on to note that this phenomenon “may particularly impact more 

marginalized groups such as people with disabilities, women, people of color, and the 
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LGBTQ community” (Schur et al. 2020, pg. 522). Perhaps the best defense against this is to 

be aware of it, and take steps to ensure that everyone is treated equally. As organizations 

move forward with hybrid work arrangements, it is unclear what things will look like, but it 

seems likely that continuing to offer the option to call in to primarily in-person meetings 

will help ensure that people are not being left out. Also important is the issue of visibility 

with respect to what participants called ‘looking good’ at work; that it is not enough to do a 

good job, one must also be seen to be doing a good job to keep from losing that job or be 

promoted. Watts (2009) states that in engineering, “rejecting the culture of working long 

hours is therefore risk-laden at both the personal and professional level” (pg. 41). It is 

important that working from home is not perceived as indicative of a lack of commitment 

on the part of employees when both work locations are equally valid. Clear policies, as 

opposed to unspoken expectations and social pressures to be in-office, are likely to be even 

more important moving forward.  

 

4. Build on the environmental benefits of working from home. Early in the pandemic, 

newspaper headlines celebrated the reduction in traffic and emissions during rush hour as 

commuting to work drastically decreased; this side benefit has also been noted in several 

post-pandemic journal articles (Kolakowski et al. 2021, Moglia et al 2021, Papaioannou et 

al. 2020). In contrast, Hambly & Lee in 2019 found that there was “uncertainty [around] 

environmental benefits from telecommuting” (pg. 281). This is influenced by the scale of 

change, of course – in 2019, no one imagined that such huge numbers of people would shift 

to working from home all at once. Still, now that it has become clear that, as one participant 

said “we don't need to pollute, we don't need to waste resources” with commuting for hours 

every day, landscape architects and organizations should attempt to build on this change, 

for ourselves and in our projects. While it is unlikely that driving will drop as much as it did 

during strict lockdowns, offering the opportunity to work from home, use public and active 

transportation, and continuing to think about whether people really need individual 

vehicles is our responsibility as professionals and environmental designers in the face of 

climate change.  

 

5. Take advantage of the technology at your disposal. Both ECLA participants and managers 

discussed technology in relation to working from home during the interview process. 

Overall, it seemed that many of the tech issues that were a problem early in the pandemic 
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have been smoothed out, though there are now some concerns about a seamless transition 

back to the office with respect to hardware and software. Besides the ever-present struggle 

with computers, however, several participants mentioned how useful technology can be 

when it comes to smoothing out the uncertainties of working from home. For those who 

need to work outside of business hours but do not want to correspond late at night, 

scheduling a time for emails to send is an option. If employees need to know where their co-

workers are in order to set up a meeting or have opportunities to collaborate, a shared 

calendar helps keep everyone on the same page, even if they are working different 

schedules. These are relatively basic tools, but they can make a difference in allowing for 

more flexibility – a calendar can help make sure that collaboration can happen when it 

needs to, instead of enforcing certain days in the office regardless of whether or not these 

work well for each individual’s schedule. Likewise, there is no reason for people to fly 

across the country simply to attend a meeting when web calls work very well; though it is 

worth noting that social connections, networking, and site visits are all likely better in-

person.  

 

6. Plan for flexibility over the long term. One theme that several ECLAs and LA manager 

participants discussed is that in the landscape architecture sector, especially now when the 

demand for skilled staff is so high, employees can access significant salary increases by 

changing jobs. Indeed, many participants felt that they had to change jobs in order to get 

raises, especially if they had been working on increasing their education and qualifications. 

Many manager participants also discussed the need to be prepared for and adapt to a 

changing post-pandemic workplace, to ensure that they can retain and recruit the staff that 

they need. While many hybrid work environments remain in the early, experimental phases, 

there is a potential issue that could develop in the overlap between these two trends, and 

the need for newer staff to be in-person to learn about the job. Organizations should ensure 

that new graduates and juniors get that in-person time that they need, but new staff also 

need to learn how to work from home if hybrid environments persist; developing routines 

and maintaining boundaries between work and non-work time take practice, as noted by 

several participants. Newer workers should not be made to feel that they are 

untrustworthy, just inexperienced – and it should not be the case that once a person has a 

little more experience, they have to find a new job in order to change their work 

arrangement. Indeed, all employees’ needs will change with time, depending on housing and 
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transportation situations, care responsibilities, health, and wellbeing, among other factors. 

It is likely a good plan to have some preliminary policies in place to allow flexibility to make 

changes and re-negotiate work arrangements from year to year or even month to month.  

 

7. Remember that no one knows what will happen next. It is still early days; the COVID-19 

pandemic is not over, and new variants of the virus are still mutating. It is possible that 

there will be more lockdowns in the future, or other unanticipated emergency events. 

Hybrid work as a norm in the profession is also an extremely new concept, and no one is 

sure exactly how it will work out. It is conceivable that instead of offering the best of both 

worlds, unpredictable work schedules will increase pressures on employees and be more 

difficult to manage. It is important that individuals and organizations continue to adapt and 

remain willing to change and try new things, especially as we all gain more experience with 

hybrid work as landscape architects in the GGHA. Observe yourself, colleagues, bosses, and 

employees – what parts of the new arrangements work well, and which parts need 

improvement. Do policies need to change? Are new technologies needed? There is no way to 

know what will happen next, but trying to be aware of changes as they happen will likely 

give everyone a better opportunity to respond.  

5.3 Limitations 

The COVID-19 pandemic shaped and influenced this research in a number of ways; when this 

project was first conceived, the pandemic had not started, and working from home seemed like an 

unlikely possibility if it was even on the radar. Originally, the plan was to study how job searching 

and looking for housing influence each other, with an emphasis on long and arduous commutes in 

the GGHA. Instead, the link between ‘where you live’ and ‘where you work’ was made nearly 

unrecognizable after two years of working from wherever home happened to be, often leaving 

office workers with no commute at all. Instead, the research ended up looking in depth at 

telecommuting in the specific context of landscape architecture, with housing and commuting as 

supporting themes. In its new form, the project became about how the pandemic changed things, 

but in itself it may have also been influenced by these unique circumstances. De Klerk et al. - whose 

2020 study found many similar trends as this one – note that “the pandemic had much wider 
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psychological impacts on employees than just forcing working from home, such as anxieties about 

personal health, job security, home-schooling and childcare” (pg. 12). They go on to remark that the 

emergency nature of the shift to working from home, the specific isolation created by lockdowns, 

and the fatigue caused by subsequent waves of the pandemic may have influenced how participants 

experienced working from home. It is possible, then, that this study’s findings are unique to the 

specific context of a pandemic or emergency event, and different trends may emerge when people 

continue telecommuting or hybrid work in the future.  

“[T]he purpose is precisely the opposite of generalization: focused work like this has 
the ability to problematize broader sociological statements and theories, 

facilitating more nuanced observations about the contradictions of individual 
adaptations” (Morgan et al. 2013, pg. 399). 

It should also be noted that this study used qualitative methods to study a small group of people, 

and gathered specific, place-based data. While some of the trends discussed in this study were 

reflected in literature that examined related disciplines or similar geographic areas, others seemed 

specific to working in landscape architecture, the GGHA, or both. It would have been valuable to 

interview a larger number of participants, in order to gather a broader range of potential 

experiences; ECLAs with children and managers of offices who were planning to return to fully in-

person work would have been especially valuable, as these perspectives were not represented in 

the study. This project was constrained in both time and scope, however, and the participants who 

did share their time and information brought a wide range of different situations and approaches. It 

would also be useful to understand in a more comprehensive way how many landscape 

architecture organizations are considering fully virtual, fully in-person and hybrid work 

arrangements in the future – a survey to this effect is a potential direction for further research. 

Another key area for study in the future is on how hybrid work arrangements work in practice over 

time (possibly two, five and ten years from now) – both qualitative and quantitative research would 
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be valuable, but another qualitative study that focuses on individual experiences would likely be 

beneficial in order to understand the probably complex and intertwined benefits and drawbacks of 

hybrid work. Research specifically on education and professional development of new graduates 

and recently hired employees working in a hybrid office would also be potentially beneficial, as this 

was a key concern expressed by participants. Finally, it would be helpful to understand in more 

detail some of the landscape architectural job market trends that participants discussed in this 

study – the reasons why there is such a deficit of skilled intermediate and senior level designers, for 

example, and what might be done to mitigate this skills-gap in the future.  

Overall, though, the goal of this project was to focus on individual, highly-specific experiences – 

depth, rather than breadth. Qualitative methods allow researchers – and when communicated well, 

laypeople – to understand complex realities, opening up room to describe conflicting or 

inconsistent viewpoints “with various facets representing the aims, needs, and desires of various 

stakeholders” (Tracy, 2010, pg. 849). This is essential when dealing with a complex issue like 

preferences around working from home or working in the office, with the many intertwined 

strengths and weakness of each mode and the complexities in perception and trust for both 

management and employees.  

5.4 Conclusion 

There is currently a shortage of research on what it is like to work as a landscape architect, 

especially in comparison to other professions; for example, three studies of women working in 

engineering are referenced in this paper (Khilji & Pumroy 2019, Lingard & Lin 2003, Watts 2009). 

This is partially influenced by the relatively small size of the landscape architecture discipline, as 

well as a reasonable focus by landscape architects on researching design processes and techniques, 

rather than landscape architects themselves. Still, in this area as in others, “[l]andscape architecture 

cannot rely on other disciplines to generate new knowledge” (Yang et al. 2016, pg. 314) – we must 
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gather our own data and understand the world on our own terms. The goal of this study was to 

understand what it has been like to work as a landscape architect in one extremely specific 

situation – the end of the second year of the COVID-19 pandemic, in and around Toronto, Ontario. It 

is also intended, however, to open up the idea of understanding landscape architecture work in a 

deeper way. Of the few landscape-architecture-specific studies cited in this thesis, two (Steinitz 

2020, Wu et al. 2021) deal with understanding how our approach to landscape architecture 

education should change in light of the pandemic, as well as other significant global phenomena like 

climate change and increasing urbanization. Hopefully, this study illustrates the value of giving 

deep consideration to understanding how we work as well – landscape architects can never stop 

learning, especially if we want to be able to play a role in mitigating today’s increasing complex and 

serious challenges.  
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CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN RESEARCH 

Flexible Work Before and After the Pandemic: Job Turnover, Work Arrangements and 
Residential Mobility Among Early-Career Landscape Architects in the GGHA 

REB #21-11-004 

You are invited to participate in a research study conducted by Lindsey McCain and 
Professor Brendan Stewart from the School of Environmental Design and Rural 
Development at the University of Guelph. The results of this research will contribute to 
Lindsey McCain’s Master of Landscape Architecture thesis.  

If you have any questions or concerns about the research, please feel free to contact 
Lindsey McCain at lmccain@uoguelph.ca or Brendan Stewart at 
brendan.stewart@uoguelph.ca. 

RESEARCH PURPOSE 

This study seeks to understand how work arrangements influence job and housing 
mobility among early-career landscape architects living and working in the Greater 
Golden Horseshoe Area of Southern Ontario (GGHA). It will focus on the ways that 
design professionals make trade-offs between office locations, housing and commute 
times in an urban/suburban environment that presents a variety of barriers – high 
housing costs, congested highways, and often poor access to transportation. It will 
investigate  strategies used by people facing these barriers, as well as potential 
employer responses. By studying the conditions of office workers before the COVID-19 
pandemic, this research will provide a valuable contrast to the current work-from-home 
situation and inform future decisions about returning to in-person working environments. 

You are receiving this consent letter because you are a landscape architect in the first 
ten years of your career who lives and/or works in the GGHA.   

PROCEDURES 

If you volunteer to participate in this study, we will ask you to do the following things: 

1. Participate in an interview conducted by Lindsey McCain. You will be asked a
series of open-ended questions. The interview will take approximately 60 minutes
and be conducted via a web call over Microsoft Teams. You will be asked for
permission to have the interview recorded. If you do not wish to be recorded,
Lindsey will take notes. You can also turn off your video if you wish to have the
conversation recorded but not your video. You have the right to withdraw from
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the interview at any time until the interview is complete. You are not required to 
answer all the questions. 

a. Please note that before receiving this letter, you responded to a screening
survey. The purpose of this survey was to find potential participants, and
all survey responses will be deleted when the participant selection process
is complete. Your survey responses will not be linked to interview data.
Some interview questions may be repeats of questions asked in the
survey.

2. Participate in a mapping exercise as part of the interview process. During the
video call, you will have the option to share your screen and work with the
researcher to add data to Google Maps that illustrate spatial phenomena and act
as a visual aid to the discussion. You do not need to disclose the specific location
of your current or past places of residence. If you choose to participate in this
exercise, please ensure that there is no confidential material on your screen. You
are not required to participate in the mapping exercise.

3. At the end of the research project, you can request a summary of the results and
key findings by emailing the research team. You will also be able to view the
completed thesis in its entirety once completed through the University of Guelph
library, and any further publications based on this research.

POTENTIAL BENEFITS FOR PARTICIPANTS 

There are no direct benefits for participating in this research. However, the information 
collected will benefit the landscape architecture profession. Landscape architects and 
employers will be able to understand the issues that their employees face with respect 
to accessing housing and transportation and understand some of the factors that 
influence their job searches and day-to-day employment. This will contribute to 
organizations’ ability to attract and retain staff, as well as ensuring that policies being 
considered or put in place respond to the issues on the ground. This study will also 
contribute to the broader study of knowledge workers, residential mobility, and work 
arrangements by providing information about the lived experience of navigating working, 
living, and commuting in the Greater Golden Horseshoe Area. 

POTENTIAL RISKS 

There are no immediate risks to participating in this research. The interviews will be 
open to landscape architects/designers across the most populous part of the province of 
Ontario, which reduces the likelihood of being identified. There is, however, a small 
possibility that you may be identified based on your responses to the open-ended 
questions. You can control this risk by not disclosing specific information about yourself 
or your firm. The research team will take steps to ensure that all information is reported 
at a sufficient level of abstraction to reduce the likelihood of identification.  
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PARTICIPATION AND WITHDRAWAL 
CONFIDENTIALITY 

Participation in this study is voluntary. You may refuse to participate or withdraw from 
the study up until the end of the interview without consequence. We will not be able to 
remove your information after the interview as the data will be anonymized, and we will 
not be able to identify your specific responses. You may also refuse to answer any 
questions you do not want to answer and remain in the study. 

Every effort will be made to ensure confidentiality of any identifying information that is 
obtained in connection with this study. All information collected from this research will 
be stored on a University of Guelph secured server for the duration of the project. 
Brendan Stewart and Lindsey McCain are the only researchers who will have access to 
the data. All data will be destroyed upon completion of the project. All information 
discussed in the interview will remain confidential.  

RESEARCH RESULTS 

The results of the study will be used in Lindsey McCain’s Master of Landscape 
Architecture thesis, as well as in a peer-reviewed journal, a trade journal, and a 
conference presentation. We will not directly identify you in any way as the results from 
the interviews will be reported in aggregated form. Responses to open-ended questions 
will be referred to as “participant” in publications. You can request a summary of the 
research and a have access to a copy of the final thesis by emailing Lindsey McCain.  

ETHICS CLEARANCE 

This project has been reviewed by the Research Ethics Board for compliance with 
federal guidelines for research involving human participants. If you have questions 
regarding your rights and welfare as a research participant in this study, please contact: 
Manager, Research Ethics; University of Guelph; reb@uoguelph.ca; (519) 824-4120 
(ext. 56606). You do not waive any legal rights by agreeing to take part in this study. 
Please note that confidentiality cannot be guaranteed while data is in transit over the 
internet. 

CONSENT OF RESEARCH PARTICIPANT 

Your consent will be obtained verbally at the beginning of the interview process. You will 
have the opportunity to ask questions at that time, or you may email the researchers. 
Please ensure that you agree with the following statement before providing your verbal 
consent in the interview: 

I have read the information provided for the study "Flexible Work Before and After the 
Pandemic: Job Turnover, Work Arrangements and Residential Mobility Among Early-
Career Landscape Architects in the GGHA" described herein. My questions have been 
answered to my satisfaction, and I agree to participate in this study. I have been given a 
copy of this form. 
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CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN RESEARCH 

Flexible Work Before and After the Pandemic: Job Turnover, Work Arrangements and 
Residential Mobility Among Early-Career Landscape Architects in the GGHA 

REB #21-11-004 

You are invited to participate in a research study conducted by Lindsey McCain and 
Professor Brendan Stewart from the School of Environmental Design and Rural 
Development at the University of Guelph. The results of this research will contribute to 
Lindsey McCain’s Master of Landscape Architecture thesis.  

If you have any questions or concerns about the research, please feel free to contact 
Lindsey McCain at lmccain@uoguelph.ca or Brendan Stewart at 
brendan.stewart@uoguelph.ca. 

RESEARCH PURPOSE 

This study seeks to understand how work arrangements influence job and housing 
mobility among early-career landscape architects living and working in the Greater 
Golden Horseshoe Area of Southern Ontario (GGHA). It will focus on the ways that 
design professionals make trade-offs between office locations, housing and commute 
times in an urban/suburban environment that presents a variety of barriers – high 
housing costs, congested highways, and often poor access to transportation. It will 
investigate  strategies used by people facing these barriers, as well as potential 
employer responses. By studying the conditions of office workers before the COVID-19 
pandemic, this research will provide a valuable contrast to the current work-from-home 
situation and inform future decisions about returning to in-person working environments. 

You are receiving this consent letter because you are a manger or employer of 
landscape architects.  

PROCEDURES 

If you volunteer to participate in this study, we will ask you to do the following things: 

1. Participate in an interview conducted by Lindsey McCain. You will be asked a
series of open-ended questions. The interview will take approximately 60 minutes
and be conducted via a web call over Microsoft Teams. You will be asked for
permission to have the interview recorded. If you do not wish to be recorded,
Lindsey will take notes. You can also take off your video if you wish to have the
conversation recorded but not your video. You have the right to withdraw from
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the interview at any time until the interview is complete. You are not required to 
answer all the questions. 

2. At the end of the research project, you can request a summary of the results and
key findings by emailing the research team. You will also be able to view the
completed thesis in its entirety once completed through the University of Guelph
library, and any further publications based on this research.

POTENTIAL BENEFITS FOR PARTICIPANTS 

There are no direct benefits for participating in this research. However, the information 
collected will benefit the landscape architecture profession. Landscape architects and 
employers will be able to understand the issues that their employees face with respect 
to accessing housing and transportation and understand some of the factors that 
influence their job searches and day-to-day employment. This will contribute to 
organizations’ ability to attract and retain staff, as well as ensuring that policies being 
considered or put in place respond to the issues on the ground. This study will also 
contribute to the broader study of knowledge workers, residential mobility, and work 
arrangements by providing information about the lived experience of navigating working, 
living, and commuting in the Greater Golden Horseshoe Area. 

POTENTIAL RISKS 

There are no immediate risks to participating in this research. The interviews will be 
open to managers and employers of landscape architects across the most populous 
part of the province of Ontario, which reduces the likelihood of being identified. There is, 
however, a small possibility that you may be identified based on your responses to the 
open-ended questions. You can control this risk by not disclosing specific information 
about yourself or your firm. The research team will take steps to ensure that all 
information is reported at a sufficient level of abstraction to reduce the likelihood of 
identification.  

PARTICIPATION AND WITHDRAWAL 
CONFIDENTIALITY 

Participation in this study is voluntary. You may refuse to participate or withdraw from 
the study up until the end of the interview without consequence. We will not be able to 
remove your information after the interview as the data will be anonymized, and we will 
not be able to identify your specific responses. You may also refuse to answer any 
questions you do not want to answer and remain in the study. 

Every effort will be made to ensure confidentiality of any identifying information that is 
obtained in connection with this study. All information collected from this research will 
be stored on a University of Guelph secured server for the duration of the project. 
Brendan Stewart and Lindsey McCain are the only researchers who will have access to 
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the data. All data will be destroyed upon completion of the project. All information 
discussed in the interview will remain confidential.  

RESEARCH RESULTS 

The results of the study will be used in Lindsey McCain’s Master of Landscape 
Architecture thesis, as well as in a peer-reviewed journal, a trade journal, and a 
conference presentation. We will not directly identify you in any way as the results from 
the interviews will be reported in aggregated form. Responses to open-ended questions 
will be referred to as “participant” in publications. You can request a summary of the 
research and a have access to a copy of the final thesis by emailing Lindsey McCain.  

ETHICS CLEARANCE 

This project has been reviewed by the Research Ethics Board for compliance with 
federal guidelines for research involving human participants. If you have questions 
regarding your rights and welfare as a research participant in this study, please contact: 
Manager, Research Ethics; University of Guelph; reb@uoguelph.ca; (519) 824-4120 
(ext. 56606). You do not waive any legal rights by agreeing to take part in this study. 
Please note that confidentiality cannot be guaranteed while data is in transit over the 
internet. 

CONSENT OF RESEARCH PARTICIPANT 

Your consent will be obtained verbally at the beginning of the interview process. You will 
have the opportunity to ask questions at that time, or you may email the researchers. 
Please ensure that you agree with the following statement before providing your verbal 
consent in the interview: 

I have read the information provided for the study "Flexible Work Before and After the 
Pandemic: Job Turnover, Work Arrangements and Residential Mobility Among Early-
Career Landscape Architects in the GGHA" described herein. My questions have been 
answered to my satisfaction, and I agree to participate in this study. I have been given a 
copy of this form. 
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SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEW GUIDES 

Flexible Work Before and After the Pandemic: Job Turnover, Work Arrangements and 
Residential Mobility Among Early-Career Landscape Architects in the GGHA 

Interviews to be conducted by Lindsey McCain, Student Investigator, under the supervision of 
Professor Brendan Stewart. All interviews will be conducted as online calls, using the University 
of Guelph’s Microsoft Teams platform.  

EARLY CAREER LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEW GUIDE 

Hi [name], thank you for agreeing to participate in this interview. If you’re comfortable, I’m going 
to record audio and video of this meeting. If you would prefer, you may turn your video off for 
the duration of the call. If you are not comfortable with audio recording, I will take notes. 
[proceed with recording or not based on participant response] 

You were sent a consent letter via email. Did you have a chance to review this letter, and do 
you have any questions? I will review the key points now.  

Participation in this study is voluntary. You may refuse to participate or withdraw from the study 
up until the end of the interview without consequence. We will not be able to remove your 
information after the interview as the data will be anonymized, and we will not be able to identify 
your specific responses. You may also refuse to answer any questions you do not want to 
answer and remain in the study. 

Every effort will be made to ensure confidentiality of any identifying information that is obtained 
in connection with this study. All information collected from this research will be stored on a 
University of Guelph secured server for the duration of the project. Brendan Stewart and 
Lindsey McCain are the only researchers who will have access to the data. All data will be 
destroyed upon completion of the project. All information discussed in the interview will remain 
confidential.  

Do you have any questions at this point? Do you consent to participate in the interview? 

[if yes, the following interview questions will be asked] 

1. How long have you been working in the landscape architecture field?
2. Are you a member of the Ontario Association of Landscape Architects (OALA)? If yes,

which membership category and for how long?
3. How many different landscape architecture jobs (with different organizations) have you

had during that time?
4. How many different places have you lived during that time?
5. If you’re comfortable, please let me know your gender and age (approximate age is also

fine – 30s, 40s, etc.)
6. Before the pandemic, what were the primary modes of travel you used to get to work

(transit, car, etc.)?
7. Do you care for dependents (children, elderly or ill/disabled relatives or friends)? If yes,

are these people that you live with?
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8. Tell me about a time or times that you changed jobs before the pandemic. How did you
make the decision? What factors did you consider? [use the following prompts as
needed]

a. How did working hours influence the decision?
b. Did you consider office location and commute times?
c. How did office policies around flexible work or scheduling influence you?
d. How about office policies around transportation (office carpooling, transit passes,

work-from-home options)?
e. If you’re comfortable, show me your trip to work before and after moving jobs on

the map.
9. Tell me about a time or times that you moved house. How did you make the decision?

What factors did you consider? [use the following prompts as needed]
a. Were you renting or buying? A detached home, townhouse, apartment?
b. How did your budget influence the locations you considered?
c. Was proximity to work or commute time a major factor? Did you have to

compromise with the work locations of other household members?
d. Did you consider access to public transportation?
e. If you’re comfortable, show me your trip to home from work before and after

moving house on the map.
10. In general, how did you feel about commuting to work before the pandemic? Was it

something you spent a lot of time doing? Has your perspective changed after the
pandemic?

11. Do you think that you have changed jobs during your career more often than people in
previous generations would have? Why or why not?

12. Are there any office policies that you’ve taken advantage of that have improved your
work-life balance, made it easier to get to and from work, or improved your access to
housing?

13. Are there any policies like the above that you’re aware of or would like to see from your
workplace?

Thank you for your participation in the interview, I greatly appreciate your time. If you wish to 
withdraw your information from the study, you may do so at this time. Otherwise, all of your data 
will be anonymized to protect your identity. Your information will not be linked to the data 
collected, and recordings of this call will be transcribed to ensure that you cannot be identified 
by your voice or image. After transcription, recordings will be deleted. When the research 
project is complete, you may request a summary of the results and a link to the completed 
thesis by email. Thank you again!  

LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE MANAGER SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEW GUIDE 

Hi [name], thank you for agreeing to participate in this interview. If you’re comfortable, I’m going 
to record audio and video of this meeting. If you would prefer, you may turn your video off for 
the duration of the call. If you are not comfortable with audio recording, I will take notes. 
[proceed with recording or not based on participant response] 
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You were sent a consent letter via email. Did you have a chance to review this letter, and do 
you have any questions? I will review the key points now.  

Participation in this study is voluntary. You may refuse to participate or withdraw from the study 
up until the end of the interview without consequence. We will not be able to remove your 
information after the interview as the data will be anonymized, and we will not be able to identify 
your specific responses. You may also refuse to answer any questions you do not want to 
answer and remain in the study. 

Every effort will be made to ensure confidentiality of any identifying information that is obtained 
in connection with this study. All information collected from this research will be stored on a 
University of Guelph secured server for the duration of the project. Brendan Stewart and 
Lindsey McCain are the only researchers who will have access to the data. All data will be 
destroyed upon completion of the project. All information discussed in the interview will remain 
confidential.  

Do you have any questions at this point? Do you consent to participate in the interview? 

[if yes, the following interview questions will be asked] 

1. How long have you been a firm principal/ landscape architecture manager?
2. What would you say the landscape architecture job market in the GGHA is like right

now? Has it changed since the start of the pandemic?
3. Does your organization experience a lot of turnover of employees? If you had to

estimate, how long would you say the average employee stays with your organization?
4. Do you think that the length of employee tenure has changed over time (is there more

turnover or less than there was ten or twenty years ago)? If yes, why do you think this
is?

5. Does your organization employ people on time-limited contracts, part-time workers, or
casual workers? Why or why not?

6. Do you think that your office location(s) influence employees’ decisions to join/leave/stay
with your organization?

7. Do you think that employees’ access to housing and transportation/commute times
influence their decisions to join/leave/stay with your organization?

8. Does your organization have any formal or informal flexible work policies (lieu time,
compressed work week, flexible start/finish times) in place? What is your opinion on
these policies?

9. Does your organization have any policies aimed at helping employees with
transportation (workplace carpooling, paid transit passes, etc.)? Are there any that
you’re considering?

10. Does your organization have any policies aimed at helping employees find housing
(home loans, work-based home insurance etc.)? Are there any that you’re considering?

11. Are you aware of other transportation or housing-based policies that peer firm principals/
landscape architecture managers are considering?

12. Is your organization currently returning to or planning to return to a fully or partly in-
person working environment? Can you describe the plans?

13. Has the pandemic changed your perspective on the viability of employees working from
home?
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Thank you for your participation in the interview, I greatly appreciate your time. If you wish to 
withdraw your information from the study, you may do so at this time. Otherwise, all of your data 
will be anonymized to protect your identity. Your information will not be linked to the data 
collected, and recordings of this call will be transcribed to ensure that you cannot be identified 
by your voice or image. After transcription, recordings will be deleted.  When the research 
project is complete, you may request a summary of the results and a link to the completed 
thesis by email. Thank you again! 
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