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Ontario’s cultural landscapes are evolving places facing challenges of growth and 

conservation. While other jurisdictions have moved toward more integrated approaches 

that center cultural landscape conservation within the broader spatial planning process, 

Ontario’s legislative framework and guidance can result in a siloed approach. The goal 

of this thesis is to critique the current process and suggest next steps for a holistic, 

integrated, and future-oriented process for the adaptive reuse of post-institutional 

cultural landscapes in Ontario. This will draw upon other Canadian and international 

landscape approaches that consider ecological, social, cultural and economic factors. 

This research uses mixed-methods including a literature scan, process mapping, an 

Ontario cultural landscape practitioner focus group, analysis, synthesis, and reflection. 

This research puts forward recommendations that build on current cultural landscape 

practice, which are intended to serve as a reference for practitioners in developing their 

own approaches to adaptive reuse projects that lead with landscape. 
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1. Introduction
1.1 Overview 
Landscapes reflect the constantly changing values, processes, and 
relationships between people, with broader ecological and cultural 
systems. This is captured by the term cultural landscape, which 
foregrounds how landscape is a cultural and therefore human 
construct. For some scholars and organizations, the label cultural 
landscape could be seen as misleading as all landscapes can be 
seen as cultural landscapes (Fairclough, 2016). Despite the relative 
obscurity of the term, cultural landscapes are increasingly the 
focus of heritage conservation and landscape architecture practice, 
such as being the subject of an issue of Landscape Journal in 2016. 

In the field of heritage conservation, adaptive reuse is an approach 
that is receiving increasing attention. Unlike other forms of 
conservation such as preservation, which aims to preserve a 
resource as it is, or restoration, which aims to restore a resource 
to how it once was, adaptive reuse is an approach that aims 
to mediate the heritage of the past with anticipated needs of 
the future. Adaptive reuse involves the introduction of a new 
use or uses within the context of a heritage resource, requiring 
the adaptation of the resource to accommodate the new uses. 
Adaptive reuse is typically employed in cases where the historic 

use is no longer viable or there is an opportunity and a need, 
from a planning perspective, for the resource to ‘do more’. 
This later condition is typical of heritage resources located in 
rapidly urbanizing regions, where increasingly dense and diverse 
populations require an environment that offers multiple and 
layered uses. 

Within a Canadian heritage planning context, adaptive reuse 
is often understood as a form of rehabilitation (the third 
treatment alongside preservation and restoration), a conservation 
treatment where a new use is considered. Within Canada, 
there are emerging approaches to adaptive reuse and cultural 
landscape. The most recent issue of the Canadian Society of 
Landscape Architecture’s (CSLA) magazine Landscapes Payasage 
was specifically focused on adaptive reuse (2022). Introducing 
the issue, the guest editor Chris Veres, a landscape architect in 
Ontario, explains that “all landscape architecture projects are, in 
a way of thinking, adaptive re-uses of the land” and highlights 
the need for greater definition and refinement of adaptive reuse 
frameworks, theory, and technical solutions (2022, p. 9). These 
recent special issues of landscape architecture journals point 
toward the convergence of cultural landscape adaptive reuse and 
landscape architecture practice in Ontario and beyond.
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1.2 Problem Statement
Many of Ontario’s cultural landscapes are located in rapidly 
urbanizing regions and therefore face a challenge of balancing 
growth with conservation. While other jurisdictions have moved 
towards more integrated approaches that center cultural landscape 
conservation within the broader spatial planning process often 
employing adaptive reuse approaches, Ontario’s definition of 
cultural heritage landscape, legislative framework, and guidance 
documents can result in and may be critiqued for a comparatively 
disconnected or siloed approach.

In Ontario, conservation efforts (the field of heritage planning) 
and designing for change (the field of spatial planning) are 
considered separately, creating an environment where heritage 
and growth are often pitted as mutually exclusive, rather than as 
opportunities for thoughtful evolution, continuity, placemaking, 
or stewardship. Heritage conservation in Ontario follows 
guidance from Parks Canada, which outlines a three phase process 
of understanding, planning, and intervening. At a high level, 
the nexus of Ontario’s siloed approach, might be located at the 
intersection of the understanding and planning phases where 

heritage and spatial planning considerations overlap. International 
approaches to cultural landscape adaptive reuse are often more 
landscape-led (Belvedere, 1999), integrated (EH & HCA, 
2009), and think across temporal and spatial scales (ELC, 2000). 
In addition these approaches aim to balance cultural, social, 
ecological, and economic values, whereas, the current approach 
to cultural landscape adaptive reuse in Ontario could be critiqued 
for focusing on cultural heritage without adequate consideration 
for other spatial planning factors. 

To address the tension between the heritage conservation and 
spatial planning of cultural landscapes in Ontario, it may be 
useful to look at landscape architecture, as it offers lessons for the 
cultural landscape adaptive reuse process. For instance, landscape 
architecture is well-aligned with cultural landscape adaptive 
reuse at a fundamental level, as it is centered around the reuse of 
landscape (Berrizbeitia, 2018; Veres, 2022). Within landscape 
architecture there is also an established recognition that problem 
setting (Schön, 1982), and defining and analyzing the program 
(Lynch & Hack, 1983), are directly related to the visionary 
and problem-solving role of the practitioner (Francis, 1999) 
a potential model for addressing the tension and disconnect 
between the understanding and planning phases in Ontario. 
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Further, international approaches to cultural landscape 
conservation often consider participation, sustainability, 
resilience, and broader questions facing society in problem setting 
and program development, which makes these well-aligned with 
contemporary landscape architecture. Ultimately, there appears 
to be a gap in the current Ontario process for cultural landscape 
adaptive reuse which presents room for improvement. 

1.3 Context
Building on the problem statement, the context of cultural 
landscape adaptive reuse in Ontario will be further examined. 
Within Ontario, cultural landscapes are increasingly capturing the 
attention of the public, practitioners and regulators, particularly 
in cases where adaptive reuse is proposed. In Ontario, the 
conservation of cultural landscapes is shaped by heritage (the 
Ontario Heritage Act (OHA)) and planning legislation (the 
Ontario Planning Act (OPA)). Despite the increasing attention 
towards cultural landscape adaptive reuse in Ontario, there has 
been limited progression over the past decade in guidance on 
integrated, consistent thinking that is in line with best practices 
from jurisdictions outside Ontario, such as Québec, England, and 
Australia. The current Ontario approach to cultural landscape 

conservation is distinct within Canada, and can be critiqued 
for understanding and recognizing cultural landscapes as a type 
of built heritage resource, without appreciation for what makes 
landscapes distinct from buildings, and for a lack of integration 
and balance between heritage and planning considerations. 

The Ontario process can be contrasted with current international 
approaches to cultural landscape conservation which better 
integrate interrelated planning considerations such as 
participation, sustainability, social, cultural, economic, and 
ecological values into the conservation process. These approaches 
can be described as landscape-led, integrated and holistic. The 
differences between the Ontario and international approaches 
can point towards cultural landscape conservation, and especially 
adaptive reuse best practices that could inform improvements to 
practice in Ontario. 

Better integrating the understanding and planning phases of 
the conservation process is not an intractable problem. Cultural 
landscape-specific literature has identified processes that decrease 
disciplinary silos and better integrate the understanding of a 
cultural landscape and planning for its adaptive reuse. These 
documents are often from sources that integrated heritage and 
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spatial planning, and include Capitalising on the Inherited 
Landscape (EH & HCA, 2009), the Belvedere Memorandum 
(1999), and the Historic Urban Landscape (UNESCO, 2016).  
A similar approach can also be seen in integrated landscape 
architecture that combines a cultural landscape approach with 
contemporary design, which is established in North American 
practices such as Nelson Byrd Woltz, Michael Van Valkenburgh 
Associates, and Reed-Hilderbrand, among others. These examples 
of guidance, theory, and practice illustrate integrated approaches.

Looking at the cultural landscapes present within Ontario, there 
are types that are aligned with adaptive reuse, which can include: 
post-agricultural, post-residential estate, post-industrial, or post-
institutional. Examples of post-institutional cultural landscapes 
in Ontario include David Dunlap Observatory in Richmond 
Hill, the York Lands in Guelph, Ontario Place in Toronto, or 
Westminster Ponds in London. These are often large sites with 
a landscape character, and are often suitable for adaptive reuse, 
sharing the condition that the current use is obsolete, under 
performing, or not viable and a new use is being sought. In 
evolving urban contexts, these sites also face pressures to do more.

Post-institutional cultural landscapes were selected as a specific 
type to focus this research for several reasons. First, these can 
present large scale, and landscape driven opportunities, due 
to their large size and character mostly defined by landscape. 
Because of this, it is important to ensure a landscape, as opposed 
to a building-oriented approach, is undertaken. Second, given 
their historical institutional or public ownership, these cultural 
landscapes may have been sheltered from other development, 
which can allow greater opportunities for adaptive reuse to be 
harnessed in the public interest. In the case of public ownership, 
the Ontario Heritage Trust has noted the potential to “ensur[e]
cultural landscapes owned by the province are stewarded 
commensurate with their significance” and that “these complex 
landscapes can serve as demonstration projects” (2015, p. 8). 
Due to multiple meanings or perspectives on the institutions 
or landscapes themselves, these can also be well aligned with a 
cultural landscape approach. Above all, once a new use is sought 
for these post-institutional landscapes, there can be strong 
pressure to do something and move forward. For these reasons, 
adaptive reuse and stewardship of post-institutional cultural 
landscapes present unique opportunities for more resilient and 
equitable public and community spaces, and therefore serve as a 
focus for this research.
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1.4 Research Goal
The goal of this thesis is to suggest next steps to develop a more 
holistic, integrated, and future-oriented process for the adaptive 
reuse of post-institutional cultural landscapes in Ontario by 
drawing upon a broader landscape based approach that considers 
ecological, social, cultural and economic factors.

1.5 Research Objectives
To achieve the research goal, the following research objectives 
were developed:

• Understand how cultural landscapes fit within heritage and 
spatial planning in Ontario and other jurisdictions.

• Analyze how the existing process for cultural landscape 
conservation in Ontario compares to best practice 
principles.

• Articulate recommendations to enhance the process for the 
adaptive reuse of post-institutional cultural landscapes in 
Ontario.

• Reflect on the proposed process and potential implications 
for future cultural landscape practice in Ontario.

1.6 Thesis Structure
This thesis is structured into six chapters, which together 
contextualize, analyze, and respond to the research goal and 
objectives. 

Chapter 2 provides a literature review to establish an 
understanding of how cultural landscapes fit within heritage 
and spatial planning in Ontario and other jurisdictions. This 
includes identifying resources and best practices related to 
heritage conservation and landscape architecture approaches for 
cultural landscape adaptive reuse. This also involves identifying 
types of cultural landscapes in Ontario that may be well-suited 
for adaptive reuse and potential issues needing to be considered. 
Critiques and considerations from academic, practitioner, 
government and media sources of cultural landscape conservation 
planning processes in Ontario and abroad are also introduced.

Chapter 3 articulates the objectives and methods that underpin 
the research. This also includes summaries and key takeaways 
drawn from focus group sessions of Ontario based experts on 
cultural landscape conservation practice.
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Chapter 4 provides analysis on the existing Ontario process and 
guidance, its challenges, and how it compares to best practices. 
This includes articulating the typical process for adaptive reuse 
in Ontario, challenges in the process, and compares this existing 
process to best practices drawn from an array of guidance 
documents from other jurisdictions. The first part includes a 
simplified flow chart of a typical process for the rehabilitation of 
a post-institutional cultural landscape in Ontario using process 
mapping (Steiner, 2000). The second part situates challenges, 
drawn from the literature on the flow chart diagram and presents 
a critique summary, in a post-it note like manner, developed 
from groupings and clustering (Dove et al. 2018). The third part 
involves identifying core principles for a holistic, integrated, 
and future-oriented cultural landscape conservation process. An 
interpretative matrix is developed for a comparative analysis on 
how best practice core principles (Hester, 2010; Paine, 1995) are 
reflected in existing guidance documents in Ontario and other 
jurisdictions. This matrix is analyzed for patterns, such as gaps 
(Veldpaus, 2015) and lessons for best practices. 

Chapter 5 includes a discussion that puts forward 
recommendations for developing a landscape-led approach for 
adaptive reuse of post-institutional cultural landscapes in Ontario. 
The background and analysis from chapters 2, and 4 inform the 
recommendations. This is followed by a reflection (Schön, 1982) 
on the research process, including a discussion of limitations 
and implications for future practice. The research process as a 
whole is reflected upon to highlight opportunities, challenges and 
limitations. Likewise, a reflection informs the many directions for 
future research and practice on cultural landscape adaptive reuse 
in Ontario.

Chapter 6 provides a conclusion on the research that revisits the 
problem statement and provides final thoughts on an enhanced 
process for leading with landscape. 
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2. Literature Review
2.1 Overview
The overall aim of chapter 2 is to establish an understanding of 
how cultural landscapes fit within heritage and spatial planning 
in Ontario and other jurisdictions. Key topics that will be covered 
include the origins of cultural landscape and its adoption in 
Ontario policy, and an overview of the current definition and 
its roots. Cultural landscapes as a tool in Ontario planning and 
heritage policy, and the forces and factors impacting conservation 
are highlighted to show how cultural landscapes are being 
shaped. The primary conservation treatments and types of 
cultural landscape derived from inventories will contextualize 
the research’s focus on adaptive reuse and post-institutional 
cultural landscape. The conservation planning process in Ontario 
is introduced, along with critiques and considerations from 
government, practitioner, media, and academic sources. Existing 
practice frameworks from other jurisdictions are introduced as 
examples of future-oriented, integrated, and holistic processes, 
which are the focus of this research. The connection between 
planning and understanding phases will be unpacked. A 
cultural landscape approach is examined, along with landscape 
architecture’s connection to an integrated process. Lastly, 
examples of post-institutional cultural landscape adaptive reuse in 
Ontario and the rationale for the research focus will be shared. 

2.2 Cultural (Heritage) Landscapes in Ontario: A Brief 
History

Origins of Cultural Landscape as a Concept

As an academic concept, cultural landscape is nearly a century 
old. The origins of cultural landscape as a concept in North 
America is widely associated with the work of Carl Sauer, working 
in the field of cultural geography. Drawing upon German 
geography, Sauer introduced cultural landscape as: 

“Landscape is the English equivalent of the term German 
geographers are using largely and strictly has the same 
meaning, a land shape, in which the process of shaping 
is by no means thought of as simply physical. It may 
be defined, therefore, as an area made up of a distinct 
association of forms, both physical and cultural” (1925, 
n.p.). 

Positioned as a process, Sauer summarizes cultural landscape as 
follows: “culture is the agent, the natural area is the medium, the 
cultural landscape the result” (1925, n.p.). Even in its earliest 
coinage, Sauer (1925) recognizes that human processes and 
systems play a role in shaping the landscape. 
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Interdisciplinary Shift 

Later on in the mid-century, thinkers took this concept from 
cultural geography and began applying it across disciplines. J.B. 
Jackson as the editor of the publication Landscape, writer, and 
lecturer brought cultural landscape to discourses in landscape 
architecture and planning. Jackson frames landscape as “a 
composition of [hu]man-made or [hu]man-modified spaces to 
serve as infrastructure or background for our collective existence; 
and…our identity and presence, but also our history” (1984, p. 
8). To Jackson, cultural landscapes can be thought of as being 
shaped by two major and complementary elements: “law and 
political institutions for permanence and planned evolution,” 
along with “the vernacular identified with local custom, pragmatic 
adaptation to circumstances, and unpredictable mobility” (1984, 
xii). At the core of the concept of cultural landscape for Jackson 
is that “change in itself is not out of the ordinary, every cultural 
landscape has evolved” (1984, p. 67). Jackson’s egalitarian 
approach to “the cultural landscape idea meant that all landscapes, 
regardless of their provenance or pedigree, were worthy of 
contemplation and, with luck, understanding” (Blakenship, 2016, 
p. 169). Today, nearly a century later, after its coinage by Sauer 

(1925) and popularization by thinkers such as Jackson (1984), 
cultural landscape has become a compelling concept within 
contemporary landscape architecture and heritage conservation.

Contemporary Concept in Theory and Practice

Within landscape architecture and heritage conservation, 
cultural landscape has moved from being a sensibility to an 
academic concept to being firmly adopted and incorporated 
into policy and practice. Some contemporary theorists question 
the value of the term, pointing out that all landscapes are 
cultural landscapes (Blankenship, 2016). Graham Fairclough 
is a researcher at Newcastle University and policy advisor on 
heritage and landscape, and experience from English Heritage. 
Fairclough points out that “all landscape is cultural” and wonders 
whether the term ‘landscape’ may be more useful (2016). 
Fairclough describes this as an on-going relationship where 
“culture is a carrier or transmitter of landscape, through a range 
of cultural and social interactions such as custom, language, 
rights, social equity (or the lack of equity), and heritage, which 
all contribute to the fabric of new ideas of landscape” (2016, 
p. 163). That is to say, culture and landscape are inextricably 
and actively linked. Consequently, Fairclough identifies they 
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cannot exist independent of each other, as “without culture and 
without people there can be no landscape, only environment, 
which is important enough but not the same” (2016, p. 163). 
Despite the complexity and diversity which makes each cultural 
landscape unique, there is convergence amongst academics and 
practitioners around common characteristics that define them. 
Cultural landscapes are dynamic not static (Melnick, 2016; 
Prosper, 2007), evolve over time (Jackson, 1984; OHT, 2015), 
and are living and continuously changing (Parks Canada, 2010). 
Within Canada, there are several non-governmental organizations 
working on cultural landscapes, including ICOMOS Canada, 
the Architectural Conservancy Ontario, the Alliance for Historic 
Landscape Preservation, and The Cultural Landscape Foundation. 
These groups help illustrate that in Canada there is interest across 
landscape architecture and heritage sectors in the conservation 
and adaptive reuse of cultural landscapes. Over time, cultural 
landscapes have moved from being a concept in academic 
geography, into a concept enshrined in policy related to land 
use planning. Across jurisdictions, however, the implementation 
and interpretation of cultural landscape’s commonly recognized 
characteristics within policy can have varying results.

Adoption in Ontario Policy

To understand how concepts of cultural landscape are 
operationalized in Ontario planning practice, it is important to 
briefly look at its origins in policy. Dan Schneider is an author 
of the Ontario Heritage Act + More, and lead policy expert on 
the extensive updates to the 2005 OHA. As a whole, Schneider 
notes that cultural landscapes or cultural heritage landscapes as 
they are officially referred to in Ontario, “are a still emerging 
phenomenon here and elsewhere, a development both exciting 
and challenging” (2018a, n.p.). Approximately 25 years ago, 
Cultural Heritage Landscapes were formally introduced in the 
1996 Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) (Schneider, 2018a, n.p.). 
In Ontario, the Provincial Policy Statement provides direction for 
a range of land use planning considerations across the province. 
Roughly 10 years later, an updated 2005 PPS included a hybrid 
definition of Cultural Heritage Landscape (Schneider, 2018a, 
n.p.). This was paired with the 2006 Ontario Heritage Toolkit 
which references the definition developed by the United Nations 
Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO), 
for cultural landscape. UNESCO includes three main categories 
of landscape: designed and created intentionally by man, 
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organically evolved landscape, and associative landscape. The 
Heritage Toolkit is intended to assist practitioners, municipalities 
and communities by providing summaries of tools and knowledge 
for heritage conservation in Ontario. In 2014, the PPS definition 
was again updated and was increasingly tested by “belated and 
ballooning interest in cultural heritage landscapes in Ontario” 
(Schneider, 2018a, n.p.). Around this time, additional guidance 
for cultural landscape in the Heritage Toolkit (2006) was 
identified as a priority by the Ontario Heritage Trust (OHT, 
2015). The OHT is an agency of the Ministry of Culture with a 
statutory responsibility for promoting and stewarding cultural, 
natural, and built heritage. However, while the PPS has been 
updated most recently in 2020, the toolkit updates did not end 
up materializing, which has left the 2006 Toolkit in place. The 
origins of implementing cultural landscape in Ontario policy 
gives a glimpse at how the concept crosses disciplinary boundaries 
between heritage conservation and land use planning.

Current Definition in Ontario Policy

The current definition of cultural heritage landscape in Ontario 
policy comes from the 2020 PPS, which defines it as: 

“Cultural heritage landscape: means a defined geographical 
area that may have been modified by human activity and 
is identified as having cultural heritage value or interest by 
a community, including an Indigenous community. The 
area may include features such as buildings, structures, 
spaces, views, archaeological sites or natural elements that 
are valued together for their interrelationship, meaning 
or association. Cultural heritage landscapes may be 
properties that have been determined to have cultural 
heritage value or interest under the Ontario Heritage Act, 
or have been included on federal and/or international 
registers, and/or protected through official plan, zoning 
by-law, or other land use planning mechanisms” (PPS, 
2020, p. 42).

Within this field, the Province of Ontario is an outlier in using 
the term cultural heritage landscape as opposed to the more 
popular and intellectually developed term of cultural landscape. 
Notably, the Ontario Heritage Trust, a non-profit organization 
of the Ministry of Culture recognizes that “the term ‘cultural 
landscape’ is more commonly used both in Canada and globally 
and is preferred over ‘cultural heritage landscape’” (2015, p. 
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10). Their preference is due to how “the latter is cumbersome 
and the word ‘heritage’ adds nothing to the meaning” (OHT, 
2015, p. 10). Following the OHT’s (2015) guidance, cultural 
landscape is used as the preferred term for the purposes of this 
thesis. Therefore, its use in this document should be considered 
interchangeable with cultural heritage landscape when discussing 
the Ontario context, unless otherwise noted. 

The language of the Ontario definition can raise the question of 
what is, and what is not a cultural heritage landscape. The first 
part of the Ontario definition’s open ended wording reflects the 
broad range of potential forms and associations of a cultural 
landscape. From this first part of this definition, all landscapes 
could potentially be considered cultural landscapes. However, 
the latter phrases around identifying cultural heritage value or 
interest by a community begins to provide more specificity and 
interface with legislation such as the Ontario Heritage Act. It also 
appears that the inclusion of heritage in this definition is intended 
to denote that this is intended to apply to a subset of cultural 
landscapes. 

2.3 Cultural Landscapes as a Tool in the Ontario Heritage 
and Planning Acts

Cultural landscape has transitioned through time from an 
academic concept in geography to heritage conservation policy. 
Even though cultural landscape is often now being applied as 
a tool in planning and conservation contexts, is it important 
that its use remain in-line with the original concept. Cultural 
landscapes operate as a tool in the Ontario Heritage Act (OHA) 
and Planning Act (OPA). 

Economic Prosperity - Section 1.7

Interestingly, the primary definition of cultural landscape comes 
from the OPA via the PPS (2020), as opposed to the OHA. In 
Section 1.7 of the PPS, cultural landscapes are linked to long-
term economic prosperity, which “should be supported by: 
Encouraging a sense of place, by promoting well-designed built 
form and cultural planning, and by conserving features that help 
define character, including built heritage resources and cultural 
heritage landscapes” (2020, p. 22). This points out how, at a 
high level in Ontario policy, cultural landscapes are envisioned 
as not only having heritage value but also economic and social 
value through considerations around sense of place, planning and 
design. 
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Conservation - Section 2.6.1 

Perhaps more importantly, the function of cultural landscapes 
in conservation and development processes pivots on Section 
2.6.1 of the PPS, that “significant built heritage resources and 
significant cultural heritage landscapes shall be conserved” (2020, 
p. 31). The crux of this definition is the word conserved, which 
is also defined in the PPS as “the identification, protection, 
management and use of built heritage resources, cultural heritage 
landscapes and archaeological resources in a manner that ensures 
their cultural heritage value or interest is retained” (2020, p. 41). 
As mentioned in this definition, conservation focuses on retaining 
cultural heritage value. For a cultural landscape to be conserved, 
it “may be achieved by the implementation of recommendations 
set out in a conservation plan, archaeological assessment, and/
or heritage impact assessment that has been approved, accepted 
or adopted by the relevant planning authority and/or decision-
maker” (PPS, 2020, p. 41). The PPS states that “mitigative 
measures and/or alternative development approaches can be 
included in these plans and assessments” (2020, p. 42). As a tool 
in Ontario, cultural landscapes have a two-fold role in the PPS 
(2020). At a high level, the conservation of cultural landscapes to 

retain cultural heritage value is in service of encouraging a sense 
of place, well-designed built form, and cultural planning for 
economic prosperity. 

2.4 Forces and Factors Affecting Cultural Landscape 
Conservation in Ontario 

Cultural landscapes in Ontario, like others across the world, are 
being reshaped by forces and factors, which impacts conservation. 
These forces and factors are directly linked to how cultural 
landscapes are dynamic, evolving, and situated in broader 
contexts and systems. Forces can be seen as systems level impacts 
driving change to cultural landscapes. Factors can be seen as 
policy tools and responses to shape the impact of forces. For this 
reason, cultural landscapes and the forces and factors reshaping 
them cannot be considered entirely separate. 

Broader Forces

The Ontario Heritage Trust identifies “interconnected issues 
of rapid increases in population, urbanization, speculative land 
development, consumerism and the devastating use of fossil 
fuels by humans to change the earth’s climate” which can be 
seen as high-level forces influencing cultural landscapes (2015, 
p. 11). These high level and often large scale forces can be 
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far-reaching and exist beyond the scale of a single landscape, 
community, region, province, or even country. From an English 
perspective, “one of the greatest challenges in a country with a 
rising population and rapidly changing lifestyles is to design and 
maintain places where people enjoy living and working whilst 
maintaining the essential character of place and landscape that we 
have inherited” (EH & HCA, 2009, p. 1), which poses challenges 
for conservation.

Broader Factors

From a Dutch perspective, there is a recognition that “planning, 
designing and building result in a new cultural quality, but 
paradoxically that is the greatest threat of all to the past qualities” 
(Belvedere, 1999, p. 5). If gone unchecked, this “careless 
approach will lead to cultural impoverishment, to a leveling to the 
lowest common denominator, to the disappearance of important 
urban and rural characteristics and differences, and to social and 
spatial ‘amnesia’” (Belvedere, 1999, p. 8). Therefore, planning 
and design processes, policies, and guidance are themselves 
factors influencing cultural landscapes, and are not neutral. 
Despite these observations being made in regards to European 
cultural landscapes, they also resonate in the rapidly growing and 
changing context of Ontario. 

Provincial Plans 

As suggested in the observations from European perspectives, 
these forces and their impact on cultural landscapes are often 
brought into a sharp focus in places undergoing intensification. 
In Ontario, these areas are identified by the Provincial Growth 
Plans, such as a Place to Grow. A Place to Grow is intended 
as a framework to address and provide guidance for long-term 
growth and development across the Greater Golden Horseshoe 
Region, which is the most populated area of Canada. The 
different treatments of land, often framed in terms of density, 
jobs, amenities, and infrastructure are articulated in categories 
such as Urban Growth Centres and Designated Greenfield Areas 
(Ontario, 2020). Due to the often intense associated forces and 
factors, cultural landscapes within or even near these areas may 
be sharply reshaped, which makes appropriate conservation a 
challenge. 

Municipal Inventories and Strategies

Ontario communities are also shaping cultural landscapes at 
a high-level through municipal and regional inventories and 
strategies. These include the National Capital Commission 
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(2004), Mississauga (2005, 2022), Caledon (2009), Waterloo 
Region (2013), Kitchener (2014), Waterloo (2020), Oakville 
(2014), and Guelph (2020). The Town of Oakville’s Cultural 
Heritage Landscape Strategy (2014) and City of Guelph’s 
Cultural Heritage Action Plan (2020) represent examples of 
municipal guidance on conserving cultural landscapes. The 
purpose of Oakville’s strategy is “to provide a framework and 
strategy for cultural heritage landscape identification and 
preservation for the future” (2014, p. 3). Oakville’s strategy 
intends to “justify the preservation of such places in the face 
of many competing planning issues” (2014, p. 4). The aim of 
Guelph’s plan is to “identify cultural heritage landscapes (CHLs) 
within the city and to prioritize actions related to conservation, 
cultural heritage promotion and incentives to help ensure that 
cultural heritage resources are conserved” (2020, p. A-1). These 
example municipal strategies show the range of approaches for 
cultural landscape conservation available in Ontario, to respond 
to the forces and factors. However, these point towards a potential 
tension between the current tools and the ability to respond to 
the forces and factors in a meaningful and effective way. 

Tribunals

Besides the provincial and municipal policies and guidelines, 
the conservation and development of cultural landscapes is 
also shaped by the decisions of the Ontario Land Tribunal, and 
the greater legal system. The Ontario Land Tribunal provides 
adjudication and dispute resolution on heritage, planning 
and other land-related matters. For example, David Dunlap 
Observatory (Richmond Hill Naturalists v. Corsica Developments 
Inc., 2013), is an example of a post-institutional cultural 
landscape adaptive reuse process that was informed by a tribunal. 
Marcolongo Farm in Guelph is also an example of a cultural 
landscape undergoing adaptive reuse within a growth area that 
was supposed to go before a tribunal (Schneider, 2018c). These 
two examples broadly show that in addition to communities, 
practitioners, and municipalities, tribunals can also play a 
significant role in the evolution and adaptive reuse of cultural 
landscapes. In addition, these examples show that much of the 
current focus towards cultural landscapes is in growth areas facing 
a combination of forces and factors related to development, 
change, and evolution. 
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The adaptive reuse of cultural landscapes is the focus of this thesis 
because of how the process represents a relatively unexplored yet 
increasingly poignant and interesting process that incorporates a 
variety of factors from conservation and planning. 

2.5 Cultural Landscape Conservation Treatments 
In Canada, the Parks Canada Standards and Guidelines (S&G) 
are the primary guidance document that informs conservation 
planning practice. It is the document that practitioners, 
municipalities, and review bodies refer to for determining 
whether a heritage resource, including cultural landscapes, have 
been ‘conserved’. However, the S&G have “been endorsed by 
the Government of Canada and most provincial and territorial 
governments, with the exception of the Government of Ontario 
which declined to endorse the 2010 edition” (OHT, 2015, p. 7). 
The S&G (2010) outline three primary treatments (Figure 2.1). 
Parks Canada defines conservation as “all actions or processes 
aimed at safeguarding the character-defining elements of an 
historic place to retain its heritage value and extend its physical 
life” (2010, p. 15). It is worth noting that this definition of 
‘conservation’ by Parks Canada (2010), differs from the Ontario 
PPS definition of ‘conserved’ (2020) presented earlier. 

Preservation Rehabilitation

Adaptive  
Reuse

Restoration 

Figure 2.1 Parks Canada Conservation Treatments and Adaptive Reuse Diagram (Source: Author)
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Defining the Primary Treatment

The Parks Canada S&G (2010) state that conservation may 
include a combination of the three treatments of preservation, 
restoration, and rehabilitation. Although these treatments can be 
used together and even side by side in the same landscape, they 
take different approaches to protecting heritage value and offer 
different outcomes. Preservation is oriented towards “protecting, 
maintaining, and/or stabilizing the existing materials, form, and 
integrity” (Parks Canada, 2010, p. 17). Whereas, restoration is 
aimed at “accurately revealing, recovering or representing…as 
it appeared at a particular period in its history” (Parks Canada, 
2010, p. 17). Preservation and restoration are perhaps the more 
widely known heritage conservation treatments. The third 
treatment, rehabilitation “involves the sensitive adaptation …
for making possible a continuing or compatible contemporary 
use” (Parks Canada, 2010, p. 16). As Parks Canada notes, 
“rehabilitation can revitalize historical relationships and settings 
and is therefore more appropriate when heritage values related 
to the context of the historic place dominate” (2010, p. 16). 
Rehabilitation is well aligned with cultural landscapes, where 
relationships and context are intertwined with the cultural 

landscape and by extension its heritage value. Cultural landscape, 
as a subset of heritage conservation in Canada, often borrows 
from approaches developed for buildings and other built forms. 
These three primary treatments represent the main approaches to 
conservation in Canada, and can be applied to cultural landscapes 
in Ontario. 

Rehabilitation and Adaptive Reuse

Out of the three primary treatments, rehabilitation is worth 
exploring further as perhaps the least well-known, and its overlap 
with adaptive reuse. For the purposes of this thesis, the preferred 
definition of adaptive heritage reuse comes from Open Heritage, a 
research group that identifies and tests best practices for adaptive 
reuse in Europe. Under this definition:

“Adaptive Heritage Reuse lies at the intersection of 
such considerations [as environmental sustainability, 
participation, culture, health and well-being, and 
socioeconomic development], occupying a position where 
the past and the future are mediated; heritage is sustained 
but given new purpose as part of an ongoing social, 
economic, environmental and cultural transformation” 
(Open Heritage, 2020, p. 5). 
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While Parks Canada does not use the exact phrase adaptive 
reuse, it could be generally interpreted that adaptive reuse is 
most closely related to rehabilitation (2010). Adaptive reuse is 
selected as a conservation type for this research due its ability as a 
process to coherently and comprehensively address the factors and 
forces facing cultural landscapes, while integrating conservation 
and development. Adaptive reuse can be linked with landscape. 
Chris Veres, a landscape architect in Ontario, mentions how 
“all landscape architecture projects are, in a way of thinking, 
adaptive re-uses of the land” (2022, p. 9). Anita Berrizbeitia, a 
landscape architecture professor at Harvard, puts forward that on 
a high-level “all landscape is reuse” (2018, p. 3). Marc Antrop, a 
professor at Ghent University and landscape ecologist focusing 
on European landscapes, recognizes that cultural landscapes 
are inherently linked to broader processes of adaptive reuse. 
Antrop points out that “cultural landscapes are the result of 
consecutive reorganizations of the land in order to adapt its use 
and spatial structure better to changing societal demands” (2005, 
p. 22). While the Parks Canada definition (2010) mentions the 
action or process, it provides limited clarity around balancing 
and mediating heritage value with broader contemporary 
considerations, as compared to Open Heritage EU (2020). This 
Open Heritage (2020) definition offers a more robust, coherent, 

and integrated understanding of adaptive reuse and its potential 
value and application as a process than that put forward in 
Parks Canada (2010). The definition of adaptive reuse by Open 
Heritage (2020) is well-suited and strongly aligned with landscape 
architecture practice. As the sensitivity and careful attention 
towards the intersection of holistic considerations, mediating the 
past with the future, and integrating broader transformation is 
familiar to landscape architecture. This will be expanded upon 
later in this chapter.

2.6 Types of Cultural Landscapes in Ontario
Types of Cultural Landscapes Aligned with Adaptive Reuse

Looking at the cultural landscapes present within Ontario, 
broadly speaking this study proposes four types that could 
be suitable for adaptive reuse (Figure 2.2). These types were 
developed by examining and drawing from categories established 
within existing cultural landscape inventories and strategies by 
Ontario municipalities. These emerged due to a common theme 
of being faced with a historical use that is no longer active or 
viable, and all identified as cultural landscapes. However, these 
categories are not exhaustive. For example, these inventories 
often have not recognized Indigenous or precolonial cultural 
landscapes in what is now Ontario. Framing cultural landscapes 
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Type Ontario Examples Conditions Ownership Pressures
Post-Agricultural Marcolongo Farm, Guelph

Cambium Farms, Alton
Agricultural use, open 
space, often rural, 
vernacular

Private Development, barriers to 
continuing farming

Post-Residential 
Estate

Randwood, NOTL
Syme Estate, Oakville
Edgemere, Oakville

Residential, designed, 
often urban

Private Development, shifting 
ownership

Post-Industrial Brickworks, Toronto
Wychwood Barns, Toronto
Lower Don Lands, Toronto
Power Plant, Toronto

Industrial, urban or rural Private Deindustrialization, 
development

Post-Institutional David Dunlop Observatory, Richmond Hill
York Lands, Guelph
Former Hamilton Psychiatric Hospital
Former London Psychiatric Hospital
Ontario Place, Toronto
Kingston Penitentiary

Often campus-like, often 
urban, peri-urban

Public or Private Development, challenges 
for continuing use

 Common 
Characteristics

Large sites and landscape character
Site conditions - all landscape dominate and current use is obsolete or under performing
Site context - pressure for landscape to do more, and continue evolution, often in urbanizing context

Figure 2.2 Cultural Landscape and Adaptive Reuse Matrix (Source: Author)
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in terms of use may be useful to overcome some of the complexity 
associated with the academic definitions, as well as grounding the 
dynamic character and evolution of cultural landscapes. Also by 
using typologies, this may help in making the concept of cultural 
landscape more tangible to new audiences, and may inspire 
connections to landscapes of everyday life. These proposed types 
of cultural landscapes include: Post-Agricultural, Post-Residential 
Estate, Post-Industrial, or Post-Institutional. 

Post-Agricultural 

Examples of post-agricultural cultural landscapes in Ontario can 
include Marcolongo Farm in Guelph (Schneider, 2018c) (Figure 
2.3), or Cambium Farms in Alton (ERA Architects, 2020). These 
landscapes generally were shaped by agricultural or related uses 
that may no longer be viable. These often include open space 
and by vernacular approaches, and can often be found in what 
are now peri-urban areas (ERA Architects, 2020; Mcleod, 2012), 
and are often privately-owned. Post-agricultural landscapes 
face pressures such as urban development, as well as barriers to 
continuing use such as shifts in agriculture practice. 

Post-Residential Estate

Examples of post-residential estate cultural landscapes in Ontario 
can include Randwood in Niagara-On-The-Lake, Syme Estate Figure 2.4 Post-Residential Estate The Grange, Toronto (Source: PFS Studio)

Figure 2.3 Post-Agricultural Marcolongo, Guelph (Source: Mike Marcolong o)
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Gairloch Gardens, and Edgemere in Oakville, The Grange 
in Toronto (Figure 2.4). These landscapes often originated 
as country estates for wealthy industrialists, and can often 
include designed gardens, and can often be found in what are 
now peri-urban areas. These are often privately-owned. Post-
residential estate cultural landscapes often face pressures such as 
development, subdivision and changing ownership. 

Post-Industrial

Examples of post-industrial landscapes in Ontario can include 
the Don Valley Brickworks (Figure 2.5), Wychwood Barns, or 
Lower Don Lands in Toronto or the Riverside Industrial Corridor 
in Guelph. These landscapes can be found in rural or urban 
areas. Post-industrial cultural landscapes face pressures related to 
deindustrialization, and development (Andreae, 2016). These are 
often under private ownership. 

Post-Institutional 

Examples of post-institutional cultural landscapes in Ontario 
include David Dunlap Observatory in Richmond Hill (2016), the 
York Lands in Guelph, Ontario Place in Toronto, or Westminster 
Ponds in London (Curry & Gonyou, 2021) (Figure 2.6). 

Figure 2.5 Post-Industrial Don Valley Brickworks, Toronto (Source: Guillame Paradis, 
Claude Cormier + Associés)

Figure 2.6 David Dunlap Observatory, Richmond Hill (Source: Steve Somerville/Metroland)
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These landscapes can be found in urban, rural, and present-day 
suburban areas. These can be publicly or sometimes privately 
owned. Post-institutional were selected as the focus of this 
research, and will be expanded upon at the end of this chapter. 

Common Characteristics

Despite the differences in uses and forms between these types of 
landscapes, they share common characteristics. These share the 
qualities of often being large sites with a landscape character. In 
particular for adaptive reuse, these share a site condition where 
the current use is obsolete, under performing, or not viable and 
a new use being sought. These also face pressures for landscape, 
often in urbanizing context, to do more, and continue evolving.

2.7 The Conservation Planning Process in Ontario
Conserving cultural landscapes in Ontario follows a process that 
typically involves using the OHA or the OPA, Heritage Toolkit 
(2006) or the Parks Canada Standards and Guidelines (2010), 
as tools. Returning to the municipal strategies, for example, 
Oakville’s Cultural Landscape Strategy advocates “conservation 
and protection by using the most appropriate planning tool” 
(2014, p. 20). Oakville highlights the OHA and OPA as two 

main pieces of legislation with associated tools for protecting 
cultural landscapes (2014, p.10). These two acts offer slightly 
different conservation planning processes and tools (Figure 2.7).

Conservation under the Ontario Heritage Act 

Under the OHA, Oakville identifies tools available to protect 
cultural heritage landscapes as a Part IV individual property 
designation, or a Part V heritage conservation district designation 
(2014, pp. 20-21). Similar to Oakville, the Guelph CHAP 
also identifies “designation under either section 29, Part IV 
(for individual properties) or section 41, Part V (for groups of 
properties)” under the OHA (2020, p. B-20). These approaches 
also utilize O.Reg 9/06, as part of the designation process 
under section 29 under the OHA. O. Reg 9/06 is the criteria 
for determining cultural heritage value or interest. Guelph also 
identifies other potential actions including: 

“Listing on the Municipal Heritage Register of Cultural 
Heritage Properties; Preparation of guidelines or a 
management plan that addresses cultural heritage 
landscape conservation; Entering into a heritage 
conservation agreement to guide conservation and 
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assessments; secondary plan policies for special areas; 
special zoning by-laws with heritage criteria overlay; 
subdivision development agreements; community 
improvement plans; stewardship financial incentives; 
landscape conservation plans; and park area / corridor 
area management plans” (Ontario, 2006, p. 4). 

Although, these planning tools appear to be less popular than the 
OHA approaches in practice.  

Ontario Heritage Toolkit

While this 2005 PPS definition has since been superseded, its 
underlying logic still continues to influence today’s practitioners 
due to the wide circulation and ongoing use of the Ontario 
Heritage (OH) 2006 Toolkit. Despite there being 2017 and 2021 
draft toolkits released for review, there is a lack of an equivalent 
updated, non-draft toolkit to supersede the 2006 OH Toolkit. 
Oakville also recognizes “there is no province‐wide standard 
methodological approach for their assessment” (2019, p. 3). 
Schneider, highlights the discrepancy in rate of implementation 
of changes to the toolkit, with a stark contrast between the 
rapid implementation of Bill 108, with its changes to the OHA 
and PPS, with the “sluggish”updates to the outdated 2006 

management of a specific cultural heritage landscape; 
Requirement for the preparation of a Cultural Heritage 
Resource Impact Assessment and possibly a conservation 
plan when contemplating redevelopment within a listed 
or designated CHL” (2020, p. B-20). 

Overall, while designation and listings are not the only tools, they 
appear to be the preference, under the OHA.

Conservation under the Ontario Planning Act

Under the OPA, Oakville identifies an official plan amendment 
as a tool, using the O.Reg 9/06 as the evaluation criteria (2014, 
pp. 21). Similarly, the Guelph CHAP also identifies “designation 
in a municipal Official Plan, with associated policies to guide 
conservation of the applicable cultural heritage resources” 
(2020, p. B-20). These show how there are essentially two broad 
approaches to cultural landscape conservation tools. The 2006 
OH Toolkit offers planning tools under the OPA to conserve a 
cultural landscape, which is directly referred to by The City of 
Guelph (2020, p. B-20). These tools include: 

“heritage conservation district policies, guidelines and 
studies; area design guidelines; height and setback 
restrictions / site plan control; landscape impact 
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OH Toolkit (2022). Overall, this discrepancy underscores how 
official thinking around implementing cultural landscape tools 
in Ontario has faced limited progression from 2006, up to the 
present. 

Parks Canada Standards and Guidelines

As previously introduced, the Parks Canada S&G (2010) play a 
role in framing the typical conservation planning process. Parks 
Canada splits the conservation decision-making process into three 
phases of Understanding, Planning, and Intervening (2010, p. 3). 
The S&G also provides guidance for cultural landscapes related 
to: Evidence of Land Use, Evidence of Traditional Practices, Land 
Patterns, Spatial Organization, Visual Relationships, Circulation, 
Ecological Features, Vegetation, Landforms, Water Features, and 
Built Features (2010). The S&G are often used by practitioners 
in Ontario to structure their understanding, planning, and 
intervening for cultural landscapes conservation. 

Other Tools

Depending on the ownership or status of the cultural landscape, 
there may be additional considerations or applicable legislation 
to be followed, such as, in the instance of provincial ownership, 

Figure 2.7 Comparing Tools from Ontario Heritage Toolkit (Source: Author)

Ontario Heritage Act Ontario Planning Act

HCD policies, guidelines, & studies9/06 or 10/06 Designation

Area design guidelines

Height & setback restrictions/ site plan 
control

Landscape Impact Assessment

Secondary plan policies for special areas

Special zoning bylaws with heritage 
criteria overlay

Subdivision development agreements

Community improvement plans 

Stewardship

Financial incentives

Landscape conservation plans
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where the Ontario Standards and Guidelines for Conservation 
of Provincial Heritage Properties (2010) applies. This typical 
Ontario process will be further examined and analyzed in 
Chapter 4. Overall, in Ontario there are two avenues available to 
conserve cultural landscapes, under the OHA and OPA. However 
most municipalities seem to default to the OHA, perhaps as 
this avenue is most commonly used to conserve buildings and 
structures of heritage value or interest, and is most familiar to 
municipal heritage planners and committees.

2.8 Critiques and Considerations for the Process
Within the current process in Ontario, there are critiques and 
considerations that are useful for practitioners, policymakers, and 
all others involved with conserving cultural landscapes. These 
critiques and considerations come from a range of sources within 
and increasingly outside of the heritage sector. The most recent 
comes from the Ontario Housing Affordability Task Force (2022), 
which, while not specifically addressing cultural landscape, laid 
out four recommendations for heritage. These recommendations 
have been seen by some in the heritage sector such as Diane Chin, 
President of the Architectural Conservancy Ontario, as “offside, 
ill-informed, and, if implemented, would have far-reaching and 

destructive consequences” and by extension could potentially 
impact cultural landscapes (2022). Notably, Chin points out that 
the Task Force “had neither representation or input from anyone 
with heritage experience” (2022). On the other hand, there are 
constructive, grounded critiques and considerations from within 
the heritage sector related to cultural landscape conservation 
that offer greater value to the public interest and the future of 
Ontario communities. In Ontario these sources span across 
practitioner (Prosper, 2007; Smith 2010, 2015b; McClelland, 
2016; Schneider, 2018a; Cary, 2018), government (OHT, 2015), 
media (Bozikovic, 2018; Micallef, 2018; Maciel, 2021), and 
academic (Pollock-Ellwand, 2001) sectors. These critiques and 
considerations require attention given how cultural landscape 
processes in Ontario bridge heritage and planning and often play 
out in sites where large scale redevelopment is proposed to meet 
future needs and aspirations. Cultural landscape conservation 
also offers an interesting lens for looking at the heritage process 
in Ontario, due to how landscape brings many complexities, 
and pluralities; dimensions that will be expanded on later in this 
chapter.

Perhaps the most poignant critique of the current process is that 
there is a long-term lack of understanding in Ontario around 
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landscape conservation in planning (Pollock-Ellwand, 2001). The 
Ontario Heritage Trust points out this lack of understanding of 
“cultural landscapes at a fundamental level in the heritage and 
land use planning sector” which can create a lack of clarity and 
confusion at the very mention of the word (2015, p. 11). Robert 
Melnick is a specialist in cultural landscape with experience 
working in United States National Parks, and has written about 
climate change and conservation. Melnick adds that confusions 
persist about how to handle cultural landscapes in heritage 
planning, as “  cultural landscapes are often anomalies in the 
conceptual framework of historic preservation” (2016, p. 300). 
Not surprisingly, this may also be interrelated to another critique 
towards the limited guidelines regarding approaches to the 
conservation of cultural landscapes. Schneider, within the Ontario 
context, points out that “there is an unquestioned need for better 
guidelines on CHLs” (2018a). It is this lack of understanding 
of cultural landscape which many of the other critiques and 
considerations are revolving around. General considerations and 
critiques exist around the ecological and social and implications 
of factors impacting cultural landscapes. These will be introduced 
more broadly here, and explored will be upon further in chapter 
4. 

Climate Change and Sustainability 

Climate change and sustainability represent general considerations 
for cultural landscape adaptive reuse. Climate change raises a 
“complex question of cultural landscape vulnerability to climate 
variables, fraught with complexities and many anticipated, as 
well as unknown, circumstances” (Melnick, 2016, p. 299). 
Indeed, this adds additional uncertainty and pressure to act 
quickly, to the typical process in Ontario. Moreover, there are also 
considerations and potential critiques around sustainability. Such 
as, how cultural landscape conservation in Ontario aligns with the 
Brundtland Commission’s coinage of “sustainable development 
that meets the needs of the present without compromising the 
ability of future generations to meet their own needs” (1987, 
n.p.). In addition, the United Nations Sustainable Development 
Goals (2015) such as #11 for Sustainable Cities, also raises 
questions around whether cultural landscape conservation 
addresses these.

Indigenous and Intangible Heritage in Cultural Landscapes

Other critiques exist around moving away from focusing on 
built heritage from Sauer’s (1925) initial definition of cultural 
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landscape, and recognizing Indigenous cultural landscapes. Lisa 
Prosper, a member of the Mi’kmaq First Nation community, and 
a cultural landscape practitioner, has written about Indigenous 
cultural landscapes and intangible cultural heritage. Intangible 
cultural heritage can be thought of as the practices, performances 
or rituals, and stories which although not existing in a fixed built 
form, can be deeply connected with landscape. Sauer “privileges 
vision and visible forms as the primary way of identifying and 
studying cultural landscapes” which creates a challenge for 
recognizing Indigenous cultural landscapes (Prosper, 2007, p. 
121). Prosper advises that practitioners can move past Sauer’s 
1925 definition and see “cultural landscapes first and foremost 
as a set of cultural relationships to place that are constituted and 
sustained through spatial practices and performances” (2007, p. 
121). 

Decolonizing Landscapes

In addition, there are considerations around decolonizing 
cultural landscapes. Tiffany Dang is a landscape architect and 
territorial scholar who has written about decolonized approaches 
to landscape. Dang recognizes that the current approaches to 
landscape in Canada, which includes cultural landscapes, have 
resulted in “development, conservation, management, and 

reclamation [that] largely maintain problematic colonising logics” 
(2021, p. 1011). Dang underscores how decolonizing will be 
“a long process of undermining and dismantling the colonial 
structures on which a vast majority of contemporary and historic 
landscapes are predicated” (2021, p. 1012). Matthew Hickey, a 
Mohawk and practicing architect in Ontario, has written about 
decolonizing design and universal inclusivity. For Hickey, this 
includes greater considerations for landscapes, which should “not 
be a secondary thought; they should drive our design approaches” 
(2020), as well as conservation. Approaches in decolonizing 
design can involve shifting views of humans in the landscape from 
hierarchical to connected, or from using linear thinking to cyclical 
thinking (Hickey, 2020), which are not necessarily typical practice 
in the current Ontario approaches to conservation. Ultimately, 
the interconnections between Ontario’s cultural landscapes and 
critiques and considerations such as climate change, sustainability, 
intangible heritage, and decolonization show that the definitions, 
tools, and guidance around cultural landscapes conservation 
could use further interrogation and refinement. 

2.9 Practice Frameworks
There are several established international cultural landscape 
practice frameworks that point towards critiques and 



27

considerations for an enhanced process in Ontario. The 
practice frameworks can be thought of as guidance documents, 
charters, toolkits, or similar documents that can be utilized by 
a practitioner in structuring an approach to post-institutional 
cultural landscape adaptive reuse. In chronological order, the first 
is the Burra Charter by the International Council on Monuments 
and Sites (ICOMOS) national committee of Australia, which 
is an international non-governmental organization focused 
on heritage conservation. First adopted in 1979, the Burra 
Charter (2013) offers a useful approach to better understanding 
intangible heritage, and considers adaptation and interpretation as 
conservation treatments. While these are not explicitly the same 
as adaptive reuse as defined by Open Heritage (2020), these could 
be seen as related to Rehabilitation by Parks Canada (2010). 
The 1999 Belvedere Memorandum by the government of the 
Netherlands examines the relationship between cultural history 
and spatial planning across public sector departments, in order to 
consider the entire country as a cultural landscape. The European 
Landscape Convention (ELC) adopted in 2000 by the Council of 
Europe and ratified by 40 countries, represents a new paradigm of 
an integrated overarching approach to cultural landscape that is 
coherent and multifaceted. The ELC also provides an alternative 

to the UNESCO (2008) operational guidelines cultural landscape 
definition and categories as articulated by Fairclough (2016). The 
2009 Québec Landscape Management Guide provides open-
ended, coherent, and iterative guidance and tools for landscape 
challenges in the province. The 2010 DIVE Analysis developed 
by the Riksantikvaren, the Directorate for Cultural Heritage in 
Norway, provides a methodology for analyzing cultural landscapes 
and urban heritage. UNESCO’s Historic Urban Landscape 
(HUL) adopted in 2011, provides an integrated approach to 
urban heritage. HUL is different from UNESCO’s cultural 
landscape definition, from their operational guidelines. HUL can 
be seen as a response by UNESCO to move towards the ELC 
paradigm as seen by Fairclough (2016). The Canadian Landscape 
Charter (CLC) was developed by the CSLA in 2015, to align 
Canada with other global approaches while developing a local 
approach to design and management of Canadian landscapes. 
During the CLC’s development, the authors looked to similar 
documents such as the Australian Landscape Charter, the 
Aotearoa - New Zealand Landscape Charter, and the European 
Landscape Convention (CSLA, 2019). These practice frameworks 
are valuable for showing the state of cultural landscape thinking 
outside of Ontario, as well as showing points of convergence and 
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common themes such as integrated, future-oriented, and holistic 
approaches. In all, the Burra Charter (ICOMOS Austrialia, 2013) 
and CLC (CSLA, 2015) come from the heritage and landscape 
architecture fields, respectively. While the Belevedere (1999), 
ELC (2000), HUL (UNESCO, 2016), Québec Guide (2009) 
and DIVE Analysis (Riksantikvaren, 2010), come from both 
the heritage and spatial planning fields. These existing practice 
frameworks offer insights into integrated, future-oriented, and 
holistic practices. 

Integrated

A key theme across the frameworks applicable to cultural 
landscape adaptive reuse is taking an integrated approach to 
processes of development and conservation. Belvedere’s main 
policy objective is that “cultural-historic identity is to be seen 
as a determining factor in the future spatial design of the 
Netherlands, for which the government shall aim to create 
appropriate conditions” (1999, p. 6). Among the observations in 
the Belvedere memorandum is the “love-hate relationship” (1999, 
p. 17) between spatial planning and cultural history, which it 
intended to identify and take steps to rectify. Although other 
jurisdictions experience this disconnect, Belevedere (1999) has 
laid out steps to integrate these. All in all, this is a universal issue 

that Ontario is simply behind on recognizing or addressing. In 
order to overcome this, “spatial planners and cultural-historians 
must be prepared to impinge on each other’s territory … to be 
able to seek the balance between conservation and development 
on an ongoing basis” (1999, p. 20). Likewise, UNESCO’s 
HUL also responds to this “context where ‘development’ and 
‘urban heritage conservation’ are seen as conflicting rather 
than cooperative processes, and where there was a need for an 
updated, integrated approach to urban management” (2016, p. 
5). Similarly, HUL also involves a holistic and interdisciplinary 
approach (UNESCO, 2016, p. 11). Belvedere directly addresses 
landscape architecture stating that high quality conservation 
outcomes are “not only attributable to the skills of the designers 
(architects, urban planners and landscape architects) but also 
to their good professional attitude and ability to look beyond 
the bounds of their own discipline” (1999, p. 53). Belvedere 
(1999) encourages practitioners to look beyond the confines of 
their siloes, to see the forest for the trees. Belvedere (1999) also 
highlights the importance of design as a process that connects 
cultural history and spatial planning, as well as to achieve the 
implementation of high quality landscapes. These practice 
frameworks show attempts to balance this relationship which 
deeply impacts cultural landscapes. 
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Future-Oriented

Another theme from these frameworks applicable to cultural 
landscape adaptive reuse is their orientation towards future-
oriented approaches, such as sustainable development. The ELC 
calls for “sustainable development based on a balanced and 
harmonious relationship between social needs, economic activity 
and the environment” (2000, p. 1). Riksantikvaren identifies 
how “there is an increasing need for planning and management 
that emphasizes the positive potential of heritage to a greater 
degree than has been the case in traditional planning; and that 
contributes to sustainable development” (2010, p. 4) Québec’s 
guidelines state that “  each location has its own, specific value and 
meaning, [and] the goal is to evoke that uniqueness in a new, 
socially acceptable and desired form” (2009, p. 62). These practice 
frameworks encourage an future-oriented approach to cultural 
landscape. 

Holistic 

These frameworks put forward a holistic approach to cultural 
landscape conservation, such as considering holistic implications 
of well-being and layering of values in cultural landscape adaptive 
reuse. The ELC connects landscape to “an important public 

interest role in the cultural, ecological, environmental and social 
fields, and constitutes a resource favourable to economic activity” 
(2000, p. 1). Likewise, the ELC links landscape to heritage, in 
that “landscape contributes to the formation of local cultures and 
that it is a basic component of the European natural and cultural 
heritage, contributing to human well-being and consolidation of 
the European identity” (2000, p. 1). In addition, the ELC states 
“that the landscape is a key element of individual and social well-
being and that its protection, management and planning entail 
rights and responsibilities for everyone” (2000, p. 2). The ELC 
recognizes that on a landscape scale, there is a need to consider 
social well-being. On a similar note, HUL involves “protection 
of human welfare and health, the development of social creativity 
and cultural diversity, as well as the conservation and sustainable 
use of tangible and intangible cultural heritage” (UNESCO, 
2016, p. 5). The frameworks also advocate for a holistic approach 
to the layers of cultural landscapes. The Burra Charter recognizes 
“the contributions of all aspects of cultural significance of a place 
should be respected” (Australia ICOMOS, 2013, p. 6). HUL 
advocates for a holistic approach to the layering of values in “the 
recognition and identification of a layering and interconnection 
of natural and cultural, tangible and intangible, international and 
local values present in any city” (UNESCO, 2016, p. 11). HUL 
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identifies that “these layers constitute a richness that needs to be 
recognised and enhanced in conservation and city development 
strategies” (UNESCO, 2016, p. 11). By aligning towards a 
holistic approach, these practice frameworks put forward ways to 
consider the diversity, plurality, and complexity present in cultural 
landscapes. These approaches offer models for Ontario’s process, 
by responding to existing critiques and will be further analyzed in 
chapter 4.

Considering Other Paradigms 

Paradigms can be thought of as a distinct set of concepts, and 
approaches for cultural landscape practice. These may also 
differ from or be contrasted with the paradigm that cultural 
landscape conservation in Ontario is based on. Fairclough (2016) 
identifies the ELC (2000) differs from the UNESCO (2008) 
paradigm, that underpins Ontario practice. Fairclough points 
out that despite UNESCO being the most popular definition of 
cultural landscape, it “denies three of landscape’s most important 
characteristics – the subjectivity of people’s perception, the 
unavoidability and naturalness of change, and the importance 
of inclusivity or universal democratic relevance” (2016, p. 150). 
Fairclough flags that the UNESCO definition “is weakened by 

the distinction it draws between nature and culture, an inherent 
desire to select and protect the best, and a division of landscapes 
into three problematic categories” (2016, p. 150). These 
UNESCO (2008) categories of cultural landscape being: formally 
designed, organically evolved, with subcategories of relict and 
continuing, and associative cultural. Looking at these categories 
of UNESCO, Fairclough reminds us that “in these divisions 
can be seen the failure of the various landscape disciplinary 
groups to agree on a common definition” (2016, p. 150). In 
contrast, “ELC chose to be inclusive rather than selective, held a 
fundamental concern for people’s needs and values, and sought 
greater understanding of how those values have been expressed 
through landscape” (Fairclough, 2016, p. 150). Fairclough points 
out “the key differences in the UNESCO definition are the words 
perception and character and the ELC’s insistence that it concerns 
the entire territory of the parties and covers natural, rural, urban 
and peri-urban areas” (2016, p. 150). Other approaches such as 
the one employed by the European Science Foundation, have 
taken ELC even further to use landscape as an overarching way 
of viewing sustainability, and integrating academic research across 
disciplines (ESF & COST, 2010). In turn, such an approach 
to landscape has influenced landscape research projects such as 
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CHeriScape, Cultural Heritage in Landscape, (2014 - 2016) or 
Heriland (2019 - 2023). These significant differences between 
the practice frameworks, such as UNESCO versus ELC, illustrate 
there is a range of approaches to cultural landscape. 

Cultural landscapes can be also seen as part of the ecological 
bias, which is another paradigm and approach to heritage. Julian 
Smith, an Ontario cultural landscape and heritage practitioner, 
has written on shifts in heritage conservation and cultural 
landscape approaches. Smith identifies the ecological bias, which 
includes seeing cultural landscape and approaches to heritage 
as dynamic, layered, and often includes forms of revitalization 
(2015a). In the ecological bias, the “ideas of continuity and 
sustainability are at the heart of these practices” (Smith, 2015a, 
p. 186). The ecological bias is also reflected in recent frameworks 
such as HUL, and reflects a contemporary understanding of 
heritage, which differs from commemorative and aesthetic biases 
(Smith, 2015a). 

Canadian Examples of the HUL Practice Framework

Within Canada, there are two clear examples of the UNESCO 
HUL practice framework being consciously applied to cultural 

Figure 2.8 Ballarat Diagram of Change (Source: Ballarat, 2017)
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Geology
The rocks of the Victorian Volcanic Plain and the 
Central Victorian Uplands underpin Ballarat’s complex 
layered histories, including the epoch de�ning gold 
rush. 

Topography
Ballarat’s contrasting landforms showcasing 
undulating plains, ridges, valleys and volcanic 
hills provides the mantle on which its rich 
cultural landscape has evolved.

Hydrology and natural features (ecology)
The �ow of Ballarat’s creeks, the extensive lakes and 
water bodies, the native forest and open plains all 
result from the unique geology and landform that 
de�nes the municipality. 

Land use patterns & spatial organisation
Ballarat’s landscape stands testament to its physical 
and historical development over time, re�ected in the 
tracks, boundaries and settlements that make up its 
rich tapestry.  

Built environment
The buildings, monuments and streetscapes of 
Ballarat, their varied form and detail, contribute greatly 
to the character of the city and the quality of its urban 
landscape.

Open space and gardens
The street trees, public parks and private gardens 
contribute greatly to the ‘garden city’ and the 
network of parks and reserves promote a feeling of 
spaciousness and closeness to the forest and open 
country that is cherished by the community.

Infrastructure (above and below ground)
The road and rail connections and the many utilities 
and facilities provided in Ballarat all contribute to its 
celebrated liveability.

Social and cultural practices and values
The many cultural and sporting events, spiritual 
places, galleries and ovals give a richness and 
diversity to Ballarat’s cultural life.

Perceptions and visual relationships
 The view of the city’s historic skyline inspires a sense 
of uniqueness, whilst expansive views over Lake 
Wendouree and out to Mounts Buninyong and 
Warrenheip and the Western Plains create a fabulous 
setting.

Economic processes
From the city’s prosperity brought by gold, through 
subsequent periods of boom and bust into today’s 
globalised world, economic forces have indelibly 
shaped Ballarat’s character. 

Intangible dimensions of heritage,
diversity and identity
Ballarat’s diverse cultures give rise to many stories 
inspired by history and environment from Aboriginal 
understandings and the spirit of Eureka to the 
creation of its unique landscape.

AT A GLANCE…
While Ballarat’s story will continue to evolve, 
there are things we love about our city now 
and don’t want to lose. Heritage is at the top of 
our community’s list of things they value. It is 
extensive, diverse and appealing. It is precisely 
because our heritage has such high intrinsic value 
that it becomes vulnerable in the face of change. 

We need to understand what is of most value and 
therefore most vulnerable so that we can target 
how best to sustain Ballarat's heritage into the 
future.

Part 2.2 includes:

What we love
The voices of locals and what they value most about 
Ballarat21 (see pages 13-14).

What is vulnerable
Our city's heritage faces many challenges including 
population growth, climate change and a changing 
economic future. Elements such as Ballarat’s sense of 
place, water bodies and even the colours of Ballarat are 
vulnerable to these challenges (see pages 15-16).

WHAT WE LOVE AND 
WHAT IS VULNERABLE

Figure 1
Ballarat’s identity is the result of layered change over millions of years.20

20 Maps sourced from: www.visualisingballarat.org.au, adapted from HUL definition (UNESCO 2011).

2.2

21 Ballarat Imagine (2013).
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landscapes. Starting in 2013, the City of Hamilton and ERA 
Architects worked together to integrate the goals of HUL into a 
built heritage inventory of downtown Hamilton (Angel, 2017; 
Angel et al., 2017). In 2014, Old Strathcona in Edmonton, 
Alberta, was visited by members of UNESCO’s WHITRAP’s 
Special Programme on HUL, and was voted to be a HUL pilot 
(UNESCO, n.d.), with the main outcome being further research 
on attempting to implement HUL in Edmonton (Jones & 
Zembal, 2017; University of Alberta & Edmonton Heritage 
Council, 2019). To date, Edmonton and Hamilton appear to 
be the farthest along in starting to apply the HUL framework 
in a Canadian context. However, these policies and tools are 
developed not to the same extent as HUL Pilot cities such as 
Ballarat, Australia (Figure 2.8) (2017). While the Ontario cultural 
landscape documents may use UNESCO’s cultural landscape 
definition, such as the OH Toolkit (2006) or often talk about 
planning approaches in urban contexts, such as in the PPS (2020) 
they have yet to acknowledge HUL.

Contrast Between Ontario and International Practice Frameworks  

The practice frameworks discussed in the previous section can be 
contrasted with the OH Toolkit’s (2006) framing of the OHA 
and OPA, where the silos can be entrenched with a limited 

coherence and continuity in addressing landscapes. Notably, 
Belvedere (1999), ELC (2000), and HUL (2011) show how 
decision-makers can accept and play a key role in advancing 
rather than abdicating thinking around cultural landscapes. 
Also, these practice frameworks clarify the broader concepts of 
landscape beyond a definition, and to put forward a compatible 
way of thinking about landscape. These also foreground 
that landscapes do not only contain cultural heritage, they 
also contribute to social, ecological and economic aspects of 
communities. Also, the ELC (2000) in particular, puts forward 
a paradigm of landscape that addresses the problematic aspects 
of the UNESCO (2008) cultural landscape definition and 
categories (Fairclough, 2016). In short, the crux of these guidance 
documents is that they put forward not just what constitutes a 
cultural landscape but, more crucially, how they can be conserved 
in the future. The latter part is particularly important, as while 
identifying what constitutes a cultural landscape is useful, there 
has been an underemphasis on thinking around the treatment 
and management of cultural landscape in a sustainable way in 
Ontario. Ultimately, these practice frameworks highlight how 
the process in Ontario may be improved to better integrate more 
inclusive approaches to cultural heritage, as well as ecological, 
social and economic considerations.
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2.10 Connecting Understanding and Planning 
The process of understanding a landscape prior to planning 
changes has been grappled with by various theorists and 
practitioners in landscape architecture, planning, architecture, 
and adjacent disciplines for decades. Kevin Lynch, an architect 
and theorist explores this topic in What Time is this Place? (1972). 
Lynch recognizes this reciprocal challenge in a way which could 
be broadly compared with understanding and planning in the 
Ontario context. To Lynch, the process of understanding change 
in landscapes, requires recognizing “efforts to preserve, create, 
or destroy the past, to make sense of out a rapid transition, 
or to build a secure sense of the future” (1972, p. 3). These 
all occur in the context of change, and Lynch (1972) means 
that transformation to the landscape in some form or another 
is common. However, for Lynch this is contrasted with how 
“the initiators and regulators of change ... struggle with these 
transformations in another way, straining to comprehend and 
control them” (1972, p. 3). Nonetheless, this observation by 
Lynch (1972) highlights the broader challenge of understanding 
and planning at a broad scale. Making efforts to understand 
the existing, or cultural landscape is a focus of thinkers from 
architecture to land art. 

In architecture, Denise Scott-Brown, Robert Venturi, and 
Steve Izenour address understanding the existing landscape in 
their book Learning from Las Vegas (1972), which recognized 
the existing and largely overlooked ordinary landscape using 
sophisticated analysis, which has had a seminal impact. To 
Scott-Brown, Venturi, and Izenour, they characterize the process 
of understanding a place and designing changes to the place 
as follows: “learning from the existing landscape is a way of 
being revolutionary for an architect” (1972, p. 3). This suggests 
that an existing landscape, as a form of cultural heritage, offers 
valuable lessons and insights for contemporary design. While 
this statement was made 50 years ago, the way of learning 
from the existing landscape, through integrated understanding 
and planning continues to be relevant. Robert Smithson, land 
artist and theorist points out in a more metaphorical way that 
“a consciousness of mud and the realms of sedimentation is 
necessary in order to understand the landscape as it exists” (1973, 
n.p). This means that to understand the existing landscape, 
Smithson points out that it is also required to see beyond 
the traditional built elements, and also think on geological, 
topographical, or ecological layers. Lynch underscores the 
connections between understanding and planning, writing that 
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Figure 2.9 Prudhoe Historic Characterisation (Source: EH & HCA, 2008)

“the arguments of planning all come down to the management 
of change” (1972, p. 1). These approaches point to the larger 
ideas of a careful understanding of landscape as a starting 
point, and that what could be considered the integration of 
the understanding and planning phases. These approaches by 
theorists and practitioners related to changing existing landscapes, 
illustrate how the sensibility for understanding cultural landscape 
is not necessarily an entirely new concept to these disciplines. 

In Ontario there is no specific guidance for the adaptive reuse 
of post-institutional cultural landscapes, or guidance that 
integrates conservation with spatial planning. Therefore, while 
cultural landscapes have specific characteristics and require a 
certain level of knowledge, understanding and planning cultural 
landscape adaptive reuse can broadly serve as an extension of 
the recognition of landscape from across disciplines. However, 
it is useful to look at the framework presented in Capitalising 
on the Inherited Landscape (2009), referenced by Fairclough 
(2016), as an example of treatment approaches for this type of 
cultural landscape. The framework is a collaboration between the 
English Heritage and the Homes and Communities Agency, and 
broadly addresses the critiques and considerations mentioned 
earlier. The framework equally draws upon English Heritage’s 

Figure 12 Historic Character Areas Figure 12 Historic Character Areas 
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work around the sustainable use of the historic environment and 
everyday landscapes, with the Home and Communities Agency’s 
work around development through housing, regeneration and 
placemaking (2009). This is due to the framework’s relatively 
unique approach in integrating collaborative guidance around 
conservation and development, achieved through working with 
interdisciplinary stakeholders. It is perhaps not a surprise that 
a framework that results from a successful interdisciplinary 
approach, is able to put forward an integrated approach. 

Capitalising on the Inherited Landscape positions itself in 
alignment with the European Landscape Convention (EH & 
HCA, 2009, p. 5). Fairclough points out that this process is 
aimed at “identification of the inherited character found there, 
clearly communicating that no development site is a blank 
slate but that each encompasses a history that strongly shaped 
the current landscape” (2016, p. 159). Recognizing that there 
is no such thing as a blank slate or tabula rasa site is a critical 
first step for being able to start connecting understanding with 
planning. The framework is based on examples that Fairclough 
notes “strived to be informational and inspirational rather than 
prescriptive, leaving room for later design creativity that was 

clearly informed by the landscape”(2016, p. 162). In other words, 
this process encourages a landscape-led approach. It also enables 
a compatible way of seeing cultural landscapes as a whole, “to 
deliberately stand back from the details in order to see overall 
patterns and the richness of landscape character” (Fairclough, 
2016, p. 159). These are simple yet incredibly important 
considerations for connecting understanding and planning, 
and practicing a more inclusive approach to cultural landscape 
conservation. 

Capitalising on the Inherited Landscape centers around 
experience gained from case studies at three former hospitals as 
pilot sites using this approach for regeneration. These projects 
were led by English Partnerships and English Heritage and 
include Graylingwell Hospital (2006), Hanham Hall (2007), 
and Prudhoe Hall (2008) (Figure 2.9). These projects all 
involved Historic Landscape Characterisation, or HLC, which 
is a “distinctive, simple and rapid way to take advantage of 
the inherited character of a regeneration site” (EH & HCA, 
2009, p. 5). As a result, this process is meant to take place in 
“the early stages of planning and design before the question of 
value arises” (EH & HCA, 2009, p. 6). By occurring early on, 
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this process can allow for greater opportunities to implement 
learnings about the landscape. Equally, this process is also 
important for seeing deeper than a blank slate for developing 
a general and more contextualized and holistic understanding 
before getting into the details. This involves “a forward-looking 
and contextual understanding of a site’s historic development 
and present day historically-derived character that can be drawn 
upon to inform the masterplan for a site” (EH & EP, 2008, 
p. 7). Likewise, character can also be used for broad strokes 
to “help decide the overall direction of change rather than the 
precise way in which change is accomplished” (EH & EP, 2006, 
p. 11). This characterization process also connects the planning 
and understanding phases because “it has embedded within it 
recommendations about how inherited character could inform 
planning and design options” (EH & EP, 2006, p. 11). Crucially, 
this framework can be applied to everyday landscapes as “our 
historic legacy is not limited to sites of special significance but can 
embrace all aspects of inherited landscape” (EH & HCA, 2009, 
p. 5). Altogether, the learnings from the Graylingwell, Hanham, 
and Prudhoe pilots for post-institutional cultural landscapes offer 
insights into the framework’s background.

The framework in Capitalising on the Inherited Landscape (2009) 
builds upon these three pilot sites to put forward an integrated 
approach for shaping distinct places and communities (Figure 
2.10). This is achieved through the three phases of Process, 
Integration, and Outcomes (EH & HCA, 2009). Overall, there 
is strong overlap between the framework’s language (EH & HCA, 
2009, p. 16) and the landscape architecture design process. A 
high level overview of ‘Process’ involves: scoping, desktop study 
and site visit, understanding, analysis, and recommendations 
(EH & HCA, 2009, p. 16). This followed by ‘Integration’, which 
includes strategic, socio-economic, spatial, place-making, and 
implementation through and for various considerations (EH & 
HCA, 2009, p. 16). This process leads to ‘Outcomes’, regarding 
change and context, constraints and opportunities, strategic 
direction, creating legacy, and documentation (EH & HCA, 
2009, p. 16). A key benefit from using such an approach is an 
“integrated holistic understanding of the site in strategic, spatial 
and historic terms” (EH & HCA, 2009, p. 14), which is currently 
a challenge, and a critique of other processes in Ontario (Figures 
2.11, 2.12). As a result, this can also promote “de-risking site 
development, and contributing through context and change to 
the design process” (EH & HCA, 2009, p. 14). Significantly, 
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Figure 2.10 Characterisation for Masterplanning: A Framework Towards an Integrated Approach to Shape ‘Distinct’ Places and Communities (Source: EH & HCA, 2009)

Homes and Communities Agency and English Heritage

Capitalising on the inherited landscape16

CHARACTERISATION FOR MASTERPLANNING
A framework towards an integrated approach 
to shape ‘distinct’ places and communities

Process
Analysed summation of 

physical development patterns 
of a site and its context.

1 Scoping
Identification of the project
objectives/outcomes with key
stakeholders and partners.

2 Desktop study and site visit
Bring together site-specific and
contextual historic data 
(e.g. published material, maps 
and photographs). Identify site
components and their broader
landscape context.

3 Understanding
Explain how past drivers for 
change have influenced site
character and context.

4 Analysis
Identification of limitations and
opportunities offered by the site
and how these can inform and 
add value for design stages.

5 Recommendations 
for masterplanning
Use this understanding to 
develop site development and
relationship to surrounding area.

Integration
(at various levels)

1 Strategic
Through best practice guidance. 
By Framework/Area Action Plans.
For national/regional/local policy.

2 Socio-economic
Through inclusive development.
By adding value to the
development process.
For context to neighbourhood. 

3 Spatial 
Through landscape and settlement
context.
By integrating access, spaces and
built form.
For public realm and open space
network.

4 Place-making
Through identity and sense of place.
By landmarks and focal points.
For creating sustainable
communities.

5 Implementation
Through phasing, funding and
management strategies.
By de-risking through collaborative
process.
For legacy of future developments.

(through approaches of)
regeneration revitalisation

rejuvenation

Outcomes
Adding value to the masterplanning

process through a strategic 
contextual understanding of past
changes for future developments.

1 Change and context
Recognition of past changes on
future developments.

2 Constraints and opportunities
Identifying risks through
understanding development,
character and values associated
with development sites in a
historical context.

3 Strategic direction
Reinforcing good design through
informing integrated
masterplanning approaches.

4 Creating legacy
One framework to inform how
choices for future change can 
either reinforce or break away from
the inherited character of places.

5 Documentation
Compilation of historical
development processes and
patterns to facilitate and guide 
the process of change.

>

>

>

>

>

>

>

>

>
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Figure 2.11 Contrasts and Similarities between EH & HCA and OHA Process (Source: Author)

Capitalising on the Inherited Landscape 
(EH & HCA, 2009)

OHA - Applied to cultural heritage 
landscapeSimilarities

Cultural 
Landscape 

Conservation

Heritage significance

Determining attributes

Extant 

Leaving room for later design creativity 

Seeing overall pattern and richness of 
landscape character

Early stages of planning and design 
before the question of value

Forward-looking and contextual 
understanding

Embedded recommendations about 
inherited character to inform planning 

and design options

Not limited to special significance but 
all aspects of inherited landscape

Integrated holistic understanding 

De-risking site development



39

this framework also foregrounds “understanding place, people 
and proposals [which] accelerates pre-application discussion 
and facilitates smooth and rapid progress through the planning 
system” which presents practical benefits (EH & HCA, 2009, p. 
14). Fairclough underscores that “the landscapes most needing 
action and care are arguably not the special landscapes, but 
damaged or degraded sites, post-industrial places, declining cities, 
and rural areas suffering functional redundancy” (2016, p. 153). 
Fairclough (2016), argues that “for social and economic reasons, 
these [sites] should receive the most attention from academics, 
politicians, planners, and designers” and that “the concept 
of landscape can be an instrument of empowerment for the 
disadvantaged and disenfranchised” (2016, p. 153). It is in these 
challenging contexts where a process that creates clarity through 
an early understanding and makes efficient use of time, could 
help allow for more equitable and inclusive approaches to cultural 
landscape conservation. The structure and landscape-led nature of 
the framework in Capitalising on the Inherited Landscape (EH 
& HCA, 2009) allow it to be well-suited for post-institutional 
cultural landscapes facing conservation and development in 
Ontario.

Figure 2.12 Diagram Selected Lessons from EH & HCA (2009) (Source: Author)

Lessons

Integrated holistic 
understanding
(EH & HCA, 2009) 

All aspects of the 
inherited landscape  

(EH & HCA, 2009) 

Seeing overall 
pattern and richness   

of landscape character  
(EH & HCA, 2009) 
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New Heritage in mind, heritage conservation is “not the stale 
thing of designation descriptions”, but rather; “fundamentally 
[heritage] is about how decisions for change, to improve and 
enhance the environments we live in, are made” (McClelland, 
2016, n.p.). In other words, “New Heritage is about the use of 
the past in the present and its renewal into the future: the ‘why’ of 
heritage, not the ‘what’ or ‘how’” (Holtorf & Fairclough, 2013, p. 
202). This is aligned with landscape thinkers such as J.B. Jackson 
who posits “the value of history is what it tells us about the 
future” (1984, p. xi). Similarly, “landscape, like heritage, becomes 
the conceptual basis of the transition from past to future” 
(Fairclough, 2016, p. 151). The concept of New Heritage as well 
as the ecological bias (Smith 2015a) point out how new tools 
and processes, which are holistic, integrated, and future-oriented 
are needed for coherent and considerate approaches in cultural 
landscape conservation.

The approach introduced in Capitalising on the Inherited 
Landscape (EH & HCA, 2009) that builds on pilots integrating 
understanding and planning in England, can be seen as connected 
to a broader cultural landscape approach. The Ecological and 
Cultural continuum articulated by American landscape architect 
Thomas Woltz (2016) represents a cultural landscape approach 

2.11   Cultural Landscape Approach
A cultural landscape approach is conceptually well-aligned with 
the notion of New Heritage by Fairclough (2013). Fairclough  
links landscape and heritage in that they both “offer different 
ways of asking the same fundamental questions: how might 
people live in the world as a fair and equitable society, and 
how can the passage from past to future be negotiated?” (2016, 
p. 151). Indeed, these questions are frequently raised around 
cultural landscapes. Following the previous paradigm such as 
UNESCO, heritage was defined as “special out-of-the ordinary 
buildings or places” which led to a strong focus on “protection 
and preservation, hence the development of our legal tools” 
(Fairclough, 2013, p. 5). Much of this old paradigm still pervades 
the OH Toolkit (2006) and processes, but this is changing. New 
Heritage takes a more inclusive and contextualized approach 
to “accept that everything we have inherited, firmly ‘in-the-
ordinary’” is heritage (Fairclough, 2013, pp. 5-6). New Heritage 
is aligned with Belvedere (1999), and ELC (2000), Capitalising 
on the Inherited Landscape (EH & HCA, 2009), among 
other frameworks. Michael McClelland, a cultural landscape 
practitioner in Ontario and founder of ERA Architects, has 
written on the Ontario Heritage Act and New Heritage. With 
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incorporated into landscape architecture. Such an approach 
involves “seeing ecology and culture as a continuum [which] 
situates people within history, as participants in and stewards 
of meaningful and resilient environments” (Woltz, 2016, p. 
238). While this approach is often led by landscape architects, 
due to landscape’s complexity there is often bridging and 
interdisciplinary collaboration between associated practitioners in 
history, anthropology, archaeology, biology, and ecology. Woltz, 
taking a more landscape-oriented approach to the framework 
presented in Capitalising on the Inherited Landscape (EH & 
HCA, 2009), puts forward a “rigorous and flexible research-driven 
design process inspiring site-specific landscape designs” (2016, 
p. 252). Likewise for American landscape architect Micheal Van 
Valkenburgh, a cultural landscape approach “allows a landscape 
to continue to grow and thrive in its own particular (and perhaps 
unpredictable) way” (2010, p. 40). European landscape architects 
such as Sébastien Marot and Christophe Girot have put forward 
what could be considered cultural landscape approaches for 
interpretive design. For the reclaiming of sites, Marot offers 
four principles of amnameis, preparation, three-dimensional 
sequencing, and relational structuring (1999). Similarly, Girot 
shares four trace concepts of landing, grounding, finding, and 
founding (1999). These cultural landscape approaches are efforts 

by landscape architects to connect understanding of a place and 
to inform the planning of its future. 

Out of the many approaches, Woltz’s (2016) cultural landscape 
process is most applicable to unpack in this thesis due to its 
framing in the North American context. As a high-level overview 
of the process, Woltz (2016) lays out data gathering, research and 
interpretation, plan development, physical forms and program 
development. Woltz begins with data gathering by drawing 
from a variety of sources “from across the temporal and physical 
spectrums of a site, from geologic structure to contemporary oral 
histories” (2016, p. 238). Next comes research and interpretation 
grounded in design that “reveals an array of complex factors 
and stories” to which “the designer, in collaboration with clients 
and stakeholders, has the responsibility of editing, curating, and 
communicating relevant narratives” (Woltz, 2016, p. 238). A key 
component of Woltz’s process is using diagramming and mapping 
to graphically represent natural and cultural concepts (Figure 
2.13). This is followed by plan development where “narrative and 
design ideas continue to evolve” and are influenced by a range of 
factors such as “public consultation, the client’s responses, and 
multiple site visits” (Woltz, 2016, p. 238). While this process 
considers heritage value, it emphasizes a landscape led approach 
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Figure 2.13 Example of Site Analysis Diagrams from Memorial Park (Source: Nelson Byrd Woltz)

drawing upon integrated disciplines, a variety of perspectives, 
and holistic considerations. The key outputs are “physical forms, 
geometries, and program elements that connect meaningfully to 
the site, conveying an authentic sense of place” (Woltz, 2016, p. 
238). Woltz’s approach to conservation can create “meaningful 
resonance between a site’s history and contemporary design, 
revealing forgotten stories and restoring damaged ecologies” 
(2016, p. 252). Woltz points out this process is “not only for 
uncovering and interpreting the history of these sites, but for 
building the consensus and support necessary to their survival” 
(2016, p. 252). While cultural landscapes may have inherent 
value on a conceptual level, practically it can be difficult to 
protect or steward this value unless a sense of care or level of 
consensus is fostered. The process used by Woltz (2016) illustrates 
how a cultural landscape approach can be broadly and practically 
implemented in a North American context. 

The approach practiced by Woltz (2016), mostly in a North 
American context, has conceptual overlap with the ELC approach 
discussed by Fairclough (2016). These approaches would likely 
be in agreement with Fairclough around how “placing people at 
the center of the definition emphasizes the social and cultural 
value of landscape” which has connections to democracy, equity, 
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and stewardship (2016, p. 151). ELC (2000) and Woltz (2016) 
recognize the inherent relationship between people and place, 
and connect cultural value with broader considerations such as 
democracy and equity via the medium of landscape. Overall, such 
a cultural landscape approach recognizes “landscape and heritage, 
far from being fragile objects requiring protection, [as] powerful 
and robust frameworks and processes through which to address 
the wider challenges of climate change, globalization, population 
growth, and social cohesion” (Fairclough, 2016, p. 151). 
Therefore, at its core, taking a cultural landscape approach is not 
about the esoteric, nostalgic, or didactic; it is about integrating 
the future-oriented and broader questions and processes that are 
shaping the landscape, and society as a whole into the process of 
cultural landscape conservation. 

2.12  Landscape Architecture and Integrated Process
The integrated process advocated for in much of the cultural 
landscape frameworks and highlighted explicitly in the discussion 
of Capitalising on the Inherited Landscape is essentially the 
process followed by landscape architects. A key component of 
Capitalising on the Inherited Landscape (EH and HCA, 2009) 
framework referenced by Fairclough (2016), and also by the 

Problem Setting
(Schön, 1982)

Defining &  
Analyzing  Program
(Lynch & Hack, 1983)

Visionary & 
Problem-Solving Role

(Francis, 1999)

Figure 2.14 Landscape Architecture and an Integrated Process (Source: Author)

Integrated Process
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cultural landscape approach by Woltz (2016), is the integration 
of site inventory, program establishment, and analysis. While 
these might be new to other disciplines, the stages of inventory, 
program and analysis are familiar to landscape architects in the 
site planning process. Within landscape architecture, there is a 
long-standing process for proper site planning (Lynch & Hack, 
1983). In particular, the first two of these include: “Defining 
the program, Programming and analysis of the site and the user” 
before getting into schematic and developed design (Lynch 
& Hack, 1983, p. 11). The current Ontario process creates a 
challenge as it does not allow a future-oriented program to be 
developed to inform the development and analysis of site options, 
as part of the planning process.

A gap between the development and site analysis in the planning 
and design process can pose a challenge for the practitioner 
approaching cultural landscapes. Francis, summarizes the 
challenge: “the charge to the professional is to give form to 
the client’s preconceived solution, and the visionary hands of 
the professional are often tied” (1999, p. 62). Challenges can 
arise if the program is disconnected or shaped by a selective, 
unsustainable understanding of a cultural landscape. This 
traditional approach “  does not ask the professional to spend time 

defining the problem or exploring whether theirs is really the 
best solution for the problem” and limits a “stronger visionary, 
problem-solving role” for the practitioner (Francis, 1999, p. 62). 
Problem setting is required before problem solving, through “a 
process in which interactively we name the things that we will 
attend and frame the context in which we will attend to them” 
(Schön, 1982, p. 40). Therefore, the framing of the problem 
and resulting structure and sequence of the process have a direct 
influence on the role and abilities of the practitioner. In other 
words, the steps of problem setting (Schön, 1982) defining and 
analyzing the program (Lynch & Hack, 1983) are directly related 
to the visionary and problem-solving role of the practitioner 
(Francis, 1999) (Figure 2.14). Randy Hester, a landscape 
architect and academic highlights the useful concept of grounded 
boundlessness, which represents approaches by practitioners, 
primarily landscape architects and democratic designers. This 
involves being “simultaneously solidly grounded and intellectually 
boundless” (Hester, 2014, p. 207). This involves recognizing that 
“solutions to pressing problems lie outside or at the junctions of, 
not inside, specialized fields” (Hester, 2014, p. 207). This can 
involve holding and harnessing multiple and conflicting ideas, 
and working at multiple scales (Hester, 2014). Within post-
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institutional cultural landscape adaptive reuse the program can 
have a significant influence on conservation strategies and later 
design interventions. Consequently, it is crucial that a future-
oriented program, and related analysis and problem-solving occur 
early on in the process (EH & HCA, 2009). Within Ontario, 
the program is not set until the ‘planning’ phase rather than in a 
more thorough and cyclical manner, as in a landscape architecture 
design process. All in all, the gap between program and analysis 
can limit the ability of planning and design to adequately respond 
to the site, or for allowing the best solution to emerge.

2.13   Examples of Post-Institutional Adaptive Reuse  
in Ontario and Rationale for Focus

Within Ontario, there are several examples of recent and ongoing 
projects involving the adaptive reuse of post-institutional cultural 
landscapes. The David Dunlap Observatory in Richmond Hill, 
a former scientific landscape connected to the University of 
Toronto is an example of adaptive reuse of a cultural landscape 
through conservation and development into a public park and 
housing (Richmond Hill Naturalists v. Corsica Developments 
Inc., 2013; Richmond Hill, 2016). CAMH in Toronto, also 

Figure 2.15 Yorklands Secondary Plan (Adaptive Reuse in Blue) (Source: City of Guelph)
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presents an example of cultural landscape adaptive reuse where 
use as an addictions and mental healthcare hospital is maintained 
but densificiation is required. Ontario Place in Toronto also 
presents an example of a cultural landscape that has undergone 
evolution (Valadares, 2013) and is facing adaptive reuse and 
dialogue around ongoing conservation and development, such 
as through the Future of Ontario Place initiative (n.d.). The 
Westminster Ponds Centre in London, formerly a recuperative 
village for veterans, is an example of a shift from post-institutional 
use that promotes community and sustainability (Curry & 
Gonyou, 2021). These examples illustrate that post-institutional 
cultural landscape adaptive reuse is occurring around Ontario and 
is not a one-off phenomenon.

The Ontario Reformatory presents an interesting example of 
post-institutional cultural landscape adaptive reuse in-progress, 
as a part of the planned Yorklands innovation district in Guelph. 
The Yorklands includes the Ontario Reformatory, also known 
as Guelph Correctional Centre (Figure 2.15) is perhaps most 
known for its evolving productive and picturesque landscapes of 
incarceration and efforts at rehabilitation through agriculture, 
as overviewed in Todd (2020). This is a unique example due 

its location in a Places to Grow defined  ‘Growth Area’, but 
outside of the Greater Toronto Area, and using cultural landscape 
adaptive reuse as a main conservation strategy. In late 2021, 
the Ontario Reformatory was designated by Guelph City 
Council, with strong support and interest from the community 
to conserve the cultural landscape and other aspects of the site. 
In an interview, Guelph’s Mayor, Cam Gutherie stated that 
“everyone wanted to protect the lands, [but] it was really what 
coverage of protection that was being debated, or the process 
of how you achieve those protections that was being discussed 
tonight” (Quoted in Senoran, 2021). This example points out 
how the process around post-institutional cultural landscape 
adaptive reuse is a key consideration for not just practitioners, 
but also community members, policy makers, and decision-
makers. Cultural landscape discourse is increasingly shifting 
from academic and heritage conservation fields to landscape 
architecture and planning in Ontario. Likewise, the discussions 
around the process for post-institutional cultural landscape 
adaptive reuse projects are important. Ultimately, the processes in 
Ontario have an opportunity to evolve and respond to dialogue 
around the future of post-institutional cultural landscape adaptive 
reuse.
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Research Focus 

As introduced in Chapter 1, post-institutional were selected as 
a specific type of cultural landscape to help guide this research. 
The rationale for focusing on this type include the opportunities 
presented due to their large size and character mostly defined 
by landscape. Also, due to their historical institutional or public 
ownership, these cultural landscapes may have been sheltered 
from other development, which can present opportunities to 
work in the public interest. In the case of public ownership, 
such as by the province, the OHT points out that these cultural 
landscapes can serve as demonstrations in stewardship (2015). 
Above all, once a new use is sought for these post-institutional 
landscapes, there can be strong pressure to do something. The 
adaptive reuse and stewardship of post-institutional cultural 
landscapes present opportunities for more resilient and equitable 
public and community spaces.

2.14 Summary
This literature review chapter provided an understanding of how 
cultural landscapes fit within heritage and spatial planning in 
Ontario and other jurisdictions. The origins of cultural landscape 

and its adoption in Ontario policy were introduced. The current 
definition and its roots were also shared at a high-level. In 
addition, cultural landscapes as a tool in Ontario planning and 
heritage policy were introduced. Examples of forces and factors 
impacting conservation efforts were pointed out to show how 
cultural landscapes are being shaped. The primary conservation 
treatments, and planning process in Ontario are introduced. 
Cultural landscapes types in Ontario that may be well-suited 
for adaptive reuse and potential issues, were also identified. 
Resources and best practices related to heritage conservation and 
landscape architecture approaches for cultural landscape adaptive 
reuse were put forward. These also were shared with critiques 
and considerations from government, practitioner, media, and 
academic sources. Practice frameworks from other jurisdictions 
were introduced as examples of future-oriented, integrated, and 
holistic processes existing outside of Ontario. The connection  
between the planning and understanding phases was unpacked in 
relation to examples from England. A cultural landscape approach 
was examined, along with landscape architecture’s connection to 
an integrated process. Finally, examples of past and ongoing post-
institutional cultural landscape adaptive reuse in Ontario and the 
research focus were shared. 
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Figure 3.1 Research Methods Flow Chart Diagram (Source: Author) 
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3. Methods
3.1 Overview
The aim of this chapter is to articulate the research methods. This 
chapter includes objectives and methods. The practitioner focus 
group workshops are introduced and summarized. 

3.2 Methods
As previously introduced in chapter 1, the goal of this thesis is 
to suggest next steps to develop a more holistic, integrated, and 
future-oriented process for the adaptive reuse of post-institutional 
cultural landscapes in Ontario by drawing upon a broader 
landscape based approach that considers ecological, social, 
cultural and economic factors (Figure 3.1). Overall, this thesis 
research utilized mixed methods. The overarching methods are 
aligned with projective design (Deming & Swaffield, 2010), and 
making a pragmatic claim to scholarly knowledge (Lenhozler et 
al., 2013). The four objectives and methods used to achieve the 
research goal include:

Objective 1

Understand how cultural landscapes fit within heritage and spatial 
planning in Ontario and other jurisdictions.

• Identify resources and best practices related to heritage 
conservation and landscape architecture approaches for 
cultural landscape adaptive reuse.

• Identify types of cultural landscapes in Ontario that may be 
well-suited for adaptive reuse and potential issues.

• Produce a simplified flow chart of a typical process for the 
rehabilitation of a post-institutional cultural landscape in 
Ontario using process mapping (Steiner, 2000).

• Identify academic, practitioner, government and media 
critiques of cultural landscape conservation planning 
processes in Ontario and abroad.

• Form a focus group of Ontario based experts on cultural 
landscape conservation practice.

• Situate challenges on the flow chart diagram and present 
to expert focus group for feedback, in a post-it note like 
manner developed from groupings and clustering (Dove et 
al. 2018).
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Objective 2

Analyze how the existing process for cultural landscape 
conservation in Ontario compares to best practice principles.

• Identify core principles for a holistic, integrated, and future-
oriented cultural landscape conservation process.

• Develop an interpretative matrix to compare how best 
practice core principles (Hester, 2010; Paine, 1995) are 
reflected in existing guidance documents in Ontario and 
other jurisdictions.

• Analyze interpretative matrix for patterns, such as gaps 
(Veldpaus, 2015), and lessons for best practices.

Objective 3

Articulate recommendations for an enhanced process for the 
adaptive reuse of post-institutional cultural landscapes in Ontario.

• Review the outputs from Objectives 1 and 2 to inform 
potential recommendations.

• Produce recommendations for a holistic, integrated, and 
future-oriented cultural landscape processes based on the 
outputs.

Objective 4

Reflect on proposed process and potential implications for future 
cultural landscape practice in Ontario.

• Reflect on the research process and potential implications 
for practice (Schön, 1982).

Practitioner Focus Group

Two virtual practitioner workshops were held via Zoom to 
augment the research. These workshops were intended to gather 
feedback to guide the research direction, test assumptions and, 
where possible, to supplement the limited Ontario literature. 
The workshops also served to help situate the international 
academic and theoretical aspects of the research within the 
practical and critical aspects of Ontario cultural landscape 
practice. The workshop participants included a range of cultural 
landscape practitioners from ERA Architects. ERA’s practice 
includes architecture, heritage conservation, planning, and 
landscape, with a core interest in connecting heritage to wider 
considerations of city building and to a larger set of cultural 
values. The practitioners were invited to participate due to their 
experience with innovative approaches to cultural landscape that 
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apply international best practices in the Ontario context. ERA’s 
work includes cultural landscape projects such as the Durand 
Built Heritage Inventory in Hamilton (Angel, 2017; Angel, 
Garvey, & Sydor, 2017; ERA Architects, 2018). Ethics review for 
the practitioner focus group was not necessary, as this research 
involved professionals speaking about their everyday professional 
practice, and nothing of a personal nature. 

Workshop 1: Project Framing

The first workshop involved project framing, which included 
presenting an initial version of the research topic to the group 
for their feedback and potential relevance to their practice. The 
aim of the 1-hour workshop was to introduce the proposed thesis 
topic to the practitioners, and to discuss cultural landscape best 
practices. The initial research goal presented was to synthesize and 
evaluate a practitioner oriented methodology for understanding 
cultural landscapes, using Dentonia Park as a case study, with 
the development of design departure points to inform future 
planning. The project’s initial proposed 4 objectives included: 

• Identify best practices for understanding cultural landscapes 
by practitioners in Ontario (ERA Architects) and 
internationally;

• Articulate an optimal and lite working method for the 
understanding phase of a cultural landscape study suitable 
for practitioner application;

• Implement lite method for understanding Dentonia Park 
as a cultural landscape through application of the proposed 
method;

• Evaluate and refine the proposed method for understanding 
cultural landscape and application to Dentonia Park.

Post-Workshop Takeaway

Following a presentation of the project’s proposed direction, 
there was an insightful discussion from which several takeaways 
emerged for the researcher. On one hand, it became apparent 
that there was value in connecting a process to a specific site, 
to ground the theoretical aspects of cultural landscape research. 
There was also value in exploring a practitioner-oriented as 
opposed to a more theoretical process. On the other hand, 
some drawbacks emerged around the site’s particularity which 
presented challenges for the research goal of developing a process 
that would be more broadly applicable. It also became evident 
that attempting to develop a historic context statement without 
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engaging or incorporating the voices and values of community 
members or users of the landscape would not reflect best practice. 
To mitigate this, and properly discuss this cultural landscape 
with the community would have required Research Ethics Board 
approval, which would have been challenging given the project’s 
timeline. The post-workshop key takeaway was that researching 
a refined process for cultural landscape adaptive reuse could be 
more interesting than developing a historic context statement for 
a specific site. Following this framing workshop, this previous 
topic was shelved, and a revised research topic was developed, 
which became the current topic. 

Workshop #2: Typical Process for Post-Institutional Cultural 
Landscape Adaptive Reuse 

The second workshop involved an interim presentation on 
the research, which focused on the typical Ontario process for 
adaptive reuse of post-institutional cultural landscapes. A version 
of the diagrams included in Figure 4.1 and Appendix Figures 
7.1–7.6 were presented as slides to an audience of landscape 
architects and cultural landscape practitioners. The aim of the 
1-hour workshop was to gauge the accuracy and relevance of 
the researcher’s interpretation of the typical Ontario process 

for adaptive reuse of post-institutional cultural landscapes. To 
allow more time for discussion, the introduction of the updated 
topic was done at a high-level and less in-depth than in the first 
workshop. 

Post-Workshop Takeaway

The post-workshop key takeaway for the researcher was that 
these processes can be quite complicated in some contexts, and 
therefore developing a diagram for a general and interdisciplinary 
academic and practitioner audience requires striking a balance 
between the general and the particular. In addition, there was 
helpful feedback around simplifying the diagrams to enhance 
understanding. Following this workshop, the typical process and 
current challenges diagrams were refined. 

Workshops Summary

Overall these two workshops with the Ontario cultural landscape 
practitioners were beneficial for the overall research process. 
Any errors, or misinterpretations of the Ontario process are the 
author’s alone. The key output of the first workshop involved 
testing and reframing the research question. The key output of 
the second workshop was a useful discussion around the typical 
process and redefining the assumptions. 
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3.3 Summary
This chapter provided an understanding of key sections related to 
the research methods. The four research objectives and methods 
were introduced to contextualize the research process. The first 
objective is to understand how cultural landscapes fit within 
heritage and spatial planning in Ontario and other jurisdictions 
(chapters 2 and 4). The second objective is to analyze how the 
existing process for cultural landscape conservation in Ontario 
compares to best practice principles (chapter 4). The third 
objective is to articulate recommendations for an enhanced 
process for the adaptive reuse of post-institutional cultural 
landscapes in Ontario (chapter 5). The last objective is to reflect 
on proposed process and potential implications for future cultural 
landscape practice in Ontario (chapter 5). These objectives 
incorporate mixed-methods, including a literature scan, process 
mapping, an Ontario cultural landscape practitioner focus group, 
analysis, synthesis, and reflection. The two practitioner focus 
group workshops were summarized with key takeaways that 
helped in framing and refining the research. 
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Existing Typical Process Diagram for Cultural Landscape Adaptive Reuse in Ontario

phase

step

key policy

deliverable

input/output

note    This diagram represents a high-level overview of the 
typical process and does reflect all the conditions  
associated with individual cultural landscapes.
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Figure 4.1 Existing Typical Process Diagram for Cultural Landscape Adaptive Reuse in Ontario (Source: Author)
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4. Analysis
4.1 Overview
The aim of this chapter is to analyze the existing process for 
cultural landscape conservation and how it compares to best 
practice principles. The first part of the analysis includes a 
simplified flow chart of a typical process for the rehabilitation of 
a post-institutional cultural landscape in Ontario. The second 
part of the analysis involves situating challenges identified from 
the literature onto the flow chart diagram. The third part of 
the analysis involves identifying core principles for a holistic, 
integrated, and future-oriented cultural landscape conservation 
process, which are used for comparing patterns, such as gaps, and 
lessons for best practices. 

4.2 Unpacking the Existing Typical Process for Cultural 
Landscape Adaptive Reuse in Ontario

Aim

The aim of this section is to describe and analyze a simplified 
flow chart of the typical process for the rehabilitation of a 
post-institutional cultural landscape in Ontario using process 
mapping (Steiner, 2000). The typical process diagram (Figure 4.1; 

Appendix Figures 7.1–7.6) draws upon a general combination 
of heritage planning, development planning, and landscape 
architecture site planning processes in Ontario. These included 
processes under the Parks Canada Standards and Guidelines 
(S&G) (2010), the Ontario Heritage (OH) Toolkit (2006), the 
Ontario Provincial Properties Standards and Guidelines (2010), 
the OHA and the OPA, along with typical landscape architecture 
site planning resources (Lynch & Hack, 1983; OALA, 2016). 
This process has been broken down into phases and steps. Within 
each step is the aim, key policies or tools, deliverables, inputs or 
outputs, and the upshot, which are used to frame the analysis. 
Through the process of researching and developing this diagram, 
it was not possible to find a singular articulation of this overall 
process for cultural landscape adaptive reuse in Ontario. This 
lack of clarity around the current process reinforces the call by 
Schneider (2018a) for greater guidance around the conservation 
of cultural landscapes. In an attempt to be more accessible to 
a general audience, this flow-chart diagram represents a high-
level overview of the typical process and does not reflect all 
the potential conditions associated with individual cultural 
landscapes. Through the process of developing this diagram it 
became apparent that it may not be possible to readily capture 
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all the complexities potentially associated with the process. 
These might include additional requirements for publicly-owned 
properties, processes such as transfer of ownership, as well as 
additional considerations related to the conditions of individual 
cultural landscapes. Overall, the three phases of the diagram, 
which are based on those outlined in Parks Canada’s S&G (2010); 
Understanding, Planning, and Intervening, are used to establish 
the overall diagram structure. Stewardship is added as a fourth 
phase for consideration, as it is mentioned in the CLC (CSLA, 
2015), and by cultural landscape practitioners (Melnick et al., 
2015; Woltz, 2016).

Understanding Phase

In typical practice, the understanding phase is intended to occur 
first and foremost before any planning work commences. A 
conventional approach involves attempting to understand cultural 
heritage value as objectively as possible and independent of 
any other factors, such as contemporary development that may 
be under consideration on the site. This phase centres around 
identifying and recognizing the cultural heritage value or interest 
of cultural landscapes, and could involve three steps.

Step: Identifying Cultural Landscapes

In this first step, the aim is identifying cultural landscapes. This 
can often occur as part of a broader municipal inventory process, 
or it may occur after a development application has been started. 
Identification can involve research, mapping, investigation, and a 
draft evaluation of the cultural landscape against the OHA 9/06 
criteria. The identification process is often shaped by the key 
legislation of the OHA, municipal cultural landscape strategies, or 
other policies. This step often utilizes the tools of the S&G (Parks 
Canada, 2010), and OH Toolkit (2006). A typical output from 
this step is a cultural landscape evaluation report, which looks 
at the significance and heritage value of the cultural landscape. 
Depending on the heritage value, the cultural landscape may 
be eligible for formal designation under the OHA, or could 
be included as a listing on the municipal heritage register. This 
process results in the identification of heritage attributes and 
may or may not involve community engagement. This typically 
results in a draft evaluation using the OHA criteria, and can lead 
to establishing a singular understanding of the cultural landscape, 
which might end up overlooking the multiple layers and systems 
shaping the cultural landscape.
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Step: Recognizing Cultural Landscapes – OHA

Once identified, the next step often involves recognizing the 
cultural landscape under the OHA. This entails recognizing the 
cultural landscape from a cultural heritage perspective for heritage 
value and significance, using a formal designation of the cultural 
landscape under the OHA. The key legislation at this stage is 
the OHA, but other policies or bylaws may apply. The typical 
deliverable is an evaluation of the cultural landscape under 9/06 
or 10/06 criteria, which leads to output of a formal designation 
under Part IV or Part V of the OHA. The upshot of this step is 
the process often leads to designation under the OHA prior to 
considering whether designation is the most appropriate tool 
in the context of yet to be developed conservation treatments, 
such as rehabilitation in case of adaptive reuse of the cultural 
landscape, which happens later in the planning phase.

Step: Recognizing Cultural Landscapes – OPA

Another approach mentioned in the OH Toolkit (2006) and 
some municipal cultural landscape strategies (Town of Oakville, 
2014; City of Guelph, 2020) is recognizing cultural landscapes 
under the Ontario Planning Act (Figure 4.4). This involves 
incorporating the cultural landscape into spatial planning tools 

and policies, and may be done alongside or separately from 
recognizing cultural landscapes under the OHA. This draws 
upon the key policies of the OPA, the PPS, municipal bylaws 
or policies. The OH Toolkit (2006) identifies several potential 
approaches that can serve as outputs. From a spatial planning 
perspective, cultural landscapes may be recognized through:

“Heritage conservation district policies, guidelines, & 
studies, Area design guidelines, Height and setback 
restrictions / site plan control, Landscape impact 
assessments, Secondary plan policies for special areas, 
Special zoning by-laws with heritage criteria overlay, 
Subdivision development agreements, Community 
improvement plans, Stewardship, Financial incentives, 
Landscape conservation plans, Park area / corridor area 
management plans” (Ontario, 2006, p. 5). 

The upshot is that there are multiple tools under the OPA 
available to conserve cultural landscapes in Ontario, but in 
practice designation under the OHA appears to be the default 
in most municipalities. Typically this is pursued prior to and 
independent of contemplated changes to the cultural landscape, 
which are not considered until the planning phase.
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Planning Phase

Due to the structure of the current process in Ontario, 
planning often begins after cultural landscapes are identified 
and recognized. In practice, this can result in a gap between 
understanding and planning. A conventional approach may 
involve planning to introduce a contemporary use for adaptive 
reuse, and mediating development with conservation of the 
cultural landscape. This phase centres around planning for 
development and conservation, and could involve two steps. 

Step: Planning for Development and Conservation of Cultural 
Landscape

This step involves planning to introduce new uses or 
interventions into a cultural landscape, drawing upon a variety 
of considerations related to conservation and development. The 
aim is creating a scheme for new development and conservation 
of the cultural landscape, that conserves heritage in the context 
of proposed development. This uses the key policies of the 
OPA and OHA. The key deliverables are a planning rationale, 
and a heritage impact assessment. While the heritage impact 
assessment acts as an input to the planning rationale, it is a key 

deliverable for cultural landscape conservation and development. 
A planning rationale can draw upon a variety of interdisciplinary 
and holistic factors. Based on a selection from the City of 
Toronto’s Development Guide (2022), these planning factors 
and considerations may include: tree protection, environmental 
impact, geotechnical, transportation, stormwater, archeological, 
grading, sun shadow analysis, public consultation, and urban 
design. The upshot of this step is that conservation strategies are 
typically evaluated in an Heritage Impact Assessment, against 
attributes enshrined in a designation bylaw. The structure of 
the process separates heritage considerations from broader 
spatial planning considerations, which may limit opportunities 
for creative and holistic approaches for cultural landscape 
conservation.

Step: Reviewing Development and Approval

The next step in the planning phase, is reviewing development 
and approval. The aim of this step is to review the development 
application or consider potential impact and approval of 
intervention in a cultural landscape. This can include reviewing 
the application, meetings, or hearings. This involves the key 
policies of the OHA and OPA, as well as municipal bylaws 
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or policies. The key deliverables from the review step is a 
Conservation Plan, and approval, modifications, or appeals. The 
upshot of this step in the process is that development is reviewed 
by a regulator or committee against a variety of factors, along 
with the creation of a conservation plan to conserve the heritage 
attributes. However, unresolved issues from earlier steps can lead 
to appeals or an extended process.

Intervening and Stewardship Phases

After planning come the phases of intervening and stewardship. 
Intervening can be thought of as the action of undertaking the 
cultural landscape adaptive reuse development and conservation 
work (Parks Canada, 2010). While there are some general 
guidelines for intervening such as S&G (2010), the actual steps 
taken will vary depending on the cultural landscape and the 
proposed changes. 

Stewardship, which is not included in Parks Canada’s 
conservation planning process follows intervening, and is the 
ongoing process related to managing a cultural landscape over 
time. In the context of the conservation process, it is often “the 
long-term care of a cultural landscape by implementing ongoing 

[conservation] maintenance activities” (Melnick et al., 2015, p. 
83). In Ontario, stewardship is currently not well-defined (OHT, 
2015) within the cultural landscape adaptive reuse process, and 
there limited resources outlining what it entails. Due to the 
living and dynamic qualities of cultural landscapes, long-term 
stewardship planning will be unique to each cultural landscape, 
and is critical to the ultimate success of conservation efforts.
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Overarching Challenges

1. Lack of Understanding of Cultural Landscapes

The first challenge, and perhaps most significant, is the lack of 
understanding of cultural landscapes (Figure 4.2). The Ontario 
Heritage Trust has identified that in Ontario, “there is a general 
lack of understanding of cultural landscapes at a fundamental 
level in the heritage and land use planning sector” (2015, p. 11). 
This challenge impacts all stakeholders who work with cultural 
landscapes, as practitioners, policymakers, and other stakeholders 
may have a limited or competing comprehension or appreciation 
of the concept. This challenge about the concept of cultural 
landscapes, what they are and why they are valuable, is coupled 
with a lack of understanding around landscape conservation 
in Ontario planning, and how they can be conserved over 
time (Pollock-Ellwand, 2001). Therefore, when conservation 
or development is applied to a cultural landscape, it creates a 
challenge and an increased potential for misunderstanding or 
disagreement in an already potentially contentious process. This 
foundational lack of understanding around cultural landscape as a 
concept and process is reflected in the other challenges. 

4.3 Challenges and Limitations in Cultural Landscape 
Practice

Overview

The second analysis situates challenges, identified from multiple 
sources, on the flow chart diagram in a post-it note like manner. 
This method allows new layers of critique to be added and 
organized by grouping and clustering (Dove et al. 2018) to better 
analyze the typical process for cultural landscape adaptive reuse 
in Ontario developed in the previous section. These critiques are 
situated within the process and have been categorized as either 
overarching, or particular. Overarching challenges impact the 
process as a whole, or relate to the paradigm of post-institutional 
cultural landscape adaptive reuse in Ontario. Particular challenges 
relate to a specific point or step in the process diagram. These 
challenges are derived from academic and grey literature from 
Ontario, and international sources related to cultural landscapes, 
conservation, and development processes. Direct quotes are 
pulled from the literature, and coded by source as either media, 
academic, practitioner, or government. Sources are coded 
primarily by their role at the time of writing this thesis, but 
sources can have multiple roles. Challenges identified could be 
either explicitly mentioned, or be inferred to apply to the Ontario 
process. In total, ten overarching challenges and nine particular 
challenges were identified using this method. 
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Figure 4.2 Overarching Challenge: Lack of Understanding Cultural Landscape Diagram (Source: Author)



62

2. Disjointed Relationship between Planning and Heritage

Another overarching challenge facing cultural landscapes is 
the disjointed relationship between planning and heritage 
(Figure 4.3). While there are ongoing debates around change, 
there is a specific dialogue required between planning and 
heritage for sustainable and impactful cultural landscape 
evolution. McClelland points out that “overall the two acts, the 
[Ontario Planning Act] and the [Ontario Heritage Act], appear 
disconnected” which could partly be due to the fact “that the 
[Ontario Heritage Act] contains no mention of ‘cultural heritage 
landscapes’, or landscapes of any kind” (2016, n.p.). Part of this 
challenge is because “the tools at hand (primarily the Ontario 
Heritage Act) are not complete mechanisms for encouraging 
the continued use and evolution of a cultural landscape” (OHT, 
2015, p. 11). This can result in an approach that misunderstands 
and creates an imbalance between planning and heritage, and in 
extreme cases, attempts to ‘freeze’ a cultural landscape in time, 
without allowing for a fulsome exploration of how new uses that 
align with contemporary values and needs might be sensitively 
added. The tense relationship between planning and heritage is 
articulated in the Belvedere memorandum from the Netherlands 

which recognizes the reciprocal relationship that “spatial planning 
is both a threat to, and a source of inspiration for, cultural historic 
quality”(1999, p. 17). While Belvedere uses slightly different 
terms for heritage and planning, the document elaborates that 
this “relationship between cultural history and spatial planning 
is thus a relationship under stress, but it is this stress which can 
actually provide the true value” (1999, p. 18). The high stakes 
and significance of this tense reciprocal relationship is evident 
in the Housing Task Force’s recommendations (2022) related 
to heritage, and the response from the ACO (Chin, 2022) and 
practitioners (Schneider, 2022). However, the latter part of this 
relationship, how the tension can produce true value, remains 
yet to be resolved. The OHT seems to be writing about the 
need to better resolve this tension, writing that the future of the 
relationship in Ontario where an improved process “does not 
imply unrestricted growth but rather change managed within 
certain established parameters” (2015, p. 10). By mediating this 
relationship between planning and heritage, in more holistic 
and integrated ways, both can contribute to cultural landscape 
conservation practices that create more value for the future. 
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Figure 4.3 Overarching Challenge: Disjointed Relationship between Planning and Heritage Diagram (Source: Author)
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3. Inconsistent Cultural Landscape Definitions in Ontario Policy

Connected to the lack of understanding of cultural landscape, 
are the multiple and different definitions of cultural landscape 
overlapping in the Ontario context (Figure 4.4). The Ontario 
Heritage Trust has identified that: 

“a common set of definitions across jurisdictions would 
also strengthen the planning policy framework ...[such 
as] the definition of cultural landscape or cultural 
heritage landscape, which is defined differently by the 
[Parks Canada] Standards and Guidelines, the PPS and 
Ontario’s Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation 
of Provincial Heritage Property”(2015, p. 7). 

In addition, the definition of cultural landscape in the OH 
Toolkit (2006) is also different from these. There are also different 
definitions and categories by UNESCO (2008) that are also 
referenced in the OH Toolkit (2006) and S&G (2010). However, 
the UNESCO definition (2008) is not specifically mentioned 
in the Provincial Policy Statement (2020) which provides the 
primary statutory definition for cultural (heritage) landscape 
in Ontario. Therefore, when a practitioner is developing 

conservation strategies for a cultural landscape in Ontario, 
they would have to rely on different tools that have slightly 
different and inconsistent definitions. While the Provincial 
Policy Statement (2020) is the primary definition in Ontario, 
there is no up-to-date associated Toolkit to allow for a clear or 
consistent implementation of the 2020 definition of cultural 
(heritage) landscape. Therefore, practitioners may opt to use the 
Parks Canada Standards (2010), which uses a different definition 
of cultural landscape versus cultural heritage landscape. As a 
result, almost any meaningful application of the definition forces 
multiple interpretations of what cultural landscape means in 
Ontario which contributes to the lack of understanding, and may 
create degrees of confusion. 

Fairclough (2016) criticizes the UNESCO definition (2008), 
arguing that it forces a particular and comparatively siloed 
understanding to other paradigms. The UNESCO (2008) 
definition guides much of the status quo as “the most common 
and best-known usage of the term cultural landscape” (Fairclough, 
2016, p. 150). With this in mind, it suggests that this definition 



65

source of  
critiques

Ontario

International

type

location

phase

step

key policy

deliverable

Identifying CL Reviewing Development 
& Approval 

Cultural Heritage 
Evaluation Report Planning Rationale Heritage Impact 

Assessment Conservation Plan9/06 or 10/06 Evaluation

Ontario Heritage ActOntario Heritage Act Ontario Planning Act Ontario Planning Act Ontario Heritage Act Ontario Heritage Act

Recognizing CL Planning for Development & Conservation of CL

Understanding Planning Intervening & Stewardship

Academic 

Media

Practitioner 

Government

summary

Overarching Challenge

“A common set of definitions across 
jurisdictions would also strengthen the 

planning policy framework. ...[such as] the 
definition of cultural landscape or cultural 

heritage landscape, which is defined 
differently by the [Parks Canada]Standards 

and Guidelines, the PPS and Ontario’s 
Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation 

of Provincial Heritage Property.”
(OHT, 2015, p. 7)

*

1

2

3

Lack of Understanding CLs

Inconsistent CL Definitions in Ontario Policy

3

Disjointed Relationship between Planning & Heritage

Figure 4.4 Overarching Challenge: Inconsistent Cultural Landscape Definitions in Ontario Policy Diagram (Source: Author)
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cannot be used unchecked and without consideration for the 
critical and practical questions raised by using it. For Fairclough, 
the UNESCO (2008) definition has potentially problematic 
implications for practice as it “denies three of landscape’s most 
important characteristics – the subjectivity of people’s perception, 
the unavoidability and naturalness of change, and the importance 
of inclusivity or universal democratic relevance” (2016, p. 150). 
The three categories, designed and created intentionally by man, 
organically evolved landscape, and associative landscape, put 
forward by UNESCO (2008) contribute towards, and might 
be seen as the product of, a fractured, potentially outdated, 
and siloed understanding of cultural landscape reflecting 
“divisions [which] can be seen [as]the failure of the various 
landscape disciplinary groups to agree on a common definition” 
(Fairclough, 2016, p. 150). Ultimately, the underlying concept 
of landscape at the core of the UNESCO (2008) definition is 
“not broad and flexible enough to encompass the plurality and 
fluidity of perception or to come to terms with continuing and 
future change” (Fairclough, 2016, p. 150). As a result, using this 
definition creates roadblocks for integrated approaches and may 

be difficult to use in the context of post-institutional cultural 
landscape adaptive reuse. At the core of the UNESCO definition 
is a limited recognition of change, which is a fundamental quality 
of cultural landscape (Fairclough, 2016). While these inconsistent 
definitions may seem confined to esoteric sidebar discussion, they 
pose significant critical and practical implications for the future 
of Ontario communities and culture. Applied to the Ontario 
context, Fairclough’s concerns (2016) would have implications 
for the OH Toolkit (2006) and the Parks Canada S&G (2010), 
which are benchmarked to the UNESCO definition and 
categories. The inconsistency in definitions around the concept 
of cultural landscape may weaken the existing policies through 
“causing confusion and making them difficult to defend at 
planning boards and tribunals” (OHT, 2015, p. 7). As a whole, 
the multiple (OHT, 2015), and overlapping, definitions, their 
rootedness to the potentially problematic UNESCO (2008) 
definition of cultural landscape (Fairclough, 2016) can contribute 
to an inconsistent understanding in Ontario. 
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4. Limited Guidance for Cultural Landscapes in Ontario Policy

Limited guidance for cultural landscape within Ontario policy 
is interrelated to the overarching challenges already discussed 
(Figure 4.5). Schneider raises that in Ontario “there is an 
unquestioned need for better guidelines on CHLs” such as basic 
yet crucial questions of “how to apply the PPS definition, what 
heritage and planning tools to use, how to engage owners and 
the public, [and] how exactly to conserve a place that is often 
so fundamentally dynamic” (2018a, n.p.). These much needed 
updates (Schneider, 2018a) to the 2006 OH Toolkit have yet to 
materialize. Schneider points out that despite the rapid passing of 
Bill 108 in 2019 which amended the OHA, the pace of updating 
the Heritage Toolkit is “sluggish” and “an embarrassment” 
(2022, n.p.). Practitioners seeking guidance beyond the 5 pages 
of Infosheet #2 Cultural Heritage Landscapes in the 16 year-
old Toolkit (2006), typically refer to the Parks Canada S&G 
(2010). In fact, the S&G (2010) are popular in Ontario practice 
across the public and private sectors, as “many of Ontario’s 
municipalities also use them, as does the Ontario Heritage Trust 
and Infrastructure Ontario” (OHT, 2015, p. 7). However, the 
Government of Ontario declined to endorse the 2010 edition 

(OHT, 2015). This creates a challenge because the Parks Canada 
S&G (2010), while a popular resource and widely used, are not 
actually endorsed by the Province of Ontario (OHT, 2015) and 
are not entirely consistent with the Ontario policy framework 
for cultural landscape, in terms of the definitions, and guidance. 
These differences will be further explored in the next section. 

Roughly 7 years ago, the Ontario Heritage Trust recommended 
the Province formally endorse the 2010 Parks Canada S&G 
to “provide a consistent approach across jurisdictions within 
Ontario” (OHT, 2015, p. 7). Nevertheless, the challenge of 
adequate guidance for consistent approaches to crucial questions 
for cultural landscape is yet to be resolved. 
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5. Recognizing Cultural Landscapes are Dynamic and Evolving

Recognizing the fundamental characteristics of cultural landscapes 
as dynamic and evolving is a challenge in Ontario (Figure 4.6). 
Given the connections between the UNESCO (2008) definition 
of cultural landscape with guidance documents such as the OH 
Toolkit (2006), and the Parks Canada S&G (2010), it is difficult 
to properly recognize these fundamental characteristics. As 
Fairclough (2016) mentions, the UNESCO (2008) definition 
prevents an understanding of cultural landscapes as dynamic, 
evolving, and thus inherently changing. The underlying thinking 
of UNESCO is linked to the OH Toolkit (2006), which does 
not clearly recognize that cultural landscapes are dynamic 
and evolving. For Melnick, recognizing these characteristics 
is essential as “all cultural landscapes are dynamic cultural 
landscapes” and as such, the “dynamic system is a defining 
characteristic, not merely an afterthought, add-on, or incidental; 
it is an essential quality”(2016, p. 289). Melnick recognizes that 
cultural landscapes are “both internally and externally intricate 
and dynamic, affected by machinations in politics, economics, 
climate patterns, social norms and mores, and human aspirations 
and predilections” (2016, pp. 288-289). Despite the limited 

recognition of this in Ontario’s policy and tools, the Ontario 
Heritage Trust recognizes that “cultural landscapes are not static; 
they evolve over long periods of time” (2015, p. 10). Practitioners 
in Ontario have also recognized cultural landscape as being 
“fundamentally dynamic” (Schneider, 2018a, n.p.) and there is a 
“plurality and dynamic temporality inherent” (Prosper, 2007, p. 
119). Recognizing that cultural landscapes are dynamic, evolving, 
and changing is crucial for determining appropriate conservation 
strategies, treatments and responses to proposed changes in 
cultural landscapes. 
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6. Viewing Cultural Landscapes as Ecological and Cultural Systems

Viewing cultural landscapes as ecological and cultural systems 
is a challenge under the current Ontario process (Figure 4.7). 
Melnick (2016) argues that because cultural landscapes are 
dynamic and evolving, they are inherently connected to ecological 
and social systems. However, the current Ontario PPS definition 
(2020) and OH Toolkit (2006) do not adequately recognize 
that cultural landscapes are fundamentally shaped by broader 
systems. While systems thinking may be new to cultural heritage 
landscape conservation, it is already happening within landscape 
architecture and related disciplines such as ecology, anthropology, 
and planning, which have recognized the role of systems in the 
shaping of landscape. Within Ontario, there is a “need to identify 
and protect cultural landscapes as systems in the same way the 
environmentalists understand that the natural world is organized 
into complex and interrelated ecological systems” (OHT, 2015, 
p. 12). This challenge is also inherently related to the divide 
between nature and culture (Melnick, 2016) in the UNESCO 
(2008) definition of cultural landscape (Fairclough, 2016), which 
is incorporated into Ontario’s Toolkit (2006) and Parks Canada 
S&G (2010). To Fairclough, the UNESCO definition and its 

related thinking “  is weakened by the distinction it draws between 
nature and culture” (2016, p. 150). Prosper identifies what could 
be problematic about the current status quo, non systems based 
approach, in that “heritage conservation supports a conceptual 
paradigm that equates cultural heritage with tangible cultural 
artifacts or relics such as buildings and monuments, and equates 
natural heritage with their absence” (2007, p. 118). For Melnick, 
viewing cultural landscapes as part of ecological and cultural 
systems can contribute to overcoming “long held contradictions 
as we seek to contain, redefine and disassemble the nature/culture 
dichotomy” (2016, p. 289). Viewing cultural landscapes in terms 
of cultural and ecological systems that define them, is essential for 
sustainable conservation.   
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7. Recognizing Intangible Attributes of Cultural Landscapes

Recognizing the intangible attributes of cultural landscapes 
is a challenge under the current Ontario process (Figure 4.8). 
Cultural landscapes are frequently approached like artifacts and 
other forms of built heritage (OHT, 2015) which are primarily 
defined by static tangible attributes. Treating cultural landscapes 
the same as built heritage is understood as problematic, as the 
Ontario Heritage Trust recognizes that “a cultural landscape is 
not simply the sum of its parts – a collection of distinct attributes 
to be preserved in isolation” (2015, p. 11). Melnick sees that 
recognizing these other attributes is necessary as “heritage is 
not only what we see in the landscape, but includes the human 
actions and activities that shape it” (2016, p. 299), which include 
forms of intangible heritage and could be connected to cultural 
systems. Prosper underscores that Indigenous cultural landscapes 
often feature intangible attributes, and require “see[ing] cultural 
landscapes first and foremost as a set of cultural relationships to 
place that are constituted and sustained through spatial practices 
and performances” (2007, p.121). Similarly from a European 
perspective, the intangible cannot be ignored or put aside as 
Fairclough highlights “the intangible contains the tangible” within 

cultural landscapes (2016, p. 151). The Heritage Toolkit (2006) 
indirectly mentions intangible attributes related to the UNESCO 
definition of cultural landscape, but does not provide guidance 
on the challenge of recognizing them. Recognizing the intangible 
attributes of cultural landscapes presents a challenge under the 
typical Ontario process. 
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Figure 4.8 Overarching Challenge: Recognizing Intangible Attributes of Cultural Landscapes Diagram (Source: Author)
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8. Linking Cultural Landscapes with Climate Change

Conserving cultural landscapes in the context of climate change is 
a challenge in the current Ontario process (Figure 4.9). Climate 
change poses direct impacts to cultural landscapes. Unlike other 
forms of change under traditional heritage conservation that 
can potentially be postponed or confined to a site, without 
meaningful decarbonization and adaptation climate change 
only poses more rapid and far-reaching impacts. Currently in 
the Ontario process there is no integration between cultural 
landscapes and climate change considerations, which presents a 
challenge for conservation. The Ontario Heritage Trust argues 
that this challenge presents an opportunity for “incorporating 
cultural landscapes into the thinking and rationale behind 
all applicable provincial legislation and regulations, Ontario 
could establish a progressive legal and regulatory framework to 
protect and manage cultural landscapes” (2015, p. 12). Such an 
approach would be in the tradition of the European Landscape 
Convention (2000). In Ontario, cultural landscapes can also be 
linked to climate change through “identifying, understanding, 
carefully stewarding and emulating traditional approaches to the 
landscape” (OHT,  2015, p. 11). 

Melnick argues that the linking of cultural landscapes with 
climate change and its impacts “cannot be refined without 
considering a number of deeply rooted issues and concepts” 
(2016, p. 289), as suggested by the preceding challenges. While 
a challenge, linking cultural landscapes with climate change is 
necessary for resilient conservation.
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Figure 4.9 Overarching Challenge: Linking Cultural Landscapes with Climate Change Diagram (Source: Author)
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9. Adaptive Reuse in Heritage Policy

The limited at best mention of cultural landscape adaptive reuse 
in Ontario heritage policy poses another challenge (Figure 4.10). 
Despite the challenges associated with how adaptive reuse is not 
mentioned in Ontario heritage policy, this area of practice is 
aligned with cultural landscape (Antrop, 2005) and landscape 
architecture (Berrizbeitia, 2018; Veres, 2022) approaches. The 
process of adaptive reuse can also present challenges, on top of 
the complexity around understanding cultural landscape. Open 
Heritage identifies that a major cause is that “adaptive heritage 
reuse is often not explicitly mentioned in policy” (2020, p. 4). 
This is true for the broader Canadian context where adaptive 
reuse is not clearly mentioned in the Parks Canada Standards and 
Guidelines, and it must be inferred to be part of rehabilitation 
as a conservation treatment (2010). Similarly, adaptive reuse 
is also not mentioned in the OH Toolkit (2006). In contrast, 
Veres argues that landscape architecture practitioners in Ontario 
can view “all landscape architecture projects ... in a way of 
thinking [as] adaptive re-uses of the land” (2022, p. 9). Open 
Heritage identifies that overall “adaptive heritage reuse suffers 
from complexity and contradictions within many planning and 
heritage systems” (2020, p. 4). When applied in the context 
of post-institutional cultural landscapes, adaptive reuse may 
face many complexities and contradictions present within the 
planning and heritage systems in Ontario. 
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Figure 4.10 Overarching Challenge: Adaptive Reuse in Heritage Policy Diagram (Source: Author)
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Particular Challenges

In addition to the overarching challenges, a scan of the literature 
reveals particular challenges associated with the typical process for 
cultural landscape adaptive reuse in Ontario.

1. Identifying and Defining Cultural Landscapes

Identifying and defining cultural landscapes is a challenge within 
the current Ontario process (Figure 4.11). In part, this is due 
to the OH Toolkit (2006), which provides limited guidance on 
how to identify and define cultural landscapes. As a result, the 
Ontario Heritage Trust highlights a direct need to “expand the 
[OH] Toolkit series to provide a methodology for identifying 
and defining cultural landscapes” (2015, p. 11). In practice, the 
step of identifying cultural landscapes is challenging, given their 
characteristics and the competing definitions in Ontario practice. 
Henry Cary, an Ontario cultural landscape practitioner, identifies 
that as compared to other forms of built heritage, cultural 
landscapes “often have none of the hard edges” which can be 
complicated by “an accumulation of diverse features through time 
that cannot be simply...neatly packaged with parcel boundaries” 
(2018). Cultural landscapes are different from other types of 

cultural heritage in Ontario, and thus require different and 
appropriate tools. Woltz underscores that identifying and defining 
cultural landscapes is important but challenging because “the 
varied layers produced by human occupation over generations 
indicate that “vacant” land is actually “full,” and that “no site is 
ever a tabula rasa” (2016, p. 237). Undoubtedly, there are more 
to the layers of cultural landscapes than what meets the eye. As a 
whole, there is a lack of clarity around identifying and defining 
inherently dynamic cultural landscapes under the current process 
in Ontario.
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Figure 4.11 Particular Challenge: Identifying and Defining Cultural Landscapes Diagram (Source: Author)
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2.  Isolated Evaluations of Cultural Landscapes

Isolated evaluations of cultural landscapes also pose a challenge 
in the Ontario process (Figure 4.12). Within the typical process, 
the evaluation of cultural landscapes can happen as early as the 
steps of identifying or recognizing cultural landscapes. However, 
the implications of evaluations can also remain submerged and 
materialize at the review and approval step, or beyond. The 
Ontario Heritage Trust identifies that “historically cultural 
heritage has been evaluated in isolation and by experts who 
represent one professional skill set and perspective”(2015, p. 
8). An evaluation may be in isolation if these experts do not 
have expertise in cultural landscapes, or do not engage with 
communities or look beyond heritage value, to see the potentially 
correlated or interconnected social, economic or ecological values. 
Melnick argues that this can impact conservation efforts as “the 
very essence of [conservation] is designed to inhibit change, 
whether it is reactionary or progressive” which is likely ineffective 
“if we consider cultural landscapes in a vacuum or out of context” 
(2016, p. 293). Isolated evaluation relates to larger overarching 
challenges of recognizing cultural landscapes as dynamic 
and evolving, part of ecological and cultural systems, linking 

conservation and development, and climate change. Evaluation, 
not in isolation, involves looking past the extant, to see across 
spatial and temporal scales and boundaries of cultural landscapes. 
Fairclough believes “values are attributed, not intrinsic, and the 
interpretation and evaluation of landscape/heritage is a cultural 
issue” (2016, p. 151). Isolated evaluation may also involve 
the attribution of heritage value, and the values themselves, of 
cultural landscapes. 
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Figure 4.12 Particular Challenge: Identifying and Defining Cultural Landscapes Diagram (Source: Author)
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3. Recognizing Community Values of Cultural Landscapes

Recognizing community values of cultural landscapes is a 
challenge under the current process (Figure 4.13). Julian Smith 
points out that recognizing these values are essential, as “every 
community has its own cultural landscapes” (2010, p. 50). 
Similarly, the Ontario Heritage Trust recognizes the connection 
to community contained within the Ontario PPS definition of 
cultural landscape, writing that “by its very definition, a cultural 
landscape has a community that values it, uses it and has a stake 
in its preservation” (OHT, 2015, p. 11). Recognizing community 
values according to Smith includes “a way to understand, and 
then protect, multiple identities and multiple realities” which 
differs from “pursuing singular realities that benefit some and 
marginalize others – [which] is not a sustainable path” (2010, 
p. 50). This challenge is connected to the Ontario process 
in the understanding phase, and the steps of identifying and 
recognizing cultural landscape. Community values are also related 
to the previously introduced particular challenges of identifying 
and defining, isolated evaluation, and recognizing intangible 
attributes. English Heritage and Homes and Communities 

Agency point out that while on the surface “sites may or may not 
possess conventionally recognisable heritage significance” they 
can be cultural landscapes “often of great local or community 
significance and potential” (2009, p. 7). In other words, what 
to an outsider might be inaccurately considered a tabula rasa, 
can actually be a meaningful cultural landscape to an insider. 
EH and HCA raise another challenge questioning whether the 
process “is capable of absorbing and responding to community 
considerations” (2009, p. 5). If community values are identified, 
but not absorbed or responded to in the process, then this 
challenge remains unresolved.
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Figure 4.13 Particular Challenge: Recognizing Community Values of Cultural Landscapes Diagram (Source: Author)
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4. Research and Creative Design Responses in Cultural Landscapes

Research and creative design responses in cultural landscape pose 
another challenge (Figure 4.14). As part of the typical process 
following the OH Toolkit (2006), it appears that there is often 
a strong focus on research but often comparatively little towards 
the creative process related to cultural landscape conservation 
through design practices. Woltz recognizes that in an optimal 
process, “the goal is not to display an exhaustive inventory of a site 
but to glean revelatory information that triggers a specific design 
response” (2016, p. 239). Woltz’s process illustrates that creative 
design responses do not only have to be for the final intervention, 
as diagramming and mapping to graphically represent natural and 
cultural concepts can be used for understanding and planning 
(2016). Open Heritage highlights that creative design responses 
related to adaptive reuse “can be hindered by inflexible heritage 
legislation and strict protection” (2020, p. 4). EH and HCA 
highlight taking steps to articulate “a strategic overview of an area 
that is critical to informing the early stages of planning and design 
before the question of value arises” (2009, p. 6). Fairclough points 
out how undertaking research such as characterization can grapple 
with this challenge, to “focus on locality and history that could 

inspire creative design rather than the application of a pastiche” 
(2016, p. 159). Research and creative design are necessary, given 
the often unique contexts of cultural landscapes and the potential 
complexities of the adaptive reuse process, yet remain a challenge. 
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Figure 4.14 Particular Challenge: Research and Creative Design Responses in Cultural Landscapes Diagram (Source: Author)
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5. Linking Development and Conservation of Cultural Landscapes 

The linking of development and conservation of cultural 
landscapes presents a challenge in the current process (Figure 
4.15). This builds on the previously identified challenges such as 
recognizing that cultural landscapes are dynamic, evolving, and 
are facing climate change. The current approach to development 
and conservation in Ontario can view these as having an 
opposing or disconnected relationship (Micallef, 2018; Maciel, 
2021; OHATF, 2022; Chin, 2022). However, this does not 
necessarily have to be the default, as shown by other efforts 
such as the Belvedere Memorandum (1999) and Capitalising 
on the Inherited Landscape (2009), which have redefined 
this relationship. Belvedere views these as connected, where 
“development - the constant changes in the function and purpose 
of the spatial structure - [is] the starting point for sustainable 
conservation and a strengthening of the position of our cultural 
heritage” (1999, p. 53). In particular, reconciling these reciprocal 
forces can pose a challenge at the start of a proposed development 
or conservation project, where this tension may be running high. 
However, it is at the start of the process when the linking of 
development and conservation of cultural landscapes can offer the 
most benefit (EH & HCA, 2009, p. 7). Overall, there is friction 
in looking past development and conservation as a competing 
binary in Ontario to be more linked or collaborative, such as in a 
continuum. 
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Figure 4.15  Particular Challenge: Linking Development and Conservation of Cultural Landscapes Diagram (Source: Author)
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6. Inflexible Value Statements

Inflexible value statements create a challenge in the current  
Ontario process (Figure 4.16). These value statements are often 
formally established during the recognition of cultural landscapes 
under the OHA. This challenge is related to community values, 
as well as the dynamic and evolving characteristics inherent to 
cultural landscapes. The Ontario Heritage Trust identifies the 
challenge as follows: “once a value statement has been formally 
endorsed or codified it tends to remain in place permanently 
with no plan for revisiting the meaning or community relevance 
in the future” (2015, p. 8). This is due to the fact that “value 
statements are creatures of their time, place and authors” (OHT, 
2015, p. 8). Therefore, value statements may or may not have 
been created by an author that considered cultural landscape 
thinking. Like the entities they are meant to reflect, value 
statements for cultural landscapes cannot be written in stone. 
Interrelated to this challenge, is that value statements play a 
foundational role in determining the conservation measures and 
other key parts of the process. According to Melnick, an approach 
focused on heritage value often “does not account for a dynamic 
environmental milieu, with ecological, political, cultural, and/

or economic fluctuations in context” (2016, p. 288). While 
inflexible value statements may currently be a challenge for some 
designated or evaluated cultural landscapes, these may be further 
impacted by climate change in the future. Melnick points out that 
cultural landscapes will be challenged due to how “[conservation] 
guidelines and standards rely on a normative set of societal values 
that do not have the flexibility to evolve as resources become more 
scarce, and competition for them is heightened” (2016, p. 288). 
Thus, this means recognizing that value statements and the values 
associated with cultural landscapes are also dynamic and evolving, 
and require flexibility to evolve over time. 
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Figure 4.16  Particular Challenge: Inflexible Value Statements Diagram (Source: Author)
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(Melnick, 2016, p. 288) 

“Preservation guidelines and standards rely 
on a normative set of societal values that do 
not have the flexibility to evolve as resources 

become more scarce, and competition for 
them is heightened.”

(Melnick, 2016, p. 288) 
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7. Planning of Cultural Landscapes Can Misunderstand Context

Planning of cultural landscapes can misunderstand context and 
creates a challenge for meaningful and responsible conservation 
(Figure 4.17). This challenge can arise from misunderstandings 
from previous steps, or can emerge during the planning stage. 
This challenge is interlinked with the overarching challenges 
of the relationship between planning and heritage, recognizing 
cultural landscapes as dynamic and evolving, part of cultural 
and ecological systems, and conservation and development. 
Sean Maciel is an architecture graduate and writer on this topic. 
Limited efforts around the context for cultural landscapes 
can lead to planning that Maciel sees as “fundamentally 
misunderstand[ing] the social, cultural, and architectural heritage 
it seeks to protect that it can – and likely will – instead be used 
to block the stewardship” (2021, n.p.). Maciel suggests that 
this misunderstanding of context can result in situations where 
“preservation is invoked to prevent urban development,” however, 
it is planning “that doesn’t actually guarantee the conservation of 
our built heritage” (2021, n.p.). When context is misunderstood, 
it likely leads to ineffective planning and conservation for cultural 
landscapes. The misunderstanding of context in cultural landscape 
planning limits the capacity and sustainability of conservation. 
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Figure 4.17 Particular Challenge: Planning of Cultural Landscapes Can Misunderstand Context Diagram (Source: Author)
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“Fundamentally misunderstands the social, 
cultural, and architectural heritage it seeks to 
protect that it can — and likely will — instead 

be used to block the stewardship”
(Maciel, 2021)

“Preservation is invoked to prevent urban 
development — and a plan that doesn’t 

actually guarantee the conservation of our 
built heritage.”
(Maciel, 2021) 
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8. Creating Continuity in Cultural Landscapes

Creating continuity in cultural landscape is a challenge in the 
current process (Figure 4.18). Continuity is interrelated to the 
overarching challenges of recognizing cultural landscapes as 
dynamic and evolving, as well as for guidance around cultural 
landscape conservation. While conservation and development 
are somewhat defined and referenced in Ontario policy and 
practice, continuity receives a more limited attention. However, 
Belvedere recognizes continuity as “the central, paradoxical and 
productive concept” (1999, p. 18) in thinking about cultural 
landscape conservation, development and adaptive reuse. It is 
worth noting that Belvedere highlights “this is not the same 
thing as ‘conservation’” whereas, continuity is oriented towards 
“seeking a new balance between retention and development” 
(1999, p. 19). On a similar note, Fairclough highlights that a goal 
of conservation is to “create a continuity between past and future, 
ensuring that cultural memories of the past [remain] at least 
partially legible in future landscapes” (2016, p. 159). Creating 
continuity is part of the broader challenge of all or nothing, and 
disjointed, approaches to cultural landscape conservation. 
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Figure 4.18 Particular Challenge: Creating Continuity in Cultural Landscapes Diagram (Source: Author)
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“Continuity is the central, paradoxical and 
productive concept.”

(Belvedere, 1999, p. 18) 

“[Continuity] is not the same thing as 
‘conservation’. It is seeking a new balance 

between retention and development.”
(Belvedere, 1999, p. 19) 

“[To] create a continuity between past and 
future, ensuring that cultural memories of 

the past remained at least partially legible in 
future landscapes.”

(Fairclough, 2016, p. 159) 
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9. Invoking Designation to Block Development

Another challenge is invoking designation to block development 
of cultural landscapes (Figure 4.19), which may be further 
exacerbated by the lack of understanding of cultural landscapes, 
and the limited guidance for cultural landscapes already discussed. 
According to Maciel this is not an isolated or rare phenomenon, 
as “across Ontario, heritage protections are frequently invoked 
to delay or block development and densification” (2021, n.p.). 
The challenge of invoking designation to block development 
faces critique from across the spectrum. The recent Task Force 
(2022) also identified this specific challenge in the current 
process. Under recommendation 16, the Task Force calls for 
changes that “prevent abuse of the heritage preservation and 
designation process” as well as for “prohibiting reactive heritage 
designations after a Planning Act development application has 
been filed” (2022, p. 13). Maciel points out that “designation 
grants municipalities an otherwise unattainable degree of 
control over virtually every facet of the planning and approval 
process” (2021, n.p.). Maciel highlights that despite the intent 
that “such control will be used in good faith to conserve the 
area’s heritage, the reality is often very different” (2021, n.p.). 
Alex Bozikovic, an architecture critic for the Globe and Mail, 
has written about this topic. Bozikovic points out that invoking 
designation to block development occurs due to how “planning 

rules largely protect the existing physical form of the city, [and] 
defend the “neighbourhood character” of affluent homeowners” 
(2018, n.p.). Shawn Micallef, a columnist for the Toronto Star 
and author, has covered this subject. In some scenarios, the 
invoking of designation during the planning stage could be 
seen as what Micallef identifies as part of the broader “abuse of 
heritage” in which tools such as designation “ha[ve] become a 
NIMBY tool” (2018, n.p.). Depending on the context, timing, 
and framing of designation, Micallef says such an act can be 
seen as “disingenuous and hurting legitimate heritage efforts” 
(2018, n.p.). However, this should not mean a wholesale write 
off of designations, as Micallef recognizes “responsible heritage 
advocates know too that the city must grow and change: it 
isn’t a museum” which is also echoed by Maciel (2021). As 
mentioned earlier, the OH Toolkit (2006) includes tools other 
than designation for recognizing cultural landscapes. However, 
designation does not necessarily mean no development, it just 
means that the attributes that are identified in the by-law need to 
be conserved through any development process. Designations can 
be written in such a way that essentially makes development, or 
even evolution of a cultural landscape impossible. The invoking 
of designation to block development represents a challenge in the 
current process of cultural landscape adaptive reuse. 
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Figure 4.19 Particular Challenge: Invoking Designation to Block Development Diagram (Source: Author)
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“Designation grants municipalities an 
otherwise unattainable degree of control 

over virtually every facet of the planning and 
approval process. While this occurs under the 
understanding that such control will be used in 
good faith to conserve the area’s heritage, the 

reality is often very different.”
(Maciel, 2021) 

“Across Ontario, heritage protections 
are frequently invoked to delay or block 

development and densification.”
(Maciel, 2021) 
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10. Stewardship

Stewardship of cultural landscapes is a challenge under the 
current Ontario process (Figure 4.20). This is connected to other 
challenges such as recognizing cultural landscapes as dynamic 
and evolving, recognizing intangible heritage and community 
interests, and cultural landscape continuity. In terms of time 
allocated, while the understanding and planning phases often 
take years and can be completed as discrete tasks, stewardship can 
occur over the course of decades and is ongoing. Currently, in 
the Ontario process, stewardship is not clearly defined, or may be 
lumped in with maintenance. Stewardship is about a bond with 
a place, but specifically that bond includes actions of care. Woltz 
suggests that stewardship can be thought of as a relationship, 
where “this deeper understanding of natural and cultural history 
in [communities] can be the root of an authentic bond between 
people and the places they live” (2016, p. 237). While the current 
process in Ontario is oriented towards statutory and regulatory 
protection, it can leave out or even displace efforts (Maciel, 2021) 
for an ongoing relationship with a place, or stewardship. Cultural 
landscape stewardship may also be dampened by the current 
process’ reliance on the UNESCO (2008) definition, which 
problematically draws a distinction between nature and culture 
(Fairclough, 2016), and can lead to an artifact-like approach 
that sees landscapes as static, versus dynamic and requiring 

ongoing management. Discouraging a healthy and respectful 
relationship between people and place is counterproductive, as 
stewardship can provide care required for conservation. Melnick 
underscores that stewardship is essential, as designation is not 
enough to conserve cultural landscapes (2016). While a challenge, 
stewardship can be fostered through intentional consideration 
during the conservation, planning and design of adaptive reuse 
projects. Woltz identifies that one way stewardship can potentially 
be fostered is through creating “meaningful resonance between 
a site’s history and contemporary design, revealing forgotten 
stories and restoring damaged ecologies” (2016, p. 252). Woltz 
highlights how despite being seen as an end point, stewardship 
is often fostered and developed throughout the process. Despite 
stewardship’s value for cultural landscape conservation, it remains 
a challenge in the Ontario process. 

Summary

Through the process of this analysis, challenges drawn from 
the literature have been situated on the flow chart diagram and 
presented in a post-it note like manner developed from groupings 
and clustering. In all, these nine overarching and ten particular 
challenges contribute to an understanding of the process of 
cultural landscape adaptive reuse practice in Ontario, and 
completing objective 1.
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Figure 4.20 Particular Challenge: Stewardship Diagram (Source: Author)
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“These solutions establish meaningful 
resonance between a site’s history and 

contemporary design, revealing forgotten 
stories and restoring damaged ecologies.”

(Woltz, 2016, p. 252) 

“This deeper understanding of natural and 
cultural history in cities can be the root of an 

authentic bond between people and the places 
they live—a bond formed through education 

that leads to greater stewardship of places and 
communities.”

(Woltz, 2016, p. 237) 
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4.4 Comparative Analysis of Core Principles for Cultural 
Landscape Adaptive Reuse Process

Overview

Having surveyed critiques of the Ontario process, and synthesized 
them through process mapping (objective 1), the next part of 
the research looks at gaps and possible lessons that could be 
gleaned from other jurisdictions, to improve the Ontario process. 
The first step, objective 2, was to identify core principles for 
a holistic, integrated, and future-oriented process for cultural 
landscape conservation. This is achieved through developing an 
interpretative matrix that compares existing guidance documents 
in Ontario and other jurisdictions, against the Canadian 
Landscape Charter (CLC). The CLC is a benchmark document 
that outlines what landscape practitioners in Canada consider 
to be a holistic framework for landscape practice. Following the 
development of the matrix, it was analyzed for patterns, such as 
gaps (Veldpaus, 2015), and lessons for best practices.

Core Principles

The core principles provide another angle of analysis for the 
current process by looking at the underlying shared ideas about 
cultural landscape guidance documents both within Canada 
and internationally. Also, as shown by the first analysis, the 

steps of the typical process in Ontario may vary. Therefore, 
core principles can be used to augment the analysis. While 
established practitioners may interpret the process or knowledge 
through their own experience and processes (Schön, 1982), it 
can also be useful to look at what guidance documents are saying 
about cultural landscape best practices and core principles. 
Core principles are also valuable for practitioners from other 
disciplines, policymakers and other stakeholders that are seeking 
to understand cultural landscape conservation in Ontario. 

Matrix

An overview of the analysis is presented in the summary table 
(Figure 4.21), with a condensed version of the CLC (2015) core 
principles. The CLC was developed by the CSLA in 2015, to 
align Canada with other international initiatives while developing 
a high level approach to design and management of Canadian 
landscapes. The CLC draws upon similar documents such as 
the Australian Landscape Charter, the Aotearoa - New Zealand 
Landscape Charter, and the European Landscape Convention, 
(CSLA, 2019). The CLC is a useful benchmark due to how 
multiple practitioners were involved with its development, and 
the intended function for it to serve as a point of convergence. 
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Matrices for analysis have previously been used in cultural 
landscapes research in Ontario (Paine, 1995). The analysis of 
the core principles was conducted using a dot matrix, which 
was used both as a tool for thinking (Hester, 2010) as well as 
to visually communicate the results in a quick and succinct 
manner. The selected cultural landscape guidance documents 
were analyzed for their alignment with the CLC using modified 
criteria from Hester (2010). These included three categories and 
graphic representations to reflect the extent of the alignment. A 
black dot shows that the criteria is a central focus and that this 
approach usually meets this core principle. A grey dot shows 
a secondary focus and that this approach may meet this core 
principle. A white-filled dot is shown if this approach does not 
meet this core principle. Asterisks are shown in places, as some 
of the international guidance included different terms, or did not 
include a specific match for the Canadian context. 

Guidance Documents 

Cultural landscape guidance documents were broadly grouped 
into two categories, as either internal, Ontario source, or external, 
outside of Ontario. For the Ontario documents, two were 
analyzed. Info Sheet #2 from the Heritage Toolkit (2006) was the 

only provincial document analyzed, as it is the primary guidance 
document for cultural landscape conservation in Ontario. Parks 
Canada’s S&G (2010), with its introduction and chapter 4, on 
cultural landscape were analyzed. While not officially endorsed 
by the Province of Ontario, the Standards and Guidelines are 
widely referenced by practitioners and municipalities in Ontario 
(OHT, 2015). The external group included five documents for 
analysis. These include documents covered in the literature review, 
including Québec’s Landscape Management Guide (2009), 
English Heritage and the Homes and Communities Agency’s 
Capitalising on the Inherited Landscape (2009), UNESCO’s 
Historic Urban Landscape Guidebook (2016), Riksantikvaren’s 
DIVE Analysis (2010) and Australia ICOMOS’ Burra Charter 
(2013). 

These documents can also be compared as a group using the 
summary matrix as a tool for analysis. The aim of this analysis 
is similar to Veldpaus (2015) to see similarities and differences 
between the guidance documents. In particular, to see how 
Ontario’s guidance documents are aligned with the others. In 
order to focus the follow-up and finer level of analysis for the 
matrix itself, the gaps between the CLC (CSLA, 2015) and the 
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Comparative Analysis of Core Principles

Evaluating alignment of Canadian Landscape Charter Core Principles (2015) with Cultural Landscape Guidance 
Documents
Recognize landscapes as vital
All landscapes are understood and respected for their values, cultural and natural features, or physical and abstract entities.
All landscapes are considered, from the most precious, or ignored, whether rural or urban.
Consider all people
All interventions contribute to how people experience environment, while protecting heritage and creating a better place to live.
Participatory and collaborative processes that consider all stakeholders, to achieve sustainable landscape outcomes.
Awareness and understanding of traditional ecological knowledge and stewardship for management and design.
Inspire stewardship
Holistic approach to design processes, ensuring more sustainable outcomes
Embracing new knowledge, practices and tools together with traditional ecological knowledge and practices.
Melding the decision-making process with the creative process to better achieve sustainable development goals.
Expand knowledge
Acknowledging that our understanding of natural and cultural processes is incomplete, and that these processes are dynamic.
Seeking understanding of the links between landscapes and governance, culture, health, economics, and environment.
Identifying and assessing the complex values of landscapes, regardless of scale for sustainable management.
Show leadership
Inspiring through principles, guidelines and exchanges on the subject of landscape amongst institutions and the general public.
Encouraging knowledge sharing, best practices, collaboration and outreach amongst multidisciplinary practitioners.
Encouraging management and design processes that are resilient, and re-evaluating assumptions to better anticipate change.
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Interpretative Matrix Summary

Evaluating alignment of Canadian Landscape Charter Core Principles (2015) with Cultural Landscape Guidance 
Documents
Recognize landscapes as vital
All landscapes are understood and respected for their values, cultural and natural features, or physical and abstract entities.
All landscapes are considered, from the most precious, or ignored, whether rural or urban.
Consider all people
All interventions contribute to how people experience environment, while protecting heritage and creating a better place to live.
Participatory and collaborative processes that consider all stakeholders, to achieve sustainable landscape outcomes.
Awareness and understanding of traditional ecological knowledge and stewardship for management and design.
Inspire stewardship
Holistic approach to design processes, ensuring more sustainable outcomes
Embracing new knowledge, practices and tools together with traditional ecological knowledge and practices.
Melding the decision-making process with the creative process to better achieve sustainable development goals.
Expand knowledge
Acknowledging that our understanding of natural and cultural processes is incomplete, and that these processes are dynamic.
Seeking understanding of the links between landscapes and governance, culture, health, economics, and environment.
Identifying and assessing the complex values of landscapes, regardless of scale for sustainable management.
Show leadership
Inspiring through principles, guidelines and exchanges on the subject of landscape amongst institutions and the general public.
Encouraging knowledge sharing, best practices, collaboration and outreach amongst multidisciplinary practitioners.
Encouraging management and design processes that are resilient, and re-evaluating assumptions to better anticipate change.
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Figure 4.21 Evaluating alignment of Canadian Cultural Landscape Core Principles (2015) with Cultural Landscape Guidance Documents (Source: Author)
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Figure 4.22 Coverpages of the Cultural Landscape Guidance Documents Analyzed in the Matrix (Source: Author)
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OH Toolkit (2006) were used to look for key points across the 
documents for potential lessons and best practices. Looking at the 
summary chart, (Figure 4.21) there are several places, as shown 
by the white and grey dots, that these core principles are not 
considered. Of course, there are other gaps within the matrix that 
are outside of those mentioned in this analysis. The following 
analysis is structured using the order of the core principles from 
the CLC (CSLA, 2015), with each core principle followed by 
evidence from the guidance documents. 

Recognize landscapes as vital

Gap: All landscapes are considered, from the most precious, or 
ignored, whether rural or urban

In this core principle, the CLC echoes broader thinking that 
all landscapes are cultural landscapes (Blankenship, 2016; 
Fairclough, 2016). The CLC envisions “ensuring that all 
landscapes are considered, from the most precious and well-
known to the most ignored and spoiled, whether they are wild, 
rural or urban” (CSLA, 2015, p. 2). However, this core principle 
represents some alignment between the CLC (2015) and OH 
Toolkit (2006) but only for the most precious, or significant, 

landscapes. The OH Toolkit might consider any cultural 
landscape significant as long as it is “valued for the important 
contribution they make to our understanding of the history of a 
place, an event, or a people” (2006, p. 2). In theory, the criteria 
to define heritage significance under the OHA can be applied to 
any cultural landscape (2006, p. 2). However, in reality it may 
not end up being applied given the small number of cultural 
landscapes recognized under the OHA (OHT, 2015). Therefore, 
a gap exists between the OH Toolkit (2006) and the crux of this 
CLC core principle. 

The guidance documents offer lessons and best practices for 
considering all landscapes. Parks Canada recognizes that cultural 
landscapes exist “from its dense urban areas in the South to 
the wide open expanses in the North” and that “the peoples of 
Canada have continually shaped these landscapes, which today 
bear witness to their individual histories, traditions and lifestyles” 
(2010, p. 49). Nonetheless, the use of Canada in this statement 
could be substituted with Ontario, and it could remain true 
and maintain a similar meaning. Québec’s (2009) approach is 
strongly emulated in this CLC core principle (2015). Under 
Québec’s approach, it considers “all areas of landscape interest, 
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be they rural, periurban, or urban; degraded or well preserved; 
well-known landscapes of outstanding value, or everyday living 
environments” (2009, p. 24). Other approaches may be aimed 
at all cultural landscapes, with a focus on urban (UNESCO, 
2016), as well as rural areas (Riksantikvaren, 2010). EH and 
HCA recognize “the historic character of our landscape, not 
just of the important well protected buildings but of the more 
everyday essence of place” (2009, p. 1). Looking at other cultural 
landscapes guidance documents, show that the underlying idea 
of this CLC principle is a shared and common idea outside of 
Ontario. These documents offer lessons and best practices to show 
that it is well within the possibilities of practice within Canada 
and beyond to consider all landscapes.

Consider all people

Gap: All interventions contribute to how people experience 
environment, while protecting heritage and creating a better 
place to live

The CLC envisions “ensuring that all landscape interventions 
contribute to how people experience their physical and sensory 
environment, while protecting and/or enhancing Canada’s 

heritage and creating a better place to live now and in the future” 
(CSLA, 2015,  p. 2). The OH Toolkit (2006) has a limited 
alignment with this core principle. The OH Toolkit references the 
2005 PPS in conserving for heritage value, attributes and integrity 
(Ontario, 2006, p. 4). While the OH Toolkit (2006) recognizes 
the heritage aspects of significant cultural landscapes, it does not 
clearly connect these with creating better places to live. While 
this core principle appears to be connected to the current policy 
framework via Section 1.7 of the PPS (2020), it is not reflected 
in the OH Toolkit (2006). Whereas, the CLC connects heritage 
with broader notions of quality of life and experience of place 
for all landscape interventions (CSLA, 2015). While conserving 
heritage value is essential, there are additional considerations to 
be holistically taken into account, as shown in the CLC and other 
external guidance documents. 

These guidance documents highlight lessons and best practices 
in how cultural landscape can contribute to this CLC principle 
through quality of life, experience of place, and development. EH 
and HCA point out that cultural landscapes and their heritage 
value can inform “design[ing] a versatile, viable, flexible, future-
proofed, adaptable, compatible, socially and environmentally 
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sustainable place where people want to live, enjoy, entertain 
and work” (2011, p. 7). Québec recognizes that interest 
around cultural landscape may arise in “react[ion] to the loss or 
degradation of living environments and quality of life” (2009, p. 
14). Cultural landscape has the capacity to contribute to a better 
place to live, as it is “essential to the social, cultural, and economic 
development of communities” (Québec, 2009, p. 14). 

In contrast, the OH Toolkit (2006) does not fully recognize 
these interrelationships between the inherited landscape and 
quality of life, aside from heritage value, which can create a 
fragmented approach. UNESCO states that “complex elements 
that make our cities distinctive and create their sense of place and 
identity” (2016, p. 11) can be included and enhanced through 
conservation and development. Similarly, Riksantikvaren points 
out “cultural heritage embodies opportunities for various levels of 
experience” (2010, p. 19). Australia ICOMOS underscores that 
experiences of landscapes are connected to identity and “who we 
are and the past that has formed us” (2013, p. 1). These guidance 
documents recognize that, in addition to heritage, human 
experiences and quality of life are also necessary considerations for 
intervening in any cultural landscape.

Gap: Participatory and collaborative processes that consider all 
stakeholders, to achieve sustainable landscape outcomes

Participatory and collaborative processes present another gap in 
the current Ontario guidance. The CLC envisions “practicing 
participatory and collaborative processes that consider all 
stakeholders, to achieve sustainable landscape outcomes” (CSLA, 
2015, p. 2). In the current Ontario process, there is no specific 
mention of participatory processes. Nonetheless, there may be 
other forms of engagement included in the designation process 
under the OHA and OPA. However, municipally-led cultural 
heritage landscape studies in Ontario tend to involve a high level 
of engagement, such as the CHAP in Guelph (2020). Although, 
these studies often focus on inventories of potential cultural 
landscapes, not on the development of specific conservation 
strategies tied to particular sites. When a particular cultural 
heritage landscape is being planned for development of some 
kind, a typical engagement process tends to be fragmented, as in 
one to evaluate cultural heritage value, and a separate process to 
inform planning ideas for the future, rather than one integrated 
process that allows for more sophisticated conversations about 
how cultural landscape value can inform development, and how 
conservation can be achieved while allowing complimentary 
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development that addresses other needs. As a whole, the 
engagement process associated with these processes are not 
necessarily participatory or collaborative and can often result 
in what could be considered a low level of participation. 
Comparing the OH Toolkit (2006) with the widely-used models 
of Arnstein’s ladder (1969) or the International Association of 
Public Participation, at best typical participation around cultural 
landscape would likely fall under Inform or Consult (IAP2, 
n.d.), and at worst might involve tokenism or non-participation 
(Arnstein, 1969). Within the OH Toolkit (2006) there is a lack 
of clarity around participation in cultural landscape processes, 
especially for recognizing community values. The CLC recognizes 
the need for sustainable landscape outcomes (CSLA, 2015), 
which are difficult to achieve without considering all stakeholders 
in participatory and collaborative processes. 

These external guidance documents offer lessons and best 
practices in considering all stakeholders, engaging early in and 
throughout the process, and seeking sustainable outcomes. 
Québec recognizes that “landscape issues are eminently public” 
and therefore cultural landscapes can have a strong community 
and public interest (2009, p. 27). Without pragmatically and 
proactively recognizing this, it may be difficult to consider all 

stakeholders. Parks Canada frames this as “consider[ing] all factors 
affecting the future of an historic place, including the needs of 
the owners and users, [and] community interests” (2010, p. 6). 
At the site scale, Australia ICOMOS includes more specifically 
“participation of people for whom the place has significant 
associations and meanings, or who have social, spiritual or other 
cultural responsibilities for the place” (2013, p. 5). On a broader 
scale, Québec describes that “any initiatives affecting [cultural 
landscapes] require the involvement of all parties concerned, 
be they from the public, broader public, or private sectors, or, 
more broadly, civil society” (2009, p. 27). The scale of cultural 
landscapes can require a more inclusive approach to considering 
stakeholders, which can go beyond site boundaries (Cary, 2018) 
or notions of property ownership. Attempting to gain a more 
inclusive understanding is also a critical part of collaborative 
and participatory processes. Québec recognizes that stakeholder 
participation is necessary as “the study of landscape cannot be 
limited solely to expert viewpoints, but rather must seek to 
bring to light the values that individuals place upon it” (2009, 
p. 44). Likewise, Québec points out these processes also allow 
for “identifying collective concerns, demands, and values with 
regard to specific landscapes of interest” which can then be 
used to reveal trends amongst stakeholders (2009, p. 27). For 
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collaborative and participatory processes to be effective, they must 
be initiated early on and continued throughout. There is direction 
from Parks Canada around making efforts to “engage all partners 
and stakeholders early in the process and throughout” (2010, 
p. 6), as well as from Australia ICOMOS that “community and 
stakeholder engagement should occur throughout the process” 
(2013, p. 12). A positive and desirable outcome of implementing 
this early on, identified by EH and HCA is that “the more likely 
it is that conflicts will be avoided, that stakeholders will be signed 
up, and that the maximum benefits of the site’s historic resources 
will be extracted” (2011, p. 17). Consideration of all stakeholders 
in a meaningful way and early in the process is mentioned in 
other guidance documents, and recognized for its importance to 
cultural landscape conservation and development.

Participatory and collaborative processes can be used to seek 
sustainable outcomes, which may be difficult to achieve using 
the traditional approaches in Ontario. The Québec guidance 
involves “using a bottom–up perspective based on partnership” 
which “presumes the broadest possible voluntary participation 
by stakeholders” (2009, p. 27). UNESCO identifies that 
these processes can also assist practitioners and policymakers 
in “reach[ing] consensus using participatory planning and 
stakeholder consultations on what values to protect for 

transmission to future generations and to determine the attributes 
that carry these values” (2016, p. 13). Riksantikvaren writes that 
these processes are intended to be “interdisciplinary, participatory 
and open process for inquisitive, critical and creative ideas” 
(2010, p. 12). These processes from UNESCO can “facilitate 
intercultural dialogue by learning from communities about 
their histories, traditions, values, needs and aspirations and 
by facilitating mediation and negotiation between conflicting 
interests and groups” (2016, p. 14). EH and HCA highlight 
another aspect of involving stakeholders; that they are “more 
able to assist in identifying and resolving potential problems 
when they have been engaged in the non-adversarial process of 
assessing character” (2011, p. 14). Riksantikvaren recognizes that 
such a process can also encourage “discussions[,] and judgments 
can be broadly anchored amongst the participants, thus ensuring 
the legitimacy and desired impact of the work” (2010, p. 12). 
Therefore, collaborative and participatory approaches can allow 
stakeholders to be involved in shaping the cultural landscape, 
by presenting opportunities for concerns and knowledge to be 
directly addressed in the process. Lessons and best practices 
around considering all stakeholders, and using collaborative 
participatory processes are well-established and to a large extent 
normalized in cultural landscape guidance outside of Ontario.
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Inspire Stewardship 

Gap: Melding the decision-making process with the creative process 
for sustainable development goals

Within the current Ontario process, there is a gap between the 
decision-making and creative processes for cultural landscape. 
The CLC envisions “melding the decision-making process with 
the creative process to better achieve sustainable development 
goals” (CSLA, 2015, p. 3). This is not reflected in the OH Toolkit 
(2006), where the emphasis is towards the decision-making 
process and application of the PPS definitions. The melding of 
the decision-making and creative processes is important, due 
to how cultural landscapes are so often dynamic, unique, and 
complex. Thus an appropriate response may not be reflected in 
existing policy or typical descion-making process alone. The CLC 
also aims for processes related to landscape to achieve sustainable 
development goals (CSLA, 2015), which are also not mentioned 
or necessarily considered in the OH Toolkit (2006). However, 
from looking at the other guidance documents, a melding of 
the processes to achieve sustainable development goals is firmly 
established. 

Lessons and best practices on integrating the creative and 
decision-making processes can be gleaned from the guidance 
documents. Québec underscores that integrating these, or at 
least considering the creative process is “essential because of 
the complexity of landscape issues, which are rarely resolved 
by cookie-cutter planning solutions” (2009, p. 63). The OH 
Toolkit (2006) could be considered to fall towards the latter part 
of this observation in the Québec (2009) guidance document. 
For EH and HCA, taking the creative process into consideration 
offers ways to “see how the inherited landscape can be used in 
regeneration, rather than to identify which parts of the historic 
environment need special treatment” (2011, p. 11). This can be 
useful for integrating the creative process with decision-making, 
which also appears to be missing or heavily understated in the 
OH Toolkit (2006). Similarly, Riksantikvaren points out the 
creative process also offers ways to “transform cultural historical 
information from passive to operational knowledge through a 
critical, creative, systematic and goal-orientated process” (2010, 
p. 5). As integrated processes, these can involve a “sketch a 
portfolio of possibilities, much in the same way that projects 
aiming to use heritage in non-traditional ways often begin 
with future scenario exercises that may be both realistic and 
unrealistic” (Riksantikvaren, 2010, p. 19). These are able to 
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contribute towards more sustainable development through better 
understanding and utilizing the existing landscape, its context, 
and community interest. Lessons from these guidance documents 
show that it is best practice for decision-making and creative 
processes to be integrated. 

Expand knowledge

Gap: Acknowledging that our understanding of natural and cultural 
processes is incomplete, and that these processes are dynamic

Cultural landscapes are shaped by ecological and cultural systems, 
and are therefore dynamic and evolving. The CLC envisions 
“acknowledging that our understanding of the natural and 
cultural processes that create landscapes is incomplete, and that 
those processes are dynamic, not static” (CSLA, 2016, p. 3). 
Within the OH Toolkit (2006), there is little to no recognition 
that cultural landscapes are shaped by ecological and cultural 
processes, and it also must be inferred that understandings of 
these processes are incomplete. The OH Toolkit (2006) also does 
not explicitly recognize that cultural landscapes are inherently 
dynamic, and references the UNESCO definitions which can 
be seen as denying these characteristics (Fairclough, 2016). 
As a result, the Toolkit (2006) could be seen as advocating for 

one-time and fixed interventions that have a limited, if any, 
understanding of these broader systems and their reciprocal 
relationships with cultural landscapes.

There are lessons and best practices related to recognizing 
that understanding of these processes is incomplete, and that 
processes are dynamic. Parks Canada recognizes that like cultural 
landscapes themselves, “conservation is an ongoing and cyclical 
process, [and] people involved in conservation must often 
retrace their steps to re-examine their approaches” (2010, p. 3). 
Riksantikvaren recognizes this core principle with the experience 
in practice where “as one delves deeper the historical traces 
become weaker and the knowledge gaps increase” (2010, p. 
14). EH and HCA point out that “what we add today is merely 
the next (and probably not the final) contribution to a long 
succession of changes” (2011, p. 6), which requires awareness, 
respect, and humility to past, present and future generations. An 
example of an approach aligned with this core principle is historic 
characterization, recommended by EH and HCA. In this process, 
practitioners “consider and recommend how the predominant 
historic characteristics or processes of the site’s inherited character 
might influence the direction and shape of future change” (EH & 
HCA, 2011, p. 12). Such an approach is one of many potential 
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ways to acknowledge our understanding of these ongoing and 
dynamic processes shaping cultural landscapes, which can be 
comprehensive but never complete.  

The other critical characteristic of this core principle is 
consciously and consistently recognizing that cultural landscapes 
are dynamic. As stated earlier by Parks Canada, “cultural 
landscapes are often dynamic, living entities that continually 
change because of natural and human-influenced social, economic 
and cultural processes” (2010, p. 49). This is echoed by Québec 
in how “the physiospatial and social and cultural components of 
landscape are constantly evolving” (2009, p. 21). Recognizing 
this does not mean abdicating any attempt at a conservation 
strategy. On the contrary, UNESCO puts forward the “inclusive 
management of heritage resources in dynamic and constantly 
changing environments, aimed at guiding change” (2016, p. 
11). These lessons and best practices show how recognizing the 
dynamic processes shaping cultural landscapes and the extent of 
knowledge is well-established outside of Ontario. 

Show leadership

Gap: Encouraging knowledge sharing, best practices, collaboration 
and outreach amongst multidisciplinary practitioners

Given the complexity and breadth of cultural landscape 
adaptive reuse, it is necessary to share knowledge and 
collaborate across disciplines. The CLC envisions “encouraging 
knowledge development and sharing, recognition of best 
practices, collaboration and outreach amongst multidisciplinary 
practitioners” (CSLA, 2015, p. 3). In contrast, the OH Toolkit 
(2006) does not actively recognize or promote the need for 
multidisciplinary collaboration, outreach or knowledge sharing. 
Given the many gaps between it, the CLC and other cultural 
landscape documents, it can be difficult to say if the OH Toolkit 
(2006) reflects contemporary best practices around cultural 
landscape in Canada and internationally. 

Lessons and best practices in knowledge and sharing across 
practitioners can be taken from the guidance documents. 
Parks Canada aims for engagement between “all stakeholders 
in a conservation process - owners, managers and developers 
of historic places, conservation professionals and contractors, 
and regulatory authorities” (2010, p. 41). Similarly, Québec 
recognizes that it is “crucial that public, broader public, and 
private sector organizations involved in land use planning have 
the tools and methods at their disposal” (2009, p. 14). Likewise, 
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cultural landscape guidance documents can be authored by 
multidisciplinary teams such as the “collaborative guidance from 
[EH and HCA] to help developers and planners capitalise on 
the inherited landscape” (2011, p. 2). Riksantikvaren encourages 
collaboration and thinking beyond silos as “cross sectoral 
thinking and coordination of interests is a major success factor 
today in achieving attractive, well functioning and sustainable 
cities” (2010, p. 4). As a whole, this is being achieved to a 
limited extent in the OH Toolkit (2006). UNESCO points out 
that working in “complex environments demands a robust and 
continually evolving toolkit” such as a post-institutional adaptive 
reuse process which “should include a range of interdisciplinary 
and innovative tools” (2016, p. 14). As a result, like cultural 
landscapes themselves, the tools and conservation treatments 
around them also can evolve and reflect their breadth and 
diversity. Overall, cultural landscape guidance as reflected in the 
non-Ontario documents reviewed, have taken steps to move 
away from a siloed approach towards more interdisciplinary and 
inclusive approaches and best practices.

Gap: Encouraging management and design processes that are 
resilient, and re-evaluating assumptions to better anticipate 
change

For either conservation or development to be effective, both 
must anticipate and respond to change. The CLC envisions 
“encouraging management and design processes that are 
innovative, resilient and responsive, and by re-evaluating 
assumptions and principles to better anticipate or even influence 
demographic and environmental changes” (CSLA, 2015, p. 3). 
Conversely, the OH Toolkit (2006) does not clearly reference or 
provide a meaningful description for any of these considerations 
from this CLC core principle. While this principle may seem 
unimportant, the revaluation of assumptions and encouraging 
resilient and responsive processes are crucial for guidance 
documents to show leadership for cultural landscapes. 

The guidance documents offer lessons on responsive and 
innovative processes, re-evaluating, better anticipating change, 
and resilience. Québec recognizes that responsive and innovative 
processes are required “above and beyond the still widespread 
instrumental and prescriptive approaches” (2009, p. 14). Québec 
also highlights that re-evaluating the assumptions in the process 
is necessary due to the “constant transformation of land and the 
fluctuating nature of the social values attached to it” (2009, p. 
26). The Burra Charter highlights that “statements of cultural 
significance and policy for the place should be periodically 
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reviewed, and actions and their consequences monitored to 
ensure continuing appropriateness and effectiveness” (2013, p. 8). 
EH and HCA point out that resilient and responsive processes 
can help to better anticipate and influence change, as “de-risking 
site development, and contributing through context and change 
to the design process” (2011, p. 18). Resiliency can be included 
in the process, from assessing vulnerability for instance assessing 
“existing cultural heritage and its capacity to absorb or benefit 
from various change scenarios” (Riksantikvaren, 2010, p. 22), 
which can also include as UNESCO identifies, “socio-economic 
stresses and impacts of climate change” (2016, p. 13). As a whole, 
these guidance documents offer lessons and best practices in how 
processes can be better suited to cultural landscape as well as more 
resilient, responsive, and innovative.

Summary

Using the core principles of the Canada Landscape Charter 
(CSLA, 2015), a comparative analysis across guidance documents 
was conducted in this section. These can be grouped into 
five categories, using the CLC’s (2015) organizing sections. 
First, ‘recognize landscapes as vital’ presents a gap around: all 
landscapes are considered, from the most precious, or ignored, 

whether rural or urban. Second, ‘consider all people’ presents 
gaps for: all interventions contribute to how people experience 
environment while protecting heritage and creating a better place 
to live; and participatory and collaborative processes that consider 
all stakeholders to achieve sustainable landscape outcomes. 
Third, ‘inspire stewardship’ presents a gap for: melding the 
decision-making process with the creative process for sustainable 
development goals. Fourth, ‘expand knowledge’ presents a gap 
for: acknowledging that our understanding of natural and cultural 
processes is incomplete and that these processes are dynamic. 
Lastly, ‘show leadership’ presented gaps around: encouraging 
knowledge sharing best practices collaboration and outreach 
amongst multidisciplinary practitioners, and encouraging 
management and design processes that are resilient, and re-
evaluating assumptions to better anticipate change.

If we assume that the CLCs core principles represent a more 
holistic and sustainable approach to the conservation of cultural  
landscapes, then the analysis reveals a number of places where the 
Ontario process and its guidance falls short, and that the non-
Ontario guidance documents offer numerous lessons to fill these 
gaps.
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4.5 Summary
The analysis in this chapter included three key sections. In the 
first analysis, the existing typical process for cultural landscape 
adaptive reuse in Ontario including the phases of understanding, 
planning, intervention, and stewardship, were identified, mapped 
and unpacked. 

The second analysis involves situating challenges from the 
literature on the flow chart diagram. Ten overarching and nine 
particular challenges mapped onto the process. The overarching 
challenges involved: lack of understanding of cultural landscapes, 
disjointed relationship between planning and heritage, 
inconsistent cultural landscape definitions in Ontario policy, 
limited guidance for cultural landscapes in Ontario policy, 
recognizing cultural landscapes are dynamic and evolving, 
viewing cultural landscapes as ecological and cultural systems, 
recognizing intangible attributes of cultural landscapes, linking 
cultural landscapes with climate change, and adaptive reuse in 
heritage policy. The particular challenges involved: identifying 
and defining cultural landscapes, isolated evaluations of cultural 
landscapes, recognizing community values of cultural landscapes, 
research and creative design responses in cultural landscapes, 

linking development and conservation of cultural landscapes, 
inflexible value statements, planning of cultural landscapes can 
misunderstand context, creating continuity in cultural landscapes, 
invoking designation to block development, and stewardship. 

The third analysis involved identifying core principles for a 
holistic, integrated, and future-oriented cultural landscape 
conservation, which were analyzed for patterns, and lessons for 
best practices which point to seven gaps. These gaps included: all 
landscapes are considered, from the most precious, or ignored, 
whether rural or urban; all interventions contribute to how people 
experience environment, while protecting heritage and creating 
a better place to live; participatory and collaborative processes 
that consider all stakeholders, to achieve sustainable landscape 
outcomes; melding the decision-making process with the creative 
process for sustainable development goals; acknowledging that 
our understanding of natural and cultural processes is incomplete, 
and that these processes are dynamic; encouraging knowledge 
sharing, best practices, collaboration and outreach amongst 
multidisciplinary practitioners; and encouraging management and 
design processes that are resilient, and re-evaluating assumptions 
to better anticipate change. 
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5. Discussion
5.1 Overview
The aim of this chapter is to articulate recommendations for 
next steps in an enhanced process for the adaptive reuse of 
post-institutional cultural landscapes in Ontario, objective 
3; and to reflect on potential implications for future cultural 
landscape practice in Ontario, objective 4. This chapter includes 
recommendations that can serve as points to consider moving 
forward, reflection on the research process and its challenges 
and opportunities, limitations, and next steps for research and 
practice. 

5.2 Recommendations
From completing the analysis, there are eight recommendations 
for an enhanced process that emerged. Broadly following 
Meadows (1999) for places to intervene in a system, these 
recommendations are more oriented towards the goals and 
paradigms of the system. These are considered by Meadows to 
be more effective leverage points than constants, parameters, or 
flows (1999). Therefore, the recommendations are more oriented 
towards the process at a high-level, and approaches to post-
institutional cultural landscape adaptive reuse in Ontario. These 

recommendations for practitioners can be seen as suggested next 
steps for a holistic, integrated, and future-oriented process for 
the adaptive reuse of post-institutional cultural landscapes in 
Ontario by drawing upon a broader landscape based approach 
that considers ecological, social, cultural and economic factors. 
These recommendations are intended to build on current cultural 
landscape practice, and to serve as a reference for practitioners in 
developing their own approaches to adaptive reuse projects that 
lead with landscape.

1. Cultural landscape as a noun and a verb

An overarching recommendation for cultural landscape adaptive 
reuse in Ontario is to recognize that cultural landscapes are 
not only a noun but also a verb. Or in other words, landscape 
could be thought of as both a thing (noun) and an action (verb). 
Before taking any steps to modify the typical Ontario process, 
an appropriate meaning of cultural landscape, or perhaps more 
accurately, the meaning of landscape itself, must be established. 
In Ontario practice, much of the attention in the official guidance 
and legislation is directed towards defining cultural landscape 
(noun), as opposed to actions, or how cultural landscape are 
(verb). 
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Putting aside the challenge of the inconsistent definitions facing 
practitioners (OHT, 2015), there is a misunderstanding presented 
in the very concept of cultural landscape due to the tautology, 
or unnecessary repetition. This is the result of the overarching 
term cultural landscape, which to Fairclough presents “[the] 
tautological implication that some landscapes are in some 
impossible way not cultural” (2016, p. 150). Schneider also 
points out the tautology of cultural landscape in the Ontario 
definition (2018a). Therefore, as the Ontario Heritage Trust 
mentions how ‘heritage’ in the Ontario specific term of cultural 
heritage landscape is cumbersome and adds nothing (2015), 
perhaps it is time to consider dropping the word ‘cultural’ as 
well from the term. Landscape can serve as a more conceptually 
coherent and appropriate term, with the understanding from 
Fairclough (2016) that the tautological implication promotes a 
seemingly false dichotomy of cultural landscape and non-cultural 
landscapes. 

While using landscape as the primary terminology may seem 
unheard of in the Ontario context, this is the approach by the 
European Landscape Convention (2000), and UNESCO’s HUL 
(2016). Melnick recognizes that “landscape is truly a noun and 
verb, a product and a process” (2016, p. 300).  In the context of 

HUL, Smith points out that “there has been debate about around 
[if landscape]...is a thing or a process[;] it is both” (2015a, p. 
186). On one hand, recognizing landscape as a noun and a verb 
slightly complicates the often limited at best understanding of 
landscape in Ontario. On the other hand, such an understanding 
of landscape as a noun and verb could present more coherence 
and less cognitive dissonance in recognizing the inherent qualities 
of landscape as dynamic, and contextualized. In addition, the 
recognition of landscape as a verb can allow for more appropriate 
conservation and planning treatments and responses for such an 
inherently dynamic entity. In other words, cultural landscape 
is also an approach. Taking a narrow interpretation of cultural 
landscape, and arguing that some landscapes are not cultural, 
“risks weakening democratic participation and undermining the 
use of the idea of landscape as an instrument of wider social and 
cultural benefit” according to Fairclough (2016, p. 150). Given 
landscape’s social, economic, ecological and cultural implications, 
it should not necessarily be confined to heritage conservation 
as implied by Ontario’s term of cultural heritage landscape. 
Landscape can be coherently and comprehensively considered as 
shown by documents across government (European Landscape 
Convention (2000), academic (Landscape in a Changing World, 
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ESF-Cost, (2010) and practice (Canadian Landscape Charter, 
CSLA (2015) sources. While this thesis uses the term cultural 
landscape, there is a need for further dialogue around greater 
understanding and potential usage of ‘landscape’, as a standalone 
term. The recognition of landscape as a noun and verb is a 
necessary underpinning for an integrated, holistic, and future-
oriented approach to adaptive reuse. 

Note About Implementing These Recommendations

While imperfect, the concept of cultural heritage landscapes 
has policy ‘teeth’ in Ontario, and creates a scenario where 
additional layers of thinking and scrutiny become part of the 
planning approvals process, in particular for places that are 
considered ‘significant’. Despite the imperfections, cultural 
heritage landscapes have the potential to generate higher quality 
planning and design, because the legislation requires a proponent 
to try to understand what is valuable about a place as well as 
demonstrate that they are conserving what is valuable about 
that place. While adopting some of this European thinking may 
be valuable, undoubtedly careful consideration would need to 
be paid to the implications in translating this to the Ontario 
context, which is culturally, economically and politically very 

different from Europe. For example, in the short term, practice 
could be improved by refining the policy context to better 
define cultural landscapes as a thing and a process, but entirely 
dropping the ‘cultural’ and simply referring to ‘landscape’ would 
be a significant shift and likely poses additional challenges due 
to the limited comprehension of landscape within heritage and 
planning in Ontario. Nonetheless, there is precedent for the use 
of landscape within the CLC (CSLA, 2015) as a standalone term 
in Canada. Perhaps, eventually there will be evolution in culture 
and economy, as to place enough value on design and planning 
that there is a shift from legislation towards a sensibility about 
when and where added landscape thinking is required, but we are 
not there yet.

2. Clarifying the Ontario Definitions 

Following the unpacking of landscape as a noun and verb, are 
critical and practical questions around the operationalization 
of the current Ontario definition (2020) and guidance (2006) 
for cultural landscape. As previously identified, within Ontario 
there is inconsistency around the terminology with ‘cultural 
landscape’ (OHT, 2015), used by Parks Canada (2010), and 
‘cultural heritage landscape’ used by the PPS (2020). Schneider 
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CLC which considers these as well as social and ecological values 
of landscape (CSLA, 2015). However, Section 1.7 uses “should 
be” as opposed to “shall be” in Section 2.6.1, and is therefore not 
binding. Section 2.6.1 states that “significant cultural heritage 
landscapes shall be conserved” (2020, p. 31) which emphasizes 
conserving features that help define character, but may have 
limited effects on a sense of place, and well-designed built form 
and cultural planning. Because adaptive reuse is not defined in 
Ontario policy, the default conservation treatments are biased 
towards preservation, restoration, or other forms of rehabilitation. 
Furthermore, Section 2.6.1 of the PPS focuses on cultural 
heritage value, and does not explicitly consider other types of 
value such as economic, as considered in Section 1.7 of the PPS 
(2020) or social, and ecological value under other documents 
such as the Canadian Landscape Charter (2015) or European 
Landscape Convention (2000). In the context of cultural 
landscape adaptive reuse these two sections of the PPS enable a 
potentially siloed approach due to their different considerations. 

Clarifying the Ontario definition of cultural landscape and its 
role in the PPS, and plurality of application in practice, especially 
around post-institutional adaptive reuse could be helpful. In 

underscores that this is coupled with “an unquestioned need 
for better guidelines on CHLs” (2018, n.p.). This inconsistency 
between definitions of cultural landscapes is present and relevant 
in the context of post-institutional cultural landscape adaptive 
reuse. 

In the adaptive reuse of cultural landscapes, there is an 
interconnection presented between Sections 1.7, and 2.6.1 of 
the PPS (2020). These are the only two locations in the body 
of the PPS where cultural landscape is mentioned. Section 1.7 
contextualizes cultural landscape as related to long-term economic 
prosperity, through supporting it by sense of place, well-designed 
built form and cultural planning, and conserving character-
defining features (PPS, 2020, p. 22). Notably, the language in 
this section of the PPS (2020) presents cultural landscapes as 
not just related to cultural factors but related to an overarching 
economic factor. This section of the PPS (2020) also highlights an 
inherent recognition that relationship between design, planning, 
and conservation is required as part of this statement. In some 
ways, this section of the PPS (2020) and its recognition of 
landscape’s economic and cultural value could be seen as a step 
toward contemporary landscape thinking like that reflected in the 
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2016), and creates roadblocks as it raises critical and practical 
questions that were previously introduced in chapter 4. As a 
brief summary, Fairclough underscores that the UNESCO 
definition blocks a recognition of subjective perception, the 
inevitability and inherent aspect of change, and the inclusivity 
of landscape (2016, p. 150). This is not all, as Fairclough points 
out that the UNESCO (2008) definition is weakened by its 
distinction between nature and culture, emphasis on determining 
and protecting the best, and its problematic categories (2016, 
p. 150). Therefore, it can be inferred that reliance on the 
UNESCO definition in Ontario practice, can present problematic 
implications when applied in the often already challenging and 
complex context of post-institutional cultural landscape adaptive 
reuse. One potential result might be that an understanding 
created using UNESCO (2008) thinking could contribute to a 
disruptive gap between the understanding and planning phases of 
the conservation process. 

The UNESCO definition of cultural landscape is different from 
the broader concept of New Heritage (Holtorf & Fairclough, 
2013). However, the UNESCO cultural landscape definition is 
not the only choice as there are alternative practice frameworks 

addition, for processes such as adaptive reuse that would be 
related to Sections 1.7 and Section 2.6 of the PPS (2020), 
clarification of the definition of adaptive reuse, such as the one 
from Open Heritage (2020) could be useful. On a broader level, a 
better definition that is clearer and more robust would be needed 
to address the Ontario Heritage Trust’s recommendation to 
“incorporat[e] cultural landscapes into the thinking and rationale 
behind all applicable provincial legislation and regulations, [so 
that] Ontario could establish a progressive legal and regulatory 
framework to protect and manage cultural landscapes” (2015, 
p. 12). While longer term clarification on the definitions and 
applications in the PPS is needed, practitioners can be more 
conscious of how they define cultural landscape and adaptive 
reuse in their practice in the short term. 

3. Recognizing and Reconciling the Problematic Aspects of the 
UNESCO definition 

Building on updating the Ontario definition is recognizing and 
reconciling the problematic aspects of the UNESCO definition 
of cultural landscape types. The UNESCO types are referenced in 
the OH Toolkit (2006) and the Parks Canada S&G (2010). The 
UNESCO definition has implications for practice (Fairclough, 
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such as the European Landscape Charter (2000), or the Canadian 
Landscape Convention (2015). Through the Historic Urban 
Landscape, UNESCO (2016) can also be seen as moving towards 
ELC (2000) (Fairclough, 2016). If the UNESCO (2008) 
definition is used, its potentially problematic aspects must be 
thoroughly recognized and reconciled. Of course, this could be 
avoided by drawing upon the numerous guidance documents 
mentioned throughout this thesis that present alternatives for 
more coherent, rigorous, integrated, holistic, and future-oriented, 
approaches to cultural landscape.

4. Updating the Ontario Tools and Capitalizing on Existing Thinking 

Another long-awaited and necessary change for practice is 
updating the 2006 OH Toolkit for cultural landscapes. As 
practitioners such as Cary (2018), Schneider (2018a), as well as 
the Ontario Heritage Trust (2015) have identified, an updated 
and refined toolkit and guidance for cultural landscape is greatly 
needed in Ontario. The current approach often results in a 
draft evaluation against 9/06 criteria, which most likely results 
in a formal designation under the OHA. However, the 9/06 
criteria as a tool and its related outcome of a designation under 
the OHA are not necessarily well-suited or tailored to cultural 

landscapes and continued use (OHT, 2015). This is recognized 
by the OHT who recommend to “create and implement specific 
statutory planning powers and management tools tailored for 
cultural landscape protection and stewardship” (2015, p. 12). 
Updating the OH Toolkit (2006) or expanding the tools used 
in practice could also help to overcome challenges associated 
with the limitations of the UNESCO (2008) cultural landscape 
definition and categories that Fairclough (2016) identified. The 
OHT argues that tools other than designation “does not imply 
unrestricted growth but rather change managed within certain 
established parameters” (2015, p. 10). However, this does not 
necessarily have to mean reinventing the wheel, as outside of 
Ontario there is existing thinking around landscape that can be 
capitalized upon. Within Canada, the Parks Canada S&G (2010) 
are frequently used by practitioners, but are not endorsed by 
the Province of Ontario (OHT, 2015). The Québec Landscape 
Guide (2009), also represents a provincial approach to providing 
a variety of available tools. As introduced throughout this thesis, 
Capitalising on the Inherited Landscape (2009), DIVE Analysis 
(2010), and the Historic Urban Landscape Guidebook (2016), 
are examples of existing tools that could be applied to Ontario 
cultural landscapes. Fairclough highlights that, as compared to 
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the UNESCO definition and paradigm of cultural landscape, the 
European Landscape Convention offers a wider range of tools to 
draw upon (2016). 

For Ontario practitioners and policymakers there is an 
opportunity to draw upon international approaches and integrate 
these into the Ontario context. Looking to Europe, there is 
useful thinking around integrated development and conservation 
(Belvedere, 1999), concept of landscape, (ELC, 2000), tools for 
characterization (EH & HCA, 2009; Riksantikvaren, 2010), 
and the definition of adaptive reuse (Open Heritage, 2020), as 
well as the concept of New Heritage (Holtorf & Fairclough, 
2013; Fairclough, 2013). Looking to Australia can also be useful 
for approaches to Indigenous and intangible heritage (Australia 
ICOMOS, 2013), and applications of HUL at a municipal 
scale such as Ballarat (2017). As well, North-American cultural 
landscape theory (Jackson, 1984; 1994; Smithson, 1972) and 
adjacent theory in planning and architecture (Venturi & Scott-
Brown, 1972, Lynch, 1972) can be useful for approaching the 
existing landscape. Of course, these are in addition to the Ontario 
practitioner (Prosper, 2007; Smith 2010, 2015b; McClelland, 
2016; Schneider, 2018a; Cary, 2018), government (OHT, 2015), 
media (Bozikovic, 2018; Micallef, 2018; Maciel, 2021), and 
academic (Pollock-Ellwand, 2001) critiques and considerations 

around cultural landscapes, among others that have been 
articulated in writing. Overall, these tools and frameworks 
present reference points to operationalize the integration of 
the understanding and planning phases for post-institutional 
cultural landscape adaptive reuse. Cultural landscape adaptive 
reuse in Ontario, and Canada more broadly, can be a melting pot 
for combining these global considerations with the local, for a 
landscape-led approach.

5. Moving Away from Only All or Nothing Towards the Missing 
Middle of Conservation

In Ontario, there is an opportunity to move away from the all 
or nothing approach, toward what might be considered the 
missing middle of cultural landscape conservation. This is an 
oversimplification, but often the layers and evolution of cultural 
landscapes either fall under, one of two external approaches: 
being largely erased due to insensitive development, or frozen 
in its extant form due to conservation measures that restrict any 
change. As explored in chapter 4, the OH Toolkit presents two 
approaches to cultural landscape conservation under the OHA 
or OPA (2006). This is despite how the OHA does not mention 
landscape or cultural heritage landscapes (McClelland, 2016).
Yet in practice, the OHA approach such as the 9/06 evaluation 
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and designation, appears to be more popular. However, this 
is not necessarily the best fit, as the Ontario Heritage Trust 
underscores “the tools at hand (primarily the Ontario Heritage 
Act) are not complete mechanisms for encouraging the continued 
use and evolution of a cultural landscape” (2015, p. 11). The 
strong focus on the OHA approach also presents a challenge for 
practice in line with the approaches and sensibilities promoted 
in the guidance documents from outside of Ontario. It appears 
that the OHA makes it difficult, for instance to conserve cultural 
landscapes in ways that: recognize their inherent characteristic 
of change, their ability to evolve, consider adaptive reuse, and 
consider continuity. On one hand and practically speaking, it 
would be unrealistic and not appropriate to designate every 
landscape in Ontario under Part IV of the OHA. On the other 
hand, from a critical perspective, it could be intellectually tricky 
to say that all or even the majority of landscapes are tabula 
rasas and do not have value or significance. In reality, landscape 
value is not all or nothing. However, Ontario’s typical process 
towards cultural landscape adaptive reuse forces this to become 
highly contentious towards either an all or nothing approach. 
Taking a closer look at the conservation process reveals that these 
are not isolated technical processes, they are cultural processes 
(Fairclough, 2016). The missing middle of cultural landscape 

conservation might look like a landscape-led approach that 
balances the values and layers of the past while being oriented 
to the present, and future. As shown by the contrast and gaps 
between the current OH Toolkit (2006) and the other guidance 
in Canada and internationally, there is a limited recognition of 
this missing middle of cultural landscape conservation. 

6. Mediating Conservation and Development 

An enhanced process for cultural landscape adaptive reuse within 
Ontario should involve better mediation of the relationship 
between conservation and development. Examples from Europe, 
such as Belvedere (1999) identify the love-hate nature of the 
relationship between cultural heritage and spatial planning. 
In addition, ELC (2000) identifies that landscapes can have 
economic value, simultaneously with a multitude of other values. 
However, in Ontario this relationship may be seen as potentially 
shifting towards imbalance as shown by the recommendations 
of the Housing Task Force (2022) on heritage conservation, and 
the response from the heritage sector (Chin, 2022; Schneider, 
2022). Taking a step back from this, there appears to be systemic 
tensions between conservation and development that could be 
better mediated. The structure of Ontario legislation for cultural 
landscape between the OHA and OPA also likely contributes to 
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the siloed nature between conservation and development. The 
process of cultural landscape adaptive reuse could represent a 
particular point where the relationship between conservation and 
development is under stress. However, according to Belvedere 
(1999) it is here that true value can emerge through dialogue. 
Processes such as adaptive reuse, or stewardship can aim to 
achieve a balance on the continuum between conservation and 
development, illustrating that these poles can be conceived as a 
continuum as opposed to a hypothetical hard binary. Outside 
of Ontario, this can be seen by the collaboration between 
English Partnerships and English Heritage for Graylingwell 
Hospital (2006), Hanham Hall (2007), and Prudhoe Hall 
(2008), where these benefits of conservation and development 
working in tandem have been well documented. In addition, 
Capitalising on the Inherited Landscape by the English Heritage 
and the Homes and Communities Agency (2009) illustrates 
that this collaboration has been done elsewhere. An approach 
to mediate conservation and development would likely be in-
line with the ELC (2000), or CLC (2015) as opposed to the 
UNESCO definition (2008) of cultural landscape. Mediating the 
relationship between development and conservation in cultural 
landscape adaptive reuse can potentially promote continuity and 
evolution that is more landscape-led. 

7. Looking Beyond the Most Special to the Most Needed

Within the Ontario process, there is a need to look beyond only 
what have typically been considered the most special cultural 
landscapes, to also consider where attention is most needed. In 
other words, there could be a more inclusive approach informing 
which cultural landscapes are recognized, and also where attention 
is being focused in relation to need. The small number of formally 
recognized cultural landscapes, primarily in urban areas, suggests 
there are many other cultural landscapes that play a significant 
role in defining the sense of place for Ontario communities 
(OHT, 2015). The Ontario Heritage Trust has identified the need 
to look beyond cities, and to consider “[the] tremendous network 
of cultural landscapes that remain relatively intact in rural and 
smaller communities” which are “among the province’s most 
precious cultural resources and yet they are located in areas that 
are underserviced and lack capacity to address their preservation” 
(2015, p.11). These everyday landscapes have been recognized 
as having value and being worthy of attention across cultural 
landscape theory (Jackson, 1984;1994), New Heritage theory 
(Fairclough, 2013; Holtorf & Fairclough, 2013) and cultural 
landscape guidance (Belvedere, 1999; ELC, 2000; EH & HCA, 
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2009; Québec, 2009; Riksantikvaren, 2010; CSLA, 2015). 
Currently, cultural heritage landscapes in Ontario are often 
treated as rarefied and a special case. While all landscapes might 
be considered cultural landscapes (Fairclough, 2016), Ontario’s 
cultural heritage landscape implies extra significance, and it is 
here that the improved guidance is required. These Canadian 
and other international documents are clearly moving toward the 
idea that every place can be understood as a cultural landscape, 
and that this understanding can inform a more sensitive and 
integrated evolution. Given Ontario’s already problematic 
approach to cultural conservation, suggesting that a broader swath 
of landscapes be subjected to the current policies is probably not 
a helpful idea at the moment. However, this might make sense in 
the longer term if there is better integration of conservation with 
spatial planning.

There is also an argument by Fairclough for egalitarianism over 
exceptionalism, in that “the landscapes most needing action 
and care are arguably not the special landscapes, but damaged 
or degraded sites, post-industrial places, declining cities, and 
rural areas suffering functional redundancy” (2016, p. 153). 
Instead of being an artifact or object, to Fairclough “the concept 

of landscape can be an instrument of empowerment for the 
disadvantaged and disenfranchised” (2016, p. 153). This 
perspective could be implemented in the adaptive reuse of post-
institutional cultural landscapes. As a result, cultural landscapes 
and their associated cultural processes can contribute to questions 
around diversity, equity (Fairclough, 2016), and inclusion in 
landscape, such as whose landscapes require attention, and what 
interventions are being proposed, and who they are for. Taken 
altogether, these are aligned with working in the public interest 
and using the opportunities presented by post-institutional 
cultural landscape adaptive reuse, for community and public 
spaces. Looking beyond the most special to the most needed 
cultural landscape for adaptive reuse can provide a different 
approach or outcomes, than those allowed under traditional 
development or conservation. 

8. Integration of Landscape Architecture Approaches 

Within the cultural landscape adaptive reuse process there is a 
necessity to integrate landscape architecture approaches. These 
can include creative processes, the role of the practitioner and 
participatory processes. Québec recognizes that creative and 
design approaches “ are essential because of the complexity of 



125

landscape issues, which are rarely resolved by cookie-cutter 
planning solutions” (2009, p. 63). This also points out how an 
over reliance on tools that are limited, unaligned, or siloed can be 
ineffective and even counterproductive for solving problems at the 
scale of cultural landscapes. Given the cultural and social aspects, 
there is a need to move past the cookie-cutter and towards 
landscape-led approaches. This may involve an open-ended, 
iterative, and coherent approach such as by Québec (2009), 
which is strongly aligned with landscape architecture. Within the 
OH Toolkit (2006) there is no mention of landscape architecture. 
In contrast, Belvedere directly mentions landscape architects, 
and their abilities as designers, their professional attitude, 
and tendency to look across disciplines (1999, p. 53). Within 
landscape architecture there are established models of reflective 
and proactive practice. These include problem setting (Schön, 
1982), and defining and analyzing the program (Lynch & Hack, 
1983), which informs the visionary and problem-solving role of 
the practitioner (Francis, 1999). These characteristics of practice 
contribute to successfully responding to challenges for processes 
such as understanding, planning, and designing in cultural 
landscape adaptive reuse. In addition, creative approaches can also 
be incorporated into the understanding and planning process, 

such as by Woltz (2016) where diagramming and mapping are 
used to graphically represent natural and cultural concepts. 
It is interesting to note that landscape architects practicing in 
cultural landscape outside of Ontario (Marot, 1999; Girot 1999; 
Van Valkenburgh, 2010; Woltz, 2016), who are obviously not 
faced with the requirements of the OHA and OPA, often use a 
sensibility and creativity to create continuity through adaptive 
reuse. Better integrating landscape architecture approaches 
into post-institutional cultural landscape adaptive reuse can 
also include a strong focus on community engagement and 
participatory design. Participatory design is strongly referenced in 
cultural landscape guidance documents (CLC, 2015; UNESCO, 
2016) as means to understand community values of cultural 
landscape, and to involve stakeholders to build consensus (EH & 
HCA, 2009). Overall, drawing upon landscape architecture by 
integrating creative processes and participatory design offers value 
for cultural landscape conservation in Ontario.
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5.3 Reflection on the Research Process 
Reflection as a Process 

Throughout the research process Schön’s (1982) reflective 
practitioner served as a way to guide the thesis. Undoubtedly, 
Schön (1982) is not only relevant in the context of research 
but practice as well, especially for cultural landscape adaptive 
reuse. A key part of this research is the incorporation of design, 
despite how the traditional outcomes of site design or a design 
object were not developed. Instead, this thesis research practiced 
the approach of “design as a reflective conversation with the 
situation” (Schön, 1982, p. 78), and frequently utilized reflection 
in action. Given the specificity and limited amount of literature 
available on post-institutional cultural landscape adaptive reuse 
within Ontario and internationally, reflection in action promoted 
being “not dependent on the categories of established theory and 
technique, but constructs [of ] a unique theory of the unique 
case” (Schön, 1982, p. 63). The process of undertaking this 
research also illustrates that the potential value of problem-setting 
is equally as important as problem-solving in both research and 
practice (Schön, 1982, p. 18). Through a process of reflection, 
the challenges, opportunities, and limitations of this research are 
shared.

Challenges

Throughout the research process, several challenges emerged. 
These are different from research limitations, in that they 
ultimately were able to be acted upon in a meaningful way. 
Perhaps the most significant challenge is the limited amount of 
published literature available on the cultural landscape adaptive 
reuse process in Ontario, or the post-institutional typology. 
A major challenge that emerged during the process involved 
developing an understanding of the often complex concepts 
of cultural landscape adaptive reuse, and grappling with the 
inconsistent and competing definitions in Ontario. Related to this 
is the chosen format of a slide show, which provided a creative 
constraint for the development of the diagramming so that the 
information presented was able to fit on one slide. Another 
challenge faced throughout the research that resonates with 
Schön is that “one must use words to attempt to describe a kind 
of knowing, and a change of knowing, which are probably not 
represented in words at all” (1982, 59). This posed a challenge 
during the mapping of the typical process, as the articulation 
of the comprehensive cultural landscape conservation planning 
process is not often framed in words, so much as a sense of what 
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must happen and when for each landscape or project. Finding 
and articulating the suitable criteria for the comparative analysis 
also posed a challenge in articulating a sensibility towards 
landscape, until finding the core principles in the Canadian 
Landscape Charter (CSLA, 2015). Previous iterations of the 
research question and objectives, also presented challenges, 
as mentioned in the discussion of the workshops. However, 
as previously mentioned, looking at using Dentonia Park as a 
potential site to ground the research created a challenge due to 
the specificity of the framing, and that it could be more beneficial 
to explore the broader process. The timing of this pivot created a 
challenge, as it required a restructuring of the research question 
and shelving of information gathered on the site. Also, while 
another previous goal of the research was to articulate primarily 
a process diagram, it became evident that such a diagram in a 
comprehensive manner could become labyrinthine, and would 
require a level of collaboration beyond the scope of this research. 

Opportunities

Despite the challenges, this research offered key opportunities 
that outweighed them. Opportunities can be thought of as the 
positive outcomes experienced while undergoing, or an outcome 

of the research process. The main opportunity associated with 
this research on cultural landscape adaptive reuse was being 
able to take a stab at a topical question, in a defined way that 
bridged disciplinary boundaries. Another opportunity of this 
research was the topic’s relevance due to how cultural landscapes 
are increasingly receiving greater recognition and at the center 
of major heritage conservation and spatial planning efforts in 
Ontario, despite having limited understanding and guidance in 
policy. This research deeply benefited from the opportunity for 
dialogue with the generous and knowledgeable practitioners at 
ERA Architects that provided firsthand knowledge and critical 
questions that allowed the research question to evolve. This 
research also took the opportunity to embrace the act of rolling 
with it and being able to incorporate the advice of the focus 
group, while working towards a goal. This research also illustrates 
the value of researching a process as opposed to a product, which 
allowed for a more conceptual and big picture approach than 
would have likely been possible if a specific site was involved. A 
benefit of framing the research in this way, is that the findings can 
be applied to a specific site to understand this phenomena in a 
broader context, while still being able to encourage a landscape-
led approach. Another opportunity presented by this research 
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was recognizing that cultural landscape adaptive reuse can be a 
potential comprehensive and coherent overarching approach to 
holistically integrate the past, present and future with ecological 
and cultural systems. This is part of broader contemporary 
heritage and landscape practice, where there are often many 
phenomena occurring in the cultural landscape, or recognizing 
that multiple projects can occur at the same time. In addition, 
this research speaks towards the qualitative and conceptual aspect 
of landscape, which is also needed for attempting to quantify 
or propose design guidelines. This research also illustrates how 
within these processes there is a need to balance providing 
guidance with giving practitioners agency. In particular, this 
research emphasizes the crucial role of landscape architects and 
other proactive practitioners in problem setting (Schön, 1982), 
defining and analyzing the program (Lynch & Hack, 1983), and 
for visionary problem-solving (Francis, 1999).  

Limitations 

The research process faced several limitations. A key limitation 
is the relatively small amount of published literature on 
cultural landscape related to the Ontario context, as well 
as post-institutional adaptive reuse. Therefore, much of the 

research process involved setting the stage and developing an 
understanding of this particular process, as well as drawing from 
parallel and interrelated conversations across disciplines and 
geographies. These disciplines range from heritage conservation, 
spatial planning, and landscape architecture in and outside of 
Ontario. This research also faced limitations due to COVID 
restrictions for traveling, which created a barrier for potentially 
documenting sites, or examples outside of Canada.  

5.4 Future Research and Practice
A key outcome of this thesis research is recognizing that 
there are many opportunities for future research for cultural 
landscape in Ontario. Most clearly, this thesis research presents 
implications for future practice for post-institutional cultural 
landscape adaptive reuse. A key aspect of future practice may be 
the refinement of definitions and frameworks around cultural 
landscape and adaptive reuse that are in-line with the CLC 
(2015), and draw on sources such as Open Heritage (2020). This 
research can also be referenced in the development of a Canadian 
or Ontario equivalent of Capitalising on the Inherited Landscape 
(EH & HCA, 2009), as post-institutional adaptive reuse offers 
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an opportunity for assisting in using existing landscapes as 
community spaces to assist in the housing affordability crisis 
facing Ontario.

A broader opportunity for research and practice is developing, 
applying, and evaluating existing or new tools and frameworks 
for Ontario cultural landscape practice. This can occur across 
disciplines, and might involve collaboration, such as between 
landscape architecture, heritage conservation, and spatial 
planning. The specific process of post-institutional adaptive 
reuse can assist in broadening approaches to seeing cultural 
landscape in ways that might be more integrated, balanced, and 
inclusive. Future practice might include supporting efforts such 
as the CSLA (2021) in developing conservation standards for the 
Canadian Landscape Standard or applying the CLC (2015). This 
may also involve looking at the other tools developed in line with 
the ELC mentioned by Fairclough (2016).  

In addition, future research and practice can engage in greater 
dialogue with international thinkers on their approaches, how 
they might relate to the Ontario and Canadian context, and 
identifying low-hanging fruit. These might include engaging 
international thinkers and practitioners, such as Fairclough or 

Woltz among others, in dialogue with Ontario practitioners, 
which builds on previous initiatives such as the 2015 TCLF 
conference Leading with Landscape in Toronto. 

Future research could include mapping and compiling an 
inventory of cultural landscapes in Ontario that have undergone 
adaptive reuse, whether they be post-institutional or other 
types. Future research and practice could also involve pursuing 
exploration of reflective (Schön, 1982) and proactive (Francis, 
1999) practitioners models.

5.5 Summary
This chapter articulated recommendations for next steps in an 
enhanced process for the adaptive reuse of post-institutional 
cultural landscapes in Ontario, and to reflect on potential 
implications for future cultural landscape practice in Ontario. As 
part of objective 3, this chapter included eight recommendations 
that can serve as points to consider moving forward. As part of 
objective 4, a reflection on the research process and its challenges, 
opportunities, and limitations were also shared. Next steps for 
research and practice were introduced.  
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6. Conclusion
Ontario’s cultural landscapes are evolving places facing challenges 
of growth and conservation. The goal of this thesis was to 
critique the current process and suggest next steps for a holistic, 
integrated, and future-oriented process for the adaptive reuse of 
post-institutional cultural landscapes in Ontario. This drew upon 
other Canadian and international landscape approaches that 
consider ecological, social, cultural and economic factors. In order 
to achieve this goal, this research used mixed-methods including 
a literature scan, process mapping, an Ontario cultural landscape 
practitioner focus group, analysis, synthesis, and reflection. As a 
result, this research put forward recommendations that build on 
current cultural landscape practice, which were intended to serve 
as a reference for practitioners in developing their own approaches 
to adaptive reuse projects that lead with landscape. From 
completing the research, there were several broad key takeaways 
that emerged around the four research objectives related to 
understanding, analyzing, and articulating recommendations, and 
reflecting on the process of cultural landscape adaptive reuse. 

As explored throughout this thesis, cultural adaptive reuse in 
Ontario faces challenges under the current process, which could 
be addressed through an enhanced process and landscape-led 
approach. As a summary, the current approach in Ontario can 

result in a gap between the planning and understanding phases, 
as well as a lack of integration between heritage and other 
considerations for cultural landscapes. In addition, Ontario’s 
definition of cultural heritage landscape, legislative framework, 
and guidance documents can result in a siloed or disconnected 
approach as compared with international approaches to cultural 
landscape adaptive reuse. Therefore, this can be problematic 
for the process of cultural adaptive reuse, which can already be 
conceptual outliers compared to built heritage and conventional 
conservation treatments. However, this does not need to be the 
case, as existing thinking outside of Ontario points towards an 
overlap between understanding and planning, as well as balancing 
cultural, social, ecological and economic values of cultural 
landscape. 

Increasingly, cultural landscapes are being recognized in 
Ontario’s heritage and spatial planning. At a high level, similar 
to Jackson (1984), the conventional and emerging approaches 
to cultural landscape in Ontario can broadly be characterized in 
two overarching categories. The first, which is the conventional 
approach to cultural landscape in Ontario often focused on the 
formal or official, and what were deemed the best and most 
exceptional examples of cultural landscape. However, there is an 
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on-going shift and broadening to recognize a second emerging 
approach. Progressively, in Ontario there is a second approach 
to rural, everyday, and other cultural landscapes and takes a 
more inclusive and contextualized approach to seeing heritage 
and other factors. This thinking is reflected across Canadian and 
international literature, such as the CLC (2015), the ELC (2000) 
and Capitalising on the Inherited Landscape (EH & HCA, 
2009). This research considered and can be applied to both of 
these approaches. Post-institutional cultural landscapes represent 
a typology that can bridge these approaches, as they can include 
the exceptional and everyday. A greater recognition and deeper 
unpacking of both conventional and emerging approaches to 
cultural landscape is needed as part of a broader conversation in 
practice. Adaptive reuse could be used as a lens to compare these 
approaches in a more landscape-led way. 

The process of adaptive reuse is well aligned with evolution and 
continuity that can integrate conservation and development. At 
the same time, the link between adaptive reuse and landscape 
architecture (Veres, 2022), appears to have limited recognition 
in Ontario cultural landscape thinking. Outside of Ontario, 
an enhanced process for post-institutional adaptive reuse is 
not an abstract notion, it has been put into practice such as by 

EH & HCA (2009). In researching an enhanced process, there 
are clearly other frameworks that articulate more integrated, 
holistic, and future-oriented approaches to cultural landscape. 
In addition to the guidance documents from heritage and spatial 
planning, looking to landscape architecture can also be valuable. 
This includes recognizing the role of the practitioner through 
problem setting (Schön, 1982), defining and analyzing the 
program (Lynch & Hack, 1983), and the visionary and problem-
solving role of the practitioner (Francis, 1999) in moving 
towards an enhanced process. The next steps for an enhanced 
process involve capitalizing on and applying existing thinking, 
developing new approaches to cultural landscape adaptive reuse 
and integrating landscape architecture. These can include drawing 
upon continuity, stewardship, and the transformative power of 
landscape.

Due to the diversity and complexity associated with each cultural 
landscape, to determine at a high-level if a cultural landscape is 
appropriately conserved or developed, it is necessary to consider 
if, and to what extent the process leads with landscape. Looking 
ahead, an enhanced process for cultural landscape adaptive reuse 
can emerge when we lead with landscape. 
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Step: Identifying Cultural Landscapes

Aim
Identifying CL, often as part of a Municipal inventory 
or after a development application has been started. 
Research, map, investigate, and draft evaluation  of 
CL against OHA 9/06 criteria.

Key Policies/Tools
• Ontario Heritage Act 
• Parks Canada Standards and Guidelines
• Municipal Bylaws/Policies 

Deliverables
• Cultural Landscape Evaluation Report 

Inputs/Outputs 
• Formal Designation under the OHA
• Listing on Municipal Heritage Registrar 

phase

step

key policy

deliverable

Identifying CL Reviewing Development 
& Approval 

Cultural Heritage 
Evaluation Report Planning Rationale Heritage Impact 

Assessment Conservation Plan9/06 or 10/06 Evaluation

Ontario Heritage ActOntario Heritage Act Ontario Planning Act Ontario Planning Act Ontario Heritage Act Ontario Heritage Act

Recognizing CL Planning for Development & Conservation of CL

Understanding Planning Intervening & Stewardship

Upshot
The process often leads to the identification and definition often with 
limited community engagement, resulting in a draft evaluation using 
the OHA criteria, often leading to establishing a singular meaning for 
the objects and boundaries, which can overlook the multiple layers and 
systems shaping the cultural landscape.

Figure 7.1 Step: Identifying Cultural Landscapes Diagram (Source: Author)

8. Appendix: Diagrams of Existing Typical Process for Cultural Landscape Adaptive Reuse in Ontario 
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Figure 7.2 Step: Recognizing Cultural Landscapes Under the OHA Diagram (Source: Author)

Step: Recognizing Cultural Landscapes – OHA

Aim/Actions
Recognizing the CL from a cultural heritage 
perspective for heritage value and significance. 
Formal evaluation of the CL under the OHA.

Key Policies/Tools
• Ontario Heritage Act
• Municipal Bylaws/Policies

Upshot
The process often leads to designation under the OHA prior to considering 
whether designation is the most appropriate tool in the context of the 
rehabilitation of the CL (which happens in the planning phase).

Deliverables
• Evaluation of the CL under 9/06 or 10/06 criteria

Inputs/Outputs 
• Formal Designation under the OHA
• Listing on Municipal Heritage Registrar 

phase

step

key policy

deliverable

Identifying CL Reviewing Development 
& Approval 

Cultural Heritage 
Evaluation Report Planning Rationale Heritage Impact 

Assessment Conservation Plan9/06 or 10/06 Evaluation

Ontario Heritage ActOntario Heritage Act Ontario Planning Act Ontario Planning Act Ontario Heritage Act Ontario Heritage Act

Recognizing CL Planning for Development & Conservation of CL

Understanding Planning

Designation

Intervening & Stewardship
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Figure 7.3 Step: Recognizing Cultural Landscapes Under the OPA Diagram (Source: Author)

Step: Recognizing Cultural Landscapes – OPA

Aim/Actions
Recognizing CL from a spatial planning perspective.
Incorporating the CL into spatial planning tools and 
policies.   

Key Policies/Tools
• Ontario Planning Act
• Provincial Policy Statement
• Municipal Bylaws/Policies

Inputs/Outputs 
From Ontario Heritage Tookit Infosheet #2 
(2006, p. 5).

HCD policies, guidelines, & studies

Area design guidelines

Height & setback restrictions/ site 
plan control

Landscape Impact Assessment

Secondary plan policies for special 
areas

Special zoning bylaws with 
heritage criteria overlay

Subdivision development 
agreements

Community improvement plans 

Stewardship

Financial incentives

Landscape conservation plans

phase

step

key policy

deliverable

Identifying CL Reviewing Development 
& Approval 

Cultural Heritage 
Evaluation Report Planning Rationale Heritage Impact 

Assessment Conservation Plan9/06 or 10/06 Evaluation

Ontario Heritage ActOntario Heritage Act Ontario Planning Act Ontario Planning Act Ontario Heritage Act Ontario Heritage Act

Recognizing CL Planning for Development & Conservation of CL

Understanding Planning

Upshot
Multiple tools under the PA are available to conserve a CL in Ontario, 
but designation under the OHA appears to be the default in most 
municipalities, and is typically pursued prior to and independent of 
consideration of contemplated changes to the site, which are not 
considered until the planning phase.

Intervening & Stewardship
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Figure 7.4 Step: Planning for Development and Conservation of Cultural Landscape Diagram (Source: Author)

Step: Planning for Development and Conservation of Cultural Landscape

Aim/Actions
Planning to introduce new use or intervention into a 
CL, drawing upon a variety of considerations related 
to conservation and development.
Creating a scheme for new development and 
conservation of the CL, that considers heritage in the 
context of proposed development.

Key Policies/Tools
• Ontario Planning Act
• Ontario Heritage Act

Deliverables
• Planning Rationale 
• Heritage Impact Assessment

Inputs/Outputs 
Based on a selection of requirements from the City 
of Toronto’s Development Guide.

Tree Protection 

Park Plan

Sun Shadow

Public Consultation

Urban Design

Stromwater 

Archaeological

Grading

Environmental Impact 

Geotechnical 

Transportation

phase

step

key policy

deliverable

Identifying CL Reviewing Development 
& Approval 

Cultural Heritage 
Evaluation Report Planning Rationale Heritage Impact 

Assessment Conservation Plan9/06 or 10/06 Evaluation

Ontario Heritage ActOntario Heritage Act Ontario Planning Act Ontario Planning Act Ontario Heritage Act Ontario Heritage Act

Recognizing CL Planning for Development & Conservation of CL

Understanding Planning

Upshot
Conservation strategies are typically evaluated in an HIA, against 
attributes enshrined in a designation bylaw. The structure of the 
process separates heritage considerations from broader spatial 
planning considerations, limiting opportunities for creative and holistic 
approaches.

Intervening & Stewardship
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Figure 7.5 Step: Reviewing Development and Approval Diagram (Source: Author)

Step: Reviewing Development and Approval 

Aim/Actions
Review development application to consider 
potential impact and approval of intervention in a CL. 
Reviewing of application, meetings, or hearings.

Key Policies/Tools
• Ontario Heritage Act
• Municipal Bylaws/Policies
• Ontario Planning Act

Deliverables
• Conservation Plan 
• Approval, modifications, or appeals

phase

step

key policy

deliverable

Identifying CL Reviewing Development 
& Approval 

Cultural Heritage 
Evaluation Report Planning Rationale Heritage Impact 

Assessment Conservation Plan9/06 or 10/06 Evaluation

Ontario Heritage ActOntario Heritage Act Ontario Planning Act Ontario Planning Act Ontario Heritage Act Ontario Heritage Act

Recognizing CL Planning for Development & Conservation of CL

Understanding Planning

Upshot
Development is reviewed by a regulator or comittee aganist a variety 
of factors, along with the creation of a conservation plan to protect the 
heritage elements and character. However, unresolved issues can lead to 
appeals, or an extended process. 

Intervening & Stewardship
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Figure 7.6 Intervening and Stewardship Phases Diagram (Source: Author)

Other Steps: Intervening and Stewardship?

phase

step

key policy

deliverable

Identifying CL Reviewing Development 
& Approval 

Cultural Heritage 
Evaluation Report Planning Rationale Heritage Impact 

Assessment Conservation Plan9/06 or 10/06 Evaluation

Ontario Heritage ActOntario Heritage Act Ontario Planning Act Ontario Planning Act Ontario Heritage Act Ontario Heritage Act

Recognizing CL Planning for Development & Conservation of CL

Understanding Planning

?
Intervening & Stewardship


