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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Despite efforts to conserve and maintain Canada'’s historic urban environments, ruins exist all
around us as potentially significant heritage resources. Urban areas are continuously exposed
to shifting social, environmental, and economic conditions. Ruins exist as physical traces of
these changes and are by no means absent from Canadian urban landscapes. This research
seeks to explore Canadian approaches to managing urban heritage ruins in the urban
environment. In doing so, this research aims to identify, and more importantly, inspire ways that
Canadian city-makers and heritage professionals can manage urban heritage ruins in a context-

specific manner.

This research employs three methods: 1) An analysis of Canadian policy documents guiding
heritage management. 2) The creation of a typology of heritage management approaches. 3)
Semi-structured interviews with Canadian heritage professionals. The document analysis found
that references to ruins are generally limited and disjointed in Canadian heritage management
policy documents. Although heritage designation criteria allow the unique values of heritage
ruins to be recorded and acknowledged, an assessment of 12 ruins’ Statements of Significance
showed that these buildings and structures are primarily valued based on their previous state
of intactness or use. The typology found that there are three overarching approaches to the
management of urban heritage ruins in Canada. These approaches include revival through
active management, continued ruination through minimal or non-existent management, and
demolition. Each management approach can be broken down into sub-types, illustrating the
variety of approaches that can and have been applied to ruins. These sub-types include
adaptive reuse, restoration, planned regeneration, neglect, facadism, and complete removal.
The interview findings demonstrate a wide range of benefits, challenges, opportunities, and
barriers associated with each of the overarching management approaches. The interview
findings also suggest possible paths forward for integrating ruins into Canadian urban

environments in a sustainable manner.

The findings of this research highlight ruins as complex heritage resources, each with unique
contextual factors that have contributed to their current state and should dictate their
management. As ruins can be prominent features of Canadian urban environments, this
research suggests that Canadian heritage management documents should more effectively

incorporate ruins and provide guidance on their management.



1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Research Purpose

The field of urban heritage conservation has gained immense popularity since it emerged in
the early 20™ century (Bandarin & Van Oers, 2012). The desire to conserve cultural heritage can
be explained in part by theories that demonstrate how cultural heritage is related to memory,
identity, and sense of belonging. In particular, built heritage is widely understood as a valuable
and tangible link to the past (Barthel, 1996a; Barthel, 1996b; Lowenthal, 1985). It is through
these traces of the past that individuals can “make sense of the present” (Lowenthal, 1985, p.
39). In a time when urban areas have become subject to globalization, commodification, and
increased development as a result of capitalism (Pendlebury, 2009), the practice of heritage
conservation and heritage planning has allowed countries around the world to maintain
meaningful and symbolic elements of the past. In the Canadian context, municipal, provincial,
territorial, and federal governments share the responsibility of recognizing and protecting
cultural heritage resources, including buildings and structures deemed to have heritage

significance.

However, just because a building or structure has been designated as a heritage resource does
not mean that it will be sustained in perpetuity. Although seemingly paradoxical, heritage

ur

resources can easily become ruins. According to Stoler (2008) “ruin’ is both the claim about
the state of a thing and a process affecting it” (p. 195). Urban areas are constantly changing.
Amidst constant change and shifting social, environmental, and economic conditions, “a place
can become a ruin because it lacks a current purpose, is disused, has been abandoned or has
been affected by disaster” (Australian Heritage Council, 2013, p. 7). On the other hand, ruins
can also become heritage resources. Abandoned buildings and structures emerged in the

Canadian landscape following deindustrialization in the 20" century. Many of these industrial

ruins have only been recognized as heritage decades after their decommission.

The purpose of this research is to explore Canadian approaches to managing heritage ruins in
the urban environment. It appears that the subject of ruins has not received enough attention
in Canadian heritage conservation policies, guidelines, and practices. Nevertheless, urban
ruins and sites of ruination have a substantial presence in Canadian urban environments and

are potentially important heritage resources. To assist Canadian city-makers and heritage



professionals in the management of heritage ruins in urban environments, this research
compares ruin management policies and approaches against insights from Canadian heritage
professionals and academic literature. In doing so, this research demonstrates the breadth of
management possibilities currently being applied in the Canadian context. Additionally, this
research enables a greater understanding of the benefits, challenges, opportunities, and

barriers associated with managing ruins in the built environment.

1.2 Research Questions

This research seeks to answer the following questions:

1. To what extent is the management of heritage ruins recognized in (municipal, provincial,

and/or federal) policy documents across Canada?

2. What approaches have been adopted concerning the management of urban heritage

ruins in Canada?

3. What benefits, challenges, opportunities, and barriers are associated with the different

approaches to managing urban heritage ruins?

1.3 Research Scope

This research focuses on urban heritage ruins as the object of study. The following definitions
and explanations are intended to provide clarity on how urban heritage ruins are

conceptualized within this research:

Urban: Located within an urban population centre (medium-large) as defined by Statistics
Canada.

Heritage: Buildings or structures that have been assigned a municipal, provincial, or federal
heritage designation. It is important to acknowledge that an official heritage designation does
not determine what is heritage. It is simply a tool used in the field of heritage conservation.
Moreover, it is recognized that traditionally, physical fabric has been overemphasized in
determining the significance and value of built heritage (Jokilehto, 1999, p. 18-29). This
research focuses on designated buildings or structures to limit the research scope, not to

prescribe heritage value to certain cultural resources over others.



Ruins: This research adapts the definition of ‘ruins’ outlined by the Australian Heritage Council
(2013): "a place that currently, through abandonment, redundancy or condition, is disused,
...usually no longer maintained, and appears [emphasis added] unlikely to regain its original
or a substantive use, function or purpose other than interpretation” (p. 9). In using this

definition, ruins considered within this research fall into two categories:

1. Largely intact abandoned/vacant heritage buildings or structures

2. Fragments of heritage buildings or structures.

This definition has been altered to remove elements that point more toward fragmented ruins
than largely intact ruins. In both categories, ruins are characterized by a degree of dereliction
and decay of the physical fabric of the building or structure. Further discussion on the definition

of ruins is included in section 2.3 of the literature review.

1.4 Document Overview

This report comprises seven main sections:

Section 1 (Introduction) introduces the research topic of urban heritage ruins, describes their
relevance in the Canadian context, and identifies the main research questions guiding this

project.

Section 2 (Literature Review) offers an overview of heritage conservation in the Canadian
context. Then, this section critically examines the literature on ruins, including their various
definitions and integration into the urban environment. It also identifies the gaps that this

research fills.

Section 3 (Research Methods) discusses the research methods utilized including a description
of the research field, documents analyzed, and interview participants. Research limitations are

also discussed.

Section 4 (Findings) highlights key themes that emerged from the document analysis, typology,
and interviews with heritage professionals. Findings from each of the three research methods

are discussed individually.
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Section 5 (Discussion and Analysis) provides a critical analysis of the significant findings from
the document analysis, typology, and interviews. It also links these findings to the concepts

explored in the literature review.

Finally, Section 6 (Conclusion) revisits the research questions, highlights areas for future

research, provides recommendations, and offers final thoughts.

2.0 LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Introduction

This literature review serves two purposes. 1) It grounds the research within the practice of
heritage conservation, as well as broader academic debates surrounding ruins and their
contributions to contemporary society. 2) It informs the creation of the typology of approaches
to heritage ruin management in Canada, as well as assists in analyzing the benefits, challenges,

opportunities, and barriers associated with each approach.

The literature review is divided into five sections. The first section introduces the field of
heritage conservation. The second section defines ruins in a general sense, as well as within
the context of this research. The third section focuses on prevalent management approaches
to ruins, along with their associated benefits and challenges. The fourth section discusses
Indigenous perspectives on ruin management. Finally, the fifth section summarizes the

literature review findings and identifies gaps in the research.

2.2 Overview of Heritage Conservation

Heritage conservation is a policy and planning practice that aims to identify and protect cultural
heritage for future generations (Bandarin & Van Oers, 2012). According to UNESCO (2009),
cultural heritage can be broadly categorized into two types: tangible and intangible. Tangible
cultural heritage refers to material traces of the past such as objects, artifacts, historic
monuments, sites, and buildings (UNESCO, 2009). Intangible cultural heritage is non-material
and includes oral traditions, practices, knowledge, and activities that a community or group
transmits from generation to generation as a part of their culture (UNESCO, 2009). As the

physical remains of material constructions, ruins are considered tangible cultural heritage.
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Tangible heritage is often the focus of heritage conservation efforts, as physical evidence of
historical events can trigger remembrance, therefore allowing people to connect with their
culture and heritage (Barthel, 1996a; Barthel, 1996b). Additionally, built heritage can act as an
anchor for elements of intangible heritage such as cultural practices, narratives, and traditions
(Apaydin, 2020). In the field of heritage conservation, governmental or international
organizations designate and protect sites and objects as heritage (Avrami et al., 2000, p. 8). It
is important to note that heritage, in both its tangible and intangible manifestations, is a social
construct. Nothing can be defined as heritage unless it is valued by a living community or

group, therefore rendering it culturally significant (Avrami et al., 2000, p. 7).

The cornerstone of heritage conservation in Canada is the formal designation process. This
process provides a heritage resource with recognition, and in most cases, legal protection from
demolition and alterations that jeopardize the resource’s character-defining elements. The
designation of a heritage resource is based on criteria used to evaluate the heritage value that
the resource embodies. Designation criteria may differ between municipalities and provinces
but generally aim to determine if a resource has aesthetic, historic, scientific, cultural, social, or
spiritual value (Canada’s Historic Places, 2010, p. 5). An important tool in the heritage
designation process is the Statement of Significance or equivalent document. A Statement of
Significance is a document that captures the heritage value and character-defining elements
of a resource in writing and is generally produced at the time of designation (Canada’s Historic
Places, n.d.-a). Ultimately, the values and characteristics of a resource recorded in a Statement

of Significance dictate the conservation action and management approach that will be applied.

The responsibility for protecting and managing heritage resources is shared among the
federal, provincial, and municipal governments. This means that a heritage resource can be
designated at any of these levels and listed on the corresponding government's heritage
register. At the federal level, the Historic Sites and Monuments Act enables the Historic Sites
and Monuments Board of Canada to commemorate heritage resources of national significance
(Oliver, 2008, p. 1). Unlike many other Western nations, Canada’s federal government does not
contribute to the legal protection of heritage resources. Instead, the legal protection of
heritage falls under provincial jurisdiction (Oliver, 2008, p. 2). Canadian provinces legislate how
heritage resources should be protected and managed at the provincial and municipal levels.

However, the majority of legislation affecting heritage resources is found at the municipal level.

12



Ross (2022) states that “the role of municipal-level governance and local law is a key
component in the management of urban heritage, especially in burgeoning urban spaces
where significant development pressures abound and decision-making related to
development approvals take place” (p. 444). Furthermore, a heritage resource is often required
to be designated via municipal by-law to be eligible to receive funding for conservation work
(National Trust for Canada, n.d.). Because municipalities play a significant role in protecting and
managing heritage resources, heritage designation systems, tools, and program structures
may differ across the country. However, different levels of government do not operate entirely
independently. It is not uncommon for one level of government to reference another level’s
heritage legislation or management documents. Although heritage designation processes may
differ from place to place, the principles guiding heritage conservation have been
standardized nationwide. Parks Canada created the ‘Standards and Guidelines for the
Conservation of Historic Places in Canada, a document that provides guidance and insight on
best practices for recognizing, managing, and conserving historic places (Canada’s Historic
Places, 2010). This document was created collaboratively between federal, provincial, and
territorial governments and serves as the Canadian benchmark for heritage resource

management.

2.3 Defining and Describing Ruins

To examine the management of urban heritage ruins in Canada, it is necessary to first define
and contextualize ruins as the object of study. The definition of what constitutes a ruin varies
both across time and geographic contexts. The acknowledgment of ruins as historically and
culturally significant objects occurred in the late 18" and early 19" centuries alongside the
emergence of the field of heritage conservation (Jokilehto, 1999). Tied to the desire for social
cohesion and a strengthened sense of national identity in European countries, interest in
heritage conservation focused primarily on monuments and landmarks of historical and
aesthetic significance (Jokilehto, 1999, p. 110; Le Blanc, 2020, pp. 541-542). Key literature from
this era resulted in a common understanding that ruins are long-decayed and fragmented
“monumental structures [that have been] abandoned and grown over” (Stoler, 2008, p. 194).
This has had a lasting impact on the way ruins are defined within the realm of heritage
conservation. For example, the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural

Organization (UNESCO) simply defines a ruin as “a construction that has lost so much of its
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original form and substance that its potential unity as a functional structural form is also gone”

(Feilden & Jokilehto, 1998). This specific subset of ruins is referred to as classical ruins within

the literature, as they reflect the classic or well-known understanding of ruins of past centuries

(Figures 1 and 2).

Figure 1: Palmyra Ruins, Syria Figure 2: Fountain Abbey Ruins, England

While the term ‘ruins’ may, for some, conjure an image of such crumbling ancient or classical
structures, definitions have broadened to be inclusive of sites that are more recent and less
monumental. Such sites, referred to as modern ruins (Figures 3 and 4), have emerged as a
widespread scholarly interest in the past two decades (DeSilvey, 2017; Edensor, 2005;
Pétursdéttir & Olsen, 2020). Scarbrough (2014) argues that ruins need not be defined by long
stretches of time, as this excludes modern ruins (ruins that were recently created) such as

industrial ruins or ruins created through war (p. 445).

Figure 3: Canada Malting Silos, Montreal Figure 4: Michigan Central Station, Detroit

14



Furthermore, Stoler (2014) argues that ruins do not need to be defined by their lack of structural

integrity or ‘missing pieces:’

“Some ruins appear more beautiful in their ruinated form than they did at the
height of their architectural form. In such instances, we generally do not value
what is missing; rather, we value the interesting interplay between nature and
artifact, site and structure. In a ruin, the interaction between the natural and
artifactual becomes pronounced and thus becomes more of the focus of our
aesthetic attention” (p. 446-447).

In consideration of both classical and modern ruins, the physical form of ruins considered

within this research may be:

Largely intact abandoned or Fragments of heritage

vacant heritage buildings/ or buildings/structures =3 —
structures ﬁﬁﬂﬁ

In both categories, ruins are generally characterized by dereliction and decay of the physical
fabric of the building or structure. However, the degree of dereliction and decay ranges from
less extreme (largely intact abandoned/vacant heritage buildings/structures) to more extreme

(fragments of heritage buildings/structures).

Ruins occur in the landscape for a variety of reasons. Le Blanc (2020) distinguishes between
‘slow’ and ‘violent’ or ‘traumatic’ ruins. Slow ruins are “the result of long historical processes
and are linked to the cumulative action of time, people, and various events” (Le Blanc, 2020, p.
541). Such ruins may emerge due to technological changes, societal or cultural transitions, the
decline of an industry, or other factors associated with individual actors and significant events
(Australian Heritage Council, 2013). In contrast, violent ruins “are the result of more punctual,
more or less destructive events on different scales” (Le Blanc, 2020, p. 541). Such events include
natural disasters, fires, and wars. However, Le Blanc (2020) notes that many violent ruins

eventually become slow ruins, therefore showcasing that ruins cannot be easily defined by a

rigid typology.

However, for this research, two broad and somewhat fluid categories of ruins have been
identified: Classical Ruins and Modern Ruins (Table 1). These two categories of ruins can be
best understood in relation to when they became ruins, their method of creation (slow vs.

violent), and their physical state (largely intact or fragmented). While classical ruins in the

15



literature often refer to ancient buildings or structures, this definition has been adapted to fit
the Canadian context. Within this research, Classical Ruins are ruins created before the late 19t

century which was marked by notable technological advancements such as industrialization.

Table 1: Classical vs. Modern Ruins
Occurrence of Method of
Ruination Creation Physical State Canadian Example
Slow (may
Classical have originally
. Distant Past Fragmented
Ruins been a violent
ruin)
Recent (Late 19t Fragmented or
Slow
century onwards) largely intact
Modern Figure 6: St. Mary's Pulp and Paper
Mill, ON
Ruins
Recent (Late 19t ‘
Violent Fragmented
century onwards)
Figure 7: Quebec City Armoury, QC

Classical Ruins are most often characterized by the fact that they have decayed gradually over
time in a graceful manner, resulting in a fragmented physical state. Although these ruins may
have originally been created as a result of a violent process, their appearance (largely
associated with their materiality) evokes the image of the picturesque classical ruin discussed

in the literature. Modern Ruins are much more variable than Classical Ruins. Modern Ruins

16



include ruins that were created recently. This includes structures that were built post-
industrialization or a building of any age that was recently subject to a violent and destructive
process such as an earthquake or fire. Modern Ruins that were created through a violent
process tend to be fragmented. Slow Modern Ruins can be fragmented or largely intact due to

a variety of factors such as materiality, site, situation, and other external influences.

2.4 Ruins as Cultural Heritage

Ruins have unique qualities that warrant their recognition as distinct cultural heritage
resources. Generally, the heritage values attributed to ruins fall into three categories: aesthetic,

historic, and cultural values.

Due to their ruined state, ruins are associated with particular aesthetic qualities. Regardless of
whether ruins are classical or modern, they are united by the way that they embody decay.
Whether it be collapsed walls, encroaching vegetation, or the alteration or weathering of
material surfaces, these aesthetic qualities make buildings or structures visually identifiable as
ruins. The aesthetics of decay “relate to our human senses and the way we respond emotionally
to a place because of its beauty, symbolism, picturesque or evocative qualities” (Australian
Heritage Council, 2013, p. 14). In particular, the emotional impact of ruins has often been tied
to the “realization that the mightiest works of humans are transient, and may not, in the long
run, resist the forces of nature” (Dwyer, 2009, p. 10). While classical ruins are often described
as being romantic or picturesque, modern ruins can have an equally intriguing yet haunting
aesthetic quality associated with them (Whitehouse, 2018, p. 65). However, these descriptors
are not mutually exclusive. Whitehouse (2018) notes that ruins “can be paradoxical, both

attractive and repellent at the same time” (p. 13).

The above-mentioned aesthetic values of ruins are closely tied to historical value. According
to Riegl (1982/1903), physical traces of decay are valuable for their ability to indicate a passing
of time (Holtorf, 2017). Therefore, according to Riegl, ruins possess age value. Ruins, whether
slow or violent, also have a unique temporal quality compared to other forms of tangible
cultural heritage. They evoke the past through their dilapidated state, point to the future by
suggesting the eventual ruination of present structures, all while being situated firmly in the
present (Dillon, 2011, p. 11; Dobraszczyk, 2017, p. 11; Edensor, 2005, p. 133-134). The often

incomplete and temporal nature of ruins allows viewers to engage with the past in an
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imaginative and relatively open-ended manner (DeSilvey & Edensor, 2013, p. 472). In
comparison, preserved or restored heritage structures tend to evoke a particular time period
and historical narrative. For example, Edensor (2005) states that in heritage districts and
historic tourist attractions, “history is arrested at a particular point so as to evoke a particular

theme which excludes what went before and what comes after” (p. 134).

The historical value of ruins may also be associated with their ability to disclose information
about past events, values, and ways of life. As noted by Whitehouse (2018), ruins evoke
“humanity’s achievements as well as its hubris, and what is now gone” (p. 12). It is through their
abandonment that ruins represent social, cultural, and historical changes within a community.
For example, a ruined church may be attributed to a declining congregation that represents a
broader secularization of society. Such changes may be difficult to perceive when a structure
remains continuously in use (Hoorn, 2009, p. 11). It must also be noted that the ruination of
buildings and structures cannot occur without the presence of humans and culture

(Whitehouse, 2018). Therefore, tied to the historical value of ruins is their cultural value.

2.5 Ruin Management Approaches

The following sections will outline the critical arguments for and against the three overarching
approaches to ruin management that have emerged from the literature on ruins: revival
through active management, continued ruination through lack of management, and
demolition. The literature review focuses on the benefits and challenges unique to each
management approach. As such, the benefits associated with one approach may also be read

as the deficit of another.

2.5.1 Revival Through Active Management

In the literature, active management is discussed as a method of reintegrating formerly
abandoned places into the urban environment as sites of use and community connection.
Active management involves applying a physical intervention to ruins to prevent further
structural deterioration. Active management refers to both the transformation and stabilization
of ruins. Ruins can be transformed through adaptive reuse or restoration, which typically
involves significant changes to a ruin’s form. On the other hand, a ruin can be stabilized so it

retains its current form but does not deteriorate further. As reviving ruins requires financing,
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expertise, and local support, this management approach will likely only be undertaken if

stakeholders deem the ruin to have significant heritage value (Whitehouse, 2018, p. 57).

Benefits and Challenges

Transformation of Ruins

One driving force behind transforming a ruin into a once-again useful and productive space is
the possibility of restoring economic value (Camocini & Nosova, 2017, p. 560; Kohn, 2010, p.
363). According to Netzer (1997), “the greatest successes in heritage preservation can occur
when the heritage element is in actual use, and thus capable of generating revenue to pay for
its preservation” (in Loulanski, 2006, p. 220). Furthermore, successful transformations of ruins
can have wide-reaching economic benefits. For example, DeSilvey & Edensor (2013) note that
through transformation, many industrial ruins have become “anchors for regional
redevelopment and rebranding schemes” (p. 473). However, transforming ruins, when
primarily concerned with economic expansion and tourism opportunities, risks losing not only
a connection with the past but current and future generations as well (Dionisio & Carr, 2022, p.
3). Commercial approaches to transforming ruins or other heritage sites are often critiqued for
the "Disneyification of public space” (Kohn, 2010, pp. 361-362). This type of transformation may
also attract new, wealthy residents, resulting in the gentrification of an area (Plevoets &

Cleempoel, 2019, p. 72).

Another benefit of transforming ruins is that these buildings or structures can continue
contributing to modern-day culture by establishing contemporary and context-specific uses.
New uses can reflect or reinforce the heritage value of ruins (Whitehouse, 2018, p. 115). In the
case of Toronto’s Distillery District, the formerly abandoned industrial site has been adaptively
reused in a way that maintains a sense of place by prioritizing local arts and retail (Kohn, 2010).
Bottom-up approaches to the transformation of ruins can further encourage the continuity of
cultural heritage by engaging subcultures or the dominant cultural groups to which the ruin
has cultural significance (Dionisio & Carr, 2022; Hayden, 1994; Plevoets & Cleempoel, 2019,
pp. 71-72). For example, Roberts (2019) highlights the vernacular rehabilitation of African
American homesteads within Newton County freedom colonies as a way of sustaining place
attachment and intergenerational involvement. Bottom-up approaches to integrating ruins in
the urban environment also provide an opportunity to “draw connections to multiple histories,

while also amplifying the multiplicity of voices that run through such histories” (Dionisio & Carr,
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2022; p. 5). For example, Dionisio & Carr (2022) present the Australian Christ Church Cathedral
ruins, created in 2011 by an earthquake, as an opportunity to reconsider how to integrate both

Indigenous and colonial histories into the Cathedral’s regeneration.

As mentioned previously, the heritage significance of ruins may lie in their ability to evoke the
past, present, and future through the visible traces of wear, decay, and dilapidation. It may be
argued that transforming ruins to accommodate new uses and meet modern safety standards
compromises their heritage significance. However, through a top-down or bottom-up
approach, ruins can be transformed and assigned a new use while conserving the inherent
characteristics of a ruin (Plevoets & Cleempoel, 2019, pp. 42-47; Dobraszczyk, 2017; Sandler,
2016). In such projects, the dilapidation and roughness of a structure may be embraced in an
informal matter or artfully curated and displayed (Plevoets & Cleempoel, 2019, pp. 42-47).
While adaptive reuse is often seen as a viable approach to repurposing ruins, it is not without
its criticisms. One counterargument is that assigning a new ‘final use’ to ruins may not be
compatible with the specific and rapidly changing needs of the modern era (Camocini &
Nosova, 2017, p. 560). Regardless, adaptive reuse remains a popular approach, as it allows for

the conservation of historic architecture while meeting the needs of contemporary society.
Stabilization of Ruins

Stabilization is the management approach that is often applied to fragmented ruins (Arboleda,
2016, p. 237). John Ruskin (1819-1900) believed that restoring a building, even if using
traditional methods and materials, destroyed a building's authenticity (Jokilehto, 1999, pp.
174-176). Ruskin advocated for stabilizing and preserving historic monuments as opposed to
restoring them. However, culture is an ongoing and constantly evolving process. Therefore, it
has been argued that stabilizing a ruin not only dismisses the natural transient nature of ruins
but can pose limitations when ensuring that ruins remain relevant to modern society (Mason,
2003; Poulios, 2010). Arboleda (2016) and Camocini and Nosova (2017) have identified
temporary use as an approach that addresses these concerns. Temporary use can assign
preserved ruins new functions and meanings while ensuring their integrity is respected. This
approach allows ruins to be preserved while also providing a variety of short-term creative uses

that adapt to the changing needs of society.
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2.5.2 Continued Ruination Through Minimal or Non-Existent Management

A second management approach applied to ruins is the absence of human intervention. This
approach does not employ an active management regime but leaves ruins to their own
devices, allowing them to remain in a dynamic state of continuous weathering. Some reasons
why this approach may be taken include limited financial resources, lack of formal
redevelopment plans, absentee ownership, inadequate structural integrity, and the futility of
conservation attempts against acts of nature (DeSilvey, 2017; Dobraszczyk, 2017, Newman &

Saginor, 2014).

Benefits and Challenges

According to Riegl (1982/1903), the age value of a structure refers to the physical traces of
weathering or decay that indicate a passing of time (Holtorf, 2017). By respecting and allowing
the natural decay associated with ruins, their significance as abandoned and transient places
will not be undermined and their age value will be retained (Holtorf, 2017, p. 499). In addition,
opportunities to engage with multiple layers of history can be realized (DeSilvey, 2017; Dionisio

& Carr, 2022; Dobraszczyk, 2017; Edensor, 2005).

Inviting natural decay not only encourages unique reflections on history and the passage of
time but can also provide an opportunity to remediate the human-nature divide in a time where
human impacts on the natural environment are increasingly detrimental (Dionisio & Carr, 2022).
The ecological reclamation of ruins can produce biodiverse environments, as well as
opportunities to contemplate the interactions and confrontations between humans and nature
(DeSilvey, 2017, pp. 75-97; Dionisio & Carr, 2022). These opportunities can be realized through
educational tools ranging from simple signs to elaborate audio-visual re-enactments that
recount the human and ecological history of a site (Dionisio & Carr, 2022, p. 6). DeSilvey (2017)
and Davis (2022) point to the Orford Ness, managed by the National Trust, as an example of a
non-intervention approach to the ruins of the former Atomic Weapons Research Establishment
facility on site. The conscious decision to let nature take over has resulted in the site being
designated as both a national nature reserve and a military heritage site (Davis, 2022). This
approach, referred to as adaptive decline, can also be applied in cases where it is no longer
feasible to retain a heritage resource in a manner that enables continuous use (DeSilvey et al.,

2022).
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Ruins, as disordered spaces, are also conducive to experimentation and cultural expression.
Compared to commodified and highly regulated urban spaces, “ruins are spaces in which
alternative emotions, senses, socialities, desires, and forms of expressiveness and speculation
are provoked by their disorder and affordances” (Edensor, 2005, p. 171). Derelict and
abandoned spaces can become sites of urban exploration and adventure, subjects of
photography, and host to artistic endeavours such as graffiti or temporary art exhibitions and
musical events (DeSilvey & Edensor, 2013; Dobraszczyk, 2017; Edensor, 2005; Whitehouse,
2018). Through these mainly unregulated uses, Whitehouse (2018) argues that ruins remain

functional due to the aesthetic and cultural value they acquire in their ruined state (p. 61-75).

Having acknowledged the potential benefits of this approach, DeSilvey & Edensor (2013) note
that much of the current literature on modern ruins can be criticized for romanticizing ruins and
the process of ruination (p. 478). DeSilvey (2017) acknowledges that non-intervention is “more
workable in theory than in practice” (p. 179). Similarly, Sandler (2016) notes that leaving a
structure vulnerable to natural processes will ultimately lead to its destruction (p. 38). While it
is interesting to contemplate whether or not the ultimate disappearance of ruins is central to
their existence and significance, the practicality of the non-intervention approach is called into
question when dealing with structures that have formal heritage designations (DeSilvey, 2017,

p. 15).

There are also safety and ethical concerns associated with leaving ruins unmanaged. First, the
creative potential of ruins does not override the “danger, deprivation, fear and anxiety” that can
be associated with ruination (DeSilvey & Edensor, 2013, p. 475). While abandoned industrial
sites may be an exciting urban exploration opportunity for some, they can simultaneously be
viewed as safety hazards by others. Additionally, the fascination with ruin aesthetics, often
referred to as ‘ruin porn,’ can disregard and exploit the social, political, and economic problems
that lead to ruination and continue to affect the communities who live amongst ruins (Mah,

2012, pp. 129-152; Whitehouse, 2018, pp. 45-59).

2.5.3 Removal from the Environment Through Demolition

Demolition involves removing physical traces of a ruin from the environment in which it is
situated. Demolition may be selected as the best option for a ruin due to a variety of factors.

Some of these include safety and environmental concerns, negative connotations associated
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with ruins, new development opportunities, and redundancy of the type of ruin within the
environment (Australian Heritage Council, 2013; Hoorn, 2009; Mah, 2012; Newman & Saginor,
2014; Sandler, 2016; Whitehouse, 2018).

Benefits and Challenges

Traditionally, modern ruins tend to be associated with uncertainty, loss, danger, disorder, and,
sometimes, declines in economic productivity for a site or broader area (Edensor, 2005, pp. 7-
8). In particular, the negative associations with ruins are enhanced when ruins are the norm as
opposed to the exception. For example, in Detroit, city officials favour the demolition of the
abundant industrial ruins often associated by residents with blight and economic decline
(Whitehouse, 2018, p. 69). According to Sandler (2016), being able to embrace and celebrate
decay is a “cultural luxury” that is not afforded to marginalized groups that are unable to escape
the social and economic realities associated with ruination (p. 22). Although ruins may have
historic, cultural, or aesthetic value, their redundancy within the built environment can negate
such values and highlight demolition as a viable management approach. It is generally
recognized that a built environment comprised solely of ruins is undesirable (Edensor, 2005, p.

168; Whitehouse, 2018, p. 117).

Demolishing a ruin can remove safety and environmental hazards from the built environment.
Ruins, whether they are created by slow or violent processes, can pose safety risks to the
community due to their lack of structural integrity (Hoorn, 2009, p. 2; Newman & Saginor, 2014,
p. 624), as well as contamination from materials such as asbestos (Hoorn, 2009, p. 2). Ruins may
also be demolished in an attempt to reconcile past traumatic events. Although a ruined
building or structure may have practical value as a candidate for reuse, the negative symbolic
significance of the ruin in question may lead to its disposal (Hoorn, 2009, p. 26). For example,
a ruin may embody a problematic historical period, ideology, or event (Hoorn, 2009, p. 28;
Moshenksa, 2015). Removal of such ruins can be seen as an attempt to right past wrongs. On
the other hand, ruins can also be painful reminders for victims of a traumatic disaster or event.
As such, populations that have experienced trauma often wish to erase or replace traumatic
ruins (Le Blanc, 2020, p. 544). However, concerning traumatic ruins, it has also been argued that
their removal fosters ‘historical amnesia.’ According to Woods (1993), demolishing ruins erases
the physical and psychological traces of a traumatic event and, therefore, can be seen as an act

of denying history. While the erection of memorials is a standard practice for commemorating
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traumatic events or victims within the built environment, Le Blanc (2020) argues that ruins evoke
stronger emotional responses than memorials (p. 546). Therefore, when integrated ethically
into the built environment (Dionisio & Carr, 2022), ruins can be used as a tool for remembrance,

reflection, risk prevention, and communicating urban resilience (Le Blanc, 2020).

2.6 Indigenous Perspectives on Ruin Management

Although there does not appear to be an abundance of literature on Indigenous perspectives
on heritage ruins, the discrepancies between Indigenous worldviews and Western heritage
conservation practices are well understood. Western approaches to heritage conservation
have been criticized for 1) overemphasizing material fabric in assessing heritage value. 2)
Assigning decision-making authority to heritage ‘experts’ and ‘professionals’ (Mason, 2003;
Poulios, 2010; Smith, 2007). Heritage practitioners and processes in Canada have assumed
stewardship over Indigenous cultural heritage, oftentimes depicting Indigenous Peoples and
cultures as ‘relics of the past.’ (Smith, 2007, p. 277-282). Indigenous Peoples have also been
othered through the celebration of settler heritage and stereotypical representations. In recent
years, there has been a shift towards recognizing Indigenous Peoples’ rights to their cultural
property and representation in the built environment (Lonetree, 2021). This move towards
healing and reconciliation has manifested in several ways. For one, Indigenous activism has
involved the destruction and removal of statues representing and celebrating colonizers
(Lonetree, 2021). Additionally, residential schools across Canada continue to leave a lasting
impact on the landscape even after their closure. Many Indigenous Peoples view the federal
designation of residential schools as a step towards reconciliation, as this officially recognizes
the harms done to Indigenous Peoples as part of Canada’s history (Pentland, 2021). In some
cases, Indigenous communities have reclaimed and reinterpreted residential schools through
the layering of new uses that celebrate Indigenous cultures (Brace, 2014, p. 50; Pentland, 2021).
While the application of a new use serves to facilitate healing, retaining the residential schools’
physical form also serves as evidence of Canada’s wrongdoings. In other cases, Indigenous
communities have chosen to abandon or destroy residential schools in an effort to forget and
heal from past traumas (Brace, 2014). When dealing with traumatic sites of oppression and
colonization, there is no ‘correct’ management approach. The needs of individual Indigenous

communities must be prioritized. Such prioritization may lend itself to a variety of management
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approaches to built heritage that range from preservation, to alteration, to destruction (Brace,

2014; Pentland, 2021).

2.7 Summary

This literature review has highlighted various benefits and challenges associated with three
management approaches to ruins. The review first highlighted the existing debates around the
transformation of ruins, demonstrating that although reusing and maintaining ruins may foster
economic and cultural development, this approach is associated with the risk of compromising
authenticity, heritage value, and community connection. In examining the literature on leaving
ruins unmanaged, the exploratory nature of this approach supports alternative ways of
engaging with history and lived spaces. However, critiques of this approach highlight issues of
safety, exploitation, and practicality. Such concerns, along with the desire to heal from traumatic
events or histories, are featured in the literature advocating for the demolition of ruins. The
themes highlighted in this review will serve as key considerations when analyzing ruin

management in the Canadian context.

Through examining the multitude of perspectives on ruin management, a key takeaway from
this literature review is that the management of ruins should be highly contextual. Both practical
and theoretical concerns unique to the context in which the ruin is situated should govern
decision-making. However, examining the literature has revealed that theoretical debates
regarding the significance, experience, aesthetics, and political nature of ruins dominate the
current scholarship. There appears to be limited research on the practical application of ruin
management approaches in different geographical and cultural contexts. Dionisio & Carr
(2022) is the only academic article identified that provides city-makers across the globe with a
framework for ethically integrating ruins in cities. However, due to the broad nature of this
framework, its practical application is limited. This research will attempt to fill this gap by
examining ruin management in the Canadian context and uncovering specific benefits,
challenges, opportunities, and barriers that Canadian heritage professionals encounter

regarding urban heritage ruins.
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3.0 RESEARCH METHODS

This research was undertaken using a mixed-methods approach. A document analysis was
used to answer the first research question: To what extent is the management of heritage ruins
recognized in [municipal, provincial, and/or federal] policy documents across Canada? A
typology was used to answer the second research question: What approaches have been
adopted concerning the management of urban heritage ruins in Canada? Finally, semi-
structured interviews with Canadian heritage professionals were used to answer the third
research question: What benefits, challenges, opportunities, and barriers are associated with

the different approaches to managing urban heritage ruins?

The following sections explain the geographical scope of the research, the steps taken to

address the research questions, and the limitations associated with this research project.

3.1 Research Field

A sample size of six Canadian municipalities was selected to guide data collection for the first
and third research questions. Sample sizes are often used in research because the entire
population is too large to study (Andrade, 2020). To effectively examine Canadian heritage
policies and draw from the expertise of heritage professionals, purposive sampling was used.
Purposive sampling is beneficial, as it allows the researcher to “seek out groups, settings, and
individuals where...the processes being studied are most likely to occur” (Denzin & Lincoln,

2005, p. 202).
The six Canadian municipalities were selected based on the following criteria:

1) Presence of heritage planning programs

According to the National Trust for Canada, large urban centres are most likely to have
established heritage planning programs (National Trust for Canada, n.d.). All cities
chosen for this research have an official heritage planning program and are ‘large urban
population centres, defined by Statistics Canada as population centres with a

population of 100,000 and over (Population Centre (POPCTR) - Census Dictionary, n.d.).
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2) Geographic and population spread

The selected cities represent a geographic spread across Canada. Furthermore, the
chosen cities represent varying degrees of population size, density, and rates of growth
(Table 2). One of the biggest challenges for urban heritage management in the 21+
century is development pressure (Bandarin & Van Oers, 2012). Varying degrees of
development pressure may therefore influence the management approach to ruins

being taken in each of the six cities.

Table 2: Details of Selected Cities (Statistics Canada, 2023)
Population . . Population Growth rate
Centre Province Population density (per km?) (between 2016
and 2021)
Toronto Ontario 5,647,656 3,087.7 3.9
Montreal Quebec 3,675,219 2,658.5 4.2
Vancouver British Columbia 2,426,160 2,661.3 6.9
Calgary Alberta 1,305,550 2,099.9 5.3
Winnipeg Manitoba 758,515 2,124.7 6.4*
Saskatoon Saskatchewan 264,637 1,965.6 7.6*

*Winnipeg and Saskatoon had revised 2016 population sizes which may result in growth rates that are not
reflective of usual trends.

Answering the second research question required collecting, organizing, and analyzing a
collection of urban ruins to understand the breadth of management approaches currently
being applied to Canadian urban heritage ruins. Therefore, the research field for this
component was widened to include ruins located in medium and large urban population

centres beyond the six previously identified.

3.2 Document Analysis

As a research method, document analysis can be used to provide background context on the
research subject and “indicate the conditions that impinge upon the phenomena currently
under investigation” (Bowen, 2009). Federal, provincial/territorial, and municipal policy
documents were analyzed to determine to what extent heritage ruins are currently included
and accommodated in policy documents guiding heritage management in Canada (Table 3).
While this research is concerned with ruins in the urban environment, municipal heritage
programs often reference policy documents published at the federal or provincial/territorial

level.
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For each city, the documents analyzed fall under two main categories. The first category is
documents that contain heritage designation criteria. Depending on the city, heritage
designation criteria may be included in heritage by-laws, development plans and supporting
documents, or City Council-approved policies produced by civic partners. Each document was
examined to determine whether the designation criteria are capable of capturing the unique
heritage values of ruins outlined in the literature review. Capability was determined using the

following framework:

e Do the criteria allow ruins to be assigned heritage value in their current state, as
opposed to a past state of completeness or use? (regarding fragmented ruins);

e Are the criteria inclusive of ruins’ aesthetic value? (e.g., physical decay, patina,
encroachment of vegetation); and

e Are the criteria inclusive of ruins’ historical/cultural value? (e.g., significance of reason

behind ruination, or physical evidence of events, phases, or way of life).

The analysis of designation criteria is only relevant for buildings or sites that can be classified
as ruins before receiving a heritage designation. Furthermore, not all ruins have heritage value
associated with their current state. Therefore, it may not be necessary to acknowledge ruination

at the time of designation for some buildings and structures.

The second category of documents involves heritage management documents. These
documents guide property owners, planners, architects, etc., who are undertaking work on a
heritage property. The heritage management documents selected for analysis have been
adopted through municipal heritage policies or by-laws. Each heritage management
document was examined to see if and how ruins were included. Key terms searched for
included 'ruin(s), fragment’, 'vestige’, ‘relic’,'remnant, ‘'vacant,’ ‘abandoned, and ‘industrial.’ Key
terms were chosen based on their ability to represent both classical and modern definitions of
ruins identified in the literature review. If a document mentioned ruins or a related term, further

analysis included determining the following:

e How are ruins defined and/or referenced? (Classical Ruins vs. Modern Ruins, as well
as whether or not both intact and fragmented ruins are acknowledged)
e Are heritage values unique to ruins discussed?

e Are specific guidelines unique to the management and treatment of ruins featured?
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Table 3: Policy Documents Analyzed
Cit Documents Outlining Heritage Management
y Heritage Designation Criteria | Documents
Ontario Regulation 9/06:
Criteria for Determining o
. The Standards and Guidelines
Cultural Heritage Value or . o
Toronto ; for the Conservation of Historic
Interest (under Ontario Places in Canada (2010)*
Heritage Act, R.5.0. 1990, c.
0.18)
Evaluation of the Heritage
Montreal Interest of a Place: Guide to No public document
Formulating a Statement of available**
Heritage Interest
. The Standards and Guidelines
Heritage Procedure By-law No. . L
Vancouver 11350 for the Conservation of Historic
Places in Canada (2010)*
Calgary Historic Resource The Standards and Guidelines
Calgary Evaluation System Handbook for the Conservation of Historic
(2021) Places in Canada (2010)*
S The Standards and Guidelines
o Historical Resources By-law No. . L
Winnipeg 55/2014 for the Conservation of Historic
Places in Canada (2010)*
City of Saskatoon Heritage Plan The Standards and Guzde.llnes.
Saskatoon (2014) for the Conservation of Historic
Places in Canada (2010)*

* The Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada is a federal, provincial, and
territorial collaborative document, and therefore has been adopted by many municipalities as their primary
conservation document.

** Through consulting with a City of Montreal planner, it was confirmed that the Standards and Guidelines for the
Conservation of Historic Places in Canada have not been adopted by Montreal or Quebec. A Quebec-or-Montreal-
specific heritage management document does not currently exist.

The Montreal documents analyzed were originally written in French. The documents were

uploaded to www.onlinedoctranslator.com, a free online PDF translation service.

3.3 Typology

The typology was created to help determine the management approaches and strategies that
have been applied to urban ruins in Canada. Typologies are valuable analytic tools suited to a
variety of tasks such as “forming and refining concepts, drawing out underlying dimensions,
creating categories for classification and measurement, and sorting cases” (Collier et al., 2012,
p. 217). A sample of 16 existing or former ruins was collected and sorted into the three
overarching management types identified through the literature review. All ruins were
evaluated based on two criteria: the degree to which the management approach falls within

the scope of heritage conservation and the extent of physical intervention applied to the ruin.
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Based on this evaluation, ruins were classified into six management subtypes. Additional
analysis was undertaken for ruins within the typology designated as heritage after they became
ruins. The Statement of Significance for each eligible ruin was analyzed to determine if the
heritage values of the site in its ruined state were recognized. Statements of Significance were
sourced from the province, territory, or municipality responsible for designation or the
Canadian Register, a searchable database that contains information about designated historic

places.

Eligibility criteria were developed to determine whether a building or structure could be
included within the typology. The first criterion was that the building or structure must currently
or formerly have been a ruin as defined in this research. The next criterion was that the ruin
must be located in a medium or large ‘urban population centre’ as defined by Statistics Canada.
The third criterion was that the ruin must have a federal, provincial/territorial, or municipal

heritage designation. Finally, the ruin must not be a private residence.

Examples of ruins were collected via multiple strategies including database searches on
federal, provincial, and municipal registers, media scans using key term searches, compiled
lists such as the National Trust Canada’s Worst Losses Archive, semi-structured interviews, and

word of mouth.

3.4 Semi-Structured Interviews

Semi-structured interviews were conducted to gain insight into Canadian heritage
professionals’ views and opinions regarding the different management approaches to urban
heritage ruins. Semi-structured interviews were chosen as a research method because they
allow the researcher to probe for additional information, therefore ensuring that participant
answers are well understood (Harrell & Bradley, 2009). Atotal of 12 interviews were conducted
(Tables 4 and 5). The heritage professionals interviewed included municipal heritage planners,
heritage consultants, and heritage advocates. Interview participants were identified and
recruited by searching publicly available information online. Online sources included
architecture and planning firm websites, heritage organization websites, Canadian municipal
websites, and the Canadian Association of Heritage Professionals (CAHP) directory. The goal

was to interview one of each type of heritage professional from each of the six cities.
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Table 4: Interviews Requested, Accepted, and Completed

Type of Professional Requests Accepted Completed
Advocate 4 3 3
Municipal Heritage 7 3 3
Planner

Consultant 7 7 6
Total 18 13 12
Table 5: Completed Interviews by City

Type of -

Professional Toronto Montreal Vancouver Calgary Winnipeg Saskatoon
Advocate 0 1 0 1 1 0
Municipal 0 0 1 1 1 0
Planner

Consultant 1 1 1 1 1 1
Total 1 2 2 3 3 1

Professionals were contacted via email requesting their participation in this research. Upon
signing the consent form (Appendix B), participants were sent an information sheet detailing
key terms used within the research and a list of interview questions (Appendix C). The
interviews were conducted over the Zoom platform using a licenced University of Manitoba
Zoom account and lasted approximately 45 to 60 minutes. If participants consented, interviews
were audio-recorded and subsequently transcribed using Zoom'’s Al transcribing software.
Transcripts were reviewed for accuracy and cross-referenced with the original audio files where
necessary. To maintain confidentiality, participants were assigned a code and descriptor such
as ‘Winnipeg - Municipal Planner, ‘Calgary - Heritage Consultant,” or another not personally
identifiable descriptor. Participant codes and identifiers can be seen in Table 6. Following the
completion of the interviews, the results were analyzed using a coding framework. The coding
framework was developed through a combination of deductive and inductive processes. The
framework was first developed using key themes from the literature review and built upon as
new themes emerged from the interview data. While deductive coding ensures that the
extracted data will be theoretically relevant, inductive coding allows researchers to capture the
complexities and diversity of the data through precise codes. For these reasons, a combination
of inductive and deductive coding is commonly used by researchers (Skjott Linneberg &

Korsgaard, 2019).
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Table 6: Participant Codes and Descriptors

Participant Code Descriptor
Heritage Professional 1 Toronto - Heritage Consultant
Heritage Professional 2 Montreal - Heritage Advocate
Heritage Professional 3 Montreal - Heritage Consultant
Heritage Professional 4 Vancouver - Heritage Consultant
Heritage Professional 5 Vancouver - Municipal Planner
Heritage Professional 6 Calgary - Heritage Advocate
Heritage Professional 7 Calgary - Heritage Consultant
Heritage Professional 8 Calgary - Municipal Planner
Heritage Professional 9 Winnipeg - Heritage Advocate
Heritage Professional 10 Winnipeg - Heritage Consultant
Heritage Professional 11 Winnipeg - Municipal Planner
Heritage Professional 12 Saskatoon - Heritage Consultant

3.5 Limitations

This research is not without its limitations. First, interview recruitment was not equally successful
across all six cities. The goal of interviewing one of each type of heritage professional per city
was not achieved in Toronto, Montreal, Vancouver, or Saskatoon. Although this research does
not use a comparative case study approach, equal representation of heritage professionals
from each city could have strengthened the interview findings. Regarding interviews, it is
important to note that although participants spoke about the relationship between ruins and
Indigeneity, they were not asked whether they identified as Indigenous. Therefore, it was not
possible to confirm whether insights on the topic of Indigeneity were rooted in lived
experience or not. Another limitation arose from the document analysis portion of the research.
Documents collected and analyzed for Montreal were written in French with no English copies
available. Although documents were translated to English with an online document translation
service, there is a possibility that information was missed or misinterpreted. Additionally, there
is a chance that a document was overlooked in the collection phase of the document analysis

if it was only available in French.
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4.0 FINDINGS

This section is divided into three parts: document analysis findings, typology findings, and
interview findings. The document analysis section reports on the degree to which Canadian
heritage policy documents reference ruins. Following this section, the typology findings
highlight and summarize the key approaches to managing heritage urban ruins in the
Canadian context. This section includes the findings of the Statement of Significance analysis.
Finally, the interview findings section summarizes interview participant responses. This section
identifies common and unique benefits, challenges, opportunities, and barriers associated with

four of the management approaches identified in the typology.

4.1 Document Analysis Findings

Federal, provincial, and municipal policy documents associated with managing heritage
resources were analyzed to determine the extent to which ruins are acknowledged and
referenced. This section is separated into two parts. The first part contains findings from the
documents containing heritage designation criteria. The second part contains findings from

the heritage management documents.

4.1.1 Documents Containing Heritage Designation Criteria
4.1.1.1. Overview

This section contains an overview of the heritage designation criteria used by Toronto,
Montreal, Vancouver, Calgary, Winnipeg, and Saskatoon to assess the heritage value of a given
resource. For a complete list of the designation criteria used by each of the six cities, please
refer to Appendix A. An analysis of each city’s designation criteria was conducted to determine
their capacity to recognize the unique values associated with ruins. Typically, designation
criteria are designed to apply to a broad range of heritage resources. Accordingly, the main
finding of this document analysis is that the designation criteria for assessing heritage value
are generally capable of capturing the unique properties of ruins outlined in the literature

review.

Designation criteria were first analyzed to determine whether fragmented ruins can be
assigned heritage value in their current state as opposed to a past state of completeness or

use. As all cities’ evaluation systems included intangible criteria, fragmented ruins could be
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assigned heritage value through these avenues. These intangible criteria determine if a
resource has historical associations, social significance, and/or religious or spiritual meanings.
On the other hand, all cities’ evaluation systems included tangible criteria directly concerned
with the integrity of a resource’s materials, architectural details, and design. For example,
Calgary's designation criteria include design value, style value, and construction value (City of
Calgary & Heritage Calgary, 2021). These tangible criteria might not be applicable to
fragmented ruins due to their compromised physical integrity. For example, architectural
details associated with a particular style or architect may no longer be visible. Therefore, it was
found that across all six cities, at least two criteria may not be applicable to fragmented ruins in
their current state. However, five out of six cities included criteria that speak to a resource’s
symbolic value and landmark value. These values recognize material elements without
emphasizing their physical integrity or function. Therefore, these criteria can be used to
acknowledge the tangible aesthetic value of fragmented ruins. Notably, Winnipeg was the only
city that did not include any criteria that assess aesthetic value independently from physical
integrity. Therefore, ruins lacking sufficient architectural detail in Winnipeg likely cannot be

acknowledged for their aesthetic value.

Designation criteria were also analyzed to determine if they are capable of capturing the
aesthetic, historical, and cultural values of both largely intact and fragmented ruins. The analysis
found that all six cities’ evaluation criteria could accommodate the above-mentioned values
associated with ruins. Although only certain aesthetic criteria may apply to fragmented ruins
(as noted previously), largely intact ruins typically do not have the same limitations, as they
sustain more physical integrity. Regarding historical and cultural values, all six cities included
ample criteria that emphasize a resource’s contribution to the character, history, environment,
and development of an area. Table 7 summarizes the findings of the designation criteria

document analysis.

Table 7: Heritage Evaluation Criteria Considered by Municipalities
Analysis Toronto Montreal | Vancouver | Calgary Winnipeg | Saskatoon
Somewhat.
Can fragmented Yes. Both Yes. Both Yes. Both Yes. Both A dﬁggizlof Yes. Both
ruins be assigned | tangible and | tangible and | tangible and | tangible and inptey rlit i tangible and
heritage value in intangible intangible intangible intangible re gredyfor intangible
their current value can be | value can be | value can be | value can be ‘gl:wlgible value can be
> . . . . .
state? assigned assigned assigned assigned value to be assigned
assigned
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Analysis Toronto Montreal | Vancouver Calgary Winnipeg | Saskatoon
Somewhat.
Can the aesthetic Acersi;czr(i';lc
values of ruins be Yes Yes Yes Yes favour Yes
ized?
[Eeeuet largely intact
ruins
Can the
h|stor|cal/cgltura| Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
values of ruins be
recognized?

4.1.2 Heritage Management Documents
4.1.2.1. Overview

This section summarizes the results of the heritage management documents analysis. This
analysis features one document, the Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic
Places in Canada (Standards and Guidelines). This highly influential document has been
adopted by five out of six municipalities featured in this research and their respective provinces.
The main finding of this document analysis is that ruins are not adequately acknowledged or
featured in the Standards and Guidelines, Canada's cornerstone heritage management

document.

Careful analysis of the Standards and Guidelines demonstrated that ruins, as defined in this
research, are not acknowledged as a distinct type of heritage resource. Furthermore, ruins are
not referred to collectively within the Standards and Guidelines. Instead, references to
buildings and structures that align with certain aspects of the definition of ruins are dispersed
throughout the document. For example, ruins characterized by their fragmented physical
structure are discussed under the umbrella of archaeological sites. These ruins are referred to
broadly as remnants of structures which can be located below or above ground or underwater.
On the other hand, largely intact ruins are only referenced in relation to engineering works,
therefore relegating these ruins to a specific type of building or structure. Finally, there was no
acknowledgement of violent ruins in the Standards and Guidelines. Overall, ruins within the
Standards and Guidelines are narrowly defined and their discussion was fragmented

throughout the document.
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Because of the way that ruins are defined and referenced, the Standards and Guidelines do not
include a straightforward or complete discussion of the values with which ruins might be
associated. As heritage values are inherently tied to their management, the same can be said
for the provision of accompanying management guidelines for ruins. As explored in the in-
depth analysis in section 4.1.2.1 below, the management guidelines applicable to ruins
touched only briefly on the aesthetic, historical, and cultural values associated with ruins as

identified in the literature review.

Despite these shortcomings, it is clear that the Standards and Guidelines do provide sound
principles and guidance for the conservation of heritage in general. In particular, it is
emphasized throughout the document that proper conservation first requires the identification
of a heritage resource’s heritage values and significance. Once that information is known and
recorded, the various principles and guidelines aim to conserve those values. Therefore, it is
possible to apply the Standards and Guidelines to ruins to achieve appropriate management.
However, not everyone consulting these guidelines will have specialized knowledge of ruins.
Therefore, the main issue identified is not that the conservation principles aren't sound, but that
ruins are not clearly defined or discussed within the Standards and Guidelines. As such, there
is little guidance on how one might go about assessing their value and deciding what
conservation action is most appropriate. This issue also extends beyond the Standards and
Guidelines, evidenced by the fact that there are no Canadian conservation or management

documents at any level of government that deal specifically with ruins.

4.1.2.1. Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada

The Standards and Guidelines document contains two major elements: heritage conservation
standards and heritage conservation guidelines. The standards are basic principles that are
commonly understood in the field of heritage conservation and should be broadly applied
when undertaking a conservation project. The guidelines are intended to “assist in applying
the standards and determining whether their intent has been met in the context of specific

interventions to historic places” (Canada’s Historic Places, 2010, viii).

Definitions and References to Ruins

This section discusses the in-depth results of analyzing the Standards and Guidelines. This

section considers whether ruins are defined as Classical Ruins or Modern Ruins, as well as if
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both intact and fragmented ruins are acknowledged. Through analysis, it was determined that
the Standards and Guidelines do not directly mention ruins as a distinct type of heritage
resource. The document provides specific management Guidelines for four categories of
heritage resources: cultural landscapes, archaeological sites, buildings, and engineering
works. Additionally, a fifth category is dedicated to materials and can be applied to all four of

the aforementioned types of heritage resources.
Classical Ruins

Fragmented ruins were addressed in section 4.2, ‘Guidelines for Archaeological Sites.” As a
result of being integrated within the archaeological site category, fragmented ruins in this
context are mainly relegated to a specific type of ruins: Classical Ruins. As discussed in the
literature review, Classical Ruins were created in the distant past and have decayed gradually
over a long period, resulting in a fragmented physical state. While Classical Ruins are highly
associated with age value, this association is intensified in the Standards and Guidelines
because ruins are discussed as having archeological value. Archaeological sites are defined in
the document as “places or areas where tangible evidence of past human activity is located in
situ on, below, or above ground, or on lands under water” (Canada’s Historic Places, 2010, p.
97). This section recognizes that archaeological sites may contain above-ground ‘remnants’ or
‘'vestiges' of physical structures. However, the majority of information in section 4.2 is
concentrated on below-ground remnants. For example, all examples and images of man-made
buildings or structures in this section of the document are below-ground remnants that have
been identified or excavated. Furthermore, the document states that archaeological resources
“differ from extant resources because their character-defining elements are often hidden or
unknown” (Canada'’s Historic Places, 2010, p. 100). This need not be the case with fragmented
ruins, as these structures are located above ground and their character is typically not

determined by what is missing, but by what remains.
Modern Ruins - Fragmented

While Classical Ruins are the main focus when discussing fragmented ruins, modern ruins are
also touched on within the Guidelines for Archaeological Sites. Subsection 4.2.3 ‘Industrial
Sites' provides direction when an archaeological site is associated with or is part of an industrial

site. While this section acknowledges one facet of Modern Ruins (industrial ruins), their
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discussion is limited to slow ruins that have occurred gradually over time. Therefore, all
discussions of fragmented ruins within the Standards and Guidelines, whether they are
Classical or Modern, are discussed in a manner that emphasizes their age and archaeological
value. There is no discussion of violent ruins which place a lesser value on age. For example,
although a heritage building that catches on fire may result in significant structural damage,
there are no guidelines that directly address fragmented ruins that have been created recently

in such an abrupt manner.
Modern Ruins - Largely Intact

As noted in the literature review, Modern Ruins do not necessarily have to be associated with
fragmentation. They can also be largely intact. Largely intact ruins are characterized by a
degree of dereliction that is less extreme than in fragmented ruins. In the Standards and
Guidelines, buildings or structures in such a state are not referred to as ruins. However, a
particular subset of intact Modern Ruins, abandoned/vacant industrial works, are addressed
within section 4.4 ‘Guidelines for Engineering Works, Including Civil, Industrial, and Military
Works. Engineering works are defined as “constructions built or sites transformed for purposes
other than habitation; they exist primarily to produce goods or provide services for the benefit
of human needs” (Canada’s Historic Places, 2010, p. 191). This section acknowledges that
engineering works may have been abandoned for long periods and/or have become
redundant or obsolete. As such, they are defined within this research as slow Modern Ruins.
However, this section also refers to engineering works that have remained active and occupied.
Therefore, this section does not strictly deal with engineering works that can be defined as

ruins within this research.

While the age value and aesthetic value of engineering works are mentioned in the Standards
and Guidelines section 4.4, a greater emphasis is placed on their historical contributions to
technological innovation and development. Outside of industrial works, largely intact modern
ruins are not explicitly discussed in the Standards and Guidelines. Rather, they are discussed

indirectly as heritage buildings or structures that are in poor condition.
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Values and Management

The values and character-defining elements of a heritage resource dictate the conservation
action and management approach that will be applied. Therefore, this section discusses the

results of analyzing the Standards and Guidelines to determine:

a) Whether heritage values unique to ruins are discussed; and
b) Whether there are specific guidelines unique to the management and treatment of

ruins.

Classical and Modern Ruins - Fragmented

Fragmented ruins, whether they are Classical or Modern, were discussed in section 4.2,
‘Guidelines for Archaeological Sites.’ In this section, a large emphasis is placed on the age value
of the physical remains of built structures. For example, it is stated that “archaeological sites’
heritage values may lie as much in the information contained in the elements as in their
evocative force, as vestiges of past histories” (Canada'’s Historic Places, 2010, p. 97). As such, it
is stated in the Standards and Guidelines that archaeological sites should be conserved
through minimal intervention, therefore ruling out restoration as an appropriate management
approach. When dealing with slow fragmented ruins, this approach may be appropriate, as
ruins are acknowledged as evoking the past through their dilapidated state. However,
restoration may be an appropriate approach for violent ruins which are not directly addressed
in the Standards and Guidelines. Although one may refer to the general restoration guidelines
provided for other building and structure types in the document, these guidelines are mainly
focused on recreating or replacing parts of a building, not extensive rebuilding that would be

required for fragmented violent ruins.
Modern Ruins - Largely Intact

Reference to largely intact ruins can only be found in section 4.4 ‘Guidelines for Engineering
Works, Including Civil, Industrial, and Military Works." An emphasis is placed on the historical
and aesthetic value of engineering works. For example, it is stated that visible wear on
engineering works can be valuable due to their ability to demonstrate the evolution and

function of the engineering work (Table 8). These values are accommodated in Guideline 11:
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Table 8: Guidelines for Engineering Works (Canada'’s Historic Places, 2010, p. 197)

Number Guideline

"Protecting evidence of the evolution process or operation of constructed
elements that contribute to the heritage value of the engineering work, including
protecting patinas, soiling or debris, wear patterns and graffiti, resulting from the
operation of the work or its associated machinery. For example, cleaning
machinery just enough to reduce deterioration and danger to the public, rather
than attempting to clean it to a 'like new’ condition.”

11

The underlying principle of this guideline, which is that traces of wear and decay can be
significant, is directly relevant to ruins. However, to apply this guideline generally to all ruins
would be taking it out of context. In the Standards and Guidelines, Guideline 11 (in section
4.4.1) is associated with a certain type of heritage resource, not the general state of ruination.
Therefore, according to the Standards and Guidelines, this particular approach is deemed only
appropriate for engineering works. However, signs of wear and decay may be significant for
any type of ruined building or structure depending on the reasons behind the ruination or the
aesthetic qualities they express. One may refer to the overarching Standard 2 as a similar,
although less direct guiding principle: “Conserve changes to an historic place that, over time,
have become character-defining elements in their own right” (Canada’s Historic Places, 2010,
p. 22). However, when elaborated on within the document, the examples provided relate only

to human-made interventions such as modifications or additions to a building or park.

4.2 Typology Findings

In this section, 16 Canadian urban ruins were analyzed to determine what management
approaches have been adopted across Canada. This section is separated into two parts. The
first part explains the typology model that was developed. The second part presents the

findings from analyzing the Statements of Significance of 12 ruins in the typology.

4.2.1 Typology Model

A sample of 16 existing or former ruins was collected and analyzed to determine what
management approaches to Canadian urban ruins have been adopted. This process led to the
development of a typology model of management approaches. The different approaches were
assessed regarding their level of management, the extent of physical intervention on the

original structure, and the degree to which the approach aligns with the principles of heritage
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conservation. The typology model is illustrated on the following page and explained in detail

within this section. The typology model is original work generated from this research.

There are generally three overarching types of management approaches associated with ruins:
Revival through active management (Figures 8 to 15), continued ruination through minimal or
non-existent management (Figures 16 to 19), and removal from the environment through
demolition (Figures 20 to 23). These overarching approaches are dictated by their level of
management. Management approaches can be further divided into management sub-types.
Sub-types are dictated by the extent of physical intervention applied to the original structure.
The following sections explain each management approach and its associated management

sub-types in detail.
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4.2.1.1. Revival Through Active Management

The active management approach first and foremost reflects a decision to halt deterioration
and develop a plan for the ruinous building or structure in question. Second, this approach is
situated firmly within the realm of heritage conservation. According to the Standards and
Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada, heritage conservation is “all
actions or processes aimed at safeguarding the character-defining elements of an historic
place to retain its heritage value and extend its physical life” (Canada’s Historic Places, 2010, p.
15). The active management approach has been further divided into two management

approaches: transformation and stabilization.

Transformation

Transformation is rooted in the decision to fundamentally change and bring a ruin back to life
so that it can no longer be considered a ruin. Instead of a ruin remaining deteriorated and
unused, transformation enables a new compatible use or activity to be established. Generally,
for this to occur, internal and/or external changes must be made to the building or structure to
meet modern safety codes and accommodate the desired new use. The model demonstrates
that transformed heritage ruins can be repurposed for various uses. For example, uses may
include museums, cultural and educational centres, retail, and hospitality services. In examining
these examples of ruins, the transformation approach can be further divided into two
management sub-types: adaptive reuse and restoration. These sub-types were created based
on the extent of intervention or change associated with the transformation of a ruin. The first
sub-type is adaptive reuse. Generally, adaptive reuse is associated with the need for extensive
alterations or modern additions to accommodate new uses in a manner that respects the
heritage values of the building or structure (Canada’s Historic Places, 2010, p. 16). Through
examining examples of Canadian ruins, it was determined that adaptive reuse is an approach
often applied to industrial heritage buildings and structures. These structures, such as the
Canadian Niagara Power Generating Station Complex and Evergreen Brick Works, tend to
become ruins due to obsolescence. Therefore, significant changes and additions are required
to make these sites safe and desirable for reuse. The level of intervention associated with

adaptive reuse is generally higher than when a ruin is transformed through restoration.
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The second management sub-type is restoration. Restoration is associated with bringing a
building or structure back to its original state before it became a ruin. This approach can be
most often applied when the new use does not require substantial external or internal changes.
For example, the restoration of the Petrie Building involved reinstating the original retail use.
Therefore, restoration efforts were able to stay true to the building’s original design. It appears

that restoration is only applied to ruins that are largely intact as opposed to fragmented.

Stabilization

The stabilization approach involves preserving a building or structure in its ruined state. In other
words, when stabilization is employed as a management approach, ruins remain ruins.
However, as with the other management approaches and sub-types that are actively managed,
stabilization aims to prevent further deterioration and retain what remains of the building or
structure's original fabric. Unlike other management approaches included within the typology,
the characteristics of stabilized ruins are similar and cannot be divided further into
management sub-types. Analyzing examples of stabilized ruins in Canada found that the
application of this management approach is mainly applied to fragmented ruins located in
urban parks or greenspaces. For example, the Goldie Mill Ruins, located in the city of Guelph,
Ontario, are situated within Goldie Mill Park on the edge of the Speed River. Similarly, the
Trappist Monastery Ruins, located in the city of Winnipeg, Manitoba, are situated in the Trappist
Monastery Provincial Heritage Park near the LaSalle River. The association between stabilized
ruins and nature is reminiscent of the classical ruins described in the literature from the 18" and
early 19" centuries. Stabilized ruins tend to be specifically named and recognized as ruins

when listed on heritage registers.

4.2.1.2. Continued Ruination Through Minimal or Non-existent Management

This management approach is defined by the fact that it reflects a decision to either do the
minimal amount of work required to care for a ruin or to do nothing. In applying this
management approach, the transient and dynamic nature of ruins is maintained, and their
survival is not guaranteed. This management type can be divided into two sub-types: planned
regeneration and neglect. The degree to which the minimal or non-existent management
approach falls into the realm of heritage conservation differs between the two management

sub-types. Analyzing examples of ruins in Canada that appear to have minimal or non-existent
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management found that many of these ruins have been earmarked for future redevelopment.
For example, the Riverview Hospital, located in Coquitlam, British Columbia, has been involved
in a multi-year planning process to determine a future use. In such cases, heritage ruins have
been temporarily closed to protect them from weather, vandalism, and unauthorized entry. This
approach, known as mothballing, is not a long-term conservation treatment. However, it is
recognized as an important precursor to future conservation (Canada'’s Historic Places, 2010,
p. 29). Therefore, there is a direct link between planned regeneration and the ‘transformation’
management type. It is important to note that just because a ruin is earmarked for future
redevelopment does not guarantee that redevelopment will occur. Without a long-term
conservation treatment, these ruins are still in a state of flux and are vulnerable to the ravages

of time.

The second management sub-type, neglect, does not fall into the realm of heritage
conservation. This management sub-type is characterized by the complete absence of physical
intervention. Unlike the planned redevelopment management sub-type, there are no

recognized plans for these sites other than to let nature take its course.

4.2.1.2. Removal from the Environment Through Demolition

This management approach is characterized by the process of removing ruins from the
environment through demolition. This approach does not fall into the realm of heritage
conservation. Through analyzing examples of heritage ruins that have been demolished, two
management sub-types have been uncovered: facadism and complete removal. Whereas
complete removal involves a ruin being entirely demolished, facadism involves a ruin being
partially demolished so that only the facade or face of the ruin remains. Facadism is typically
applied to largely intact heritage ruins, while complete removal can be applied to both intact
and fragmented ruins. Through analyzing the examples of ruins that have been completely
removed through demolition, it appears that these ruins have a clear link to the 'neglect’
management sub-type, as demolition is often employed when a ruin has deteriorated to the

point where it is considered a safety hazard.

4.2.2 Statements of Significance

Twelve out of the 16 ruins included in the typology were further analyzed to determine the

degree to which their respective Statements of Significance recognize the heritage values of

45



their ruined state. Four ruins within the typology were not included in this analysis, as they had
become ruins after they received heritage designations. These four ruins include the Grand
Central Hotel, the Exchange Building, the Pantages Theatre, and the Dominion Immigration

Building.

The main finding that emerged from analyzing the Statements of Significance was that the
significance of these ruins were primarily based on a past state of completeness or use. For all
ruins examined, their historical and/or cultural value was strongly tied to how they had
previously contributed to society. For example, Silo No. 5 is described as an industrial building
that hearkens back to grain exportation in Canada (Canada’s Historic Places, n.d.-b.). Similarly,
the Sunny Brae Rink’s Statement of Significance focuses heavily on the rink’s former influence
on social life in the area, even though it has remained a fragmented ruin for nearly 100 years

(Canada’s Historic Places, n.d.-c).

Regarding the aesthetic or architectural value recorded in the Statements of Significance for all
12 ruins, these values were similarly based on a past state of completeness or appearance. For
largely intact heritage ruins, any evidence of patina, decay, or deterioration was unaccounted
for, except for in the Opsal Steel Building’s Statement of Significance. In this instance, the
building's severe deterioration was viewed negatively. (Canada’s Historic Places, n.d.-d.).
Although the state of ruination was noted in all Statements of Significance for fragmented ruins,
their aesthetic value was attributed to what defining architectural elements from their past state
of completeness are still visible. However, as all fragmented ruins within the typology are
situated in parks, Statements of Significance for these ruins did acknowledge their integration

with the landscape as character-defining elements.

4.3 Heritage Professional Interview Findings

Interviews with heritage professionals were conducted to uncover the benefits, challenges,
opportunities, and barriers associated with the different management approaches to urban

heritage ruins in Canada:

- 1: Transformation (adaptive reuse and/or restoration) ) .
Active Management

- 2: Stabilization

- 3: Minimal or non-existent management; and

- 4: Demolition (complete removal from environment and/or facadism)
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*Although Transformation and Stabilization exist under the umbrella ‘Active Management’
approach, they have been separated in this section due to their distinct characteristics and

considerations.

This section is separated into two parts. The first part identifies ‘common considerations.’
Common considerations are benefits, challenges, opportunities, and barriers that apply to two
or more of the four management approaches. The second part identifies ‘unique
considerations.” Unique considerations are benefits, challenges, opportunities, and barriers

that are exclusive to one management approach.

A summary of all the benefits, challenges, opportunities, and barriers identified through semi-
structured interviews can be found in Tables 9 and 10. These tables can be referenced to see
the full range of considerations (benefits, challenges, opportunities, and barriers) associated

with each of the management approaches.

Table 9: Summarized Interview Findings - Common Considerations

Common Minimal or Non-

. . Transformation Stabilization existent Demolition
Considerations

Management

Benefits
Revenue Generation Yes Yes -
Financial Savings Yes Yes Yes Yes
Contributions to
Historical and Cultural Yes Yes -
Identity
Aesthetic and Artistic Ves Ves Ves
Value
Challenges
Financial Cost Yes Yes - Yes
Malntalr?lr)g Yes Yes -
Authenticity
Nawgat.lng Public Ves Indirectly Ves Indirectly
Perception mentioned mentioned
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Opportunities

Embody and
Showcase Multiple
Layers of History

Represent Multiple
Historical and Cultural
Narratives

Reconciliation and
Indigenous
Perspectives

Discussions mainly reflected on ruins as a concept rather than a specific
management approach.

Barriers

N/A

Table 10: Summarized Interview Findings - Unique Considerations

Minimal or Non-

Umql.‘e . Transformation | Stabilization existent Demolition
Considerations
Management

e  Environmental | Conducive to | The mothball e Removal of unsafe
sustainability informal approach can be and traumatic sites

e Contributions | recreational applied to save a e Facadism can be the
to the local uses building for future use only way of retaining

Benefits economy heritage when faced
(affordable with development
commercial pressure
spaces/job
creation)

e Unforeseen Lack of e Considered e Loss of history,
structural official use or neglect culture, and
challenges function e Unsafe knowledge

e Requiresa e Increases e  Facadism disrespects
high level of likelihood of and diminishes

Challenges skills and vandalism heritage buildings
craftsmanship e leadsto e Canresultin avacant

neighbourhood lot if there is not

decline enough
development
pressure

Surface-level Can be Temporary use of Mitigation strategies:

elements of age incorporated | vacant buildings e Commemoration

and decay can be | into a new through

Opportunities

incorporated into
the transformation

development

interpretation
Deconstruct rather
than demolish

Barriers

Lack of
policy
support for
approach
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While common considerations between management approaches are outlined in Table 10, it
is important to note that these considerations are not necessarily the same for each
management approach. For example, the challenge of maintaining authenticity may manifest
differently for one management approach in comparison to another. The following section

(4.3.1) explains how each consideration applies to the different management approaches.

4.3.1 Common Considerations

This section is divided into four major categories: benefits, challenges, opportunities, and
barriers. As multiple management approaches are discussed in each sub-theme, approaches
are highlighted in green to quickly communicate to the reader which management approach

is being discussed.

4.3.1.1. Benefits

Revenue Generation

Four heritage professionals noted that both transformation and stabilization of ruins can lead
to economic benefits through tourism. Heritage Professional 2 noted that adaptively reused or
restored ruins contribute to the uniqueness of a city. It is these unique features of the urban
landscape that attract tourists and make cities worth visiting. Heritage Professionals 8 and 9
emphasized this notion, using words such as ‘showpiece, ‘place-maker, and ‘tourist attraction’
to describe stabilized ruins located in their respective municipalities and explain why they are
some of the most visited and photographed heritage sites. Regarding stabilization specifically,
Heritage Professionals 8, 9, and 12 noted that the economic benefit of this approach may be
realized indirectly through tourism. Unlike transformation, stabilized ruins are not associated
with a revenue-generating use. However, the decision to stabilize a ruin can result in financial
gain by charging an entrance fee to visit the site or by integrating the stabilized ruin into a new
development on site. Regarding the latter option, Heritage Professionals 8 and 9 recognized
that stabilized ruins can be leveraged to draw more visitors to sites such as the St. Boniface
Cathedral or the proposed Calgary Stampede Museum which is planned to be built next to the
Rundle Ruins. In addition, Heritage Professional 7 mentioned that stabilized ruins can generate
revenue by leasing out the site as a venue for weddings, celebrations, events, and photography

sessions.
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Financial Savings

Heritage professionals identified financial savings as a benefit associated with all four ruin
management approaches. Because the different management approaches correspond to
differing levels of intervention, the cost-saving benefits were discussed comparatively. Cost-
savings associated with transforming ruins were identified by several heritage professionals.
Heritage Professional 1 noted that with the right use, legislation, and planning circumstances,
a heritage building can be more economical than a new build. However, it was cautioned that
this outcome is dependent on the state of the building. The Heritage Professional mentioned
a study they had completed which compared a restoration project they were working on to the
cost of a new building. The study found that with this particular project, restoration was the
most cost-effective management approach, partially due to the decreased need for new
materials. Heritage Professionals 1,2, 5, 8, and 9 all agreed that a business plan that emphasizes
cost savings must be attached to a heritage ruin for transformation to be considered a viable
approach. Heritage Professionals 8 and 11 also noted that the provision of grants and financial
incentives, such as tax relief, may contribute to financial savings when undertaking a

transformation project.

Regarding cost savings associated with stabilization, Heritage Professional 12 identified that
this approach requires minimal intervention compared to other conservation actions such as
adaptive reuse and restoration. Therefore, the cost of stabilization is relatively low. Similarly,
Heritage Professionals 8 and 11 recognized that the minimal or non-existent management
approach, largely recognized as a non-conservation action, is the cheapest of the four. Heritage

Professional 11 noted that in the Winnipeg context:

The tax base that vacant buildings pay back to the city is so minimal because
they're being charged on their current use as opposed to their potential use.
So. It sort of incentivizes owners to just sit on that building and leave it vacant
because it costs way more money to rehabilitate a building.

Regarding demolition, Heritage Professional 5 noted that owners and developers may realize
indirect cost-savings because of the ability to proceed with unencumbered development.

However, the direct cost of demolition is discussed in section 4.3.1.3.
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Contributions to Historical and Cultural Identity

Six heritage professionals stated that a benefit to transforming ruins is that they can continue
representing identity and history within the urban landscape. In particular, Heritage
Professionals 7, 11, and 12 emphasized the fact that extending the lifecycle of ruins through
adaptive reuse allows their stories to continue getting told. On one hand, such a building tells
a story about the development and history of the city and enables a strong connection with the
past. Heritage Professionals 5 and 7 stated that by retaining the historic character of a city,
people can retain a sense of place and maintain a connection with their city that transcends
generations. On the other hand, transforming a ruin allows the building to continue
contributing to the city’s cultural identity and honours historic local landmarks by assigning

new and contemporary uses (Heritage Professional 12).

Regarding stabilization, Heritage Professional 9 suggested that stabilized fragmented ruins tell
a story even more so than transformed ruins. The Heritage Professional noted that stabilized
ruins are conversation starters that inspire viewers to question why they were preserved and
why they are important. They are “living tales of what used to be there originally.” The historic
value of stabilized ruins was further explained by Heritage Professional 7 who stated that these
ruins may be the only remaining physical evidence of a particular time, community, or event.
Heritage Professional 7 posited that stabilized ruins retain the historic character of an area
whether they end up being “viewed as a piece of art or history, walking tour destinations, site

of interpretation, or just something unique that grounds the neighbourhood.”

Aesthetic and Artistic Value

The aesthetic and artistic value of ruins was mentioned by heritage professionals regarding
three of the four management approaches. Several heritage professionals identified the
aesthetic contributions of ruins that have been transformed through adaptive reuse or
restoration. According to Heritage Professionals 2 and 11, such buildings contribute positively
to the aesthetic of urban landscapes. Heritage Professional 11 expanded on that sentiment,

drawing connections between transformation and art curation:

It's sort of like a bit of an art gallery where you're curating this collection of
fine buildings. So that you can learn from them, so that you can continue to
experience them and pass them on as heirlooms to other generations.
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On a similar note, Heritage Professional 7 advocated for the transformation of urban ruins as a
way of protecting a city's architectural layers. In doing so, the built environment does not

become visually homogenous.

Regarding stabilized ruins, Heritage Professional 5 noted that because stabilized ruins are less
commonly found in the Canadian urban context (particularly in Western Canada) than in
Europe, there is an element of nostalgia associated with them. In addition, Heritage
Professional 10 felt that the artistic and aesthetic value of stabilized ruins is related to their

“iconic quality and powerful presence.”

Three heritage professionals commented on the artistic and aesthetic value of ruins that have
minimal or non-existent management. Discussions on aesthetics associated with this approach

"non:

generated descriptors such as “mysterious,” “intriguing,” and “iconic in their slow decay.” In
addition, heritage professionals commented on the ability of this management approach to
contribute to the production of art. Heritage Professional 12 mentioned how sites of industrial
ruins are the subject of countless documentaries, films, and photographs. Furthermore,
Heritage Professional 8 commented on the interactivity of sites of continued ruination, stating
that it “almost becomes an art piece to a lot of people because they continue to visit it and see
how it changes over time.” Heritage Professional 4 added to the notion that change resulting

from the non-existent management approach can be positive:

We worked for three years up in the East Coast Kootenays for a huge range
of projects. And there is an old mining site with a number of structures up
there. It's isolated. But the creeping graffiti is starting to show up. And it was
a project that we didn't end up doing because there were funding issues and
things. But that was going to be an interesting project. How do we manage
this in terms of an isolated site? What are its values? Is the graffiti damaging
or not? Do you manage the vandalism? Or do you allow the vandalism to just
happen? It's only paint. So sometimes [ think the non-intervention allows the
site to be something else which actually requires preservation.

Heritage Professional 4 expanded on the idea that graffiti in some ways has its charms:
There are some very famous ruins over on Vancouver Island of an old smelter
mining operation. The thing was built in the [19]20s or [19]30s with a concrete

frame and everything. The shell of the building has disappeared. And it's
actually an Instagram favourite now because it is basically a gallery of spray
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paint. And so, it's not got any active management on it. But yeah. it survives
and is popular because of the graffiti.

4.3.1.2 Challenges
Financial Cost

Heritage professionals identified financial cost as a challenge associated with three of the ruin
management approaches. Concerning the transformation approach, both real and perceived
financial costs were identified as challenges. On one hand, Heritage Professional 12 noted that
transformation can be overlooked as a viable approach due to the myth that it is too expensive
to adaptively reuse or restore a ruin. However, numerous heritage professionals agreed that
there are real costs associated with this approach. Heritage Professionals 7 and 8 noted that
because there are many policies in place to support adaptive reuse and the public is generally
very supportive of this approach, it often comes down to finances and the magnitude of the
cost that determines whether a transformation project can succeed. Heritage Professional 8
acknowledged that the cost of transformation may lead a developer to pursue demolition or
facadism. The structural challenges associated with heritage ruins also can contribute to
increased costs. Heritage Professional 11 stated that a developer must invest more time, and
therefore money, in the heritage review process and engaging the right consultant.
Furthermore, the unpredictability of such buildings can make it difficult for developers to stay
within their initial budgets. Ultimately, according to Heritage Professional 1, if the structural
integrity of the building is too poor, transformation becomes cost-prohibitive and is no longer

a feasible approach.

The cost of stabilization was also identified as a challenge by four heritage professionals. When
dealing with fragmented ruins, the concerns surrounding cost are often linked to the challenge
of a lack of use/function identified and discussed in further detail in section 4.3.2.2. For
example, Heritage Professional 5 noted that it is expensive to provide a city with this type of
ruin except for maybe in a museum approach. They emphasized that “from a land use
perspective, land use determines the value of a site. It is hard to imagine anyone in Vancouver
would retain a ruin on site because it is not economically feasible.” Heritage Professionals 7 and
11 agreed that even though stabilization requires the least intervention out of all the

conservation approaches, someone still has to be willing to pay the money to ensure the ruins
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are safe and protected against further ruination. With both stabilization and adaptive reuse,
Heritage Professional 9 stated that cost is a major challenge, because “even with landmark

buildings, if you can't make it financially work, you're at risk of losing it.”

Four heritage professionals identified that cost is a significant challenge associated with
demolition. According to Heritage Professionals 1, 2, 9, and 12, demolition is very costly. High
costs are associated with the requirement to properly dispose of hazardous materials. In
addition, heritage professionals noted that the specific method of demolishing heritage
buildings and structures can be costly as well. For example, Heritage Professional 12 recounted
the demolition of the Gathercole building in Saskatoon which took weeks to complete.
Similarly, Heritage Professional 9 detailed the demolition of the Eaton’s department store in
Winnipeg which had to “go down floor by floor,” just like the Old Winnipeg Area which required

a variety of demolition methods and attempts to fully remove the building.

Maintaining Authenticity

Concerns about maintaining authenticity were raised by three heritage professionals regarding
the transformation and stabilization management approaches. In particular, the concerns
associated with transformation were brought up by heritage professionals based in Vancouver,
a city experiencing immense development pressure. Heritage Professional 4 noted that the
building codes in Vancouver are “stunningly restrictive,” resulting in conservation plans that are
more focused on replicating what is on the existing building than actually conserving it because

it is unlikely to survive the necessary structural upgrades.

It essentially becomes a replication. And there is actually a term for it -
volumetric preservation. Because you've preserved the outline of the
structure, and depending on the scale of your contractor, you've managed to
replicate many of the details accurately. The problem is that many of our
contractors and developers are just lazy. And so, you get very shallow
pastiches of what the structure used to be, and often the city is more than
happy to allow them to add on bits and pieces.

Similarly, Heritage Professional 5 explained that with adaptive reuse, remnants of a building or
a component of the existing structure are often reintegrated into a new development. However,
this approach cannot be considered conservation because it does not operate on the basis of

authenticity or integrity.
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Regarding stabilization, Heritage Professional 10 suggested that this approach can
compromise the natural state of ruins. The Professional recounted a ruin stabilization project

they had worked on and were dissatisfied with:

It was a little coy. | just felt, you know, it wasn't that beautiful. It wasn't that
dangerous. It didn't make one that melancholy. It didn't do any of the things
that a ruin in England might do. You know, in terms of all the literature. Being
carried to some great war, some great disaster, some violence on
humankind... And it was partially because it was in a park. You can't have
stones falling in a park where there are people. And with the weather, they're
gonna freeze and they're gonna fall apart. So, you end up removing
everything that could possibly fall down. And you end up with something that
doesn't feel like anything.

Navigating Public Perception

Four heritage professionals acknowledged that public perception plays an important role in
what management approaches are considered and applied to heritage ruins. In particular,
Heritage Professionals 2 and 3 touched on the idea that the type of building and its past uses
will affect what approaches are seen as appropriate. For example, when considering
transforming vacant churches in Montreal, both heritage professionals noted that private
residential uses are largely frowned upon, as communities feel that these spaces with important
social and spiritual meanings should remain open to the public. Furthermore, Heritage
Professionals 2 and 5 emphasized that public perceptions of a building or structure are not
unanimous - they differ depending on the community or group. For example, in Quebec, there
is an underlying French-English divide that creates tension when it comes to heritage
conservation, ownership, and the representation of identity in the urban environment. Canada-
wide, heritage management must also be examined from a lens that considers reconciliation
and Indigenous Peoples’ perspectives and values. The subject of ruin management and

reconciliation and Indigenous perspectives is discussed further in section 4.3.1.3.

Heritage Professional 2 explained that public perception is also likely to change over time. For
example, a building may have been extremely important when it was first closed down.
However, after 15 years of being vacant, it becomes perceived as a problem. On the other
hand, perceptions can become more positive over time, as was seen with industrial facilities.
While these types of buildings were not particularly cared for in the 1980s, today there is an

element of ‘industrial nostalgia’ that renders these sites attractive for reuse. When meanings
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evolve so drastically over the years, so does the conversation regarding the management

approach that should or will be applied.

Finally, certain management approaches themselves are met with negative public perceptions.
In particular, Heritage Professional 12 mentioned that with the minimal or non-existent
management approach to heritage ruins “the challenge there is allowing it to just sit in
perpetuity that way without somebody saying, ‘why haven't you knocked it down or done

something with it?"”

4.3.1.3 Opportunities

Interview participants were asked whether or not heritage ruins might present opportunities
for diverse engagements with history in the Canadian context. This question was not asked
about each of the four overarching heritage management approaches but was left intentionally
open-ended. The resulting answers tended to be broader in nature, typically reflecting on ruins
as a concept as opposed to a specific management approach. Discussions have been

organized into themes.

Embody and Showcase Multiple Layers of History

Five heritage professionals noted the unique ability of ruins to embody multiple layers of
history and processes of change. According to Heritage Professional 12, ruins are ‘living
archaeology. While ruins, like other heritage resources, create a connection to the past, they
also allow for the passage of time and changing conditions to be given a tangible or visible
form through traces of weathering and/or decay. This line of thought was expanded on by
Heritage Professional 10 who stated that visible levels of accretion, whether that be weathering
or modifications to a building or structure, not only represent the passage of time, but the
different people and perspectives that have been associated with a site throughout its
existence. Heritage Professional 1 offered ‘cumulative history’ as a term for the multiple layers
of history that ruins may embody. When considering the management of ruins, the Professional
suggested that applying a cumulative history approach means acknowledging all the changes
that a ruin has undergone as being historically significant. In acknowledging their historical
significance, said changes should be preserved. The Professional noted that this approach

often conflicts with the prevalent attitude in heritage conservation which is to remove all layers
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and restore a building to its original state. However, preserving cumulative history can be the

most appropriate method for buildings that have a lot of history, damage, and wear:

Just like a vintage guitar is worth more with Jimi Hendrix's damage on the
guitar. It's got old strings, and it's beaten up, and it's a relic. It's worth a lot
more in that state because it's got the fingerprints of these generational
changes on it. If you refurbish Jimi Hendrix’s guitar, it becomes worthless.

Heritage Professionals 1, 7, and 8 noted that the association between ruins and layered
histories extends beyond individual ruins to include the urban landscape as well. When viewed
in contrast to intact heritage buildings and new constructions, ruins represent layers of history
within a city’s development. According to Heritage Professional 8, ruins may represent a variety
of historical periods and events whether they be related to the historical presence of
Indigenous Peoples, frontier days, or economic advancements such as the Industrial

Revolution.

Represent Multiple Historical and Cultural Narratives

Several heritage professionals touched on the opportunity that ruins present for representing
multiple historical and cultural narratives in the Canadian context. Specifically, the discussion
regarding this opportunity is centred around settler colonial ruins that have oppressed and/or
suppressed Indigenous and immigrant communities’ histories and cultures. Heritage
professionals noted that although colonial and post-colonial ruins may outwardly portray a
singular narrative, multiple histories and cultures are directly and/or indirectly associated with
them. Therefore, such ruins are subject to multiple readings and representations. Heritage
Professional 4 illustrated this concept using the Dominion Immigration Building as an example.
This imposing brick building sat vacant and derelict for many years after its closure. The
decision to demolish the building was made by a few “well-meaning souls” without consulting
immigrant communities. It was determined that the building, as a site of mistreatment, should
be removed from the urban landscape. However, according to Heritage Professional 4, third-,
fourth-, and fifth-generation Chinese and Japanese Canadians are now questioning the
decision to demolish the building, as it held historical and cultural significance as the point of
immigration for everyone who came to British Columbia. A site of shame for one group might

be a site of history and memorial for another. In such situations where histories and narratives
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are contested, Heritage Professional 10 proposed that instead of seeking a resolution, projects

should seek the coexistence of differing perceptions of cultural significance:

We can either view history as a victorious march, or we can think of it as a
series of attempts and failures and surprises and unexpected consequences.
Things that have left both unresolved issues and pain in [the built
environment] ...Healing involves not changing or burying the narrative of
what has happened but making sense of it.

While the opportunity that ruins present for showcasing multiple historical and cultural
narratives can be applied to many situations and contexts, the legacy of colonialism,
Indigenous perspectives and representations, and reconciliation were key topics discussed by
heritage professionals. Heritage Professionals 2 and 10 emphasized that settler built heritage
is dominant in the Canadian urban landscapes. Whether it be the physical design of a building,
statues of contentious historical figures, or buildings that were directly associated with the
mistreatment of Indigenous peoples, built heritage in a colonial city often emphasizes settler
narratives at the expense of Indigenous ones. In particular, it was noted by Heritage
Professional 10 that heritage buildings or structures that communicate anti-Indigenous
narratives “become more perverse the more [they try] to be pristine.” The Professional then
questioned how a community can recognize such power imbalances in the built environment.
How can such buildings be seen from a different lens? It was suggested by Heritage
Professional 2 that spaces of shame should be used as a platform for society to do our memory
work and participate in collective reflection. Specifically, Heritage Professionals 2 and 10
proposed that intentional ruination could be one way of portraying dissonance within a
problematic building or structure. For example, Heritage Professional 2 spoke about Montreal'’s
toppled John A. Macdonald statue and how allowing the decapitated statue to remain in place
would have created an interesting site for reflection. Similarly, Heritage Professional 10, when

discussing a controversial building in Winnipeg, stated that:

Ruin probably would make some sense there. It would probably make some
sense to figure out ways of defacing or altering the facade in a way. Not all of
it, but in such a way that creates a social commentary on this [building] and
the fact that the city of Winnipeg allowed it to be designed in such a way...To
me, those creative expressions of ruin are completely required.

However, Heritage Professional 2 noted that there are also other non-destructive ways of

communicating different historical and cultural narratives. Such methods include developing a
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heritage site in collaboration with all affected communities to highlight and explain the
different narratives. Heritage Professionals 10 and 2 agreed that the key to achieving a
coexistence of differing narratives is through community engagement. In particular, Heritage
Professional 10 stated that the idea of intentional ruination demands public discussion. Without
engaging with the affected communities, the intentional use of ruination just becomes an

aesthetic exercise with no deeper meaning.

Reconciliation and Indigenous Perspectives

When asked how heritage ruins might present opportunities for diverse engagements with
history, seven heritage professionals discussed ruins and the role that they may or may not play
in working toward reconciliation and celebrating Indigenous perspectives, cultures, and
histories. Heritage Professional 5, having acknowledged that Canadian ruins are often colonial
ruins, stated that it is important to question if protecting a certain site or ruin is appropriate in
the first place. They explained that colonial ruins are not directly Indigenous heritage, but a
heritage that has been inflicted on Indigenous Peoples. Therefore, protecting colonial
structures, especially ones in a state of dereliction, could be perceived as a continuation of

colonial practices.

Heritage Professional 5 also stated that it is necessary to look beyond the ruin and consider the
land on which it is situated. It must be determined whether the site is important for an
Indigenous Nation or community. Heritage Professionals 11 and 12 expanded on this idea,
having stated that it is crucial to not only consider but to document the elements of Indigenous
significance associated with a site. Both professionals noted that heritage statements of
significance often do not include information on how a site was used by Indigenous Peoples
prior to a structure being built. Heritage Professional 4 illustrated how ruins and the situations
surrounding their creation may actually create an opportunity to re-examine historical and
cultural significance in a manner that is inclusive of Indigenous communities. When the Jericho
Pier in Victoria suffered significant damage from a storm, the Pier’s ruined state required a
decision to be made regarding its management. It wasn't until the Pier’s destruction that the
Musqueam First Nation, which sustains cultural ties to the land, was consulted. In this example,
the Pier becoming a ruin provided an opportunity to proceed with the management and

redevelopment of the structure and site in a decolonized manner.
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Although Heritage Professional 5 noted that the conservation of colonial ruins may not be of
importance for Indigenous Peoples, Heritage Professional 4 brought up the transformation of
the Old Hastings Mill Store in Vancouver as an example of how colonial or settler ruins can be
reinterpreted in a way that advances reconciliation. Saved from demolition by a non-profit
historical society, this building underwent major restoration work. Heritage Professional 5

noted that:

What's really fascinating is the reinvention of the story of the building and its
involvement in the settlement of Vancouver and the involvement of the
Indigenous population. They've done a huge amount of work in reaching out
and engaging with the Squamish and Musqueam and really have flipped the
story around.

Similarly, Heritage Professionals 1, 5, 10, and 11 discussed Indigenous residential schools and
their ability to contribute to healing through different management approaches. Heritage
Professional 10 proposed that residential schools, regardless of their physical state of

intactness can be considered ruins:

| believe that ruins can't just be thought of as a series of rocks on the ground
or buildings in dereliction. There is also a form of ruin that clearly tells you the
way that a building had been interpreted and used previously is no longer
the way that building is interpreted or used. Therefore, it isn't the building or
environment per se that is ruined or in ruin.

All four heritage professionals acknowledged that this particular subset of ruin is often dealt
with in two major ways: demolition or transformation. Heritage Professional 5 suggested that
the management decision may be influenced by geography. The Professional noted that in
Vancouver, there seems to be a bitterness associated with the retention of residential schools
as opposed to Manitoba and Saskatchewan. In alignment with this statement, Heritage
Professionals 10 and 11, both from Winnipeg, gave examples of former residential schools in
Manitoba that have been retained and adaptively reused. One residential school was
reinterpreted by the associated First Nation as an Indigenous-led museum and place of
healing. The other residential school had been adaptively reused for an unrelated use but

currently contains commemorative artwork on the building grounds.

Whether residential schools are demolished or saved, all four heritage professionals agreed
that decisions regarding the management of traumatic ruin sites such as residential schools

must be rooted in community decisions made by the people who have lived experience with
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the sites in question. To further that notion, Heritage Professionals 5 and 11 stated that as non-
Indigenous heritage professionals, it is important to listen to what Indigenous Peoples are
saying. The role of a heritage professional is not to question, not to oppose, but to

accommodate.

4.3.1.4 Barriers
There was no overlap between the barriers of the different management approaches.
4.3.2 Unique Considerations

Unique considerations are benefits, challenges, opportunities, and barriers exclusive to one
management approach. This section is divided into four major categories: Transformation,

Stabilization, Minimal or non-existent management, and Demolition.

4.3.2.1. Transformation (Adaptive Reuse/Restoration)
Benefits

Four heritage professionals identified that increased contributions to environmental
sustainability are a benefit associated with the transformation of heritage ruins. In particular,
heritage professionals spoke about the reuse of materials and embodied energy. Heritage
Professionals 1 and 7 stated that the adaptive reuse approach has a smaller carbon footprint
than building new from scratch. This is because there is a decreased need for sourcing,
importing, and shipping new materials. Similarly, Heritage Professionals 2 and 9 noted that
studies comparing the use of energy between new and old buildings have found that building

new will cost more energy than maintaining a well-built building for 40 to 80 years.

Another benefit discussed by heritage professionals was the economic contribution of
transformed heritage ruins to the local and regional economy. First and foremost, Heritage
Professionals 1, 2,4, 5,7, 9 and 12 emphasized that the transformation of heritage ruins brings
these places back into the local economy by assigning a new use. Furthermore, Heritage
Professional 8 discussed the results of an economic study done in Calgary on main street areas
with high concentrations of mixed-use and commercial heritage buildings. Taking financial,
environmental, and social value into account, the study found that heritage buildings had a

higher economic value than new buildings. Heritage Professionals 2, 7, and 9 also support this
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claim, having stated that the economic, environmental, and sociocultural benefits of adaptive

reuse are intertwined and combine to create economically valuable buildings.

More local economic benefits of the transformation approach include the provision of
affordable spaces and job creation. Heritage Professionals 7 and 8 noted that commercial
heritage buildings, due to their age and small size, provide affordable commercial spaces for
startup businesses and the creative class. Heritage Professional 1 stressed that the
transformation of heritage ruins generates jobs because they are more labour-intensive,

require higher skills, and involve less automation.

Challenges

When transforming heritage ruins through adaptive reuse or restoration, heritage professionals
mentioned structural issues as a major challenge. In particular, Heritage Professional 11 stated
that starting with a blank slate is always easier than dealing with heritage buildings which are
often unpredictable and come with unforeseen issues. Heritage Professional 6 agreed with this
statement, recounting an example of a project that involved peeling away the layers of a
building to reveal that one wall was unsalvageable due to rot. Other structural challenges that
come with transforming heritage ruins were mentioned by Heritage Professionals 4 and 11.
With the change of use comes necessary building code upgrades for fire, protection,
compartmentalization and more. Not only does this take more time and money but can further
jeopardize the structural integrity of the building. For example, doing upgrades incorrectly can
do more harm than good by making a building too airtight or trapping moisture within the

cavity.

The skill and craftsmanship required to transform a ruin is another challenge identified by
heritage professionals. Heritage Professionals 2, 3, and 12 commented that Canada is generally
lacking in skills and craftsmanship. Heritage Professional 2 maintained that architects today are
not taught how to renovate or deal with heritage buildings and structures. This poses a
challenge for transforming such buildings, as Heritage Professional 3 stated that “when you
look at a historic building. It's not just the materials, it's the craftsmanship that went into it. And
| would maintain it's the interiors as well as the exteriors. It's the spaces. That's why we build

architecture. We don't build stage sets.”
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Opportunities
Five heritage professionals noted that when dealing with heritage ruins, there lies an
opportunity to incorporate elements of age and decay in their transformation as a way of

respecting and honouring their previous form. Heritage Professional 1 stated that:

It speaks when a building is in that sort of condition where it still has all of its

ruins and all of its layers of cumulative history. It becomes an epic novel rather

than a short story. To perfectly restore a building is just a short story, but a

building that works with the damage that time has ravaged it is an epic novel.
Heritage Professionals 1, 7, 10, and 12 brought up examples of projects they had worked on
that proposed or incorporated the approach of incorporating age and decay. For example,
Heritage Professional 10 spoke about a 150-year-old heritage building that traces back to the
early Red River pioneer settlement despite being subject to multiple fires. The building was
restored to look new from the outside, while the charred Red River-style logs were on full
display in the interior. The Professional noted that this juxtaposition of deterioration and

pristine condition allows viewers to feel the fragility of the building:

You could walk in and see that there had been some real suffering that had
gone on where people had tried to burn something down and it had refused
to burn. That was our local story.

Heritage Professionals 1, 10, and 12 posited that this approach may be appropriate when
dealing with a building that cannot be restored or repaired all in one go. Not only can this be
an economically feasible approach, but it also tells a story of gradual change and restoration
and challenges the idea that things either need to be restored to a like-new condition or

removed from the environment.

Heritage Professional 4 noted that not only is it possible to incorporate signs of decay into a
development project, but it is also possible to protect them as character-defining elements.
The Professional stated that when writing Statements of Significance, they sometimes make

note of the patina associated with a building or structure to ensure that it is protected.

Barriers

No unique barriers associated with the transformation approach to urban heritage ruins were
identified.

63



4.3.2.2. Stabilization

Benefits

Heritage Professionals 1, 6, 7, 8, and 9 noted that stabilized ruins are conducive to a variety of
informal recreational uses. In particular, heritage professionals mentioned these sites as
‘Instagram opportunities’ and ideal locations for professional photography. Heritage
Professional 9 also mentioned the Trappist Monastery Ruins in Winnipeg as an interesting
example of how stabilized ruins can be used by the performing arts. The site is used annually

as a backdrop for Shakespeare plays in the park.

Challenges

Heritage Professional 5 noted that a unique challenge associated with stabilization is the lack
of official function or use. The Professional stated that from a land-use perspective, especially
in cities with high development pressure, land use determines the value of a site. Retaining a
ruin as the primary structure on a site is not economically feasible, and is therefore less likely to
occur in cities. Similarly, a lack of use combined with the fragmented form of a ruin
compromises physical integrity. Heritage Professionals 7, 8, and 10 noted that because these
structures are not complete, they are exposed to the elements which can further their
deterioration. Heritage professionals noted the harsh Canadian winters and freeze-thaw cycle

as particularly damaging.
Barriers

The general lack of policy support for stabilization was mentioned as a barrier to applying this
management approach to ruins in the urban context. It was mentioned by Heritage
Professionals 7 and 10 that in the current state of architecture and planning in Canada, there
are not many opportunities to specialize in ruin stabilization. Heritage Professional 7 stated that
when dealing with a building or structure in ruin, stabilization is seldom considered an option.
The Professional noted that there is a lack of policies or guidelines that outline the different
options for managing ruins other than transformation or demolition. Additionally, the
Professional posited that cities should consider developing an approach to ruins in this day
and age where development pressure is increasing and the urban environment is rapidly

changing.
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Opportunities

In response to one of the major challenges associated with stabilization, the lack of an official
use or function, Heritage Professionals 5 and 9 suggested that stabilized ruins can be
incorporated into a new development. Heritage Professional 9 pointed to the St. Boniface
Cathedral ruins as an example. While the cathedral has been stabilized as a free-standing

structure, a new church has been built on the site behind the ruins.
4.3.2.3. Minimal or Non-existent Management
Benefits

Heritage Professionals 1 and 7 noted that applying a minimal management approach can be
beneficial for saving a building for future use. When associated with this intention, this process
can be referred to as ‘'mothballing. Mothballing involves closing up a building temporarily to
keep weather and vandals out. Buildings can be kept in this state until the pieces are in place

to proceed with a long-term conservation approach.

Challenges

When asked if there are any benefits associated with the minimal or non-existent management
approach, Heritage Professionals 3, 5, 7, 9, and 11 explicitly stated that they see no benefits
associated with the approach. These heritage professionals stated that this approach is
considered neglect as it ignores a problem instead of applying an appropriate conservation
treatment. Although Heritage Professionals 1, 6, and 12 saw some benefits to the minimal or
non-existent approach to ruins, they also acknowledged that this approach can be applied by
property owners avoiding the responsibility of proper management. This concept, called
demolition by neglect, involves letting a designated building or structure deteriorate to the
point where it needs to be demolished. Heritage Professionals 3, 5, and 11 explained that cities
employ multiple means of discouraging demolition by neglect such as vacant building fees,
fees associated with boarding up a building, and by-laws that allow the municipality to

intervene and assume possession of the building or structure being neglected.

Heritage professionals also mentioned safety concerns associated with applying this approach
to urban heritage ruins. On one hand, Heritage Professionals 3, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 12 mentioned

that leaving ruins to continue weathering may result in injury or death, especially when located
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in the middle of a city. Heritage Professional 5 also mentioned that damage caused by this

management approach may expose harmful materials such as lead and asbestos.

Heritage Professionals 3, 7, 9, and 11 noted that a minimal or non-existent management
approach could also invite vandalism, graffiti, and arson. This not only compromises the
heritage building or structure in question but the state of the neighbourhood and abutting

buildings as well. Heritage Professional 3 stated that:

Detroit is a new example of what happens when you're trying to save a
neighborhood but you've got a whole lot of ruins. People don't look upon
them with a late eighteenth-century poetic sense of ruin. They look upon it as
deterioration that begins to stain, and then further degrade the rest of the
environment.

Opportunities

Heritage Professional 2 identified temporary use as a unique opportunity associated with the
minimal or non-existent management approach. In particular, temporary use applies to largely
intact vacant or abandoned buildings. The Professional stated that sometimes these buildings
are not in overly bad shape but dont meet current building codes and regulations. Instead of
letting deterioration accelerate through their vacancy, temporary occupation should be
encouraged or even mandated as a means of maintaining or creating a community connection
during the period between occupation and future redevelopment. The Heritage Professional
noted that such temporary occupations can also provide affordable spaces for arts-based and
community organizations. In particular, the Professional cited an organization in Montreal called
Entremise that promotes ‘transitional urbanism. Transitional urbanism is the temporary use of
vacant buildings to use the time between vacancy and transformation to decide on a long-term
occupant. However, Heritage Professional 2 also noted that although Montreal has been taking
steps to encourage temporary occupations of vacant spaces, city and provincial regulations

regarding fire security and building codes are largely prohibitive and act as a barrier.

Heritage Professional 9 also noted that strengthening cultural ties to built heritage can be
achieved through temporary events such as Doors Open Winnipeg. Doors Open is a city-wide
event that provides access to and tours of heritage buildings that are not typically open to the

public.
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Barriers

No unique barriers associated with the minimal or non-existent management approach were

identified.

4.3.2.4. Demolition
Benefits

Several heritage professionals noted that a benefit of demolition is the removal of ruins that
are unsafe or negatively affect the mental health of people living nearby. Heritage Professionals
8 and 12 believed that the only time there is a benefit to demolition is when there is a significant
safety risk associated with the ruin in question. Similarly, risks to mental health should be
considered as well. Heritage Professional 2 used Detroit as an example of how ruins can also
have negative impacts on the mental health of a community. This idea was explored further by
Heritage Professional 11 who noted that ruins can be reminders of negative or triggering

events.

Regarding facadism as a subset of demolition, heritage professionals noted that it is incredibly
difficult to balance development pressure and heritage conservation. In particular, Heritage
Professional 4 mentioned that in cities with high development pressure, development is
concentrated at the core of the city and along transit routes. Oftentimes, small-scale heritage
buildings do not stand a chance of being retained in a meaningful manner. While Heritage
Professionals 5, 7, and 9 agreed that facadism is not the model for conservation, they noted
that this method can be employed to retain some portion of a heritage building when faced
with complete demolition as the only other option. Heritage Professional 5 stated that facadism

is acceptable as a redevelopment approach in Vancouver and can even be designated as

heritage.

Challenges

Generally, heritage professionals agreed that demolishing heritage ruins results in a loss of
history, culture and knowledge that cannot be revived once it is gone. Heritage Professional 7
stated that because there are conservation treatments available at all levels, demolition should
not be undertaken when dealing with designated heritage ruins. Through a lens of heritage
conservation, there is always the potential to stabilize, restore, or rehabilitate a building or
structure of significant heritage value. In particular, Heritage Professionals 2 and 5 noted that

demolition results in the loss of community connections and intangible values, therefore
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significantly altering and destroying the spirit of the place. Concerning ruins that are
reminiscent of difficult periods of history or represent the mistreatment of others, Heritage

Professional 4 cautioned that we also lose the ability to acknowledge past harms.

Similar challenges were identified regarding facadism as a sub-type of demolition. Heritage
Professionals 2 and 3 explained that only keeping the facade of a building disrespects and
strongly diminishes the spirit of a place. Heritage Professional 4 acknowledged that facadism,
although sometimes handled well, often ends up ‘just looking like Disneyland. The Professional
also noted that the juxtaposition of a fagade within a new development often looks awkward.
They explain that in these situations 'l think you kind of want to photograph it, document it and
blow it up because that's the better result versus the poor, isolated sort of vaguely heritage-

looking structure that's been retained.

Finally, Heritage Professionals 8 and 12 warned that demolishing heritage ruins may result in

the site remaining an empty lot if there is not enough development pressure in the city.

Opportunities

Heritage professionals generally agreed that demolition is not an appropriate management
approach for heritage ruins. However, heritage professionals offered opportunities for
mitigating the negative impacts of this approach and navigating the loss of heritage ruins in

the urban context.

Heritage Professionals 1, 4, 5, and 7 suggested that in situations where removal is inevitable,
interpretation can be used as a tool to convey what once was. Heritage Professional 1
emphasized the importance of an interpretation plan being built into any redevelopment
plans. The Professional noted that although the building or structure may be gone, tangible
elements are only one component of a heritage site. The site itself may in some cases be just
as significant. The Professional described an example of a project they had worked on that
included the creation of a landscape and wayfinding interpretation plan. This plan
commemorated the locations of buildings that had been demolished. Another example of
interpretation, mentioned by Heritage Professional 7, is recreating the lost element(s) with
metal frames or other devices that communicate what used to be located on-site. Heritage
Professionals 4, 5, and 6 also suggested that remnants of buildings or structures can be

integrated as ‘'memory pieces’ within a redevelopment site or area. Heritage Professional 4
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mentioned remnants of streetcar infrastructure in Vancouver as an example. The professional
stated that these exposed stretches of railway tracts trigger ‘little moments of curiosity. It leads
to folks asking questions which then gets them interested in where they live. It doesn't need
interpretation, it's just one of those ‘Oh, wow! Look at that" moments. However, Heritage
Professional 6 cautioned that this approach should mainly be used in situ, as relocating the

salvaged materials further diminishes their significance.

Heritage Professionals 6 and 12 discussed the deconstruction and storage of buildings for
future reconstruction as another approach that may be employed. Heritage Professional 12
suggested that instead of demolition, heritage ruins should be deconstructed instead. This
approach is sometimes employed in Calgary, where components of a deconstructed building
are put into storage to eventually rebuild. The Professional discussed the King Eddy as an
example. This building was a popular blues bar throughout the 1980s and 1990s. This building
was intended to be a part of the National Music Centre development but was significantly
damaged after the 2013 flood. The approach taken was to deconstruct the King Eddy brick by
brick, put it on a palette, and catalogue everything. Eventually, it was rebuilt and incorporated
into the development as planned. While deconstruction is less destructive than demolition,
Heritage Professionals 3 and 6 warned that there is no guarantee with this approach that a

building will ever be rebuilt in a meaningful way.

5.0 DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS

This section provides a critical analysis of the significant findings from the document analysis,
typology, and interviews and connects them to the concepts explored in the literature review.
Patterns and relationships between the different research method findings are revealed in this
section to highlight the current approaches to managing urban heritage ruin in Canada,
explore the nuances associated with urban ruin management unique to the Canadian context,

and identify key lessons associated with the different management approaches.

5.1 Canadian Representation of Ruins in Policy and the Built Environment

A key theme that emerged from the research findings was that ruins do not feature heavily in
Canadian heritage management documents despite their presence in the built environment.
The existing literature highlights ruins as a long-standing subject of interest within the field of

heritage conservation. In particular, over the past two decades, the definition of ruins has
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broadened to include modern buildings and structures that have become ruins relatively
recently. The heritage significance of modern ruins has also been recognized in light of the
aesthetic, historical, and cultural values they can potentially embody (DeSilvey, 2017; Edensor,
2005; Pétursddttir & Olsen, 2020; Scarbrough, 2014; Whitehouse, 2018). Despite the
resurgence of ruins within the literature, the document analysis revealed that the Standards and
Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada (Standards and Guidelines) do not
recognize ruins as a distinct type of heritage resource. While the Standards and Guidelines
contain some references to Classical Ruins and Modern Ruins, these references are scattered
throughout the document. Moreover, ruins are relegated to being either archaeological or
industrial in nature. The limited presence of ruins within the Standards and Guidelines,
combined with the fact that no other municipal, provincial, territorial, or federal management
documents on ruins exist in the Canadian context, indicates that policy references to these
heritage resources are minimal. Furthermore, the results of the document analysis, when
combined with the typology findings, indicate that ruins are not only underrepresented but
overlooked in heritage management documents. The typology showcases that ruins exist in
the Canadian urban environment and can take several forms depending on the management
approach applied. Although certain management approaches such as transformation and
demolition may conceal a ruins’ former state, this does not negate the fact that they once

existed, often for substantial periods of time, as ruins in the Canadian urban environment.

Although the heritage management document analysis found that ruins are not sufficiently
mentioned in the Standards and Guidelines, the analysis of heritage designation criteria from
six Canadian cities revealed that designation criteria are generally capable of capturing the
unique heritage values associated with ruins. However, analyzing the Statements of
Significance of ruins included within the typology found that the state of ruination and
associated heritage values are seldom recorded unless a ruins’ physical form is fragmented.
Instead, the historical/cultural and aesthetic/architectural values are associated with ruins’ past
state of completeness or use. While it is important to acknowledge the former uses and
functions of ruins, there may also be possibilities to acknowledge their periods of
abandonment. These periods are often important for communicating social, cultural, and
historical changes within a community (Hoorn, 2009; Whitehouse, 2018). For example, the
Statement of Significance for the Canadian Niagara Power Generating Station Complex was

created during the station’s inactivity after it had become a ruin through obsolescence and
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physical deterioration. The Statement of Significance does not recognize the period of
inactivity as significant, nor the physical traces of deterioration that visibly represent this period.
However, in an interview with Heritage Professional 1 who had been involved in the
transformation of the power station, it was revealed that the adaptive reuse of this site was done
in a way that conserved the superficial traces of decay, dirt, and wear on the building. The
Heritage Professional stated that these traces were essential for communicating the station’s
past use and decommissioning in a meaningful way. When a building or structure’s ruinous
period is not communicated within the Statement of Significance, the decision to conserve or
completely remove visual references to ruination is entirely up to the owners and professionals
involved in the management of the ruin. Additionally, important information regarding the
historical and cultural significance of ruination is omitted from the resource's primary

documentation source.

5.2 Complexities of Heritage Ruin Management in the Canadian Urban Context

The interview findings revealed that the management of heritage ruins in Canadian urban
environments is context-specific and requires careful consideration and consultation. The
interview findings highlighted multiple factors to consider for each of the four ruin
management approaches. Interviews with Canadian heritage professionals found that each
management approach was associated with a variety of benefits, challenges, opportunities,
and barriers. In some cases, the benefits and challenges of a single management approach can
be contradictory. For example, while developers may benefit from cost-savings through
adaptively reusing a ruin as opposed to building new, a challenge with adaptive reuse is that
unforeseen structural challenges may result in unexpected costs. Similarly, stabilizing a ruin
provides opportunities for a variety of informal recreational uses. However, it is precisely this
lack of defined use or function that makes this management approach less economically viable
in cities. Through reviewing all considerations mentioned by heritage professionals regarding
a single management approach, it is clear that potential benefits and challenges do not exist
in a vacuum. They must be weighed against each other while taking into consideration any
existing barriers or opportunities. To add to the complexity of determining an appropriate
management approach, the interview findings revealed that multiple approaches may share
common considerations. For example, transformation and stabilization approaches share a

common benefit: They both contribute to historical and cultural identity within a city. It may be
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necessary to compare the two management approaches if this benefit is deemed important.
One may consider whether the ruin in question can best contribute to the city’s cultural identity
as a preserved relic of the past (stabilization) or by assigning a new and contemporary use

(transformation).

Ultimately, the interview findings revealed that there is no one-size-fits-all approach to
managing heritage ruins in the Canadian urban context. Not only can management
considerations be contradictory, but heritage professionals who were interviewed sometimes
had differing opinions on management approaches. For example, many heritage professionals
cited vandalism as a challenge associated with the minimal or non-existent management
approach. However, Heritage Professional 4 noted that sometimes graffiti can add to the
heritage significance of ruins. While some heritage professionals rooted their analysis of the
management approaches firmly within the field of heritage conservation, others recognized
factors related to a ruins' location in an urban environment such as economic conditions,
development pressure, issues of safety, and socio-cultural representation in the built
environment. Although the interview findings offer a great starting point for considering the
most appropriate approach for managing urban heritage ruins, the benefits, challenges,
opportunities, and barriers of different management approaches must be analyzed using
context-specific factors and conditions. A brief list of factors to consider includes the heritage
significance of the ruin, the structural integrity of the ruin, the neighbourhood in which it is
located, and the local economic conditions. This finding aligns with the key takeaway from the
literature review: Decisions regarding the management of urban heritage ruins must be
influenced by practical and theoretical concerns that are relevant to the local context in which

the ruin is situated.

At the national level, interview and typology findings also revealed specific considerations
about the management of urban heritage ruins that are unique to the Canadian context. These

considerations include:

e Many urban heritage ruins identified through the typology and interviews are industrial
ruins.
e Stabilized ruins are less commonly found in Canada as opposed to other nations with

older built environments emphasizing their ability to inspire a feeling of nostalgia.
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e Significant development pressures in major urban centres, such as Vancouver and
Toronto often dictate what management approaches are economically feasible, and
therefore more likely to be employed. Such approaches primarily include
transformation and demolition.

o Cities with decreased development pressure, such as Saskatoon and Winnipeg, may
introduce unique challenges with certain management approaches. For example,
choosing to demolish a heritage ruin may result in vacant lots.

e Heritage ruin management requires consideration of multiple cultures, histories, and
groups of people. Groups identified through the interviews include Indigenous Peoples
and Immigrant communities.

e Canadian weather and climactic conditions impose additional challenges to ruin
management. In particular, freeze-thaw cycles were identified as a barrier to stabilizing

ruins.

Although not exhaustive, these findings offer valuable insights into how the interview findings
differ from the literature review, which drew on insights from diverse locations worldwide. In

contrast, these considerations are unique to the Canadian context.

5.3 Representation of Multiple Histories and Cultures in Canada

Some of the literature reviewed for this research touched on the idea that ruins, through their
ability to elicit complex responses, provide an opportunity to challenge the status quo and
integrate urban ruins into the built environment in an ethical and socially productive manner
(Dionisio & Carr, 2022; Edensor, 2005; Plevoets & Cleempoel, 2019, pp. 71-72). In particular,
Dionisio & Carr (2022) emphasize that integrating ruins within urban fabrics can involve the
recognition and contextualization of non-dominant cultures and histories that have traditionally
been underrepresented in the urban built environment. While the authors of this article discuss
this concept broadly, the interview findings of this research project provided insight into what
the ethical integration of ruins might look like in the Canadian context. In particular, interview
results found that the management of ruins in Canadian urban environments should consider
the histories, cultures, and stories of Indigenous Peoples and immigrant communities that have
traditionally been suppressed and/or oppressed in the built environment. Multiple heritage
professionals recognized the fact that a large percentage of the built heritage in Canada

features settler colonial buildings and structures. While a settler colonial heritage building or
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site may have important historical associations for settler Canadians, there is a multiplicity of
ways such a building or site can be read and perceived. Sites of settler colonial achievement
are also sites of Indigenous genocide. Sites of national shame, such as historic immigration
centres or residential schools, can also be sites of mourning or cultural regeneration (Brace,
2014; Dionisio & Carr, 2022; Le Blanc, 2020; Pentland, 2021). The landscape on which a built
heritage resource is located contains many more histories than the one that is visible. Heritage
professionals suggested that heritage ruins present an opportunity to reexamine and represent
contested histories in the built environment. In alignment with Brace (2014) and Pentland
(2021), interview participants agreed that whether through transformation, demolition, or an
option somewhere between the two, ruins should be managed in a way that demands
collective reflection and substantial community consultation and participation. An example
from the typology illustrates this idea: Riverview Hospital, a former psychiatric hospital located
in Coquitlam, British Columbia. Officially closed in 2012, BC Housing has been working with
Kwikwetlem First Nation (KFN) to develop a vision and plan for the site which has been a part
of KFN's traditional territory for thousands of years (BC Housing, 2015). Riverview Hospital
showcases how through ruination, an opportunity is created for redevelopment that is rooted

in Indigenous consultation, reclamation, and representation.

The Riverview Hospital example also highlights the fact that in addition to Indigenous Peoples
and immigrants, other groups of people should be consulted concerning the management of
urban heritage ruins. As a site with a complex history of medical mistreatment and abuse in its
early days (Daflos, 2023), the Riverview Hospital's redevelopment should consider the
experiences and desires of former patients and those affected by the site. This example
supports the idea that the lives of those for whom a ruin had been a functioning place must be
recognized to achieve their ethical management (Dionisio & Carr, 2022). This is especially
important when ruins are sites of trauma. Former institutions and infirmaries such as the
Riverview Hospital exist in varying states of ruination in Canadian urban areas. Therefore, both
past and present groups of people experiencing mental illness and living with disabilities

should be reflected and consulted in management decisions concerning such sites.
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5.4 Key Findings Associated with Different Ruin Management Approaches

The following sections outline some key findings associated with different management
approaches identified in this research. These findings and analyses offer potential directions

for the management of urban heritage ruins.

5.4.1 Intersection between Transformation and Continued Ruination

The interview, typology, and literature review findings converge to highlight an intersection
between the transformation and continued ruination through minimal or non-existent
management approaches. Interview findings show that many heritage professionals expressed
an interest in the stabilized and minimal or non-existent management approaches. These
management approaches generally allow ruins to exist in their natural transient state or
physical form. In particular, heritage professionals highlighted the ability of these management
approaches to inspire nostalgia, convey important periods of history, embody multiple layers
of history, and be viewed and interacted with as art pieces. In summary, heritage professionals
recognized the aesthetic and historical values of these approaches. However, there was a
general understanding among heritage professionals that the challenges with these
approaches outweigh the benefits. Such challenges included practical issues such as economic
feasibility and safety. Other challenges, associated specifically with the minimal or non-existent
management approach, include neglect, vandalism, and neighbourhood deterioration.
Therefore, the transformation approach emerged as the most preferred method of dealing with
urban heritage ruins, while the minimal or non-existent management approach was deemed
largely inappropriate. The transformation approach was widely recognized as having social,
cultural, environmental, and economic value. In particular, heritage professionals stressed that
the economic feasibility of a project is the true backbone of heritage conservation in modern

society.

Interestingly, several heritage professionals suggested an opportunity to merge the benefits of
the stabilization and minimal or non-existent management approaches with the more practical
transformation approach. Proposed by five heritage professionals was the idea that physical
traces of age, wear, and decay can be incorporated into the transformation of ruins as a way of
respecting the building or structure’s period of abandonment and decline if deemed

significant. With this approach, safety, heritage conservation, and economic feasibility are
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prioritized. This finding is reinforced by discussions surrounding adaptive reuse identified in
the literature review. Plevoets & Cleempoel (2019) and Sandler (2016) discuss how traces of
decay and dilapidation can be carefully curated during the adaptive reuse process. In their
works, the authors showcase a variety of adaptive reuse projects that conserve the
characteristics of ruins and are situated firmly within urban areas. Incorporating physical traces
of age, wear, and decay into the transformation approach also addresses the inherent paradox
of managing heritage ruins. Figures such as John Ruskin and Alois Riegl recognize that
embracing the entropic processes of decay is integral to respecting the historical value and
authenticity of ruins (Holtorf, 2017; Jokilehto, 1999, pp. 174-176). A ruin, after all, is created
and defined by a lack of management that causes physical deterioration. However, once
designated as a heritage resource, there is a responsibility to apply an active management
regime that ensures these sites are protected. Through incorporating indications of decay and
ruination into the transformation of a ruin, both positions are validated and the paradox of

managing heritage ruins is embraced.

An example of this architectural and conservation practice is exemplified within the typology
findings. The Don Valley Brick Works site is an example of this approach being applied in the
Canadian context. This project preserved the graffiti that had accumulated during the site's
vacancy in the 1990s as an important cultural layer representing the building’s history
(Bozikovic, 2018). This approach may also be applied to non-industrial sites, as demonstrated
by Heritage Professional 10 who felt it was important to incorporate the charred logs of a Red
River-style building into its restoration. This approach may be necessary to consider when the
period of ruination or abandonment is considered important but leaving a building or structure

as a ruin is not possible.

5.4.2 Navigating Ruins in Transition

A finding that emerged from the typology was that the minimal or non-existent management
approach is sometimes applied to sites in transition. Oftentimes, ruinous buildings and
structures are awaiting future development. In such cases, a mothball approach has been
applied to help prevent further deterioration. However, these sites have often experienced a
long period of vacancy without a long-term conservation approach being applied. Edensor
(2005) and Whitehouse (2018) argue that these spaces are not necessarily useless, as they are

conducive to a wide variety of unregulated uses such as urban exploration. While this might be
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the case, heritage professionals identified safety as a major concern associated with leaving
heritage ruins to continue deteriorating. Although only mentioned by one heritage
professional, temporary use may be a solution for these ruins in transition. This aligns with
Edensor's (2005) and Whitehouse's (2018) claim that ruins can be productive spaces. The
heritage professional explained that when buildings remain vacant for long periods, they lose
their cultural connection and quickly become viewed as problems rather than important places.
It was also noted that some buildings may have never had strong cultural associations due to
a lack of public access during their former use or function. This can often be the case for
industrial ruins. However, establishing temporary uses during the time between abandonment
and redevelopment offers an opportunity for connections to be maintained or created, and
further deterioration to be slowed. Although building codes and regulations may be a
significant barrier to this approach, Canadian cities such as Montreal are beginning to adopt
this innovative solution. On a smaller scale, another heritage professional suggested that short-
term temporary events can help maintain or create a level of community connection as well. An
example from the typology that illustrates this concept is Silo No. 5, an abandoned grain silo in
Montreal. Although this ruin currently awaits redevelopment, it remains relevant to the public
through temporary events such as a guided tour led by Heritage Montreal in 2011 (Riga, 2011)
and digital art projected onto the structure (Art Public Montreal, 2017). Such sanctioned
interventions, whether big or small, can re-establish ruins as productive spaces in a safe and

controlled manner.

5.4.3 Lack of Feasibility or Support for Minimal or Non-existent Ruin Management

A finding that emerged from the interviews with heritage professionals is that the minimal or
non-existent management approach, when intentionally applied to a building to cause
ruination, is considered demolition by neglect. Heritage professionals noted that neglected
buildings or structures, whether created intentionally or unintentionally, can have far-reaching
consequences on the health of a neighbourhood and the people living within it. This finding is
supported by the literature which acknowledges that the romanticization of modern urban
ruins can be exploitative. These ruined landscapes can represent significant loss and
devastation for the people who live in or around them (Mah, 2012; Whitehouse 2018). From

both a conservation and planning perspective, it was largely agreed upon by heritage
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professionals that continued ruination is not appropriate for largely intact heritage ruins

located in urban areas.

Regarding fragmented ruins, the minimal or non-existent management approach was not
entirely ruled out by all heritage professionals. While the majority of heritage professionals
explicitly stated they didn't think this approach was appropriate in any context, three heritage
professionals were intrigued by the idea of letting nature take over. In particular, two heritage
professionals spoke to an example of fragmented ruins where this approach has been
intentionally applied in Calgary. Linday's Folly is a sandstone mansion from the early 20t
century that was never fully completed and now remains in Stanley Park as fragmented ruins.
Calgary heritage professionals indicated that there is currently no comprehensive
management for these ruins. One of the heritage professionals speculated that the reason
behind this approach is that the building was never completed in the first place. The continued
ruination approach makes the site one of intrigue, as visitors can watch the site change and
deteriorate over time. This approach is supported by a selection of articles included within the
literature review. In particular, DeSilvey (2022) discusses adaptive decline as a valid approach
to heritage in situations where “intervention is judged to deliver limited benefits, and when no
viable future use of the asset can be identified” (p. 3). This approach is not meant to arrest
deterioration but only to slow down the process after sufficient documentation of the resource
has taken place. This concept has begun transitioning beyond theory to practice. For example,
a report prepared for Historic England (a non-departmental public body of the British
Government) identifies opportunities for integrating adaptive managementin heritage policies

and practice in England (DeSilvey et al., 2022).

While the Linday's Folly ruins are informally recognized as heritage, they are not officially
designated. This approach would likely not be able to be applied if the site had legal protection
via a formal heritage designation. Although both literature and practice have begun
considering adaptive decline as an option, heritage conservation legislation, policies, and best
practices in Canada do not accommodate this approach. The findings of the document analysis
confirm that evidence of decay is largely discussed as a threat to heritage resources.
Additionally, official heritage designations legally protect a heritage resource from damage to
its character-defining elements. Although currently not accepted in Canada, the concept and

application of adaptive decline may be worth further exploration.

78



6.0 CONCLUSION

This section summarizes the research findings and answers the research questions. This section
also identifies recommendations and potential avenues for future research and concludes with

a final reflection on the research subject.

6.1 Revisiting the Research Questions

Q1: To what extent is the management of heritage ruins recognized in (municipal, provincial,

and/or federal) policy documents across Canada?

This question was answered by analyzing relevant policy documents related to the designation
and management of heritage resources in six Canadian cities. The findings of the document
analysis illustrate that ruins are not extensively recognized in policy documents across Canada.
The Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada is Canada'’s
most influential heritage management document. In this document, ruins are not recognized
as unique heritage resources, nor are they referenced cohesively and comprehensively. On the
other hand, the analysis of policy documents containing heritage designation criteria
demonstrated that criteria are largely able to accommodate the unique aesthetic, age,
historical, and cultural values associated with ruins. Winnipeg emerged as the only city that
does not include designation criteria that are capable of attributing aesthetic value to ruins
without being dependent on their physical integrity. This indicates that although avenues exist
for the heritage values of ruins to be acknowledged and managed accordingly, there is a lack
of guidance documents on the subject to aid in this process. This discrepancy is reflected in
practice. Ruins included in the typology were analyzed to determine if their Statements of
Significance recognized ruination. This analysis found that the unique heritage values of ruins
are not typically recorded. Instead, heritage value is generally associated with a ruin’s past state

of completeness or use.

Q2: What approaches have been adopted concerning the management of urban heritage

ruins in Canada?

The creation of a typology provided insight into how urban heritage ruins are currently being

managed in Canada. In particular, the typology showcases that ruins are abundant in the
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Canadian context. Although the application of certain management approaches may decrease

their visibility or alter their state, their existence is not negated.

The typology revealed three overarching approaches to the management of urban heritage
ruins. At their core, these approaches are distinguished by the level of management and extent
of intervention. Whereas active management involves specific conservation actions to ‘save’
ruins, minimal or non-existent management involves a hands-off approach that allows ruination
to continue. The third management approach, demolition, both creates and destroys ruins.
While facadism effectively creates a new, stabilized building remnant, the complete removal of
ruins erases them from our environments and memories. The typology found that each
management approach can be broken down into management sub-types related to the level
of intervention applied to ruins. These sub-types include adaptive reuse, restoration, planned

regeneration, neglect, facadism, and complete removal.

Q3: What benefits, challenges, opportunities, and barriers are associated with the different

approaches to managing urban heritage ruins?

To understand what benefits, challenges, opportunities, and barriers are associated with
different management approaches to ruins, interviews with Canadian heritage professionals
were conducted. The interview findings identified several benefits, challenges, and
opportunities that are associated with multiple management approaches. Common benefits
include revenue generation, financial savings, contributions to historical and cultural identity,
and artistic and aesthetic value. Common challenges include financial cost, maintaining
authenticity, and navigating public perception. Several opportunities associated with ruins
emerged from the interview findings as well. These opportunities include the ability of ruins to
embody and showcase multiple layers of history, represent multiple historical and sociocultural

narratives, and promote reconciliation and Indigenous perspectives.

In addition to the considerations previously identified, interview participants identified a variety
of unique benefits, challenges, opportunities, and barriers associated with each management
approach. The unique considerations are summarized in Table 10 in section 4.3. As found in
the literature review, the benefits, challenges, opportunities, and barriers identified by heritage
professionals often conflict. This highlights the complexity of urban heritage ruin management

and underscores the need for further guidance.
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6.2 Recommendations

The research findings have led to the following recommendation:

1) Increase the extent to which ruins are recognized and accounted for in Canadian
heritage management documents

Ruins are well represented in the Canadian built environment. However, their significance
appears to be largely unaccounted for in ruins’ Statements of Significance. Therefore,
references to ruins in Canadian policy documents should be increased. This would provide
more insight into appropriate documentation and management options for ruinous buildings
or structures. Such guidance may not only expand the understanding of ruins but also help
create or strengthen social connections to these sites. This recommendation could be achieved
by amending the Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada.
Amendments may include acknowledging ruins as a specific type of heritage resource and/or
consolidating references to ruins which are currently scattered throughout the document.
Alternatively, a standalone document centred on the conservation and management of ruins
could be created. The guide created by the Australian Heritage Council (2013) is a good
example of a policy document that highlights best practice approaches to managing ruins in
Australia. This guide not only outlines the heritage values that may be associated with ruins but
also provides direction on the different management approaches that can be taken.
Furthermore, the guide recognizes the precarious nature of ruins by including management
approaches such as ‘removal’ that are not typically considered part of the heritage conservation
spectrum. When dealing with complex ruins and sites of ruination in Canada, it is important to
explore management approaches that deviate from traditionally accepted conservation

principles.

6.3 Opportunities for Future Research

This research provided a broad overview of the state of urban heritage ruin management in
Canada. There are ample opportunities to explore the topic in greater depth. For example,
future research could involve examining one management approach in depth, narrowing the
scope to one geographic area in Canada, or examining one particular type of ruin such as
industrial ruins. In addition, the typology component of the research presents an opportunity
for further research. Gathering a larger sample of Canadian ruins may allow additional factors

or criteria that could inform the typology to emerge. For example, factors such as ownership or
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development pressures may be further explored to determine how they influence the type of
ruin management approaches taken in urban areas across Canada. In addition, expanding the
typology may also uncover additional sociocultural groups that should be considered when
managing specific types of ruins. Such groups may include those whose stories have not been
heard on the basis of socioeconomic status, ethnicity, or other contextual and site-specific

factors.

Although this research began to reveal opportunities and ideas for managing ruins, these
discussions were limited by the focus on legally protected and designated heritage buildings
and structures. A wealth of creative solutions to urban heritage ruins may be uncovered by
looking beyond designated buildings and structures to include less formally protected ones.
On a similar note, emerging from this research are discussions on the intersection between
heritage ruins, reconciliation, and Indigenous perspectives. While some heritage professionals
identified opportunities to use ruins and ruination to advance reconciliation in the realm of
heritage conservation, more research into the topic is needed. On a broader scale, these
discussions began to highlight the discrepancies between heritage management frameworks
and Indigenous lifeways, another research topic of particular importance in the Canadian
context. Regarding future research in this area, it is of utmost importance that Indigenous

Peoples’ voices are featured whether that be as researchers or participants.

6.4 Final Thoughts

The key takeaway from this research is that urban heritage ruins are highly complex heritage
resources. Therefore, it is only fitting that the considerations surrounding their management
are as well. Managing ruins requires considering various contextual factors that are hard to
define and evaluate. This research has highlighted the need to further explore ruins and their
management in the Canadian context. Further research and policy guidance on ruin
management should incorporate both heritage conservation principles and planning
principles. This approach will help ensure ruins are managed in a way that balances the

economic, social, and environmental factors in Canadian urban areas.
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Appendix A: Heritage Designation Criteria

Ontario Regulation 9/06 - ‘Criteria for Determining Cultural Heritage Value or Interest’

Heritage value is determined by the following criteria:

1. "The property has design value or]PhysicaI value because it is a rare, unique,
representative, or early example of a style, type, expression, material, or construction
method.

. The property has design value or physical value because it displays a high degree of
craftsmanship or artistic merit.

. The property has design value or physical value because it demonstrates a high degree
of technical or scientific achievement.

. The property has historical value or associative value because it has direct associations
with a theme, event, belief, person, activity, organization, or institution that is significant
to a community.

. The property has historical value or associative value because it yields, or has the
poltential to yield, information that contributes to an understanding of a community or
Culture.

. The property has historical value or associative value because it demonstrates or reflects
the work or ideas of an architect, artist, builder, designer, or theorist who is significant to
a community.

supporting the character of an area.

8. The property has contextual value because it is physically, functionally, visually, or
historically linked to its surroundings.

9. The property has contextual value because it is a landmark” (Criteria for Determining

Cultural Heritage Value or Interest, 2022, p. 1).

Evaluation of the Heritage Interest of a Place: Guide to Formulating a Statement of

Heritage Interest (Montreal)

Heritage value is determined by the following criteria which have been summarized in
English from the original document written in French:

Social/Symbolic Value

e |dentity or spiritual meaning
e Spirit of the place
e Perception of the place

Historical Value

e Urban evolution of the place
e Societal phenomenon
e Associated event or character

Architectural and/or artistic value

e Design quality
e Importance of designers

. The proper‘%has contextual value because it is important in defining, maintaining, or
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Importance of place in the work of designers
Comparative artistic importance of the place

Contextual, urban or landscape value

Qualities of the cultural landscape

Contribution of the integration environment to the place
Contribution of place to urban context

Membership in a system (belonging to a network of linked places)
Visual cue quality (urban landmark)

Meaningful views

(City of Montreal, 2019, p. 13)

Heritage Procedure By-law No. 1135 (Vancouver)

Heritage value is determined by the following criteria:

a)

“the aesthetic, historic, scientific, cultural, social or spiritual importance or significance
of the building, feature, property, site or area;

the age of a building;

the builder or architect;

the architectural composition of a building;

the definitions and application of “heritage value” and “character-defining elements”
in the Parks Canada “Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places
in Canada” © Her Majesty the Queen in Right of Canada, 2003, as amended and
updated in 2010; and

f) all applicable Council policies and guidelines” (Heritage Procedure By-law No. 1135,
2015, p. 3).

Calgary Historic Resource Evaluation System Handbook

Heritage value is determined by the following criteria:

Criteria of Significance:

VWSO wn =

Activity Value

Event Value
Institutional Value
Person/People Value
Design Value

Style Value
Construction Value
Landmark Value
Symbolic Value

Criteria of Integrity:
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Location
Design
Environment
Materials
Workmanship
Association

(City of Calgary & Heritage Calgary, 2021, p. 5).

The City of Winnipeg By-law No. 55/2014 - ‘Historical Resources Act’

Heritage value is determined by the following criteria:

Q

O

Its importance in illustrating or interpreting the history of the city or a neighbourhood;
Its association with important individuals, groups or events;

Its illustration of the architectural or design history of the city;

Its embodiment of distinct or unusual architectural or design characteristics or a
particular style or method of construction;

Its location in an area of historical or architectural interest; and

Its historical or architectural integrity” (Historical Resources By-law, 2022, p. 2-3).

“’historical or architectural integrity’ means the authenticity of a historical resource’s identity
that is evidenced by the survival of the following components that existed during the
property’s historic period:

oo

0O

)
)

~

Q >0 o

location;

design;

setting;

materials;

workmanship;

character and feeling; and

association(s);” (Historical Resources By-law, 2022, p. 3).

City of Saskatoon Heritage Plan

Heritage value is determined by the following criteria:

Criteria of Significance:

“Architectural (Style): Is the resource notable, rare, unique or a representative example
of an architectural style? How does the style relate to the resource?

Architectural (Design): Massing, materials, and architectural components. Embody the
distinctive characteristics of a period or method of construction or exhibit innovative
or locally unique construction.

Construction: Construction pertains to the structure of the resource and the
techniques used to build the resource.

Activity/Cultural Practice: Must be associated with an activity that has made a
significant contribution to the municipal history
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e Person/Institution: How is the person or institution directly related to the resource?
And how is the person or institution important?

e Landmark: Must be particularly prominent or conspicuous or have special visual value
that transcends its function.

e Symbol: Sentimental or symbolic value that transcends function” (City of Saskatoon,
2014, p. 47).

Criteria of Integrity:

"This section is used to determine whether the features of the resource have retained its
ability to convey its historic significance.

e Location: Where a historic resource was constructed or where an activity or an event
occurred. Why was it created or why an event happened there.

e Architectural Style: Structural system, form and massing, arrangement of spaces,
pattern of fenestration (doors and window), textures and colours, type amount and
style of detailing, arrangement, and type of plantings.

e Environment: Physical setting including topographic features, vegetation, manmade
features, character of the street and neighbourhood or area.

e Materials: Physical elements that were combined or deposited during a particular time
period or a particular pattern or configuration.

e Workmanship: Physical evidence of the crafts of a particular culture or people during a
period of history. Technological practices and aesthetic principles can be:

o Plain or ornamental
o Basic or sophisticated
o Based on tradition or innovation

e Association and Feeling: Direct link between the resource and the theme, event or
activity, institution, or person. Alternatively, the ability to convey the aesthetic or
historic sense of a particular period” (City of Saskatoon, 2014, p. 48).
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Appendix B: Consent Form and Information Sheet
INFO SHEET AND INFORMED CONSENT - INDIVIDUAL INTERVIEW

Title of Project: Rethinking ruins: A typology of Canadian approaches to the conservation
and management of urban heritage ruins

Principal Investigator: Lauren Sheedy, Graduate Student, Department of City Planning,
sheedyl@myumanitoba.ca

Course Instructor: Dr. Orly Linovski, Associate Professor
Department of City Planning, University of Manitoba
Telephone: 204-474-6424  e-mail: orly.linovski@umanitoba.ca

Informed Consent: This consent form, a copy of which will be left with you for your records, is
only part of the process of informed consent. It should give you the basic idea of what the
research is about and what your participation will involve. If you would like more detail about
something mentioned here, or information not included here, you should feel free to ask using
the above contact information. Please take the time to read this carefully and to understand
any accompanying information.

Withdrawing Consent: You will be able to withdraw from the study up until January 2024.
Should you wish to withdraw from the study, you may contact either myself or the Course
Instructor (Orly Linovski) by email.

Summary of Project: This research seeks to develop a typology of Canadian approaches to
the conservation and management of urban heritage ruins. To assist Canadian city-makers in
supporting the thoughtful incorporation and management of heritage ruins in urban
environments, this research compares examples of how heritage ruins have been managed in
Canada against insights from Canadian heritage professionals and academic literature
outlining the dominant discourses surrounding the contribution and integration of ruins in
urban environments.

Description of Course Assignment: City Planning graduate students must complete a
Capstone Project as part of their Master’s degree. The goal of the project is for students to
conduct in-depth research on an issue of importance for planning practice. The students’
information-gathering projects will be presented in class and will form the basis for a written
report at the end of term.

The projects are undertaken under the supervision of the Course Instructor, Dr. Orly Linovski
(see contact information below), in accordance with the protocols of the Human Ethics
Secretariat of the University of Manitoba for research involving human subjects. This research
has been approved by the Research Ethics Board at the University of Manitoba, Fort Garry
campus.

Specific Activities to be Completed by Project Participant: As part of this study, project
participants will be interviewed via video conference call using the Zoom platform and a
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licenced University of Manitoba account. Project participants must be over the age of 18 and
associated with the field of heritage conservation in Canada (i.e., city planner, planning
consultant, architect, etc.). Participants associated with the field of heritage conservation in
Canada will be given the opportunity to respond to questions regarding their participation in
the conservation of Canada’s urban heritage, as well as possible barriers, challenges,
opportunities, and benefits they associate with the incorporation and management of urban
heritage ruins in the Canadian context.

Time Requirement: The duration of this interview is expected to take approximately 30 to 60
minutes to complete.

Benefits: Direct benefits may include the opportunity for participants to share their perspective
on a planning issue or challenge. Indirect benefits are that the final Capstone Projects will
contribute to planning knowledge and may result in new strategies or policy directions to
address planning issues and challenges. Students will also benefit by learning about
conducting ethical research.

Risks: Participants will encounter minimal risk associated with participating in this research, as
any possible harm that participation presents is no greater than what participants would
normally encounter in their daily lives. One potential risk is a breach of confidentiality, meaning
that information shared from participants may enable the participant to be identified. To
mitigate this risk, quotes from interviewees will be attributed to their job category/type. Audio
recordings and transcripts from interviews will be secured to ensure confidentiality.

Confidentiality: Information collected from participants will be directly identifiable and used
as part of the Capstone Project. To protect their identities, participants' data will be coded.
Participants will be identified as "a municipal planner from the City of Winnipeg," "a private
sector planner,” or any other descriptor/title that is not personally identifiable.

Recording: With your permission, the interviews will be audio recorded via the University of
Manitoba licenced Zoom platform. The purpose of the audio-recording is to aid in the
transcription of the interview. If you are not comfortable being audio recorded, the researcher
will take notes. Recordings will be destroyed once they have been transcribed. The
transcription function included within the University of Manitoba licensed Zoom platform will
be used to transcribe the interview. The transcription file will be anonymized (your name and
other personal information will not be included).

Use of Data, Secure Storage and Destruction of Research Data: The results from this project,
including anonymized details, may be used for conference presentations and/or publication in
journals and other academic and professional resources. Students’ completed Capstone
Projects will be publicly available through the University of Manitoba's website
(https://umanitoba.ca/architecture/ department-city-planning).

All information will be treated as confidential and securely stored in encrypted files and on the

University of Manitoba-provided Individual File Storage system OneDrive under the
researcher's personal University account, and subsequently destroyed at the end of the course
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(by the end of June 2024). Copies of consent forms will be securely kept on file by the Course
Instructor for information purposes only for two years (until June 2026) and then destroyed, in
accordance with University ethics policies.

Conflict of Interest Disclosure: The research team has no real or perceived conflicts of interest
arising from this research project.

Participant Consent: Checking "yes” below and including your signature on this form indicates
that you have understood to your satisfaction the information regarding participation in the
research project and agree to participate as a subject. In no way does this waive your legal
rights nor release the researchers, sponsors, or involved institutions from their legal and
professional responsibilities.

You are free to withdraw from the study and/or refrain from answering any questions you prefer
to omit, without prejudice or consequence. Your continued participation should be as informed
as your initial consent, so you should feel free to ask for clarification or new information
throughout your participation. The University of Manitoba may look at your research records to
see that the research is being done in a safe and proper way.

An executive summary of the research as well as a copy of the final report will be made available
by the end of June 2024 at the following link: https://umanitoba.ca/architecture/department-
city-planning/student-work

This research has been approved by the Research Ethics Board at the University of Manitoba,
Fort Garry campus. If you have any concerns or complaints about this project you may contact
any of the above-named persons or the Human Ethics Officer at 204-474-7122 or
HumanEthics@umanitoba.ca. A copy of this consent form has been given to you to keep for
your records and reference.

Thank you for your interest in this project. Your cooperation and insights are valuable
and are greatly appreciated!

| have understood the details of this consent form. Yes No
| confirm that | am 18 years of age or older. Yes No
| agree to be audio-recorded. Yes No

, (print name), agree to participate in this study.

Signature of Participant Date

Signature of Researcher Date
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Appendix C: Interview Questions

Interview Questions
Regarding heritage conservation in [name of city], what role do you typically play?

When dealing with heritage ruins in [name of city], what management approaches are
most often applied?

Can you discuss any memorable projects involving urban heritage ruins that have
been done in [name of city]?

Management of Urban Heritage Ruins

1.

What, if any, benefits do you associate with the different management approaches to
urban heritage ruins in [name of city]?

What, if any, challenges do you associate with the different management approaches
to urban heritage ruins in [name of city]?

What, if any, barriers do you encounter/anticipate when it comes to managing urban
heritage ruins in [name of city]?

In what circumstances might the different management approaches to urban heritage
ruins be appropriate?

Is there a specific heritage ruin (building, site, or structure) within [name of city] that
you think could benefit from the application of a specific management approach?

Is there anything about [name of city] that makes it more or less conducive to certain
management approaches regarding urban heritage ruins?

In the Canadian context, what, if any, opportunities might heritage ruins present for
diverse engagements with history?

Do you have any additional comments or insights about the topic of urban heritage
ruins that you wish to share?
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