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Abstract 

Canada has a long history of Heritage conservation across all levels of government and 

through the use of many different tools. Canada is also a multicultural diverse nation, but often it 

has focused on one dominant narrative in heritage, often centered on the affluent and rich or 

colonial powers. Heritage is not just built aesthetic style, but the intangible evolution of our 

relationships with space. Heritage is part of our identity and fosters a sense of community; 

without the full story we are lesser. We need to ask ourselves, who and how is heritage 

designated in our system, whose heritage has this conserved, and as we move forward, how can 

we bring a social justice lens to our planning. Using a case study of Saint John, New Brunswick, 

the oldest incorporated city in Canada with a large amount of conserved heritage, we can start to 

see who has been involved in designating and conserving heritage. Interviews with people 

involved will also help to bring into focus perceptions of who decides what is heritage worthy 

and how they think we could improve heritage planning. We are trying to improve our planning 

system so that in the future, our heritage conservation better reflects our diversity as Canadians. 
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CHAPTER 1 

Introduction 

 

Across Canada there are buildings and spaces that are different from their surroundings, 

often visibly. These sites differ from their surroundings because they are not simply buildings or 

landscapes; they are places of history, culture, and identity for the local or national community. 

These different sites are heritage sites or areas, and through a variety of acts and/or registers are 

considered worthy of special recognition or acknowledgement. 

The purpose of this study is to determine which institutions have overseen designating heritage 

in policy and then to help us answer the question of who’s history has been conserved so that we 

can look at how to better apply a social justice lens to heritage conservation in our planning 

systems. Asking questions of how heritage is designated, what qualifies as heritage, and how it 

has been shaped from past to present we can gain insight into how we have arrived where we are 

and how we can move forward into the future to promote equity, diversity, and inclusion (EDI) 

in our cultural heritage.  

Further, the goal of this study is to examine how policy has been shaped and, in turn, how it may 

shape future efforts to bring a more equitable lens to heritage conservation. The questions 

guiding this research are as follows:  

1) How is Heritage designated in Saint John, NB, and who decides the qualifiers of 

heritage? 
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2)  How has heritage policy been shaped and structured over the history of Saint John and 

whose heritage has this conserved? 

3)  How can we bring a social justice lens to heritage planning to promote conservation 

diversity, equity, and inclusion? 

This paper begins with this introduction and defining some important terms for the study before 

going into a literature review that explores the history of heritage planning in Canada, levels of 

authority, heritage planning tools, and planning theories that might help us shape the future of 

planning to be more diverse, equitable, and inclusive. Then I will dive into my methodology 

which will include study design and a case study of Saint John, New Brunswick. This will be 

followed by results from key-informant interviews. I will end this paper with a discussion of my 

findings. 

To even start a conversation around the idea of heritage, we must start with the definition 

of a few terms; we must make sure the terminology is clear so that we know we are speaking the 

same language. Heritage is not an easily defined term because of how often people have argued 

on the definition, including, or ignoring ideas of intangible heritage, physical sites, and levels of 

importance and impact from community to national. While some people would consider 

historical and heritage to be synonymous terms, for the purpose of this paper they will not be. 

While heritage can mean historical, heritage can also be new; we do not just look at the past but 

to the present and towards the future as we define our heritage (Graham, et. al., 2016). Modern 

architecture can become valuable for its “associative heritage” and declared to be heritage 

despite the fact it is ‘new’ (Armitage & Irons, 2013, p. 248). To look at the non-physical side of 

heritage which cannot be discounted, Grant (2018) talks about how heritage can be a ‘cultural 
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process’ and Andrzejewski and Falk (2016) contribute to this idea when they speak about how 

built heritage is a part of the evolving history of a space (Hayden, 1997; Lesh, 2020). This idea 

disagrees with an earlier statement from Poulios (2010) who argued that there was a disconnect 

from past and present in heritage conservation. Heritage is not just the built architecture and 

landscape but the attached social and cultural history that contributes to the context and identity 

of the local or national community (Smith, 2010). How a place was and is used and experienced 

can be just as important as how it was built (Araoz, 2011; Cameron, 2000; Grant, 2018; Hayden, 

1997; Heath, 2019; Lesh, 2020). This idea of heritage being culturally significant has evolved 

from former ideas of saving sites that held historic and aesthetic value, and now includes the 

social process surrounding heritage (de le Torres, 2013). Heritage can be both physical and 

intangible at the same time (Deom & Thiffault, 2013; Hayden, 1997; Lesh, 2020). The Nara 

Document of Authenticity recognizes that older documents, such as the 1964 Venice Charter, 

had narrow definitions of heritage (usually centered around physical historic sites) and instead 

promotes the protection and enhancement of heritage and its diversity on the grounds that it is 

“an essential aspect of human development” (Cameron, 2000, p. 88; de le Torres, 2013; 

MacKinnon, 2014). In this line of thinking, for this research, heritage will thus be defined as a 

space or site with physical and  intangible cultural significance that contributes to a sense of 

community identity. 

Another term to define for the purpose of this paper is conservation. Often confused for 

preservation, conservation is a more nuanced term and many heritage groups and historical 

conservationists have argued over it. Sharpe (2016) tries to define both terms separately by 

considering conservation as “the action of keeping from harm, decay, loss, or waste” while 

considering preservation “the action of preserving or protecting something” (pp. 177-178). 
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Armitage and Irons (2013) otherwise describe preservation as “linked closely to maintenance but 

differs in the manner in which intervention may not merely be restricted to keeping the fabric in 

its present good condition but to acting positively to limit damage or further deterioration” (p. 

248). In both senses, preservation is an active protection of a space, but it is not restoration of it 

unless it affects the integrity. Conservation is a more flexible idea when it comes to heritage and 

focuses not just on the idea of saving heritage but also maintaining, promoting, and protecting it 

(Pickard, 2001). Pickard (2001) also suggests that there should be “integrated policies for the 

protection of the architectural and archeological heritage within the system of land-use planning” 

(p. 8).  Pickard (2001) believes that planners and planning systems have an important role in 

conservation and should manage the acceptable limits of change, promote sustainable solutions, 

and create long-term protection. Poulios (2010) also agrees with this idea by saying that all forms 

of conservation have a management aspect. Marta de la Torre (2013) also defines heritage 

conservation as “any action designed to maintain the cultural significance of a heritage object or 

place” (p. 158). Her definition also includes the idea of cultural significance to further help 

define the idea that heritage is not just old buildings, but something culturally meaningful.  

As T he Standar ds &  Guideli nes for  the C onservati on of His tori c Places in C anada  also 

suggests, the term conservation often encompasses the idea of preservation within it as well 

(Canada’s Historic Places, n.d.-b). For the purpose of this paper, even though the term is still 

being explored, conservation will be considered the act of actively maintaining and protecting a 

heritage space for its socio-cultural significance while still allowing for its evolution, which is 

the layering of uses and meaning.  
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In Canada there is a long history of heritage conservation. There has been effort over the 

past 100 years, with more significant advancements in the past 50 years, to maintain and protect 

our heritage as a country and a people. Before I explore the history of Canada and heritage 

conservation, I would like to acknowledge that it is, at times, a lacking history. Canada has been 

focused on very specific heritage spaces, such as sites associated with colonial pioneers and 

battlefields, as well as seats of civic and political power, often those of the political and business 

elite (Gentry, 2013; MacKinnon, 2014). Poulios (2010), who I agree with on ideas of disconnect 

between past and present in heritage conservation and who argues against a values-based 

approach to conservation, does layout the idea that our conservation has largely been a Western 

European approach that has been used to the detriment to other cultures. This argument should 

be recognized because we cannot look at only the good our methods of conservation has done, 

and we must look at the flaws as well. As we move forward in the realm of heritage 

conservation, we must look at who our former and even current policies have left out; 

immigrants, people of color, ingenious peoples, and the poor (Andrzejewski & Falk, 2016; 

Boyer, 1994; Hayden, 1997).    

Social justice in planning is a concept of creating just urban spaces that encourage equity, 

inclusion, and diversity by recognizing that social relationships shape a space more than physical 

characteristics and that manipulation of spaces can create disadvantage that contribute to 

inequality and injustice (Fainstein 2014). For the purpose of this paper, social justice is defined 

as planning for the social relationships in an urban space in a way that encourages EDI to help 

fight current inequity and injustice.  Equity, diversity, and inclusion are self explanatory, but in a 

planning perspective they are about creating space for the non-dominant narratives and actively 

planning for all members of a community. Going by these definitions, a social justice lens is a 
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conceptual framework for introducing ideas of EDI into planning our urban spaces on a socio-

cultural level as well as around physical space.  
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CHAPTER 2 

Heritage Conservation in Canada 

 

The History of Heritage Conservation in Canada 

The conservation of heritage places in Canada began over 100 years ago. In 1919 the 

Historic Sites and Monuments Board of Canada was created as a federal Board. They were 

concerned more with commemoration of specific people, various places, and events of ‘national 

significance’ rather than conservation, but they did use a sporadic system to acquire sites for the 

federal government (Cameron, 2000). The Board was concerned with preservation, with 

capturing a snapshot in time that commemorated national identity and keeping it that way, an 

idea that is quite different from our modern efforts of conservation. It was the first step forward 

in saving heritage though, and the Board still operates today as one of the few Federal level 

government heritage organizations (Parks Canada, n.d. -a)  

The next action of importance did not occur until 1951 when the Royal Commission on National 

Development in the Arts, Letters and Sciences drafted a chapter on the importance of historic 

sites and monuments which once again spurred some interest in heritage. During this period, the 

purpose of saving heritage was to protect a national identity and preserve certain features in a 

‘snapshot’ of time. But this idea of preservation was starting to change and in the following year 

Expo 67 happened in Montreal and flared interest in heritage spaces, especially after a variety of 

‘community-based centennial projects’ were completed to restore historic houses changing the 

idea of preserving heritage in a pristine condition and looking more towards the idea of 

continuously interacting with heritage spaces (Cameron, 2000).  
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During the next few decades, the Board grew as did interest in heritage areas. In 1970, the Board 

recommended a new program, and the Canadian Inventory of Historic Buildings (CIHB) was 

launched federally followed by the Heritage Canada Foundation in 1973 (Cameron, 2000). The 

Foundation was an institution that tried to acquire more heritage properties to either hold in trust 

or resell with protections in place, but this system did not work as well as hoped as most 

properties were sold at a loss (Cameron, 2000).  

The 1970s also saw a boom in interest for heritage spaces with most provincial and territorial 

governments, as well as many municipal governments starting to introduce legislation to protect 

heritage properties (Cameron, 2000; Cyrenne, 2006). Because these legislations were done 

separately at various levels, they often differed on what was heritage and how much should be 

protected or controlled which would lead to issues later but was one of the first big steps in 

protecting community heritage. This was also when various levels of government started taking 

on heritage properties to make them available for people to visit and tour and Parks Canada 

started establishing strategic priorities of acquisition (Cameron, 2000). In the 1970s and going 

into the 1980s, with the rise of interest in heritage, the number of properties in designated 

heritage areas rose (Sharpe, 2006). 

The 1980s saw further protections for heritage introduced, often at a provincial or regional level 

as Canada adapted the International Charter for the Conservation and Restoration of Monuments 

and Sites (the Venice Charter) which led to a growing interest in historic districts and streets over 

individual sites. This worked well with the planners of the time who were beginning to focus on 

community development at a neighborhood level (Cameron, 2000; Gentry, 2013; Grant, 2018; 

Minner, 2016). This happened at the same time people started recognizing community-



12 
 

engagement as a resource in heritage conservation as well with people like Jane Jacobs revolting 

against excess urban renewal (Gentry, 2013: Minner, 2016). 

This idea of heritage districts or areas over individual landmarks can be seen in the 1988 

Heritage Railway Stations Protection Act where Canada recognized the entire railway system as 

part of Canada’s heritage over one or two stations it had previously protected (Cameron, 2000). 

The late 1980s and 1990s also saw the growth of New Urbanism and Smart Growth in planning 

which tied in with heritage conservation as they pushed for the rehabilitation of old buildings and 

focused on physical design of communities. This also deepened interest in everyday areas and 

streets when looking for heritage (Minner, 2016).  

This concern with heritage of everyday life evolved over the 1990s and early 2000s as people 

started to look beyond the physical built structures of heritage and into more intangible heritage 

and culture. This changed some of our attachment to material items as Canada started looking at 

spaces and the living cultural practices that took place in them (Minner, 2016). While concerns 

about preserving heritage in Canada started as concern solely for commemoration of what was 

most often historically valued sites or people, we have moved beyond that narrow focus. While 

there is concern over physical design and built environments, we now recognize that heritage is 

more than just the built environment but also intangible heritage that defines the built space such 

as economic and social conditions and interactions (Minner, 2016) 

As a country and a community, we have started to recognize that “buildings and settings, alone, 

do not make ‘place’—people in their interrelationship with the natural and built environment—

make place” (Heath, 2019, p. 403). This means that when considering conserving heritage, we 

need the built environment, but we also need the less tangible aspects to define that built 
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environment (Gentry, 2013). This idea of conservation would address “ecological, cultural, 

interpretive, social, political and moral concerns” (Minner, 2016, p. 77). While commemoration 

of an individual is one of the criteria for listing a resource in the National Register of Historic 

Places, we are starting to look at a community as a whole (Heath, 2019). 

Conservation today is starting to be concerned about a diverse, shared, and inclusive heritage 

(Heath, 2019). We have moved from saving brief snapshots in time at the expense of all other 

narratives. We are starting to view heritage not as a single moment or place but the weavings of a 

story across a community (Cameron, 2000; Minner, 2016). While some conservation planners 

are still concerned with mainly aesthetic style and design, others are looking at how to connect 

our heritage across a variety of fields and disciplines such as education and urban design to find 

better ways to plan for conservation and solutions to a variety of problems (Minner, 2016). 

Heritage conservation, which started out as a job for archeologists and historians, has become 

part of the planning occupation as both are “place based and orientated towards action” (Minner, 

2016, p. 73). Heritage conservation is now recognized as a valuable part of a community’s 

economic, urban design, and sustainability future. 

Heritage conservation in not perfect in Canada though and there are many flaws to our system. 

The largest flaw with our heritage planning as a country, at present, is the division of power 

between federal and provincial levels. There is no comprehensive national heritage legislation 

and even the Canadian National Historic Site designation is only honorary and has no legal 

ramifications (Cameron, 2000; Grant, 2018). This makes it hard to plan across provinces and 

territories.  
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Our second flaw as a country is that while we have started to recognize more than just physical 

places as being a part of heritage, we have still not become fully inclusive. Only recently have 

we started to look at those who were missed in previous heritage movements. Heritage 

conservation in Canada, and the Global West, in general, tends to try and seize a snapshot of a 

moment instead of allowing that moment to transition and evolve and so we must be careful 

when viewing our own heritage sites and ask who chose them and if they contain the whole story 

(Gentry, 2013; Heath, 2019; Khalaf, 2015; Poulios, 2010). 

Levels of Authority in Heritage Conservation 

One of the identified flaws with heritage conservation in Canada is the lack of integration 

between levels of government.  There is no comprehensive national heritage legislation and even 

the Canadian National Historic Site designation (a federal program) is only honorary and has no 

legal ramifications if people do not manage the sites (Cameron, 2000; Grant, 2018). This lack of 

integration between levels means that there can be a heritage designation at any of these levels, 

and even at multiple levels. While there are resources at every level of government for heritage 

conservation, the main level involved in the actual conservation is local government, often 

municipalities. For example, the New Brunswick Provincial Heritage Conservation Act is mainly 

concerned with assisting municipal governments in designating and conserving local heritage 

rather than doing it from a provincial level (Government of New Brunswick, n.d. -d). What the 

provincial level of authority does, especially in New Brunswick, is ensure that more rural areas 

have the right to designate heritage sites, or designate a L ocal His tori c Plac e , important to their 

communities if they do not have the support or resources of a municipality (Government of New 

Brunswick, n.d. -d). 
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This interaction of levels of authority around heritage can also provide us insight into the 

practical application of policies (Pickard, 2001). While I agree that we need heritage protections, 

we must also be aware of how we create and integrate them. We have an issue in Canada where 

there is a disconnect between levels of authority that has caused overlap, with sites designated at 

federal and provincial, and even international level. For example, the Head-Smashed-In site in 

Alberta was designated a National Historic Site in 1968, a Provincial Historic Site in 1979, and a 

World Heritage Site in 1981. The site is owned and managed by the Alberta provincial 

government in collaboration with the local Blackfoot-speaking First Nations (UNESCO, n.d -c). 

While this heritage designation is at varying levels, the only apparent management of it seems to 

be at provincial level instead of shared. This makes the designation at federal and international 

level nothing more than decorative. Without comprehensive integrated policies, the designation 

at multiple levels of authority is just a layering of titles. As we look at the varying levels of 

authority, we can see how we go from influence and unenforced standards to detailed 

policymaking as you get closer to the local community level.  

International 

While it might seem counterproductive to talk about levels of authority in Canada and 

then start with everything outside of Canada, we need to remember that Canada is not an isolated 

country and has been influenced greatly by international organizations and other countries. We 

must also recognize that Canada has Indigenous people that have been ignored as the country 

was colonized and are still often ignored or actively supressed today. Canada’s government is a 

settler government that was granted authority from outside of its borders and has been operating 

in international affairs since the nation was founded. It must be acknowledged that much of our 
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ideas of heritage conservation have been influenced by not just colonialism but by international 

associations. Canada accepted the World Heritage Convention in 1976 and now has 24 UNESCO 

sites across the country with more being nominated in the past few years (MacKinnon, 2014; 

UNESCO, n.d. -a). While UNESCO was created in 1945, it took until 1972 to create the World 

Heritage Convention, and only in 1978 was the first list of sites created, which held 12 locations 

across the world (UNESCO, n.d. - c). Canada got its first site listed, L'Anse aux Meadows 

National Historic Park, in 1978 only a year after Canada created national protections for this site 

(Campbell, 2017; Parks Canada, n.d. -b).    

A large piece of policy that influenced how most Western countries looked at heritage, Canada 

included, was the 1964 Venice Charter that established the only types of value in heritage 

designation were historic and aesthetic (Araoz, 2011; ICOMOS, 1964). The Venice Charter was 

monumental in the heritage conservation world because it was the most recognised text for 

international guidelines on the preservation of monuments which at the time of its creation, was 

the big concern of the heritage world. It laid out how heritage was defined and conserved for 

decades afterwards, mainly with the preservation of monuments, or snapshots in time, by 

protecting one moment in history surrounding as physical site.  While it did a great job of 

protecting significant monuments of historic value, it did not recognize socio-cultural value and 

the evolution and use of a site as we understand to be valuable today (Araoz, 2011; Erder, 1977; 

ICOMOS, 1994; Silva, 1983). 

How Canada was preoccupied in protecting physical sites and preserving them like a 

snapshot of history, or protecting facades for their aesthetic value, is very visible in our history of 

conservation. The only deviation from this seems to be how Canada also protected a few 
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environmental sites which is the influence Parks Canada on the federal level but could be argued 

to have been protected for aesthetic/beauty reasons as well. It took many years of work by the 

International Council on Monuments and Sites (ICOMOS), which was created because of the 

Venice Charter, to grow an understanding of the importance of cultural heritage. The length of 

time it took to acknowledge cultural heritage being important can be seen in how it was only in 

the 1990’s that cultural heritage became a larger concern in Canada (Araoz, 2011; ICOMOS, 

1994; Khalaf, 2015). Another document that changed the way Canada has started to view 

heritage is the Nara Document that recognized the importance of socio-historic context 

surrounding heritage and how authenticity is relative. The Nara Document also promoted 

diversity (Araoz, 2011; MacKinnon, 2014; ICOMOS, 1994).  All these charters and documents 

set principles, standards, and recommendations for how nations should designate and protect 

heritage. While they do not have any true authority, even when formally adopted by nations, they 

do widely influence the heritage scene both nationally and internationally (Araoz, 2011; 

Architecture, Conservation, and Strategy Planning, 2018; Khalaf, 2015; MacKinnon, 2014).  

It is important to know the history behind international heritage policy because it widely 

influences Western countries and shapes current attitude towards heritage across all levels of 

authority (Architecture, Conservation, and Strategy Planning, 2018; MacKinnon, 2014). Canada 

is objectively not a largely populated country and thus we often reference studies published 

across North America or Europe when doing academic research. Policy making might rely 

heavily on Canadian precedent but even that has been influenced by international documents and 

our colonial roots. All of this is important information to keep in mind as we look at our internal 

levels of authority.  



18 
 

Federal Level 

The closest there is to federal regulation is the T he  Standar ds &  Guideli nes for  the 

C onservati on of His tori c Places in C anada document which was created in 2003. This set of 

standards and guidelines is not enforced by any particular government body or agency. The next 

section on heritage planning tools addresses this issue.  The federal government does have the 

Canadian National Historic Site Designation program along with the Directory of Federal 

Heritage Designations which allows the Government of Canada to commemorate sites it deems 

culturally valuable (Government of Canada, n.d -a; Parks Canada, n.d. -c). Another program 

mentioned in the introduction was The Historic Sites and Monuments Board of Canada (referred 

to as the Board from now on), which was legislated under the Hist oric Sit es  and Monuments Act  

(Parks Canada, 2019). The Board works within Canada to maintain and protect 140 national 

historic sites. They also recently released the Fra mew ork for Hi stor y and C ommemorati on: 

N ati onal His toric Sites System Plan 2019 which will help the board itself and Parks Canada 

further protect heritage sites. A public statement was made suggesting that the plan will also 

promote diversity, complex perspectives, and Indigenous people’s stories. Parks Canada also 

manages and protects 174 historic sites on the registry within their spaces. Despite two large 

federal boards managing over 300 sites, the complete registry now contains over 900 sites across 

Canada, the majority left to local municipalities to manage (Parks Canada, 2019). While heritage 

conservation starts with formal recognition or designation by some form of governmental 

authority, just recognition alone is not enough to help conserve our heritage sites (Government of 

Canada, n.d. -a). 
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I will point out here that before the creation of provincial heritage policy, the federal government 

did create a few protected sites. The National Battlefields Commission was created in 1908 to 

preserve the Plains of Abraham and is one of the earliest protected sites in Canada. The sites that 

concerned the federal government were ones of national historic significance, which at the time 

was from our colonial origins. I will also point out that the National Battlefields Commission 

was and is very small in scope, focusing on sites around Quebec City (Government of Canada, 

n.d. -b). The federal government has largely been concerned with sites that are significant to 

national identity, and not the community that might surround it. Most sites protected are colonial 

and settler based, environmental spaces, or archaeological finds (Campbell, 2017). All are 

worthy of protection but are very macro level in their cultural significance. When looking at 

community heritage, the federal government relies on provincial and local level management, 

policymaking, and designation.  

Provincial  

As stated previously, the 1970’s saw a great deal of heritage interest evolve but this was 

primarily at the provincial and territorial level with some limited municipal interest (Cameron, 

2000; Cyrenne, 2006). This evolution continued and today all provinces and territories have 

legislation in place to conserve heritage as well as most municipalities (Epstein, 2017; 

Government of Canada, n.d. -a). Looking at a few provinces, British Columbia in Western 

Canada has part 15 of the Local Government Act dedicated to heritage conservation but it mostly 

guides local governments and their planning departments. The province does provide some 

funding for heritage conservation as does the federal government, but more responsibility lands 

on the local government (Government of British Columbia, n.d.). New Brunswick in Eastern 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Plains_of_Abraham
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Canada has a provincial statue called H erit age C onservati on Act  that replaced former statutes in 

2010. This act allows either the province, a municipality, or even a local owner to apply for 

designation so that the property may not be altered without a permit. Like BC, the province may 

designate sites as heritage but leaves the majority of designation and legislature to local 

government, unless they are burial or archeologic sites (Government of New Brunswick, n.d. -e). 

The power between provinces differs greatly as they all created different policies. Some left most 

of the power up to local government while some created parallel systems where both provincial 

and local could designate (Epstein, 2017). All of this shows that while all the provincial and 

territorial governments have heritage conservation policies, many leave the majority of 

designation and policy making to local government.  

Local and Municipal 

The next step down from provincial, is regional, local and municipal levels of 

government. If a region does not have municipal heritage policy, it is often the domain of local 

government, such as regional governments that cover swaths of rural and urban areas. For rural 

areas especially, if there is no heritage policy at local level, this is where provincial authority can 

be brought to bear with provincial designation and funding (Government of New Brunswick, n.d. 

-c).  

When we get down to the municipal or local government level, much of their policy is 

influenced by provincial legislation. For example, the L ocal Governm ent Act  in British Columbia 

has a section of heritage and how to link community planning with it and why it should be done 

(Government of British Columbia, n.d.). In New Brunswick the Municipal  C onservati on Area 

By - L aw s establishes how local governments can save heritage through conservation areas 
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(Government of New Brunswick, n.d. -b). A large influencer that flows from the provincial level 

to the local level is funding. Funding is available at the provincial level to protect heritage at the 

local level (Epstein, 2017). Other than funding and influence on how local levels should protect 

heritage, most power on what sites are protected lays with local government. Unless a site 

garners enough national attention and gains a L oc al His tori c Sit e  under the registry or is outside 

the influence of a municipality and gain provincial support, most urban heritage sites are under 

the authority of local government. This includes heritage designation, bylaws surrounding 

designated sites, and policy making around heritage planning. So, while local level government 

is influenced by provincial level legislation and policy, and even funding, it is mainly left in the 

hands of the local level to designate and manage heritage which gives them great power over 

which heritage is conserved (Government of New Brunswick, 2010). 

In conclusion, international heritage policy and research shapes current attitudes in heritage 

conservation while Federal level authority in Canada sets standards and guidelines while also 

taking on projects of national cultural identity such as railway stations and battlefields. The 

provinces have more comprehensive policy and legislature than the federal level but are mainly 

concerned with guiding and funding local levels to manage their own heritage.  

Heritage Conservation Tools 

Heritage conservation tools are things such as standards and guidelines, conservation 

areas, policymaking, community engagement, and more that allow heritage planners to 

effectively plan for heritage conservation. These tools are something every planner should be 

aware of to plan more effectively, but to also learn from. The reason we look at this toolkit in 

this research is because it further explains how heritage is designated and by whom. While these 



22 
 

tools are very useful, they can also entrench former ideas and ways of planning that might 

perhaps be outdated or plan only for one type of heritage (Poulios, 2011). For example, one area 

many tools fail to help fully plan for is intangible heritage because of how difficult it is to plan 

for the non-physical side of heritage (Araoz, 2011). Looking at how we plan heritage shows us 

who plans, how its planned, how we have gotten to where we are, and how we can be better 

planners. It also shows us where we might be missing tools or methods of planning. In this 

section I will review some of the main and powerful heritage tools  

Standards & Guidelines 

 One of the most popular and well used heritage planning tools as seen in Figure 1 is T he 

Standar ds &  Guideli nes for  the Conservati on of His tori c Places in C anada which was originally 

released in 2003 and has since been updated. What it lays out are not policies and laws, but 

general principles and standards when planning ‘interventions of historic places’ to help decide 

the why you should intervene, what should be conserved, and how to do so (Canada’s Historic 

Places, n.d.-a).  It outlines three major steps to conservation that nearly every organization in 

Canada now follows: understanding, planning, and intervening. The federal government 

recognizes that conservation contains all the ideas of preservation, rehabilitation, and restoration 

under it (Canada’s Historic Places, n.d.-a). 
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Figure 1  taken from T he Standar ds &  Guideli nes for  the Conservati on of His tori c Places in 

C anada ( Canadaôs Historic Places, n.d.- a )  

These guidelines also define heritage as: 

ñthe aesthetic, hist oric, scientif ic, cult ural , social  or spi rit ual i mportance or si gnif icance for 

past , present and f uture generati ons. T he herit age value of a his tori c plac e is embodied in it s 

character - defi ning mater ial s, for ms, locati on, spatial  confi gurat ions, uses and cult ural  

associations or meanings.ò (Canada’s Historic Places, n.d.-a, bottom of page).  

This guide was released not just for local, provincial, or federal authorities but for property 

owners, facility managers, heritage consultants and so on to try and create a comprehensive 

approach to heritage. They are well used, especially by Parks Canada who adopted the guidelines 

at a federal level (Canada’s Historic Places, n.d.-a). The guidelines were also created through a 

collaboration through many actors and levels of authority. I would argue that while helpful, the 
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fact they are not fully adopted by more than just Parks Canada makes them under-utilized, 

though that may be changing as many places are adapting them because of requirements to 

access grants. They do contain useful information and push forward many important points like 

the importance of understanding a heritage place’s significance to its community, but they also 

fall short of being a useful enforcing tool (Deom & Valois, 2013; Government of Canada, n.d.-

a).  

Standards and guidelines are often rooted in international charters as well as local and/or national 

levels of authority as well as a variety of professionals which makes them very reliable in their 

academic form, and really set hard lines about what is and is not allowed in historic places 

(Khalaf, 2015).  While this sets hard lines about what is and is not heritage, it can be problematic 

when local heritage does not meet these requirements that were created by previous systems and 

ideologies. A good example of this is how hard it is to plan for intangible heritage as most 

previous standards required a physical site. Focusing on tangible attributes takes focus away 

from the human values that are so important in community heritage (Khalaf, 2015). So, while 

standards are good, they can be quite rigid in their directives, often creating a dichotomy of 

worthy or not, with hard lines between the two instead of perhaps scaling heritage. 

Something that can also be tied closely to standards and guidelines is criteria. Criteria are often a 

part of standards, almost like a checklist of qualifying factors to be considered heritage. While 

this makes it quick and easy to decide if a site is worth designation, criteria can place limits on 

opportunities by creating hard lines of requirements. Like standards, criteria can be very rigid in 

their process and create very sharp lines of acceptable and unacceptable for heritage (Khalaf, 

2015). While they do help create and easy way to filter through heritage designation applications, 
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it can be argued that like standards they focus too much on former thoughts and systems of what 

heritage was defined as and have trouble creating criteria for intangible elements while also 

being too broad instead of context specific (Khalaf, 2015).  

Something that aligns with standards, guidelines, and criteria is a Statement of Significance 

(SoS) which is a statement of heritage value that should be created in the designation process. 

SoS’s are statements that try to show how a site measures up to the standards and criteria of an 

area and are often what leads to being to be registered or designated as heritage on things such as 

a local registry, a provincial registry, or the federal Canadian Register of Historic Places 

(Government of Canada, n.d.-a).  

All these standards, guidelines, and criteria, often shown in a Statement of Significance, are one 

of the big hurdles to be designated as heritage, like a checklist of requirements to prove they are 

worthy of heritage status and these requirements exist at nearly every level of the process. 

Grants and Subsidies 

Despite what Richard Shipley (2000) says, “heritage is about cultural values and not 

about economics” (p. 85), grants and subsidies are a large part of heritage planning because the 

conversation of money is always brought up in conjecture to heritage planning. Heritage 

conservation itself takes a great deal of funds for upkeep and management. While built heritage 

often has some economic value due to physical structure, all heritage can bring economic value 

in through tourism (Armitage and Irons, 2013; Heath, 2019; Minner, 2016). For privately owned 

heritage sites, it has been proven that real estate values increase in heritage areas if the built 

environment has been restored or is basically kept in good shape (Sharpe, 2006; Shipley, 2000; 
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Nesset & Oust, 2019). Delegating a space as a heritage area, or heritage site, can contribute to 

the local economy by influencing real estate values and influencing the location of businesses 

(Minner, 2006). Despite this economic value, heritage still has many costs associated with it due 

to upkeep and management to keep it conserved and/or useful as a tourist site.  When a private or 

public entity considers applying for heritage designation, they often must think of future upkeep 

that has to be in line with policy, often requiring permits that can cost money. Heritage 

designation can also restrict uses of the space or freedoms of owners to do what they like on the 

property (Shipley, 2000). Grants and subsides help alleviate the financial burden on individuals, 

associations, and/or local government that decide to designate and conserve heritage. The federal 

level offers many grants a wide range of people from individuals to the provinces and territories. 

For example, the Legacy Fund is available to community-initiated protects that “restore, 

renovate, or transform an existing building or exterior space (…) intended for community use” 

(Government of Canada, n.d.-c, paragraph 4). Provincial/territorial level governments offer 

grants and subsides to individuals and local governmental to help fund their heritage planning, 

such as in Manitoba that offers the Heritage Grants Program to “assist Manitobans in identifying, 

protecting and interpreting the province's human and natural heritage” (Government of 

Manitoba, n.d.). Local government, unlike provincial or federal levels, cannot apply for loans 

and must rely on their own funds, or grants and subsides from upper levels of government, but 

still manage to offer financial incentives many times for local heritage. While more common in 

larger urban centres there are many local government tax rebate programs, like in Toronto where 

there is a combination of rebates and grants for individual heritage owners in the upkeep and 

renovation of their heritage properties (City of Toronto, n.d.). 
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Grants and subsidies are an effective tool for heritage conservation planning because sites often 

require a great deal of money to either educate, designate, conserve, and/or further manage. 

Grants and subsidies can also make people aware that they should want to save heritage and 

helps give them a means to achieve this end (Pickard, 2001). Grants and subsidies are done at 

nearly every level of government but come with the downside of having to be applied for which 

requires knowledge of the system and the ability to navigate it. This can also mean that people, 

associations, and institutions can lose heritage simply through lack of funds.  

Education and Training 

While it may seem obvious that education and training could be used as a heritage 

conservation tool, it is a very valuable tool that should never be discounted. Planning is a skill 

that develops with experience and training and so it is important that this training is encouraged 

through the levels of authority (Khalaf, 2015; Pickard, 2001). This idea of training in heritage 

planning often gets considered a low priority but trying to forge new learning processes into 

career structures is vital (Khalaf, 2015). Heritage conservation employs a range of diverse fields, 

such as history, conservation science, architecture, and geography -thus it is a multidisciplinary 

and an interdisciplinary field which makes education around it important (Deom & Valois, 

2013). Training done through levels of authority and elevated in priority provides education 

around heritage and helps keep the processes updated and discussed (Khalaf, 2015).  

Education for the public is also vital. Heritage planning should involve the community it is 

planned for because it is so context specific (Cameron, 2000; de le Torres, 2013; Deom & 

Valois, 2020; Grant, 2018; Heath, 2019; Kerr, 2010). This education of the public is also tied 
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very closely to public engagement and how the public should be involved in heritage 

conservation.  

Public Engagement 

Public engagement should not end in identifying places of heritage value (Deom & 

Valois, 2020; Government of New Brunswick, n.d.-c). Heritage is tied to socio-cultural 

intangible elements such as experience and the evolution of a space (Andrzejewski and Falk, 

2016; Deom & Valois, 2020; Grant, 2018). These are all subjects that require the community 

surrounding the site to be involved in not only identifying but planning how to conserve and 

manage (Deom & Valois, 2020). Araoz (2011) also suggests that including people outside of 

‘professionals’ helps create a longevity in the site as interest is maintained. Despite this need for 

continued public engagement, Deom and Valois (2020) do point out that the ensuring ‘how’ to 

involve communities in the planning process is still a challenge.  There is a suggestion to change 

how we approach the public, using numerous different means of communication (electronically, 

in person, paper, etc.) and how we frame the conversation from yes and no questions to probing 

questions, but most people think on the subject do suggest it be context specific to the 

community being engaged (Araoz, 2011; Deom & Valois, 2020; Khalaf, 2015).  

Policymaking  

A great deal of heritage planning is done through policy. Heritage planning in the policy 

realm mainly consists of legislation concerned with zoning that surrounds materials, massing, 

setbacks, density, and land-use. These policies and regulations all limit changes that can be done 

to designated heritage (Government of Canada, n.d.-a). Heritage planning can also be included in 
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policy such as Official Community Plans (OCPs) and Neighborhood Plans (Epstein, 2017; 

Government of British Columbia, n.d.-b; Heritage BC, n.d.). 

Through bylaws a local government may also create commissions to help implement heritage 

planning. For example, in BC local government may be allowed to appoint a C ommunit y 

Herit age C ommiss ion while  in New Brunswick local government can appoint a Herit age Board. 

There commissions are meant to manage and implement community heritage plans (Government 

of British Columbia, n.d.-b; Government of New Brunswick, n.d.-b). Designation is usually 

encompassed under this policy as well, allowing commissions or boards to decide what is 

designated either by choosing or going through applications and nominations. Heritage 

conservation areas are a common method of designation as is spot designation. Heritage 

conservation areas are larger areas, often multiple sites, that have been given heritage 

designation often with objectives (Government of New Brunswick, n.d.-b). A famous example in 

Canada is the Historic District of old Quebec which covers more than 135 hectares and on the 

UNESCO World Heritage sites list. The entire district falls under a conservation area to maintain 

its character (Parks Canada, n.d.-d). Local commissions or boards can also designate by 

individual site, as can the provincial and federal government.  

Paired with this designation is often a registry of designated sites. The Federal government has 

the Directory of Federal Heritage Designation while most provinces have their own registry, 

such as the New Brunswick Register of Historic Places (Government of New Brunswick, n.d.-f; 

Parks Canada, n.d.-c).  At the local government level, it can depend on the size and resources of 

a city. For places like Vancouver, BC, they have their own Vancouver Heritage Register (VHR) 

(City of Vancouver, n.d.). While Saint John, NB, has an interactive map on their city website but 
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relies on the New Brunswick Register of Historic Places for a detailed registry (City of Saint 

John, n.d.-a).  

Using a combination of these tools, heritage conservation can be planned for effectively. The 

system has been in place for decades to allow local boards or commissions to designate and 

manage heritage areas and sites through standard, criteria, public engagement, education, policy 

making, and so on. Registries are the results of these tools, listing the heritage sites that have 

gained designation and are being managed.   

Heritage tools are needed to help planners effectively plan for our cultural heritage and yet the 

question arises over if some of these tools we have currently are outdated or effective enough. 

Some like Araoz (2011) say you can not protect or persevere values while Khalaf (2015) 

critiques the effectiveness of standards, guidelines, and criteria at protecting intangible heritage. 

T he Standar ds &  Guidelines for  the Conservati on of His tori c Places in C anada while a useful 

document does not enforce anything.  The policy from national and provincial levels are very 

concerned with historic physical sites and less with community heritage, cultural heritage, and 

intangible heritage (Government of Canada, n.d.-a). Policy on the local government level, while 

it can be very effective, can also be outdated and/or built on outdated ideologies and systems of 

colonialism or power (Andrzejewski & Falk, 2016; Hayden, 1997).  

There are good pieces in our toolkit as well though; management and community engagement 

done well can help reinforce and strengthen our cultural heritage. Knowledgeable and motivated 

commissions and boards can make well-informed decisions and protect a great deal of heritage. 

Registries can help organize and educate people, both professionals and the public, about local 



31 
 

community heritage. Policy making done right can help enforce good policies and directions in 

planning.  

Heritage tools are just one part of the picture, linked with levels of authority and underestimated 

in transition from paper to reality.  Heritage tools also need to be paired with theory and the 

underlying understanding on how and why they work. For example, looking at place-making 

explains why communities need to participate in the designation and maintenance of their 

heritage spaces because of the way places shape socio-cultural relationships. In the next section 

of this paper, I will look at a theoretical basis of heritage planning, specifically at placemaking, 

social justice, and a variety or theories around marginalized groups which are relevant to heritage 

and could be a way forward in the future to make heritage more diverse, equitable, and inclusive.  
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CHAPTER 3 

The Framing of Heritage Conservation 

 

Who Should We be Planning For? 

I have taken you through a history of heritage planning in Canada, given you an 

introduction to the level of authorities involved, and shown you the main tools of the heritage 

planner. The purpose of this paper and research is to discover which institutions have overseen 

designating heritage in policy and help us answer the question of who’s history has been 

conserved. We have seen how heritage policy is shaped by each level of government, through 

which tools, and how that has been shaped over history. Now that we know the system we work 

within, we can start to look at how to make our planning system better, to bring a social justice 

lens and include diversity, equity, and inclusivity. By analyzing how heritage is designated, what 

receives a designation of heritage, and how it has been shaped until now, we can talk about the 

direction we should take in the future. In this next portion of the literature review I will introduce 

you to place-making theory and discuss whose heritage we should be looking for to create a 

more diverse and inclusive heritage scene in Canada. Talking about the theory behind why we 

should plan for conservation, as well planning theories concerned with those often left out of the 

dominant narrative, gives my research a conceptual framework. After this section I will lead into 

the methodology of my research, including a case study of a Canadian city to bring all these 

points into the context of real urban space.  
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Placemaking 

“The power of historic urban landscapes to help nurture ordinary citizens collective 

memory” is how Dolores Hayden (1997) sees the power of place and space in the urban 

landscape (p. 227). This idea of space having power has been around since humans have been 

around, Ian Wight (2020) says, and the idea of place-making stems from place theory itself; 

spaces give people a ‘sense of place’ (Graham et. al., 2016). This idea around people becoming 

attached to places on an emotional level is called place-attachment, which is what helps build a 

sense of identity and a sense of place (Hayden, 2011). Placemaking starts with the place theory 

that “social relationships are intertwined with spatial perceptions”, with identity tied to memory 

and urban landscapes being the ‘storehouses’ for this memory to create the place-attachment as 

defined above (Hayden, 1997, p.16). Newman (2016) agrees with this idea of meshing together 

social, psychological, and physical.  

This idea of place theory and the place-making that came from it, does make place-making seem 

a passive thing, but the use of the word ‘making’ does mean that we can also help shape these 

spaces, making attractive physical spaces as the background for successful social spaces 

(Pendlebury & Porfyriou, 2017).  The reason I introduce the theory of place-making in this study 

is because of how meaningful it is in heritage conservation (Ellery et. al. 2020; Hayden, 1997; 

Lesh, 2020; Pendlebury & Porfyriou, 2017; Smith, 2010). A challenge these days is the 

reconciliation of heritage conservation and managing urban growth, especially when new 

development can threaten to diminish heritage values or character defining elements which takes 

away from the rich fabric of a place (Khalaf, 2015).  Some modern heritage conservation also 

assumes that values rest entirely on material form, and while this notion grows more outdated, it 
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does still shape some of our conservation today. When heritage is threatened by new 

development, effort goes into save facades and built form and not the intangible heritage 

associated with the space (Araoz, 2011; Khalaf, 2015).  Place-making can offer support in 

intangible heritage as it empowers communities to identify their own heritage associated with a 

site. This is of great significance to those often left out of heritage spaces as they associate their 

own experience and sense of heritage with a place (Araoz, 2011).  As Campbell (2017) says, 

“history is affected by where it happens and that learning history in si tu , or “in place”, can be 

extraordinary powerful” (p. 3). Value is not inherent in a physical site, it is attributed by the 

community who lives and interact in that place; an association with the site, not the site itself 

(Poulios, 2010; d la Torre, 2013; Smith, 2010).  

While it is the association with a site that makes it valuable, you still need a physical site to 

associate with that memory. Place-making helps to communicate these attributed values by 

making a backdrop for the socio-cultural qualities (Hayden, 1997; Wight, 2020). Heritage is not 

just the history of a space, but also how it has evolved, how it is used, and the perception of that 

space, which is why heritage sites can be newer spaces and not just old sites (Andrzejewski & 

Falk, 2016; Armitage & Irons, 2013; Hayden, 1997; Newman, 2020). Place-making helps weave 

this idea of “social constructions, psychological processes and the physical environment of social 

constructions” (Newman, 2002, p. 389).  Creating a sense of place helps reconcile the tangible 

and intangible aspects of heritage (Lesh, 2020). 

I would like to look at two criticisms of place-making theory as well. The first criticism of place-

making is that values are often in conflict (de la Torre, 2013). When we try to create this 

narrative around a space, there can be conflicting narratives from different groups in a 
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community. Doreen Massey (2005) talks about how we can perceive other people and their 

culture as ‘phenomena’ and not as having any deep connection to the space, seeing it all on a 

‘surface level’.  But we can also use this to our advantage and foster empathy for those groups 

that seemed unlike the main narrative as well as start a conversation on how these histories and 

narratives intertwine and meet-up (Deom & Thiffault, 2013; Massey, 2005). There is no singular 

history, even when we talk about history being written by the winners, there are multiple 

narratives and interpretations.  

The second criticism of place-making is that it is not consistent in its definition and there is 

ambiguity in how it is used (Ellery et. al., 2020). While I have given an idea of the theory above, 

the idea of place-making has been used differently in other studies and fields. For the sake of this 

research, I will be considering place-making to be how I explained the theory above. I would like 

to recognize that language is important in any research, but especially when talking about social 

justice. I would therefore like to include in this section on place-making theory, a newer idea of 

changing the term to ‘place-keeping’. There has been a call for the change in term because 

‘making’ sounds like we are creating a space from scratch, that there was a blank canvas before 

we got involved. ‘Place-keeping’ infers that there is already a history, and we need to be 

respectful of that. This is a very relevant idea when speaking of social justice in heritage 

conservation because we must remember that in Canada we are on Indigenous lands and that 

much of our space had been planned for long before settlers came to Canada. The term place-

keeping is considered much more just and equitable because of how it speaks to integrating and 

incorporating everyone, across time (Ashley et. al., 2021).  Using the term ‘place-keeping’ also 

helps when negotiating in the present between citizens and developers or planners because it 

evokes ideas of conserving over an idea of a blank slate awaiting development (Keperling, 
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2020). Place-keeping also implies a continued management and continuous citizen participation 

in the maintaining of the space instead of just the creation of the place (Mattijssen et. al., 2017).  

No matter the term used, place-making or place-keeping, the idea behind this theory is the 

weaving of social, psychological, and physical.  It also does not just end with the creation of a 

space, but the language used sets a narrative of something that is created and done instead of an 

evolving space. And finally, there must also be an emphasis on public engagement because of 

how much this theory revolves around public memory and association (Hayden, 1997). Place-

making and place-keeping are relevant in heritage because it is how we reconcile the tangible 

and intangible aspects of heritage and defines our heritage. It also reconciles urban growth with 

heritage conservation and allows space to bring in conflicting narratives.  

Cultural Planning 

Culture is “the set of distinctive spiritual, material, intellectual and emotional features of 

a society or a social group that encompasses art and literature, lifestyles, ways of living together, 

value systems, traditions and beliefs” (UNESCO, 2001). Cultural planning is thus planning, or 

development driven by cultural motivations with the purpose of re-humanising the city through 

strategies underpinned by access, representation, and participation. Some cities view culture to 

attract investments, but culture encompasses all aspects of life and is the foundation of freedoms 

and societal wellbeing. Culture is a means through which citizens feel they belong in their city 

and is integral to human development as it constructs individual and collective identities 

(Duxbury et. al., 2016.; Habitat III, 2015).  
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Cultural planning frames cultural aspects of a city not just as vital to a community but as 

resources to economic and other growth that need to me managed and planned for, and Canadian 

cities are urged to adopt cultural plans that do so (McDonough& Wekerle, 2011). As stated 

before, reconciling heritage conservation and urban growth and development is a large concern 

in todays heritage conservation planning (Khalaf, 2015). Cultural planning shows that planning 

for culture not only benefits communities, but can be a resource and asset for growth 

(McDonough& Wekerle, 2011; McVay, 2014) 

Some criticism of cultural planning is that using cultural institutions as economic development 

can be contentious and that plans made are not authentic to the communities they are created for 

(McDonough& Wekerle, 2011; McVay, 2014). What is defined as culture and whose culture is 

visible also depends highly on power and a community’s relationship to authority (Orvell & 

Benesch, 2013). Culture, especially heritage, can exist as an economic commodity but that can 

cause conflict or even deny the cultural role of the space by being used as such (Graham, et. al., 

2016). 

Because we are talking about cultural planning in a heritage conservation context, conserving 

socio-cultural aspects of specific sites is very context-based. We need to remember the 

community we are planning for and to remember, as pointed out in place-making, that there can 

be conflicting values and perceptions of a space. Cultural planning must recognize that the plans 

you make for the community must be authentic to that community (Graham, et. al., 2016; 

McVay, 2014). Araoz (2011) says that “values can be neither protected nor preserved” (p. 57), 

but we are not trying to preserve moments in time, we are trying to plan for the conservation and 

growth of spaces where social relationships and cultural values interact with physical sites and 
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create a sense of community identity. Cultural planning is a large part of this process because we 

need to make sure culture is recognized as an important part of our communities as we both try 

to conserve heritage and creature urban growth. Culture is an important aspect of community 

identity and can be an asset and resource when planning for a community if it is authentic to that 

community (Duxbury et. al., 2016.; Habitat III, 2015; McDonough& Wekerle, 2011; McVay, 

2014). How we plan also in turn shapes the culture of a space and so planning is an especially 

powerful tool in shaping the social urban fabric (Orvell & Benesch, 2013).  

A culturally sensitive approach to planning can also help empower citizens, especially 

marginalized groups, and minorities to participate in their community and city (Duxbury et. al., 

2016.; Habitat III, 2015). One of the topics of this study is how to include a social justice lens in 

heritage conservation planning and the theory of cultural planning does suggest a way to do so. 

Canada is a multi-cultural country and so respecting and responding to the culture of 

communities when planning will hopefully bring EDI into the conversation (Ashley et. al., 2021)  

Heritage is already being recognized as culturally important and not just based on physical sites, 

often having it fall under the arts and culture side of planning. For example, New Brunswick’s 

government site has a section dedicated to ‘Tourism, Culture, and Heritage’ with many shared 

policies and resources surrounding them (Government of New Brunswick, n.d.-h). Saint John, 

NB, also already has a Cultural Plan with heritage as one of its main concerns (McVay, 2014). 

Starting to integrate cultural plans and cultural planning theory into our cities and heritage 

conservation, if done properly, could greatly benefit the communities it plans for by bring culture 

to the forefront and helping bring EDI as well.   
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Social Justice Theory 

Ideas around social justice started when ideas of space being defined by social 

relationships and not just physical characteristics in the 1960’s (Fainstein, 2014). Social justice 

stemmed from ideas on how urban spaces shaped by social relationships rather than physical 

characteristics and how this manipulation of space was one of the causes of disadvantages 

suffered by those outside the dominant narrative like the poor, people of colour (POC), and 

immigrants and how it could create disadvantages and contribute to inequality and injustice. 

Some of this inequality and injustice really started to become apparent as ideas of neoliberalism 

became common in politics. Questions are still asked as to whether a capitalist state can actually 

oversee or will redistribute resources in a way that can create EDI (Fainstein, 2014).  

Manuel Castells suggested that social movements could be a force of change over political 

parties in ideas of social justice. But while action is good, we need a vision as well. That is why 

we cannot rely on just grassroot movement at the local level and must, as planners, come up with 

policy and vision to shape how we want our urban spaces to be planned and created (Fainstein 

2014). Souja (2010) also argues that gaining control over the processes producing this injustice 

in our urban spaces is important in stopping it, but they do agree that looking to groups 

demanding action and rights, like grassroot movements, can also be key to greater equity and 

respect. Fainstein (2014) says that equity should be given priority in these processes and in 

planning, especially at the city level, because the values of equity, diversity, and democracy may 

be in conflict.  

A critique of social justice theory is that these ideas of a just city come from wealthy Western 

country’s researchers. In short, all the talking about this idea of planning for social needs that 
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was started by well-educated privileged people might not translate into substantive and 

meaningful action. Another critique is how will we actively plan for ideas of social justice when 

policymakers often shy away from explicit moral statements. Policy is often made to be neutral 

in an effort to be unbiased and planning for social justice would require making moral statements 

(Fainstein, 2014).  

A large majority of our heritage is based around a dominate narrative, and thus is unequal and 

unjust in how it reflects our community identity. In the present, often only one type of heritage is 

saved: that belonging to the elite, white male. Social justice could be at the forefront of the 

discussion on heritage as we try to create EDI in our urban spaces, especially those conserved for 

their socio-cultural value.  

As stated in my introduction, heritage planning is an interdisciplinary field. It involves not just 

planners but geographers, historians, policymakers, and others. Thus, heritage conservation, 

especially regarding social justice, should be carried out in an interdisciplinary framework. 

Community planners and decision makers should not just be continuing this talk at high levels of 

education and authority but creating opportunity for community engagement and the 

empowerment of the disenfranchised and marginalized populations we are talking about creating 

just urban spaces for. Despite criticisms of the social justice theory, with tensions between 

democracy, equity, and neoliberal and/or capitalist governments, there is hope in the creation of 

more just cities. While this will require work at the national level to really take hold, local 

policies affect the lives of every community. As Fainstein (2014) says, the hope is that the social 

justice narrative changes the conversation from one of competitiveness to a discourse about 

justice.  
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Feminist Planning Theory 

 Because of patriarchal, heteronormative narratives, women have largely been left out of 

the conversation around planning our urban spaces. While white, wealthy, heterosexual women 

have been better represented than women of color, poor women, and queer women, women as a 

whole are still underrepresented in our cities today in every aspect of planning (Kern, 2020). 

Feminist planning theory aims to change this patriarchal narrative to one that includes everyone, 

because one of the main tenants of feminist planning is that by planning for women, you plan for 

everyone (Kern, 2020). Feminism also is not just an ideology but also a space of intervention and 

action (Peake and Rieker, 2013). By using a feminist planning lens, we can question social 

norms and draw attention to how gender influences what counts as knowledge and how 

knowledge is produced (Speak and Kumar, 2018). This helps us understand how people shape 

urban space but also how they are shaped by it. It also helps us understand that women’s 

experiences have often been ignored as well as women being ignored as independent actors in 

urban spaces (Kern, 2020; Wekerle 1980). Men have often dominated theory, standards, and 

ideologies in planning in the West (Sandercock & Forsythe, 1992). This means that all our public 

spaces have been planned around a patriarchal narrative. Feminist planning theory calls for a 

change in this narrative because of how deeply gendered urban life is (Kern, 2020). 

There are a few critiques of feminist theory planning, of course. One of the biggest 

critiques is that feminist theory remains largely focused on Northern perspectives and cultures. 

Still shaped by colonial ideas of “expert” and acceptable knowledge (Speak and Kumar, 2018). It 

has also, in the past, not recognized the diversity of women. This recognition of diversity 

amongst women and how women have been ignored or oppressed because of it is very important 
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when looking at current planning (Hendler 2005; Kern, 2020; Speak and Kumar, 2018). 

Intersectionality is a key component of feminist planning theory and helps us understand the 

relationship between systems of privilege and oppression, which highlights injustice in our urban 

spaces (Kern, 2020).  

Tying feminist planning theory into heritage conservation is important. While feminist 

theory often talks about bringing a gendered lens to urban spaces, it is just as important to focus 

on specific areas. Heritage conservation , like most areas of urban planning, has been operating 

under a patriarchal narrative and has left out everyone that is not in a position of power, 

including, for example immigrants, the poor, POC, and of course, women (Andrzejewski & Falk, 

2016; Boyer, 1994; Hayden, 1997).  Creating and conserving spaces for women and other 

underrepresented groups would help create EDI in conservation. Also, as stated above, planning 

urban spaces with a gendered lens plans for everyone, not just women and, thus, is a benefit to 

the whole community. Part of feminist planning is also being sensitive to socio-cultural values as 

well as social relationships, not just economic criteria, which is what part of this research is 

trying to prove should be considered when looking at heritage conservation (Sandercock & 

Forsythe, 1992). As we plan our urban spaces, especially heritage conservation, we need an 

intersectional feminist approach to ask questions about how people interact and shape urban 

spaces, especially ones as important as community heritage.  
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Queer Theory 

Non-confirmative relationships have not been factored into a lot of planning (Doan, 

2011; Kern, 2020). Sexual categories are historically and socially specific and built off a 

normative and dominate Western heterosexual ideology (Doan, 2011; Oswin, 2008). Queer 

planning theory tries to work around these dominant ideologies by planning for non-confirmative 

relationships and people who are not part of the dominant heteronormative narrative. As touched 

on in the previous section, gender is constructed and performed in within social relationships, but 

so is sexuality (Speak and Kumar, 2018; Oswin, 2008). Using queer theory, we try to address the 

intersectionality of identity (Doan, 2011). This idea emerged as a response to the civil rights 

movement and in response to a lack of planning for queer, urban spaces (Doan, 2015).  

 The critiques around queer planning theory is that, much like feminist theory, it was 

influenced largely by Western perspectives and cultures. It has also failed to look at 

intersectionality in the past and much of the planning for queer spaces put into practice has ended 

with very gentrified neighborhoods (Doan, 2011, 2015). While spaces and urban planning for 

women has been ignored under the patriarchal, heteronormative narrative, queer spaces have 

been actively repressed through legislature and laws, such as the criminalization of ‘being gay’.  

People do not benefit by claiming their identity based on sexuality because they are all 

definitions made by a system built on heteronormativity - not holding people up to the 

heteronormative standards (Broto, 2021; Doan, 2015). There is a call to demand a 

reconsideration of the categorization of gender identity and sexuality and a demand for citizen 

participation. Ill defined stereotypes and mechanisms of exclusion have been built into our urban 

spaces (Broto, 2021; Doan, 2011). 
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 When planning urban spaces, bringing a queer theory lens can help encourage equity, 

diversity, and inclusion. In heritage conservation, where we try to conserve community identity 

and socio-cultural values in relationship to a place, bringing in a queer theory lens would allow 

the injustice done to queer spaces and community members in the past to be surfaced and 

included in the narrative of place. For example, Chicago put planning for queer spaces in their 

1997 planning documents. Winkle (2015) also tracked how queer bars and spaces were forced to 

migrate through the city from 1920 (when queerness was criminalized) to 2010. This could 

arguably be considered heritage planning with how a community was tracked and researched, 

with its socio-cultural value being what was considered of worth over the actual physical sites. 

By looking at conservation with a planning lens we can include members of our community that 

have historically been left out of our heritage planning but who also may have larger socio-

cultural heritage value than physical.  

 When we plan for queer urban spaces, we are trying to plan for safe places as well as 

addressing underlying mechanisms of exclusion (Broto, 2021). Using this framework in heritage 

conservation would bring a lens of EDI which is the goal of a social justice lens. We are trying to 

address injustice in our heritage conservation, and other areas of planning, and to do so we have 

to look at the communities that have faced such injustice and plan actively for their inclusion. 

Bringing a queer planning theory lens to heritage conservation is only one step of creating a 

more just heritage conservation scene.  

Equity, Diversity, and Inclusion 

“Concepts of fairness, justice and equity are considered cornerstones of a healthy society” 

(Carrell and Dittrich, 1978, p. 202). When discussing EDI we are trying to talk about a fair and 
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just world that should be reflected in every area of planning, especially one as important as 

heritage which helps build up identity and social relationship and is in turn shaped by them. 

Fainstein (2010) calls for diverse, democratic, and equitable planning in her vision of the Just 

C i t y , and at the heart of that is EDI theories of planning. This means planning for the 

marginalized and excluded, much like feminist and queer theory, to create social equity 

(Fainstein, 2010; Uitermark and Nicholls, 2017).  

This theory, arose in response to many factors, including, for example: globalization, 

immigration, growing social and economic inequalities, racial and social conflict, and 

displacement caused by gentrification (Reece, 2018; Uitermark and Nicholls, 2017). While it 

seems an obvious thing to plan for or theorize over, it does mean planning for values other than 

market-focused policy and practices which can be hard in a capitalist, neoliberal country and a 

system still influenced by colonialism (Fainstein, 2014; Reece, 2018; Speak and Kumar, 2018). 

We have an obligation to listen to under-represented voices and work towards creating equitable 

public spaces (Fainstein, 2005; Krumholtz and Hexter, 2018). It is suggested that this can be 

grounded in a planning theory that focuses on diversity and understanding differences as 

dynamic (Speak and Kumar, 2018; Watson, 2006). While part of this theory is listening to the 

voices of the marginalized and bringing their voices to the decision-making table, what separates 

it from advocacy theory was part of equity theory including working as planners within 

government systems that cause this inequity (Meztger, 1996). This is one of the main tenets of 

equity planning and why it is so important to implement it in our heritage conservation because it 

is not just about listening or advocating for the marginalized and disenfranchised, but about 

making change within the systems that have shaped our conservation until now.  
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Literature Review Conclusion 

This chapter explicitly addresses the question asked at the beginning of this research 

about who designates heritage and how it is designated. Depending on the place, most heritage is 

designated at a local level through appointed boards or commissions that manage heritage in 

their jurisdiction. Provinces may also designate historic sites, even a site that has already been 

designated at the local or federal level. The Federal government has the power to designate any 

site as well. Most sites are designated at the local level, through nomination or request.  Heritage 

planning tools show how heritage is designated and managed by the people placed in positions to 

do so. Looking at place-making theory and cultural planning has also given us some methods of 

planning around our culturally important heritage that could bring a social justice lens to our 

conservation planning. Feminist theory, queer theory, and diversity theory shows us what we 

need to be doing, and who we need to be planning for, to create equitable, diverse, and inclusive 

spaces. 

We must also keep in mind, through all this theory and understanding, that heritage is 

very powerful. Heritage can help define culture and power and thus it becomes a political 

resource. Heritage has also been shaped by the politics that are influenced by dominant 

narratives and economics. (Graham et al . , 2016).  In Canada, for example, a country with a 

colonial history, Indigenous peoples have been regulated, their culture and social relationships 

controlled, and we are still seeing repercussions of this (Smith, 2010). As a specific example, the 

city of Duncan, BC, on Vancouver Island, uses the municipal slogan: ‘the city of totems’. 

However, following a conversation with a member of the Cowichan First Nation, the First 

Nations group on whose ancestral land the city of Duncan resides I was led to believe that not all 
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of the totems that the city holds are Cowichan in origin, but were carved and belong to First 

Nations further up the coast, such as the Haida. Reviewing the City of Duncan’s website shows 

how broad language is used to describe the totems, careful to not describe the individual nations 

who created the totems, but totem poles as a singular thing with no cultural differences between 

nations. It even mentions how non-native communities started erecting totem poles for tourism 

reasons (City of Duncan, n.d.).  While there is nothing wrong in displaying cultural artwork and 

heritage, however, to claim it as local, community heritage lacks consideration, and even 

displays a racist ideology. This is a continuation of social injustice against Indigenous peoples’ 

heritage. Since identity is tied closely to heritage, the control of heritage is also a type of control 

of identity and the narrative and can even be a way to challenge the legitimacy of identity for 

people outside the dominate narrative.  This creates a history of those considered ‘experts’ in 

heritage, who regulate identity (Smith, 2010).  

One of the big challenges of EDI in heritage and planning in general is that there needs to 

be a recognition of differences. As mentioned in previous sections, different values and different 

communities can be in conflict. We need to recognize these differences while also instilling 

equity. Doing so will require changes in policy and institutions that have stopped some people 

from participating in the conversation and narrative. Part of the struggle for social justice has 

been in overcoming the systems that have excluded people and those that have not recognized 

the legitimacy of differences (Smith, 2010). We should not just be continuing this discussion at 

high levels of education and authority, but we should be creating opportunities for community 

engagement and the empowerment of the disenfranchised and marginalized populations we are 

talking about creating just urban spaces for. While there may tensions between democracy, 

neoliberal and/or capitalist governments, and equity, there are ways to change our policies and 
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systems to better reflect our differences as a multicultural country. As Smith (2010) says, 

“recognition is about addressing misrecognition” (p. 62) and this is where we need to start. By 

recognizing the injustice, we have embedded in our systems, which create this inequity we now 

see in our heritage conservation, we can start to create more EDI planning. It is not a question of 

if there is inequality in heritage conservation, but a question on how best to address it (Smith, 

2010). Creating ethical and proactive policy can be the first step in this process.  

Looking at a variety of theories on how to plan for the disenfranchised and marginalized, 

through a feminist or queer lens, we are trying to find social justice for our heritage conservation. 

Queer and feminist theory also teach us that planning is an interdisciplinary field, especially in 

heritage. It involves not just planners but geographers, historians, policymakers, and others. 

Thus, heritage conservation, especially in regards to social justice, should be carried out in an 

interdisciplinary framework. Equity planning also teaches us that we must give those who have 

not been a part of the dominative narrative a voice, while also making this change within our 

government and system. Policy is often made to be neutral in an effort to be unbiased and not 

represent any one set of moral or ethical values (Fainstein, 2014). However, in making policy 

neutral this is also, in fact, a political stance and does nothing to actively create a more equitable 

system. By bringing a social justice lens to heritage conservation we are calling for active change 

to our planning and the systems that have created the scene we now operate in in heritage 

conservation.  

Now that I have given an overview of heritage conservation planning in Canada, 

including all the tools and levels of power, and theories of how to implement a social justice lens 

that brings more equity, diversity, and inclusion, I will now describe the methodology that I used 
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to develop this study. This will be followed by the study results and a discussion of the results to 

put this background of heritage conservation planning in Canada in context. 
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CHAPTER 4 

Methodology 

 

The aim of this Chapter is to clearly outline the theoretical framework and methods used 

to complete this study, including a description of the Saint John, New Brunswick case study. 

This research, exploring past and current heritage policy and brining a social justice lens to 

future policy, was conducted utilizing a qualitative approach that included the collection of 

background information through a literature review and policy analysis, and a set of informal 

interviews with current policymakers in Saint John.  This was chosen as the most appropriate 

framework as the objective was to incorporate multiple sources of data and a broad spectrum of 

voices and stories to gain a deeper understanding of heritage policy.  

There has been a strong preference for either quantitative or qualitative research due to 

individual preference and I have continued this tradition in my study (Cowan, 2009; 

Cunningham, Weathington, & Pittenger, 2013; Tritter, 2013). While mixed methods are gaining 

credibility as, “the convergence of multiple sources of evidence is the key to obtaining more 

rounded and, arguably, more valid findings” (Tritter, 2013, p. 423), I would argue that for this 

study using qualitative methods solely to explore complex and ever-changing phenomena such as 

heritage conservation is appropriate (Zhang & Creswell, 2013).  Further, as Cresswell explains 

qualitative research is “an intricate fabric” (2013, p.42) and it is made up of more than just 

numbers and cold, hard facts. To round out this argument, qualitative research looks at 

information in a natural setting that is contextual to the people and places it studies, such as 

personal narratives and language used (Creswell, 2013). 
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In terms of qualitative methods, this study began with a review of secondary background 

sources, including a review of academic literature followed by a review of government 

publications and policies. In addition, I reviewed several designated heritage sites within the 

jurisdiction of the Saint John municipal government. This background review of secondary 

sources was complemented by the collection of semi-formal, key informant interviews.  

To ground the review of primary and secondary background sources, this study employed case 

study methodology. Case study research is designed to examine a topic in depth based on the 

premise of using multiple forms of data (Tritter, 2013). For example, case studies provide 

multiple sources of information from policy to personal narratives that all connect in a space 

(Creswell, 2013).   

There is no one definition of case study methodology as it is used uniquely in a variety of 

disciplines (Platt, 2007). In general, it is founded on the idea that a case is a phenomenon 

bounded by a specific context (Baxter & Jack, 2008). In effect, the case becomes the researcher’s 

unit of analysis. Still, there are a range of potential options for case studies that differ between 

what constitutes a unit of analysis and what defines context (Fairclough et al., 2011). 

This study reviewed a real-life, contemporary setting for heritage conservation in Canada 

through use of an instrumental case study of Saint John. As the oldest incorporated city in 

Canada, the city has a long history and diverse heritage that is visible today.  

I chose case study methodology for this study because heritage designation, planning, and 

management is done at municipal government level in every area of Canada; therefore, to 

explore how policy translates into action case study methodology enabled me to review planning 
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in a specific, real-world Canadian setting. Interviews were also deemed an appropriate method 

because of how they show public and professional opinion on how planning has been put into 

effect. The same reason we do a lot of community engagement in planning is to see how the 

public is responding to policy. Including key informant interviews and a case study approach 

allowed me the opportunity to explore how policy has created the heritage conservation system 

in the oldest incorporated city in Canada and how this policy is perceived by people working in 

the system it applies to. This gives a real-life setting for showing how heritage is designated and 

who designates it, as well as how we can hopefully change it to bring a social justice lens to our 

future heritage planning.  

Study Design 

The purpose of this research was to create a comprehensive understanding of heritage 

conservation, with a specific focus on Saint John.  The study was designed to help address which 

institutions oversee and/or have overseen designating heritage in policy and how they have done 

so to help us answer the question of who’s history has been preserved so that we can look at how 

to better bring in a social justice lens to our heritage conservation. By looking at how Saint John 

has previously shaped their heritage policy and who has guided this process, we can start to look 

at how to influence heritage conservation in ways to make positive advances.  

The first part of this aim i.e. , understanding who has been charged with designating heritage and 

how they have done so, was answered in previous chapters through academic literature review 

and policy analysis. The second part of this research, aimed at understanding whose history has 

been preserved and how we can better bring a social justice lens to the conversation, is addressed 

in this chapter, and further explored in the following chapter, pertaining to results. 
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This study was completed in three phases. Phase 1 involved a background review of heritage 

conservation in Saint John and its policies. Heritage policy was critically examined to discover 

what the qualifiers are, who decided on the qualifiers, when they were decided for context, and 

how the policy changed or stayed the same over time. This is detailed in the case study section 

below. 

Phase 2 involved informal, semi-structured interviews with the Saint John Community Planner in 

charge of Heritage and City Council members to identify current policy makers and see how they 

are shaping heritage policy. Interview participants were chosen based on how current heritage 

policy was shaped and who had an interest in it. Local Heritage Planners and City Council 

members were top priority as they have direct influence on heritage policy in Saint John. Local 

Heritage Associations in Saint John were also contacted but declined to interview. Locals 

involved in heritage as property owners of heritage sites were also contacted. I attempted to 

contact and schedule interviews with all suggested participants; however only those available for 

interviews were included in the study.  

From this initial wave of contact, I then employed a method of snowball sampling to generate 

additional, potential interview participants. This method is noted to be useful in accessing hard to 

reach populations (Goodman, 2011). This was particularly useful among Councillors, as they 

were most easily notified through peer networks.  Each research participant completed an 

informed consent form (see Appendix). All interviews were done remotely and recorded using 

Zoom. Two participants did not permit recording but allowed for written notes. Once completed 

all interviews were transcribed using otter.ai.  
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Phase 3 involved analysis of my data in which I used MS Excel as a low-cost solution (Bree and 

Gallagher, 2016). Data from each interview was added to an excel sheet and then analysed by 

themes that arose, such as heritage tools like grants and topics such as perceptions of who 

controlled heritage. 

The case study review of Saint John’s heritage areas helped to compare policy to current 

conservation results. By exploring what has been conserved historically, what is currently being 

conserved, and who has been and who is responsible for conservation I looked for gaps in 

heritage conservation to see whose voices have been missing. All of this leads to suggestions on 

how we can bring a social justice lens to heritage planning and conservation in future policy 

making.  

Case Study of Saint John, New Brunswick  

A case study of Saint John was used to explore how heritage policy is shaped and how 

we can bring a social justice lens to future policy making. Case studies in research are designed 

to look at a topic in depth based on the idea of using multiple forms of data (Tritter, 2013). 

Generally, they are used as the researcher’s unit of analysis (Baxter & Jack, 2008) and, in this 

case, it will allow me to analyse the way we plan heritage conservation and what has been 

missed. Case studies typically include more depth, detail and completeness in their approach 

when compared to other qualitative approaches of inquiry, such as phenomenological or 

narrative research, for example (Creswell, 2012; Flyvbjerg, 2011).  

Case study methodology also works well in this context as the focus of this study was to answer 

‘how’ and ‘why’ questions through the exploration of participants’ view of reality as Yin (2003) 
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suggests, which illustrated how people involved in heritage planning view it themselves and 

who’s voices they think are missing. The boundaries of this particular case are time and the size 

of the city. Saint John is a small to medium-sized city covering an area of 315.96 km² with an 

approximate population of 67, 575 according to the 2016 census (Statistics Canada, 2016). 

Further, primary data collection for this research took place over a year. While the case study did 

include a historical review of documents pertinent to the topic, I did focus mainly on present day, 

meaning I looked at a very small part of Saint John’s history.  

As Baxter and Jack (2008) explain, the use of a single case including background, statistical 

indicators, and a range of participant voices can be used for detail explorations of a regional 

context. While my research is specific to Saint John, it can still be used to make general 

assumptions about heritage planning in other Canadian cities, as planning does not differ 

between provinces enough to make the results incomprehensible to other cities.  

Saint John, incorporated as a city in 1785, is the oldest incorporated city in Canada and one of 

Canada’s main ports which has welcomed thousands of immigrants during its long maritime 

history. The city is also home to Canada’s first public museum which is a well-known method of 

history conservation. It is located in Eastern Canada, in the south part of New Brunswick on the 

Bay of Fundy.  

Moreover, New Brunswick is Canada’s only bilingual province. In contrast to this, a majority of 

the population in Saint John lists English as their primary language, with a small population who 

are bilingual. In addition, the city does have immigrant population with 3,405 speakers who list 

neither English, French nor Canadian Indigenous language as their first language (Statistics 

Canada, 2016). Despite being on the ancestorial unceded territory of the Wolastoquiyik 
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(Maliseet) First Nations, the Indigenous population in Saint John is only 1,430 (Government of 

New Brunswick, n.d.-g; Statistics Canada, 2016;).  

When discussing diversity, it is important to recognize the people that represent that diversity. 

Saint John is home to settlers (mainly of Western European descent), Indigenous people, POC, 

and recent immigrants. The total visible minority population in Saint John is 4,560 people as of 

2016 (Statistics Canada, 2016). Considering Saint John is on unceded territory and has been a 

port for immigration for centuries, this is a small population of visible minorities (CAUT, n.d.). 

Despite this history, there is also little representation of this population in Saint John. This is 

reflected in the conserved heritage of the city. 

The province of New Brunswick established the Herit age C onservati on Act  in 2010, which 

replaced the former Hist oric Sit es Prot ecti on Act  and the Municipal Herit a ge Preservati on Act . 

The Herit age C onservati on Act (here after referred to as The Act)  allows either the province, a 

municipality, or even a local owner to apply for designation so that the property may not be 

altered without a permit (Government of New Brunswick, 2010). Further, it allows for ‘Local 

Historic Place’ designation by the province or municipality to be listed on a register, for 

municipalities to designate Conservation Areas, and for National Historic Site designation. 

Through The Act, the government of New Brunswick, through the Minister responsible, is also 

able to designate places that are significant at a provincial level as ‘Provincial Heritage Places’. 

(Government of New Brunswick, n.d.-c). These designations cannot be completed without the 

agreement of the property owner, unless they do not affect the title of the property or impose any 

restrictions or obligations (Government of New Brunswick, 2010)  
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The Act defines heritage value as, “the aesthetic, historic, scientific, cultural, social or spiritual 

importance or significance for past, present or future generations” (Government of New 

Brunswick, 2010, Section 4.6.2). 

Outside of designating Local Historic Places and Provincial Heritage Places, the provincial 

government leaves the designation and management of heritage conservation to local 

government. This grants municipalities the power to create Local Historic Places and 

Conservation Areas, as well as the by-laws surrounding them. All of this is through a process 

involving formal public review, but also approval by elected council and the appointed board 

(Government of New Brunswick, 2010; Government of New Brunswick, n.d.-c).  

The province, through The Act lays out the rules for the appointment of a Heritage Board. The 

Act states that the members of a heritage board shall include a member of council appointed by 

the mayor, a property owner resident who has demonstrated interest in heritage conservation, a 

resident who is a member of a heritage society, and a person with professional experience in the 

field of architectural restoration or historic architecture. More members may be appointed if they 

have any of the first few requirements listed above, have professional experience in community 

planning or archeology, are a member of a cultural heritage society, are a resident of an 

established heritage conservation area in the municipality, or are a resident of the municipality 

who has a general interest in heritage conservation. The Act also allows the board to hire a 

Heritage Officer who assists the board in carrying out its duties (Government of New Brunswick, 

2010). All of this is done to create a knowledgeable and professional board, while also allowing 

those with a passion for heritage to be appointed without professional work experience.  
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The Heritage Board may also, according to section 52 of the Herit age C ons ervati on Act , 

establish its own rules of practice and procedure (Government of New Brunswick, 2010). They 

have a responsibility to make sure that their practice and procedure carry out the duties listed 

under the Provincial Act, which includes, investigating and preparing reports in respect to the 

establishment of Heritage Conservation Areas; making by-laws for conservation areas; 

recommending amendments to municipal by-laws; engaging consultants responsibly; advising 

the council on heritage resource management, policy, and other matters (Government of New 

Brunswick, 2010). All of this is subject to the approval of the council. In conclusion, the Board is 

composed of professionals as well as people passionate about heritage who all have a 

responsibility to the municipality and the presiding council.  

The Act also recognizes that heritage designation may cause economic loss. Therefore, 

designation is not allowed without the property owner’s consent unless it prescribes no 

obligations to the owner. Should the site be important enough to save despite causing obligation 

or responsibility to the owner compensation must be given (Government of New Brunswick, 

2010). Therefore, many municipalities and other levels of government will not designate unless 

approached by the property owner (Epstein, 2017).  

While the Provincial Government does give the municipality the authority to designate and 

manage its own heritage and prefers for local government to do so, the province can still 

designate heritage as well. Similar to the example of Head-smashed-in Buffalo Jump in Alberta 

mentioned in Chapter 2, Local Heritage Sites can be designated at different levels (Architecture, 

Conservation, and Strategy Planning, 2018; Government of New Brunswick, 2010). In a review 

of the Saint John by-laws, it was suggested that protocols that exist for liaison with other levels 
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of government to protect heritage properties, should be used but mainly used outside of the 

Conservation Areas since those are the focus of the local government. It was also recommended 

that liaisons between the provincial and federal government should be used to help Saint John 

further with its understanding of heritage conservation and resources as they created designates 

sites outside of Saint John’s municipally managed Conservation Areas. This is to help clarify the 

system of notification and collaboration in terms of, for example, permitting on sites outside of 

the conservation areas (Architecture, Conservation, and Strategy Planning, 2018). To illustrate 

this system Figure 2 shows how the City of Saint John is granted authority to enact its own by-

laws, but also how some parts of the provincial system run parallel to the municipal one.  

Figure 2  Diagram show ing t he components of  the  N ew  Brunsw ick herit age C onservati on Art 

( Archit ecture, Conservati on, and Str ategy Planni ng, 2018)  

 

To further illustrate how heritage sites are divided in Saint John, Figure 3 lays out how the 

different sites in the city are designated under different levels of authority in the same downtown 

area but do not overlap or integrate. This figure also helps us begin to understand how the Saint 

John Conservation Areas are organized, which is what we will now turn our attention to. 
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Figure 3  Map of t he Heri tage resources in t he C en tral  Peninsu la N eighbor hood Plan area 

(Archit ecture, Conservati on, and Str ategy Planni ng, 2018)  

 

Under the authority of The Act, Saint John has appointed a Heritage Development Board that 

passed the Saint John Heritage Conservation by-law in 2008; however, this by-law has been 

amended seven times since. The last amendment in 2021, changed a section of the by-law 

concerning fees, doubled the fee if work was started before a heritage permit was acquired, and 

introduced different tiers of infill development (Architecture, Conservation, and Strategy 

Planning, 2018; City of Saint John, 2019; City of Saint john, 2021). This last amendment also 

reiterated that the Heritage Officer answered to the Board and in cases of dispute between the 

Heritage Officer and in-fill applicant, the Board would be the deciding body (City of Saint John, 

2021).   

Saint John, despite the power to designate by site as well as conservation area, relies mainly on 

conservation areas. The city currently has 10 conservation areas, some of which consist of a 
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single building like the Quinton Farmhouse Area to large geographical areas, including, for 

example, the Trinity Royal Preservation Area which encompasses approximately 20 hectares 

(Architecture, Conservation, and Strategy Planning, 2018; City of Saint john, n.d.-b; City of 

Saint John, 2019). 

These 10 conservation areas are illustrated in Figure 4 below, with most clustered near the city 

center. The two areas furthest from the city centre are some of the smallest, while those in the 

downtown area are the largest. This has helped create a very historic downtown area, which 

fulfilled its intended purpose (City of Saint John, n.b.-a; City of Saint John, 2019).  

 

Figure 4  S aint  John C onservati on Areas (Ci ty of Saint  John, n.d. - b)  

Focusing in on the downtown area, Figure 5 highlights the size of the Trinity Royal Conservation 

Area, which was one of the first designated areas as well as the largest, covering the most land 

and including the greatest number of structures, at over 340. Inside a conservation area, every 
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site and structure are encompassed under the heritage conservation bylaw (Architecture, 

Conservation, and Strategy planning, 2018; City of Saint John, n.d.-a; City of Saint John, 2019).  

 

Figure 5  T rini ty Royal Conservati on Area (Cit y of Sai nt John, n.d. - b)  

It is hard to quantify the exact number of heritage sites designated in Saint John because of this 

wide use of conservation zones. While the Trinity Royal Conservation area has approximately 

340 structures within its boundaries, not all of them are listed on the New Brunswick Register of 

Historic Places. While The Act  requires a municipality to have a registry, the province also has 

one, and the rules around conservation areas do not seem as clear as to whether every site within 

them needs to be listed. When cross referencing using the City of Saint John’s Heritage Act as 

well as their interactive conservation map/registry, the city claims to have more than 340 

structures inside the Trinity Royal Conservation Area alone, and yet on the New Brunswick 

Register of Historic Places there are only 366 historic places registered inside the city (City of 

Saint John, n.d.-b; City of Saint John, 2019; Government of New Brunswick, n.d.-f). The New 

Brunswick Register of Historic Places, which is considered a comprehensive register, has 355 
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municipally designated heritage sites and 11 provincially designated sites listed in the city 

(Government of New Brunswick, n.d.-f). There was no clear answer to this discrepancy aside 

from hints that the city did not consider every structure in a conservation area as heritage, despite 

being encompassed by the heritage conservation bylaw (City of Saint John, 2019).  

As the process of how Saint John designates heritage, and who oversees the designation and 

management of this process has been discussed, I would like to now introduce what type of 

heritage has been saved in the city.  

To begin, Saint John, has one of the largest and cohesive collections of brick and stone buildings 

in Atlantic Canada (City of Saint John, n.d.-a). When reviewing heritage sites on the New 

Brunswick Register, or the city conservation map, it is easy to see that most buildings are brick 

or stone. Another defining feature of Saint John’s heritage conservation areas is a large majority 

of the buildings, approximately 90%, are residential. Outside of residential buildings, the 

collection includes a few churches and businesses, such as, offices, a hotel, grocery store, theater, 

post office, bank, sail making shop, and telegraph building. However, many of these buildings no 

longer served their original purpose. For example, the Bank of New Brunswick now holds an 

axe-throwing business (Government of New Brunswick, n.b.-f). Buildings centered in the city’s 

downtown area, are mainly European influenced architecture and still in use today.  

In addition, information can be gained by looking at the conservation areas to see what type of 

heritage is being protected. For example, the Trinity Royal Conservation Area created in 1982 

and named after a Christian church in the Area, covers a large portion of the downtown and is 

comprised of buildings rebuilt after the Great Fire of 1877, which devastated the entire 

downtown (City of Saint John, n.d.-a). In addition, three large Christian churches are protected 



64 
 

under this Conservation Area and many streets are named after British royalty or given names 

like Kings Square and Queens Square Park. The influence of Europeans and Christianity are seen 

in many aspects of this conservation area, as well as in the Princess Street and King Street East 

conservation areas also covering parts of the downtown core. 

A review of the designated sites outside of the municipal designated conservation areas shows 

that there are 11 provincial designated sites, including, Fort LaTour as the first site established in 

1976 (Government of New Brunswick, n.d.-f). The other sites include, for example, fossil sites, 

Partridge Island, an archeological site, and a few large churches. All these sites are designated on 

the basis of provincial identity and value, unlike the municipal ones which are largely designated 

for their local value (Government of New Brunswick, n.d.-f). 

Outside of the provincial and local designated sites, the Carleton Martello Tower was the first 

National Historic Site in Saint John, designated in the 1930’s by the Historic Sites and 

Monuments Board of Canada, and is under federal jurisdiction (Canada’s Historic Places, n.d.-c). 

Other federal sites include Partridge Island Lighthouse which is protected under the Herit age 

L ight house Protecti on Act  and other sites associated with battles and Loyalists, such as the 

Loyalist House (Government of Canada, 2008; Government of New Brunswick, n.d.-f). There 

are now a total of 15 national historic sites in Saint John all concerned with national identity 

(Architecture, Conservation, and Strategy Planning, 2018).    

Limitations 

During this study I ran into a few limitations that affected my research. Limitations in this 

research included recruitment of people for interviews. Some people declined to interview as it 
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would perhaps be viewed as negative by employers or there was a risk to their employment. A 

few more individuals declined to interview due to their self-identified lack of specific heritage 

policy knowledge. While I tried to look at all levels of authority in the Saint John heritage case 

study, I did not get many interviews or reach people with significant authority in the city. My 

interviews were limited to council members, city planners, and a local heritage owners and 

applicants.  While this is a diversity of positions and perspectives on heritage, it is a very small 

sample size. I also had many more local heritage owners and applicants willing to offer 

interviews than professionals in policy-making positions who were difficult to reach or get 

responses from. 

A limitation to this study also occurred because of the COVID-19 pandemic which limited my 

ability to conduct my research physically in Saint John, including face-to-face interviews. This 

also hindered me in approaching possible participants through any means other than email. If this 

study had been done a year or two previously, I may have been able to reach more people by 

going to offices or meeting in person. Substantive efforts were made through multiple attempts 

to contact and arrange interviews but finding emails and people was difficult and I often got 

stopped by secretaries before reaching personal lines of communication. With a lack of people in 

offices, phone numbers proved ineffective as well. In addition to this, the city of Saint John had 

had their website hacked a year before I proposed this study and thus had pulled most of their 

online information and still had not fully put all their resources online leaving me without easy 

access to communications.   

The research was also limited due to a lack of background/baseline information. Policy 

documents and academic sources for Saint John, specifically, were hard to find and access due to 
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a lack of research in this area and a lack of accessibility. As mentioned, accessibility was limited 

due to Saint John’s municipal electronic sources being taken offline. Due to the pandemic 

restrictions, the ability to access physical documents located in the City was also hindered. While 

the clerk at the city was very helpful in giving me information, I did have to know the exact 

information I was looking for and thus some documents may not have been analyzed thoroughly.  

This research also looked at an aspect of diversity, but I had very little diversity in the people I 

contacted to interview, with the majority being middle-aged, white men, with a very small 

sample of white women. No POC or of diverse background were engaged. While part of this is 

my own ability to reach out to potential participants, some of it is also the fault of a system that 

has kept certain people in positions of power. 

In the next chapter I will discuss the results of my interviews which raised many themes as well 

as the case study to further frame this research, all of which made some of my limitations visible. 

I will use the chapter after that to tie in the literature review, results of the interviews and case 

study, as well as my limitations to create a discussion of this study. 
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CHAPTER 5 

Study Results 

 

 In this chapter I outline the results of this study including semi-formal, key informant 

interviews. Due to the limited number of participants, I kept participants anonymous and did not 

give pseudonyms or numbers to represent who had said what. Further, due to the small sample 

size and the chance of being recognized simply because of the small field of heritage 

conservation in Saint John I analyzed the data by topic and theme to further protect the privacy 

of those who participated. All participants were aware that they could still possibly have their 

identity revealed through what they spoke of, but all consented to this, and no one redacted 

anything after the transcripts were returned to them.  

Interviews 

This section will highlight the results of interviews, conducted with key informants in 

Saint John including heritage planners, council members involved in heritage, and locals 

involved in heritage conservation. As stated previously, there were a few limitations surrounding 

my use of interviews, especially who was interviewed and how few I obtained. However, the 

interviews I did acquire were a wealth of information that I will lay out in this chapter, divided 

by question asked and the answers given. In the interviews I asked five questions. This is how 

the information is sorted below, along with one final ‘other’ question which allowed participants 

to elaborate on any of their answers or thoughts. The questions are all semi-formal open-ended 

used to gain in-depth answers and not simple yes or no answers; and worded so that they did not 

lead in any way.  I analysed the results and will lay them out here divided by the topics raised 
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amongst the participants. These topics align with many of the themes I touched upon in my 

literature review, with the use of certain heritage tools, policy, and even along the lines of 

various planning theories.  

What policies are currently in place for heritage conservation in Saint John, NB that you feel are 

beneficial? 

 When I posed this first question in the interview, I was aiming to start on a positive note 

as it is easier to get people to start speaking as opposed to diving directly into challenging 

questions. Every person interviewed responded well to this question, illustrating more than one 

point of what was beneficial to heritage conservation in Saint John.   

The thing most remarked during multiple interviews, the largest topic raised for this question, 

was surrounding the heritage board and department, shaped by the provincial legislation. The 

heritage board in Saint John, made of community members and councillors, and the heritage 

department and planner in the city dedicated to heritage planning were generally agreed upon to 

be very positive. Most participants also remarked on the significant effort of the heritage 

department when it was first created in 1982 to protect heritage, resulting the large conservation 

areas they have now. One participant stated that this previous effort has created a strong 

foundation for present and future conservation in Saint John. I did have a participant point out 

that this foundation was largely based on conservation areas instead of spot designation which 

they agreed with.  Another spoke of how this previous effort had also created standards for 

renovations still used now and that it made the heritage conservation in Saint John similar to 

other plans across Canada. 
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The second topic raised was around the heritage tool of grants, especially concerning the 

availability of grants to heritage owners and business owners. For example, a participant stated 

that programs such as the Sign Grant (around heritage signage in downtown core) and the 

Conservation Plan Grant were especially important regarding maintenance and restoration of 

heritage. Another participant spoke of how these grant programs had also created awareness 

around heritage conservation and even helped create heritage knowledge.   

The third topic raised in response to this question was regarding policy, but it was only touched 

upon by about half of the participants. Specific attention was given to policy created in the past 

few years. For example, one participant spoke of how the permit process for maintenance and 

renovation in heritage conservation areas had been streamlined with new documents available to 

the public detailing how to build heritage pieces like window frames. Another participant 

mentioned how new policy created in 2019 considers the socio-cultural value of heritage. 

What policies are currently in place for heritage conservation in Saint John, NB that you feel 

should be improved, and why? 

After asking participants about policies they felt benefited Saint John Heritage Conservation, 

I switched tracks to ask them what they felt should be improved. The first topic that got attention 

was again the heritage tool of grants. Almost all participants spoke of the grant programs with 

most participants saying that the grant programs needed to be broadened, better funded, and 

more accessible. For example, the Beautification Grant Program was only accessible to the 

downtown core heritage conservation areas. A few participants made points about how the 

program is only accessible to those in already designated heritage homes in conservation areas 

and that there is not a single grant program for buildings that have heritage value but are 
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undesignated. This led to a second point that two participants raised about criteria needing to be 

changed around what is considered heritage worthy.  

A second topic raised was in terms of the capacity of the heritage department. There was a 

common thread among participants around the fact there are fewer staff, smaller budgets, and 

less support for the heritage department than previously. Things like Statements of Significance 

and photographs of heritage sites that had been compiled into a library are not well maintained, 

and the last push for them to be accessible to the public was over 15 years ago. Most 

interviewees felt that there was a lack of advocacy for heritage, both designated and 

undesignated. Two participants were adamant that there was limited advocacy to save individual 

buildings and that many sites were being demolished since they have no protections despite 

having heritage value. One participant called for a need for more attention from the heritage 

department regarding stronger protections against demolitions and more penalties against those 

who break protections.  

In addition, participants also stated that there should be more policy around sustainability, 

especially retrofitting and rehabilitating heritage buildings when possible and the salvaging of 

buildings that do end up demolished. A third participant said that the heritage program needed 

better advocacy and that the promotion of policy needed to be raised, especially for the adoption 

of new policy around heritage conservation. It was also stated by two participants that the 

heritage department should focus on improving processes for rehabilitation and renovation to 

help make it streamlined and less expensive for heritage contractors, as well as improving the 

process of designation to make it quicker.  
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A third topic raised was improving protection of heritage worthy buildings by lessening infill in 

heritage areas but also focusing on heritage outside the downtown core. Participants said that 

outside of conservation areas, few buildings were being designated, even when they applied 

personally for designation.  Currently there is no protection of heritage worthy buildings that do 

not have city designation with one participant explaining that the Local Historic Place 

designation carries no actual protection and has no teeth if you break the few rules around 

permitting.  

Do you think heritage conservation policies in Saint John, NB promote diversity? Why or why 

not? 

The overwhelming reply to this third question from participants was ‘no’. Everyone I 

interviewed believed that conservation policies in Saint John do not promote diversity. The first 

topic raised was regarding what the narrative is around heritage conservation and who controls 

that narrative and the barrier to entering the conservation field because of this narrative. Multiple 

participants stated that the policies catered to those with means, the elite, and especially white 

people. One interviewee talked about how the narrative around heritage has supported upper 

middle class, white male ideas of what is valued as heritage, which in Saint John is 19th century 

European architecture. Further, a participant spoke of how having property designated as 

heritage also relies on being a homeowner who applies to have the designation or buys a heritage 

property. The rehabilitation and maintenance of heritage property, as well as getting 

specialization, also costs money which creates inequality in who is involved in heritage. The 

same participant pointed out that this can also come from the fact that architecture is also a very 

elite white male narrative that feeds into heritage conservation.   
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The second topic raised was around the more recent designation of heritage conservation, or lack 

thereof that keeps diversity out of conservation. What many participants spoke of was the fact 

that there is very little modern heritage being saved. Most of Saint John’s Heritage is 19th century 

European stone and brick architecture and multiple people called for newer designations outside 

of the conservation areas the city has traditionally worked with. The city has allowed heritage 

worthy places to be called ‘heritage places’ yet these come with no protections or real 

designation and therefore do not grant the owner access to the grant programs. Participants 

pointed out that there is a lack of education and awareness around heritage which could be 

feeding into the fact that there are no newer designations. The process, which one participant 

described as being a lengthy battle, still ultimately led to them being denied heritage designation. 

Further, this difficult process has then led to fewer new heritage designations. The same 

participant also stated that, to them, it seems that the heritage board and city councillors are 

disregarding proper applications for designation considering how no recent designations have 

been accepted despite applications. The consensus among participants was that the heritage 

scene in Saint John was, in the words of one participant: an ‘old boys club’.  

A third topic arrived at from this question was regarding how the narrative could be changed. 

One participant stated that the city needed more designations for spaces that tell ‘full circle 

stories’ about how places move and change. They also called for more support of grassroot 

movements, to not just rely on the heritage department to decide what is heritage worthy. They 

believe that community involvement will help protect community-valued heritage and help the 

heritage department which does not have adequate resources to address all heritage related 

issues.  



73 
 

Despite this agreed upon lack of diversity and call for changes, one participant spoke at length 

about how they did not believe it was a problem of policy. While they stated that the policy was 

not constructed to actively promote diversity, they argued that the policy was quite neutral and 

did not actively discourage diversity. They further argued that the narrative that heritage was 

‘overwhelmingly white and elite’, was not just an issue in Saint John but a nation-wide narrative 

that was funded and promoted by other levels of government and in other cultural products, such 

as ‘heritage tourism’. They also pointed out that the new policy being introduced changes that 

narrative by introducing language about the socio-cultural value and importance in heritage, not 

just in Saint John, but nationally and internationally. The participant stated that the fact that 

diversity was not actively promoted was not because of policy or maliciousness, but a state of 

inertia that had overtaken the heritage conservation in Saint John.  

Do you think heritage conservation in Saint John, NB is equitable? Why or why not? 

Much like the previous question, the topic raised immediately during this fourth question 

was how the dominate narrative has been shaping conservation and, in turn, feeds into itself to 

continue shaping conservation. All participants responded that heritage conservation was not 

equitable, and was in fact very homogenous, classist, and white-centric in its conservation. 

Multiple participants stated heritage was owned by those in a higher tax bracket, who were rich 

enough to own buildings in the downtown business core. A few participants did note that while 

there is indeed some diversity, they quickly stated that it was not adequate. One participant felt 

that part of this was because of a ‘it’s who you know, not what you know’ that gets your property 

designated if you apply.  
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Further, a participant went into depth talking about how the beginning of heritage conservation 

in Saint John shaped this current narrative. The participant described how, in their opinion, there 

were a lot of government resources being enthusiastically dedicated to conservation when the 

board and bylaws were first created. However, the participant went on to say that they see how 

now there is a lot of culpability and complacency in relation to heritage designation and the 

expansion of heritage knowledge. They did note that they believe this attitude towards saving the 

first wave of designations, which were all based on notion of heritage being based on the most 

prominent examples of, for example, the grand European, 19th century brick, stone, stained glass 

is problematic because it is based on colonial and architectural language. They further relayed 

that they did not think that the program or policy was designed for just this, but the results were 

shaped by that narrative. They finished their answer by asserting that there are significant 

barriers in terms of access to resources, in addition to access to the language and knowledge 

surrounding heritage and policy. To summarize, while the policy may be neutral, or not in 

conflict, with ideas of equity in diversity, there is a barrier that exists that creates inequitable 

heritage conservation.  

How do you think further inclusion, diversity, and equity of heritage conservation could be 

promoted in planning policy? 

 This final question received instant replies from those I interviewed. Participants all had 

clear ideas on what could be done to promote EDI in heritage conservation. A popular topic 

raised by participants was education around heritage conservation, including policy and process 

as heritage tools. One participant stated that there should be input from different communities on 

what they as a community want to save and how they define ‘heritage’. This would help us to 
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understand what a range of communities deem ‘heritage worthy’, to begin to change the 

narrative defining heritage.  

Another participant added that there seemed to be a disconnect that exists between the heritage 

department and the public, as well as the public involved in heritage, including those who own 

heritage buildings and those who do not. They went on to state that community engagement and 

awareness campaigns might help to bridge this gap. They continue by stating that heritage is easy 

to find in Saint John and that speaking to people about why we conserve these spaces and would 

be a good step forward. Crash courses, more documents for public use on restoration and 

rehabilitation, and clearer, more efficient policy were some of the participants’ suggestions. The 

participant who spoke about a disconnect between the heritage department and the public 

suggested that the heritage department might not be the right platform to develop and deliver 

educational outreach. They thought that while community engagement would be beneficial, the 

education and knowledge building should come from outside the governmental office that has, in 

the past, supported this white, classist narrative around heritage that minority populations have 

historically been disenfranchised by. 

A second topic raised by participants was in offering more tools and resources for heritage 

conservation, specifically grants and subsidies to people trying to conserve heritage spaces 

whether it had been designated or not. One suggestion was tax rebates, as heritage buildings tend 

to get taxed at a higher rate than average buildings due to their locations. Another suggestion was 

intervention by policy in areas of insurance, as very few insurance companies will insure older or 

heritage homes, making insurance both hard to find and more expensive. A final suggestion was 
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that resources should be accessible to more grassroot movements and charities, pairing heritage 

policy to affordable housing.  

The third topic raised by this question was in terms of the promotion of heritage conservation 

and moving beyond the life cycle of the structure. A participant stated that conservation of 

newer, more ‘modern’ heritage should be included, with perhaps even new categories of 

conservation. Another participant said that there needs to be more discussion regarding 

rehabilitation and retrofitting, to create options beyond demolition. Participants felt that if it 

came to demolition, then there should be greater emphasis given to salvaging and recycling of 

building materials. One participant stated that many heritage worthy buildings are demolished 

while still full of useful materials and that New Brunswick as a whole is too lax on demolition 

companies that just put everything from a site into a landfill.  

Other? 

A few final thoughts were added by participants following the interview questions. For 

example, a participant wanted to reiterate that Saint John is not a stand-alone city and that the 

current heritage narrative exists in the national discourse. However, they went on to state that 

this narrative discourse is changing. They indicated that it is encouraging to see actors, 

professionals, and academics speaking on the topic of heritage conservation and changes that 

need to be mode to change the narrative. They finished this idea of coming change by stating 

that: “I think we're coming to a juncture where we need to decide what has value.” 
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CHAPTER 6 

Discussion 

 

 In this chapter I am going to discuss my thoughts and findings in this research. I have 

broken this section into four main themes. These themes will touch on the effectiveness of 

policy, perception of lack of diversity in heritage, methods in which heritage conservation could 

be improved, and finally the phenomena of inertia in heritage conservation. 

The first theme I will be discussing is the perception of effectiveness of policy in the heritage 

department in Saint John. The perception of those I interviewed seemed to be both positive and 

negative on the same topics, with participants discussing the positive aspects of a topic in my 

first question and then stating later in the interview that these things that were positive needed 

improvement. While there was a general positive feeling towards the Heritage Development 

Board, including its creation laid out in a bylaw by the province and how much focus the Board 

had had on heritage conservation in Saint John, there was also a feeling of exclusion that 

participants felt that the board was responsible for. For example, almost all of participants stated 

that Saint John did have what has been an effective heritage board, but then in other questions 

many of them also spoke of how there was a disconnect between the heritage board and those 

outside of it in a way that stifled diversity and equity in conservation efforts. I think some of this 

disconnect can be seen in the fact that the larger heritage sites in Saint John, like the courthouse 

and the City Market, are all owned by the city. While this creates public heritage, it also makes it 

so that all major heritage sites are completely controlled by the city and the Board with little 

input from the public that uses these heritage sites.  
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Another area of contention was the grant programs. Participants felt that the grants were a 

positive aspect of conservation in Saint John. However, they felt that while positive, that the 

programs were lacking. This did not surprise me. While it is surprising that there was such a 

variation in subjects being positive and negative depending on what question was asked, what 

was not surprising was how the things participants felt were positive seemed to be listed as 

positive simply because that thing exists. The positive aspect of grants, for example, was that 

they existed and were doing what they were created for, but that this existence was not good 

enough when it came to the real perceptions of how effective it was. Similarly, while the first 

question exposed a lot of positive feelings around the Heritage Board and conservation efforts, 

later questions revealed negative perceptions on how well those boards were at conserving 

current heritage, let alone looking at aspects of equity, diversity, and inclusion.  

While I was not surprised to see positive feelings towards former conservation efforts since Saint 

John is quite proud of its large heritage conservation areas, what did surprise me was that across 

all positions in heritage that the participants occupied (i.e., on the Board, working in the heritage 

department, to actively trying to conserve heritage sites) there was a perception that Saint John 

had come to a standstill in its conservation efforts. While there were still policies in place and 

even new policy emerging, it was agreed upon by all participants that there seemed to be no new 

conservation efforts. I was aware of this through my review of heritage conservation in Saint 

John, with the majority being representative of 19th century European building styles. However, I 

was surprised by the significant support for more modern heritage to be saved by all participants. 

I had assumed with the amount of heritage conserved in Saint John being used as a large tourism 

draw, that they would like to keep a sort of ‘theme’ going, but instead every participant spoke of 

a need for more diverse conservation. I agreed with this sentiment as it seemed that, based on my 
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research, Saint John has been concerned with conservation areas over spot designation. Some 

participants agreed with this, as one pointed out that it was ‘a necessary evil’ since it helped save 

swaths of buildings under heritage protections, but also gave the city massive amounts of 

heritage to regulate. This, in turn, has led to a preference for current conservation areas and 

pretty much stopped all spot designation in the city. The concern is that conservation areas tend 

to save areas that all contain similar heritage, based upon aesthetic or facade, and rarely contains 

diverse heritage. When you look at the heritage in Saint John this is very visible as conservations 

areas were often all buildings of similar age and design.  

There was also a perception that the old notions of heritage conservation and associated values, 

which is the basis of current heritage in Saint John, was outdated and that there was far too much 

inertia in the field. This can be seen in how spot designation was dropped in favor of focusing 

largely on already conserved areas. There were suggestions from the research participants to save 

more equitable and diverse heritage, as well as a need to move towards more rehabilitation and 

sustainable methods by cutting back on infill and creating better policy around demolition. This 

perception illustrated that participants felt that there was a lack of relevant and effective policy 

that reflected a change in heritage values. Even the participant who spoke about new emerging 

policy that could be effective admitted that former policy was all very neutral, which meant that 

while it did not actively stop EDI in the conservations efforts, it did not encourage it either.  

The second theme that was highlighted in this study was the perception of diversity in Saint 

John heritage conservation, or the blatant lack thereof. Participants agreed that there was an 

overwhelming elite, white, male narrative surrounding previous conservation efforts in Saint 

John. This was also reflected in the case study. This narrative is very visible in the city.  
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Similarly, everyone agreed that the city lacked EDI in its heritage conservation. The one 

thing that surprised me were the various ways that they felt contributed to the lack of diversity. 

For example, one participant spoke almost exclusively of the whole conservation scene being an 

‘old boys’ club’ and citing that they believed that it was who you knew, not what you knew that 

allowed you ‘membership’ to this scene. Another participant spoke of the lack of resources for 

grassroot movements and for those outside the governmental heritage departments. A third spoke 

entirely of how the former policy and effort of heritage conservation had been shaped around old 

ideals of what was heritage worthy and when that had petered out, the inertia is what caused a 

lack of diversity. While none of these perceptions are invalid, it did surprise me how each person 

spoke of a different reason with only a little overlap on the answers. There was general 

agreement that Saint John lacked diversity, but there were different opinions on why this was. 

There was also a great deal of hope in their answers because they all laid out how they thought it 

could be fixed, or already was, with heritage values changing and new policy and people 

emerging in the field.  

This leads to the third theme which relates to the methods in which heritage conservation in 

Saint John could be improved. As mentioned, despite agreement over lack of diversity and 

negative perception on policy effectiveness, nearly all responses had a glimmer of hope as the 

participants all had suggestions on how our conservation could be shaped to include equity, 

diversity, and inclusion. One topic raised frequently was education. By using education as a 

heritage planning tool, we could bridge the disconnect that was found between the heritage 

department and the public, as well as between those involved in heritage conservation and those 

outside of it. Education around heritage conservation could also bring more grassroots 

movements and opportunities for informed advocacy, thereby potentially halting the inertia being 
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seen in the city around designation. Education could also help with community engagement, 

which as mentioned is a massively powerful tool that many participants said was needed.  

 

Since heritage often shapes community and national identity, and our identity is, in turn, 

shaped by the heritage we interact with, community engagement is needed to help identify and 

shape our heritage conservation. Community engagement and education also contribute to 

grassroot movements and help spread more information to the public. Heritage conservation is an 

area of planning that I think should be almost entirely shaped by public engagement. While we 

are professionals with learned skills and will ultimately need to write the policy, I think heritage 

is of such great importance for communities that much of what is designated and saved should be 

arrived at through engaging communities. As mentioned previously, one of the negative 

perceptions of Saint John heritage conservation was the disconnect between the Board, the 

Heritage Department, and the public, or, more simply, between professionals and the public. I 

think this could be solved with an emphasis on community engagement and education, which, 

incidentally, would be the opportune time to bring in a social justice lens and talk about equity, 

diversity, and inclusion.  

 

Currently, only the Saint John Heritage Board designates conservation, yet they are only 

designating new sites if private property owners approach them for designation. Due to how the 

Board has decided what qualifies as heritage, many private owners are not receiving designation 

even though they apply for it. This lack of active conservation creates the inertia we are seeing in 

Saint John. This also ties into how policy is viewed as being neutral. By creating neutral policy, 

it is often shaped by those who use it. What the city needs is to have active policy that pushes for 
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equity, diversity, and inclusion. There is still hope however as new policy was released in 2019, 

that if used properly would encourage diversity in conservation. A social justice lens would call 

for explicit language regarding the moral obligations of heritage conservation. There is also the 

perception that heritage values and what is considered heritage worthy is changing from an 

outdated view that preferred a ‘snapshot’ of a specific time to one focused on spaces of greater 

socio-cultural value. 

 

The fourth theme that I will address, is a theme that was only very lightly touch upon in this 

research. While there was not a lot of information in this study that was surprising, I did find the 

level of ‘inertia’ surprising. When one looks at Saint John, you can quite quickly see that they 

have a huge amount of heritage conservation in in the city. This includes large swaths of the 

downtown core and even areas outside of that area were bundled into conservation areas quickly 

after the Heritage Board and Department were created in 1982. Everyone I spoke with agreed 

that Saint John had put forth a great deal of resources and effort to save heritage the moment the 

province handed down the power to do so. This conservation is very visible in Saint John. To the 

degree that it is a basis for the city’s tourism industry. When you look at Saint John, the average 

person might assume that the city puts the same amount of effort into their heritage conservation 

that they did when they first gained the power to do so. However, participants all stated that it 

had been quite the opposite and that there was a great deal of inertia in the field of heritage 

conservation. Many spoke of how the heritage department had shrunk a great deal since its 

creation and that there was more politicking than conservation happening when sites were put 

forth for designation.  
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In addition, Saint John was largely focused on the type of heritage when it started this large-

scale conservation and ended up creating designation for buildings that fit a certain type: 19th 

century, European brick, and stone buildings. This means that the current inertia in conservation 

has also left the city with only one type of heritage building. This, in turn, has created a very 

dominant narrative: that heritage worth saving is that of the white, elite, man. While they are not 

actively trying to plan for less equity, diversity, and inclusion, I think that doing nothing has 

created more problems than if they had kept designating. If they had not been slowed by inertia 

and continued designating and working on progressive changes to conservation to the extent that 

they had when they first started, then the type of conservation would have changed to mimic 

changes to conservation seen on the global and national scale. In these instances, the focus of 

conservation began to change in the early 1990s to include a more socio-cultural view. Instead, 

in Saint John, since such a great deal of conservation was focused on one narrative and then 

effectively stopped, the city has been left with one type of heritage, which, in effect continues to 

shape how the city views heritage value. I think the theme of inertia, while mentioned in the 

interviews, was not explored nearly enough. Most participants touched on a lack of newer 

designation or allocation and accessibility of resources, only a few really delved into how inertia 

was behind this lack.  

 

To summarize, the themes of this study, I believe that there are a lot of negative perceptions 

around the effectiveness of policy in Saint John as well as agreement over the lack of diversity. 

However, despite these more negative perceptions, there was significant discussion on how the 

city’s conservation could be improved in ways that would help integrate a social justice lens. 

There was also the unspoken root cause of many of these perceptions: inertia and a lack of effort 
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in conservation, currently. This to me is positive because it shows that Saint John has not been 

actively doing anything wrong or fighting against equity, diversity, and inclusion, it simply has 

not been doing anything. This is encouraging because it shows that if we start working towards 

better heritage conservation policy, especially bringing in feminist, queer, and social equity 

planning theory and start using good heritage conservation tools, we can start to make positive 

change. By focusing on conservation with a social justice lens we can start laying out ways to 

improve the system from within, as planners, but also by encouraging more public interaction 

with heritage through community engagement.  
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CHAPTER 7 

Conclusion 

 

 Through an overview of the history of heritage conservation in Canada to outlining the 

levels of authority involved, I have led you through an introduction to heritage tools and relevant 

planning theories for heritage conservation. My case study of Saint John and interview results 

was meant to give a current contextual account of this topic. My discussion then framed the 

results using context from the other chapters. Looking across my research, I have also answered 

the questions that initiated this study: How is Heritage designated in Saint John, NB, and who 

decides the qualifiers of heritage?; 2) How has heritage policy been shaped and structured over 

the history of Saint John and whose heritage has this conserved?; 3) How can we bring a social 

justice lens to heritage planning to promote conservation diversity, equity, an inclusion? 

 In the first two chapters, I discussed who designates heritage in Saint John by showing 

you how power to designate and create bylaws around heritage conservation was passed from 

provincial to local governmental level which became apparent in the case study where I 

introduced you to the Heritage Development Board. The Board was created by councillors, 

heritage experts and professionals, and those involved in heritage conservation. These 

individuals all had a hand in shaping how heritage in Saint John was designated, but also shaping 

what qualified as heritage by defining what had value to them. For the second question I showed 

you how heritage in Saint John had been shaped and structured by international and national 

narratives on conservation, provincial authority, and by local level policy that defined how 

heritage could be conserved. Whose heritage was conserved was also shown in the case study as 
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I analysed what heritage existed today on a provincial and federal registry and was further 

explained in interviews as participants agreed on what type of heritage had been saved; Which in 

this context was that formerly belonging to elite, white, man.  

While the first two questions covered heritage conservation in Saint John from the past to the 

present, the third question I posed looked to the future. An important aspect of heritage 

conservation versus the idea of history, is that heritage does not just look at important past 

events, but also how a space is used now and how it will be shaped for the future. With that in 

mind, I think I have shown a way forward for heritage conservation in Saint John – one that can 

integrate a social justice lens. By completing a case study of the city and interviews with key 

informants I have recorded past and current attitudes and perceptions of heritage conservation. 

By illustrating how changing the narrative of what is considered valuable in heritage, as well as 

applying feminist, queer, and equity theories in an intersectional way to any future policy we can 

start to bring a social justice lens to heritage planning. This should also include using heritage 

tools to our advantage, especially education, grants to help resource issues, and most 

importantly, community engagement. Heritage is tied intimately to identity and place and thus, 

engaging the public and communities to help discover and identify heritage is a major step 

towards bringing more EDI to our conservation.  

I will finish by explaining the importance of this research. As stated, heritage is tied to 

identity, from a community level all the way to a federal level. In a country like Canada where 

we are multicultural, but shaped by a colonial narrative, we need to start holding ourselves 

accountable to reflect our diversity in all aspects of planning, but especially in heritage 

conservation. By exploring how and who designates heritage we can determine whose voices 
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have been heard and start to look at how to change systems that have largely focused on a 

dominant narrative. By looking at Saint John, Canada’s oldest incorporated city and a city that 

has conserved large amounts of heritage relative to its size, we can start to see how heritage 

conservation in Canada looks in a real-life setting. Saint John is not a stand-alone city, it is 

shaped by national and international dialogue, policies, and politics. The city reflects attitudes of 

heritage across Canada and shows us how tools and designation can be used. While our system 

suffers from systematic racism, I have also shown that simple inertia can be as much of a 

problem as actively working against equity and diversity. A social justice lens specifically calls 

for a laying out of moral obligation not simply creating more neutral policy that can be shaped 

by whoever uses it. Through interviews I also showed how perceptions around heritage are 

changing as there is a call for more diverse heritage, consideration on what is ‘heritage worthy’, 

and more proactive policy. There is a growing recognition of a need for social justice, not just in 

Saint John but nation wide. By completing this research, I hope that I have shown a way we can 

answer this call for EDI in our heritage conservation. In the future, should I continue my 

research, I would like to study more concrete ways to conserve diverse, equitable, and inclusive 

heritage, but also how to make it accessible for continued public interaction.  

  



88 
 

REFERENCES 

Andrzejewski, A. V. & Falk, C. G. (2016). Peopling Preservation: A Forum in Honor of the 

Fiftieth Anniversary of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966. Bui ldi ngs &  

L andscapes: Journal  of t he Vernacular Ar chit e cture Forum, 23 (2), 1-5. Retrieved 

November 28, 2020, from https://www-jstororg.ezproxy. viu.ca/stable/pdf/10. 

5749/buildland.23.2.0001.pdf?refreqid =excelsior%3Add622c0fc1ac22fd4c24e2 ad102 

f3e72 

Araoz, G. F. (2011). Preserving heritage places under a new paradigm. Jou rnal  of C ult ural 

Herit age Managem e nt a nd Sust ainabl e Developm ent , 1(1), 55-60. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/20441261111129933 

Architecture, Conservation, and Strategy Planning (2018). Saint John Heritage Conservation 

Area By‐law Review Technical Memo, retrieved February 18, 2022, from https://res. 

cloudinary.com/ courbanize-production/image/upload/v1/information_plans/ 

mwpqvlrpm8w7n6tx0gaod 

Armitage, Jane & Irons, Janine. (2013). The Values of Built Heritage. Pro perty Managem ent,  31 

(3), 246-259. Retrieved December 3, 2020, from https://search-proquest-com.ezprox 

y.viu.ca/docview/1 365746023/fulltextPDF/54AF3C3F81784E41PQ/1?acco untid=12246 

Ashley, A. J., Loh, C. G., Bubb, K., & Durham, L. (2021). Diversity, equity, and inclusion 

practices in arts and cultural planning. Journal  of Urban Aff airs , , 1-21. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/07352166.2020.1834405 



89 
 

Baxter, P., & Jack, S. (2008). Qualitative Case Study Methodology: Study design and 

implementation for Novice Researchers . T he Qual it ati ve Report , 13(4), 544-559. 

Retrieved December 14, 2020, from https://nsuworks.nova.edu/tqr/vol13/iss4/2/ 

Birnbaum, C. A. (1992). Making educated decisions on the treatment of historic landscapes. APT 

Bulleti n  (1986), 24(3/4), 42-51. https://doi.org/10.2307/1504348 

Birnbaum, C. A. (2013). Expanding the field: Modern landscape architecture and historic 

preservation. Forum Jou rnal  (Washington, D.C.), 27(2), 3-11. 

Boyer, M. C. (1994). T he  cit y of collecti ve m emor y: Its hi stor ical imagery and archit ectural  

entertai nments . MIT Press. 

Bree, R. and G. Gallagher. (2016). Using Microsoft Excel to code and thematically analyse 

qualitative data: a simple, cost-effective approach.” All Ireland Journal of  T eaching and 

L earni ng in Higher Educati on  (AISHE - J )  8(2): 2811-28114.  

Broto, V. C. (2021). Queering participatory planning. Environment and Ur baniz ati on . 

https://doi.org/10.1177/09562478211019377 

Butler, J. (2004). Undoin g gender . New York: Routledge. 

Cameron, Christina. (2000). The Spirit of Place: The Physical Memory of Canada. Journal  of 

C anadian St udies/Revue d'ét udes canadienn es , 35 (1), 77-94. Retrieved November 28, 

2020, from https://muse-jhu-edu.ezproxy.viu.ca/article/672701/pdf 



90 
 

Campbell, C. E. (2017). N ature, place, and st ory:  Rethi nking hi stor ic sites in canada . McGill-

Queen's University Press. 

Canada’s Historic Places (n.d.-a). The Standards & Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic 

Places in Canada, retrieved February 18, 2022, from 

https://www.historicplaces.ca/en/pages/standards-normes.aspx. 

Canada’s Historic Places (n.d.-b). Presentation on the Second Edition of the Standards and 

Guidelines. Retrieved February 18, 2022, from https://www.historicplaces.ca/media/ 

47320/presentations_g.pdf 

Canada’s Historic Places (n.d.-c). Carleton Martello Tower National Historic Site of Canada, 

retrircved February 22, 2022, from https://www.historicplaces.ca/en/rep-reg/place-

lieu.aspx?id=5477&pid=0 

CAUT (n.d.). Guide to Acknowledging First Peoples & Traditional Territory, retrieved February 

15, 2022, from https://www.caut.ca/content/guide-acknowledging-first-peoples-

traditional-territory 

Carrell, M. R., & Dittrich, J. E. (1978). Equity Theory: The Recent Literature, Methodological 

Considerations, and New Directions. The Academy of Management Review, 3(2), 202–

210. https://doi.org/10.2307/257661 

City of Duncan. (n.d.). About the Totems, retrieved March 22, 2022, from 

https://duncan.ca/visitors/totems-tour/about-the-totems/ 



91 
 

City of Saint John (n.d.-a) Heritage Conservation, retrieved October 10, 2021, from  

https://saintjohn.ca/en/city-hall/planning-building-infrastructure-and-heritage-

conservation/heritage-conservation 

City of Saint john (n.d.-b). Saint John Conservation Areas, retrieved February 22, 2022, from 

https://saintjohn.maps.arcgis.com/apps/instant/attachmentviewer/index.html?appid=32c8

b1fed20a416dbadcf380a2449f3f 

City of Saint John (2019). Saint John Heritage Conservation Area By-Law, Number HC-1.  

City of Saint John (2021). A Law to Amend Saint John Heritage Conservation Area By-Law, 

Number HC-1.  

City of Toronto. (n.d.) Heritage Tax Rebate & Grant Programs, retrieved February 5, 2022, from 

https://www.toronto.ca/city-government/planning-development/heritage-preservation/tax-

rebates-grants/ 

City of Vancouver (n.d.) Vancouver's heritage, retrieved February 10, 2022, from 

https://vancouver.ca/home-property-development/heritage.aspx.  

Cowan, D. (2009). Combining Quantitative and Qualitative Research Approaches, R esearch 

Issues and Healt h and So cial  C are  (pp. 143-150). London: M & K Publishing  

Cyrenne, P., Fenton, R., & Warbanski, J. (2006). Historic Buildings and Rehabilitation 

Expenditures: A Panel Data Approach. T he Journ al of  Real Est ate Researc h , 28 (4), 349-

379. Retrieved December 4, 2020, from https://search-proquest-com.ezproxy.viu.ca 



92 
 

/scholarly-journals/historic-buildings-rehabilitation-expenditures/docview/200321796/se-

2?accountid=12246 

Creswell, J. W. (2012). Qualit ati ve Inquiry and Research D esign: C hoosi ng among five 

approaches ï 3rd Edit ion . Thousand Oaks: Sage publications. 

Cunningham, C. J. L., Weathington, B. L., & Pittenger, D. J. (2013). Qualitative and Mixed 

Methods Research. In C. J. L. Cunningham, B. L. Weathington, & D. J. Pittenger (Eds.), 

Underst anding and C onducti ng Research in t he H ealt h Sciences  (First ed., pp. 439-460). 

Toronto, ON: John Wiley and Sons. 

de la Torre, M. (2013). Values and heritage conservation. Herit age & Socie ty , 6(2), 155-166. 

https://doi.org/10.1179/2159032X13Z.00000000011 

Déom, C., & Thiffault, M. (2013). Thoughts towards a new definition of heritage. The Historic 

Environment (London), 4(1), 62-74. https://doi.org/10.1179/1756750513Z.00000000025 

Déom, C., & Valois, N. "Whose Heritage? Determining Values of Modern Public Spaces in 

Canada." Journal  of C ult ural  Herit age Managem e nt and Sus tai nable Devel opment , vol. 

10, no. 2, 2020, pp. 189-206, retrieved February 20, 2022, from https://ezproxy. 

viu.ca/login?url= https: //www.proquest.com/scholarly-journals/whose-heritage-

determining-values-modern-public/docview/2533790578/se-2?accountid=12246, 

doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/JCHMSD-11-2018-0083. 

Doan, P. L. (2011). Queerying Planning꜡: Challenging Heteronormative Assumptions and 

Reframing Pl anning Practice . Routledge. 



93 
 

Doan, P. L. (Ed.). (2015). Planni ng and lgbt q communit ies :  T he need for inclusi ve queer spa ces . 

ProQuest Ebook Central https://ebookcentral.proquest.com 

Duxbury, N., Hosagrahar, J., & Pascual, J. (2016). Why must culture be at the heart of 

sustainable urban development?. Agenda 21 for culture. Retrieved February 18, 2022, 

from https://estudogeral.uc.pt/bitstream/10316/44016/1/Why%20must%20culture 

%20be%20at%20the%20heart%20of%20sustainable%20urban%20development.pdf 

Epstein, H., & Canadian Electronic Library (Firm). (2017 ). Land - use planni ng.  Irwin Law. 

Erder, C. (1977). The Venice Charter under Review. Accessed March 2, 2022, from 

https://www.icomos.org/venicecharter2004/erder.pdf 

Fainstein, S. S. (2005). Planning Theory and the City. Journal of Planning Education and 

Research, 25(2), 121–130. https://doi.org/10.1177/0739456X05279275 

Fainstein, S. S. (2010). The Just City. Cornell University Press. 

Fainstein, S. S. (2014). The just city . Internat ional  Journal  of Urban Scienc es , 18(1), 1-18. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/12265934.2013.834643 

Flyvbjerg, B. (2011). Case Study. In N. K. Denzin & Y. S. Lincoln (Eds.), T he Sage handbook 

for qu ali tat ive research  (4th ed., pp. 301-316). Sage Publications. 

Fortenberry, B. R. (2021) Heritage justice, conservation, and tourism in the Greater Caribbean, 

Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 29 (2), 253-276. DOI: 10.1080/09669582.2020.1757684 



94 
 

Graham, B. J., Ashworth, G. J., Ashworth, G., Tunbridge, J. E., & Tunbridge, J. (2016). A 

geography of herit age: P ow er, cult ure , and econo my . Routledge. 

Grant, Hilary. (2018). Heritage Down the Chute: the Demolition of Saskatchewan’s Grain 

Elevator. International Journal of Heritage Studies, 24 (6), 573-584. Retrieved December 

4, 2020, from https://www-tandfonline-com.ezproxy.viu.ca/doi/ full/10.1080 /13 

527258.2 017.1399282 ?scroll=to p&needAccess=true 

Gentry, Kynan. (2013) History, heritage and localism. Policy Studies, 34 (5), 508-522. Retrieved 

December 4, 2020, from DOI: 10.1080/01442872.2013.864083 

Government of British Columbia (n.d.-a). Local Government Act, retrieved February 7, 2020, 

https://www.bclaws.gov.bc.ca/civix/document/id/complete/statreg/96187_01 

Government of British Columbia (n.d.-b). Heritage Conservation: A Community Guide, 

retrieved February 18, 2022, from file:///D:/User%20Profile/downloads/ heritage_ 

conservation_community_guide%20(3).pdf 

Government of Canada (n.d. -a). Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic 

Places in Canada. Retrieved from Canada’s Historic Places website 

https://www.historicplaces.ca/media/26743/heritage%20conservation%20101.pdf 

Government of Canada (n.d. -b). Plains of Abraham, retrieved February 14, 2022, 

https://www.ccbn-nbc.gc.ca/en/. 



95 
 

Government of Canada (n.d.-c). Building Communities Through Arts and Heritage, retrieved 

February 22, 2022, from https://www.canada.ca/en/canadian-heritage/services 

/funding/building-communities.html. 

Government of Canada (2008). Heritage Lighthouse Protection Act, retrieved February 20, 2022, 

from https://laws-lois.justice.gc.ca/eng/acts/H-3.4/FullText.html. 

Government of Manitoba (n.d.). Heritage Grant Programs, retrieved February 5, 2022, from 

https://www.gov.mb.ca/chc/grants/hgp.html 

Government of New Brunswick (n.d. -a). Local Historic Place Designation, retrieved February 

18, 2022, from https://www2.gnb.ca/content/gnb/en/departments/thc/heritage/content 

/historic_places/local.html 

Government of New Brunswick (n.d. -b). Municipal Heritage Conservation Area, retrieved 

February 18, 2022, from https://www2.gnb.ca/content/gnb/en/departments/thc/heritage/ 

content/historic_places/municipal.html 

Government of New Brunswick (n.d. -c). Provincial Heritage Place Designation, retrieved 

February 18, 2022, from https://www2.gnb.ca/content/gnb/en/departments/thc/heritage/ 

content /historic_places/provincial.html 

Government of New Brunswick (n.d. -d). Designation of Heritage Places in Municipalities and 

Rural Communities, retrieved February 18, 2022, from https://www2.gnb.ca/content/gnb 

/en/departments/thc/heritage/content/heritage_conservationact/municipal_rural.html 



96 
 

Government of New Brunswick (n.d. -e). Heritage Conservation Act, retrieved January 8, 2022, 

from https://www2.gnb.ca/content/gnb/en/departments/thc/heritage/content 

/heritage_conservationact.html. 

Government of New Brunswick (n.d. -f). New Brunswick Register of Historic Places, retrieved 

October 21, 2021, from https://www.rhp-rlp.gnb.ca/PublicSearch .aspx?blnLanguage 

English=True 

Government of New Brunswick (n.d.-g). Aboriginal Affairs, retrieved February 15, 2022, from 

https://www2.gnb.ca/content/gnb/en/departments/aboriginal_affairs.html 

Government of New Brusnwick (n.d.-h). Tourism, Culture, and Heritage, retrieved February 20, 

2022, from https://www2.gnb.ca/content/gnb/en/departments/thc.html 

Government of New Brunswick (2010). Heritage Conservation Act, retrieved December 2, 2021, 

from https://laws.gnb.ca/en/ShowPdf/cs/H-4.05.pdf. 

Habitat, III. (2015). Habitat III Issue Papers, 4–Urban Culture and Heritage. Retrieved February 

18, 2022, from http://www.unesco.org/new/fileadmin/MULTIMEDIA/HQ/CLT/pdf/ 

ISSUE-Paper-En.pdf 

Hayden, D. (1995). The power of place: Urban landscapes as public history. MIT Press. 

Hayden, D. (2000). The Suburban Century and Beyond/ Time alone wont solve Woes. Newsday, 

Combined editions; Long Island, N.Y 



97 
 

Hayden, D. (2011). construction, abandonment, and demolition. The Yale Review, 99(4), 67-75. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9736.2011.00743.x 

Heath, Kingston Wm. (2019). Toward a Humanist Approach to Historic Preservation. Journal  of 

American Folklore , 526 (132), 390-411. Retrieved December 2, 2020 from https://muse-

jhu-edu.ezproxy. viu.ca/article/734364 

Hendler, S. (1994). Feminist Planning Ethics. Journal  of Pl anning L iterature , 9(2), 115-127.  

Hendler, S. (2005). Towards a Feminist Code of Planning Ethics. Planni ng T heory & Practice , 

6(1), 53-69. 

Heritage BC (n.d.) Definitions and Heritage FAQs, retrieved February 20, 2022, from 

https://heritagebc.ca/resources/definitions-heritage-faqs/ 

ICOMOS (1964), The Venice Charter: international for the conservation and restoration of 

monuments and sites, retrieved February 3, 2022, from 

www.icomos.org/venice_charter.html  

ICOMOS (1994), The Nara document on authenticity, retrieved February 3, 2022, from 

www.international.icomos.org/ naradoc_eng.htm 

Khalaf, R. W. (2015). The Reconciliation of Heritage Conservation and Development:: The 

Success of Criteria in Guiding the Design and Assessment of Contemporary Interventions 

in Historic Places. Intern ati onal Jou rnal  of Architectural  Research , 9(1), 77-92. 

https://ezproxy.viu.ca/login?url=https://www.proquest.com/scholarly-



98 
 

journals/reconciliation-heritage-conservation-development/docview/1670194910/se-

2?accountid=12246 

Keperling, Danielle (2020). Preservation and Inclusivity. Retrieved February 20, 2022, from 

https://practicalpreservationservices.com/tag/placekeeping-vs-placemaking/ 

Kern, L. (2020). Feminist City. Verso 

Kerr, A. (2010). Valui ng hist oric environments . Taylor & Francis Group. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/09647771003737364 

 Krumholz, N., & Hexter, K. W. (2018). Conclusion: The Future of Equity Planning Practice. In 

N. Krumholz & K. W. Hexter (Eds.), Advancing Equit y Planni ng N ow  (pp. 263–282). 

Cornell University Press. http://www.jstor.org/stable/10.7591/j.ctv43vr3d.17 

Lesh, James. “Place and Heritage Conservation.” In The Routledge Handbook of Place, edited 

by Tim Edensor, Ares Kalandides, and Uma Kothari, 431–441. Oxon: Routledge, 2020. 

38 https://www.researchgate.net/profile/James-

Lesh/publication/342624259_Place_and_Heritage_Conservation/links/5f4de26a458515a

88ba4d4e7/Place-and-Heritage-Conservation.pdf 

MacKinnon, R. (2014). Heritage Conservation, UNESCO and Intangible Cultural Heritage in 

Eastern Canada. Ethnol ogies , 36  (1-2), 383–403. Retrieved December 4, 2020, from 

https://doi-org.ezproxy.viu.ca/10.7202/1037614ar 

Massey, D. (2005). For Space. Retrieved April 2, 2022, from 

https://books.google.ca/books?hl=en&lr=&id=xgrVr6Y_3ZcC&oi=fnd&pg=PP9&dq=%

https://doi.org/10.1080/09647771003737364


99 
 

22For+Space%22+Doreen+Massey&ots=9rmUZh6166&sig=7-39YpPbTIfWk-

4lLTvtKbfWs1M&redir_esc=y#v=onepage&q=%22For%20Space%22%20Doreen%20

Massey&f=false 

Mattijssen, T. J. M., van der Jagt, A. P. N., Buijs, A. E., Elands, B. H. M., Erlwein, S., & 

Lafortezza, R. (2017). The long-term prospects of citizens managing urban green space: 

From place making to place-keeping? Urban For estr y & Urban Greening , 26, 78-84. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2017.05.015 

McDonough, A., & Wekerle, G. R. (2011). Integrating cultural planning and urban planning: The 

challenges of implementation. C anadian Journal of  Urban Research , 20(1), 27-51. 

https://ezproxy.viu.ca/login?url=https://www.proquest.com/scholarly-

journals/integrating-cultural-planning-urban-challenges/docview/915479804/se-

2?accountid=12246 

McVay, R. (2014). Cultural Planning in Canada: Patterns, Theories & Authenticity. Retrieved 

February 18, 2022, from http://theoryandpractice.planning.dal.ca/_pdf/multiple_ 

plans/rmcvay_2014.pdf 

Minner, Jennifer. (2016). Revealing Synergies, Tensions, and Silences Between Preservation and 

Planning. Journal  of t he American Planning Ass ociat ion , 82 (2), 72-87. Retrieved 

November 30, 2020, from DOI: 10.1080/01944363.2016.1147976 

Meinig, D. W., & Jackson, J. B. (1979). The interpretation of ordinary landscapes: Geographical 

essays. Oxford University Press. 



100 
 

Metzger, J. T. (1996). The theory and practice of equity planning: An annotated bibliography. 

Journal  of Pl anning L it eratur e , 11(1), 112-126. https://doi.org/10.117 

7/088541229601100106 

Nesset, Ida Qvenild & Oust, Are. (2019) The Impact of Historic Preservation Policies on 

Housing Values. Internat ional  Journal  of Housi ng Policy , 20 (2), 252-272. Retrieved 

December 4, 2020, from https://www-tandfonline com.ezproxy.viu.ca/doi/citedby/10.10 

80/19491247.2019.1688633? scroll=top& needAccess =true 

Oswin, N. (2008). Critical geographies and the uses of sexuality: deconstructing queer 

space. Progress i n Huma n Geography , 32 (1), 89–103. https://doi.org/ 10.1177/030913 

2507085213 

Orvell, M., & Benesch, K. (Eds.). (2013). Rethinking the American city : An international 

dialogue. University of Pennsylvania Press. 

Parks Canada (n.d.). Historic Sites and Monuments Board of Canada, retrieved December 4, 

2020, from https://www.pc.gc.ca/en/culture/clmhc-hsmbc.  

Parks Canada (n.d. -b). L'Anse aux Meadows National Historic Site, retrieved February 21, 

2022, from https://www.pc.gc.ca/en/lhn-nhs/nl/meadows. 

Parks Canada (n.d. -c). Directory of Federal Heritage Designations, retrieved February 21, 2022, 

https://www.pc.gc.ca/en/culture/dfhd.aspx 



101 
 

Parks Canada (n.d.-d). World Heritage Sites in Canada: Historic District of Old Québec, 

retrieved February, 22, 2022, from https://www.pc.gc.ca/en/culture/spm-whs/sites-

canada/sec02i 

Parks Canada. (2019). Framework for History and Commemoration. N ati onal His tori c Sit es 

System Plan, retrieved January 27, 2022, from 

file:///D:/User%20Profile/downloads/Framework-for-History-and-Commemoration-

2019.pdf 

Peake, L., & Rieker, M. (Eds.). (2013). Rethi nking  femini st i nterventi ons i nto the urban . 

ProQuest Ebook Central https://ebookcentral.proquest.com 

Pendlebury, J., & Porfyriou, H. (2017). Heritage, urban regeneration and place-making. Journal  

of Urban Design , 22(4), 429-432. https://doi.org/10.1080/13574809.2017.1326712 

Pickard, R. (2001). Polic y and law  in herit age conservati on  (Vol. 1). Taylor & Francis. 

Platt, J. (2007). Case Study. In W. Outhwaite & S. P. Turner (Eds.), T he S AGE Handbook of 

Social  Science Methodol ogy . Thousand Oaks, California: SAGE Publications. 

Poulios, I. (2010). Moving beyond a values-based approach to heritage conservation. 

C onservati on and Management of  Archaeologi cal Sit es , 12(2), 170-185. 

https://doi.org/10.1179/175355210X12792909186539 

Reece, J. W. (2018). In Pursuit of a Twenty-first Century Just City: The Evolution of Equity 

Planning Theory and Practice. Journal  of Pl anning L it eratur e,  33(3), 299–309. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0885412218754519 



102 
 

Rotenstein, David s. (2019). The Decatur Plan: Folklore, Historic Preservation, and the Black 

Experience in Gentrifying Spaces. Journal of American Folklore, 132 (526), 431-451. 

Retrieved December 5, 2020, from https://muse-jhu-edu.ezproxy.viu.ca/art icle/734 36 

6/pdfPlatt, J. (2007). Case Study. In W. Outhwaite & S. P. Turner (Eds.), T he SAGE 

Handbook of Social Scie nce Methodol ogy . Sage Publications. 

Saint John, New Brunswick. (2020, December 12). Encyclopaedia Britannica. Retrieved 

December 12, 2020, from https://www.britannica.com/place/Saint-John-New-Brunswick 

Sandercock, L., & Forsyth, A. (1992). A Gender Agenda: New Directions for Planning Theory. 

Journal  of t he American Planni ng Associat ion , 58(1), 49-59. 

Sharpe, C A. (2006). House Prices in a Heritage Area: The Case of St. John's, Newfoundland. 

C anadian Journal of  Urban Research; Winni peg,  15 (2), 175-201. Retrieved December 

4, 2020, from https://search-proquest-com.ezproxy.viu.ca/docview/208738100/ fulltext 

PDF /17E6 D42BF5C C4D BDPQ/1?accountid=12246 

Silva, R. (1983).The Significance of the Venice International Charter for the Conservation and 

Restoration of Monuments and Sites, with Special Reference to Eastern Countries. 

Accessed March 2, 2022, from https://www.icomos.org/venicecharter2004/silva.pdf 

Smith, L. (2010). Ethics or social justice?: Heritage and the politics of recognition. Austr ali an 

Aborigi nal St udies  (Canberra, A.C.T. : 1983), (2), 60-68. 

Spain, D. (2016). Constructive feminism : Women's spaces and women's rights in the American 

city. ProQuest Ebook Central https://ebookcentral.proquest.com 



103 
 

Speak, S., & Kumar, A. (2018). The dilemmas of diversity: gender, race and ethnicity in 

planning theory. In M. Gunder, A. Madanipour, & V. Watson (Eds.), The Routledge 

handbook of planning theory (pp. 155-167). Routledge. 

Statistics Canada (2016). Saint John [Census metropolitan area], New Brunswick, retrieved 

January 21, 2022, from https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2016/dp-

pd/prof/details/page.cfm?Lang=E&Geo1=CMACA&Code1=310&Geo2=PR&Code2=13

&Data=Count&SearchType=Begins&SearchPR=01&B1=All 

Tritter, J. (2013). Mixed Methods and Multidisciplinary Research in Health Care. In M. Saks & 

J. Allsop (Eds.), Researc hing Healt h: Quali tat ive, q uanti tat ive and mixed methods  

(Second ed., pp. 421-436). Sage Publications. 

Uitermark, J., & Nicholls, W. (2017). Planning for social justice: Strategies, dilemmas, 

tradeoffs. Planni ng T heo ry , 16 (1), 32–50. https://doi.org/10.1177/1473095215599027 

UNESCO (n.d. -a). Canada, retrieved February 20, 2022, from https://en.unesco.org/countries 

/canada 

UNESCO (n.d. – b). World Heritage Convention, retrieved February 20, 2022, from 

https://whc.unesco.org/en/convention 

UNESCO (n.d. -c). World heritage List: Head-Smashed-In Buffalo Jump, retrieved February 20, 

2022, from https://whc.unesco.org/en/list/158 



104 
 

UNESCO (2001). Universal Declaration on Cultural Diversity. Retrieved February 23, 2022, 

from https://adsdatabase.ohchr.org/IssueLibrary/UNESCO%20Universal%20 

Declaration%20on%20Cultural%20Diversity.pdf.  

Warf, Barney. (2006). En cyclopedia of Human Ge ography . SAGE Publications, Inc. 

Watson, V. (2006). Deep Difference: Diversity, Planning and Ethics. Planning Theory , 5(1), 31–50. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1473095206061020 

Wekerle, G. R. (1980). Women in the Urban Environment. Signs , 5 (3), 188–214. 

http://www.jstor.org/stable/3173815 

Wight, I. (2020). Integral placemaking: A poiesis of sophrosynes?. In The Routl edge Handbook 

of Pl acem aking (pp. 322-332). Routledge. 

Winkle, C. (2015). Hay Commercial Districts in Chicago and the Role of Planning. In Doan, P. 

L. (Ed.). Planni ng and lgbt q communit ies : T he ne ed for inclusi ve queer sp aces . 

ProQuest Ebook Central https://ebookcentral.proquest.com 

Yin, R. K. (2003). C ase s tudy research: Design a n d methods  -  3rd edit ion . Sage Publications. 

Zhang, W., & Creswell, J. (2013). The use of "mixing" procedure of mixed methods in health 

services research. M ed C are , 51(8), e51-57. 

 

 


