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A ƳǳƴƛŎƛǇŀƭƛǘȅΩǎbuilt heritage often servesto
providea commonculturalΨŦŀōǊƛŎΩon which to
weave the past histories of local places and
local people,fostering communityidentity. By
contrast, notions of development orient
municipalities toward the future and the
potential for increasedcommunity prosperity.
Often, these two ideas engage in conflicting
waysin municipalpolicydevelopment.

Byidentifyingmunicipalcommunitiesthat have
taken a leadershiprole in developingeffective
heritage policies,this poster seeksto identify

and assess both the commonalities and
particularities of these policies,contextualized
within wider provincial and federal heritage
policystructures.

Theobjectiveis to generatean adoptableand
adaptable ΨƘŜǊƛǘŀƎŜpolicy ƳƻŘŜƭΩfor use in
other Canadianmunicipal communitiesin the
development of their own heritage policies.
Extending from this objective, the heritage
policy model addresses not only the
implementationof policy,but alsothe selection
of instruments and assessment of policy

impactsthat, takentogether,constitutea wider
heritagepolicystrategy.

Thedevelopmentof this model is informed by
the key research finding: leading Canadian
municipalitiesdo not engagein a balancingact
betweenheritageand development,but rather
treat heritage property protection as an
important part of the ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩǎdevelop-
ment throughcarefulandjudicioususeof policy
with an eye toward multiple trajectories of
heritagevalue.

3.2 What are the major trendsbetween thesepolicies?

Demography& Geographyςthe populationsof the three municipalitiesrange
from 444 (Annapolis Royal) to over 180,000 residents (St. WƻƘƴΩǎύ. Each
municipality works within the unique capacitiesof heritage designationand
protection of their respectiveprovinces,buildingfrom them on the local level.
It cantherefore be supposedthat, while they maybe influential, demography
andgeographydo not determinesuccessfulheritagepolicy.

Horizontality ςthe vision statements,governmentalcommittees and public
consultationsthat permeate policy implementation processesindicate that
heritage policies benefit from the input of a diversity of stakeholderswith
committed support ςboth declarative and financial ςto achieve heritage
outcomes,particularlyat the localscale.

Information instrumentςpartiality for the information instrument is evident
in all three cities through conferences, media dissemination and the
distribution of promotional pamphletsin order to cultivate specificattitudes
toward heritage. Stakeholdercollaborationcanalsobe understoodasa two-
way information instrument in which stakeholderscan respond to policy
strategies.

Regulationinstrument ςwhile one must not discountheritage by-laws that
forbid certain architectural modifications, the suite of regulatory by-laws
enactedby the citiesstressguidanceby establishinglimits to the waysin which
modification to heritage structures can occur, facilitating particular
developmenttrajectories.

Spendinginstrumentςspendingdemonstratesa firm commitment to owners
ςparticularlybusinessownersςof heritageproperties. Thecross-pollinationof
spendinginstrumentssuchas tax incentivesand grantswith information and
regulation instrumentscomprisea major portion of all three ŎƛǘƛŜǎΩheritage
strategies,andtogetherenhancethe fiscalattractivenessof heritage.

3.3 How canthesetrendsbe capturedin a policymodel?

ÅIn the early 1980s, Mazmanianand Sabatier(1981) introduced a άǇƻƭƛŎȅ
implementationŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪέthat delineatedthe variablesthat canimpact the
effectivenessof policyimplementation. Thepolicyimplementationframework
wasadaptedby Elson(2006); this posteruses9ƭǎƻƴΩǎmorestraightforwardand
accessiblelabelingscheme. An adaptedrepresentationof the framework is
presentedhere:

ÅOperatingwith the premisethat eachcity hassuccessfulheritagepolicies,a
ΨǊŜǾŜǊǎŜŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎΩof the frameworkcanbe performed,tracingsuccessfulpolicy
outputs back to the input variableson which they were predicated. In so
doing, the resultant model identifies common trends for creating and
implementingeffectivepoliciesthat translateinto effectivepolicyoutcomes.
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The content of this poster derivesfrom a 2008 paper of the same
name, άwƻƻǘǎof CommunityDǊƻǿǘƘέ. The paper examined the
perceivedtension between heritage and developmentin Canadian
municipalities,andaddressedthe followingquestion:

How do successfulmunicipalheritagepoliciesin Canadaaccountfor
the tensionbetweenheritageanddevelopment?

abstract

Over the courseof research,it becameevident that the notion of
heritage vs. development needed to be contextualizedwithin a
more generalheritage policy model. The methodologyemployed
for developing the resultant άƳǳƴƛŎƛǇŀƭheritage policy
implementationƳƻŘŜƭέpursuedthe followingline of reasoning:

1.
ωWhich municipalities have successful 

heritage policies?

2.
ωWhat are the major trends between these 

policies?

3. 
ωHow can these trends be captured in a 

policy model?

4.
ωHow can the effectiveness of heritage 

policies be evaluated in the model?

3.4 Howcanthe effectivenessof heritagepoliciesbe evaluatedin the model?

ÅSuccessis evaluatedusinga frameworkdevelopedfor CanadianHeritage(2003) that examines
three formsof άǾŀƭǳŜŀŘŘŜŘέby heritageinstitutionsthroughanalysisof impacts:

ÅPersonalvaluemeasuresthe impacton directlyaffectedstakeholders.
ÅSocietal value stressesthe impact on the community at large, including ΨƛƴǘŀƴƎƛōƭŜǎΩsuch as
communitycohesion,identity, andqualityof life.
ÅCommercialvalue measuresthe fiscal impact of heritage(e.g. heritagetourism). It alsooperates
with other values,stressingthe interconnectednessof all three valuemodes; for instance,economic
surplusesno doubt impactmorenebulousΨǉǳŀƭƛǘȅofƭƛŦŜΩindicators.

By tracing successfulmunicipal heritage policies through Mazmanianand {ŀōŀǘƛŜǊΩǎpolicy
implementationframework,the constituent factorsbehind the successof thesepoliciescanbe
identified. Usingtheseconstituentfactors,this posterproposesa tailoredpolicyimplementation
frameworkasa guidefor developingandimplementingmunicipalheritagepoliciesin Canada:

roots of community growth 
the policy dynamics of heritage & development in Canadian municipalities

3.1 Which municipalities have successful heritage
policies?

ÅThe Princeof WalesAward for Municipal HeritageLeadership, a
juried award issuedby TheHeritageCanadaFoundation(2008), has
been employed as the principal indicator of municipal heritage
policiesthat areΨƎŜǘǘƛƴƎit ǊƛƎƘǘΩ.

ÅThethree most recent winnersof the Princeof Walesaward are:
Aurora, Ontario in 2008; St. WƻƘƴΩǎΣNewfoundland& Labradorin
2007; andAnnapolisRoyal,NovaScotiain 2006.

ÅTheselectionof the three most recent winnersservesthree
purposes:

1) manageability ςthree municipalities permit a manageable analysis 
while still allowing identification of aggregative trends
2) relevance ςin identifying best practices, up-to-date data are 
desirable
3) contrast ςthe municipalities offer differing regional perspectives

Heritage Context
(Material variables)

ÅViews of private heritage property owners
ÅViews of business heritage property owners
ÅExtent of cultural change required

Government Capacities 
(Structural Variables)

ÅClear and consistent objectives
ÅLegislative, financial capacities of  

province and municipality
ÅVertical and horizontal integration of 

implementing institutions
ÅFormal access by outsiders

Public Perceptions 
(Contextual Variables)

ÅSocio-economic conditions
ÅDegree of public support for heritage
ÅAwareness of heritage as an industry
ÅPerception of commitment & leader-

ship of implementing institutions

Policy Impacts(Implementation Process)

Personal Value Societal Value Economic Value

ÅAffected stakeholders
ÅImpact on business for 
heritage property owners
ÅEtc.

ÅCommunity identity and 
cohesion
ÅHealth, infrastructural 
effects, etc.

ÅEffect of heritage on 
local economy
ÅHeritage tourism
ÅJobs created
ÅEtc.

ωExamples:

ωTechnical difficulties

ωDiversity of target group behaviour

ωExtent of behaviour change required

Material variables

ωExamples:

ωClear, consistent objectives

ωHierarchical integration within and 
among implementing institutions

ωFormal access by outsiders

Structural variables

ωExamples:

ωPublic support

ωAttitudes and resources of constituency 
groups

ωSupport from legislators

Contextual variables

ωOutputs

ωImpacts

Implementation 
Process

1. Background

2. Variable Analysis

3. Policy Outputs

4. Evaluation

Municipal Heritage Policy Implementation Model

1. introduction

2. methodology

3. research

4. policy model
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