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Executive Summary
Heritage and accessibility are both important elements in Ontario planning but have
often been viewed as opposing forces; heritage advocating for preservation and
accessibility advocating for re-development. This is an increasing issue as the world’s
older adult population, considered those 65 years of age and older, is predicted to
double from 11% in 2006 to 22% by 2050 (Government of Canada, 2014; WHO, 2020).
With a rising aging population comes a rising disabled population as over 46% of older
adults around the world experience some form of disability (Agnello, 2019; United
Nations, 2015).
 
In response, age-friendly planning has become a priority for cities but does not often
consider the over 13,000 designated heritage properties in Canada (Canada's Historic
Places, n.d.; Schulte, 2017). This report will focus on the opportunities and challenges
experienced by heritage community centres in their attempt to become more
accessible. For the purposes of this report, heritage community centre means a
municipally designated heritage property which provides a service to a community and
serves as a community meeting place (e.g. museum, theatre, library, etc.). Heritage
community centres have been chosen as the focus as they are beholden to the
regulations of the Ontario Heritage Act as designated properties and are in need of
accessible planning as their futures in communities rely on visitors using the physical
space (Foster, 1997; Hayhoe, 2019). Therefore, heritage community centres are in the
paradoxical position of having to redevelop in order to be preserved, serving as a
testing ground for accessible heritage planning.
 
This report examined the elements of heritage, accessibility, and aging within the
context of Peterborough using example sites of heritage community centres that have
begun to integrate accessibility. The research was guided by the following question:
how can planners support heritage community centres in becoming accessible
for Peterborough’s aging population? To better answer this question, the following
research objectives were identified:
 
1. Understand why heritage and accessibility are often presented as in conflict;
2. Explore the relationship between existing policies on heritage and policies on
accessibility in Peterborough, in Ontario, in Canada, and internationally;
3. Determine the value of making heritage community centres accessible for an aging
population;
4. Understand the lessons and challenges experienced by The Mount Community
Centre and Market Hall Performing Arts Centre in their efforts to become accessible;  
5. Identify best practices for integrating accessibility into heritage properties from
research, policy analysis, and the example sites.
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This report employed a comparative case study design, using qualitative methods for
data collection and analysis. The study involved a literature review of heritage,
accessibility, and aging sources; analyses of local, provincial, national, and international
policies; direct observations of the two study sites; and key informant interviews.
 
Through these methods six themes emerged in relation to accessible heritage in
Peterborough. These included the benefits of being accessible; the challenges of
becoming accessible; a lack of clarity about heritage planning and accessibility
planning; Peterborough’s existing plans and resources, the need for support to make
heritage accessible; and the importance of education and dialogue.
 
This report concludes with five recommendations that can be employed by the City of
Peterborough to support accessible heritage community centres.
 
1. Complete a Heritage Master Plan
2. Recognize Accessible Heritage Leaders in Peterborough
3. Create an Accessible Heritage Committee
4.  Develop Partnerships and Events Between Heritage and Accessibility Organizations
5.  Create a Heritage Accessibility Audit Template
 
While the recommendations are specific to the Peterborough context, they can easily
be adapted to other municipalities in Ontario dealing with the confluence of an
abundance of heritage sites and an aging population.
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1.1 Statement of the General Problem
Heritage and accessibility are both important elements in Ontario planning but have
often been viewed as opposing forces; heritage advocating for preservation and
accessibility advocating for re-development. As a result, public policy is still reluctant to
discuss the intersection of heritage and accessibility, with guiding documents such as
the Ontario Heritage Act (OHA) and the Accessibility for Ontarians with Disabilities Act
(AODA) both positioning themselves as the superseding act with little reference to the
other (AODA 2005, S.O. 2005, c. 11 & OHA R.S.O. 1990, c. O.18). This is an increasing
issue as the world’s older adult population, considered those 65 years of age and
older, is predicted to double from 11% in 2006 to 22% by 2050 (Government of Canada,
2014; WHO, 2020) With a rising aging population comes a rising disabled population as
over 46% of older adults around the world experience some form of disability (Agnello,
2019; United Nations, 2015). In response, age-friendly planning has become a priority
for cities, but does not often consider the over 13,000 designated heritage properties in
Canada (Canada's Historic Places, n.d.; Schulte, 2017). 
 
This report will focus on the opportunities and challenges experienced by heritage
community centres in their attempt to become more accessible. For the purposes of
this report, heritage community centre means a municipally designated heritage
property which provides a service to a community and serves as a community meeting
place (e.g. museum, theatre, library, etc.). Heritage community centres have been
chosen as the focus as they are beholden to the regulations of the OHA as designated
properties and are in need of accessible planning as their futures in communities rely
on visitors using the physical space (Foster, 1997; Hayhoe, 2019). Therefore, heritage
community centres are in the paradoxical position of having to redevelop in order to be
preserved, serving as a testing ground for accessible heritage planning.
 
Drawing from two case study sites in Peterborough this project analyzed how heritage
community centres can be made accessible for an aging population (Figure 1). The
research was guided by the following question: how can planners support heritage
community centres in becoming accessible for Peterborough’s aging population?

1 Introduction 
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Figure 1 City of Peterborough Skyline. Note Market Hall clocktower in centre right. 
Source: Wikipedia, n.d.
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1.2 Research Objectives
To better answer this question, the following research objectives were identified:
 
1. Understand why heritage and accessibility are often presented as in conflict.
2. Explore the relationship between existing policies on heritage and policies on
accessibility in Peterborough, in Ontario, in Canada, and internationally.
3. Determine the value of making heritage community centres accessible for an aging
population.
4. Understand the lessons and challenges experienced by The Mount Community
Centre and Market Hall Performing Arts Centre in their efforts to become accessible.
5. Identify best practices for integrating accessibility into heritage properties from
research, policy analysis, and the example sites.
 
1.3 Project Scope 
This report examined the elements of heritage, accessibility, and aging within the
context of Peterborough using example sites of heritage community centres that have
begun to integrate accessibility. Peterborough is a municipality in Central Ontario
located 136km North-East of Toronto, ON and 185km North-West of Kingston, ON.
Peterborough has a current population of approximately 82,094 residents (Statistics
Canada, 2016).
 
Peterborough was selected as the case study for this report as it is the fastest growing
census metropolitan area and largest older adult population in Canada, with 22% of the
population over the age of 65 (CBC, 2019; Statistics Canada, 2016; Welcome
Peterborough, n.d.). Peterborough also has a strong heritage culture, with over 132
designated heritage properties and hundreds listed on the City’s heritage register (City
of Peterborough, 2019). Two of these designated properties, The Mount Community
Centre (The Mount CC) and Market Hall Performing Arts Centre (Market Hall), were
selected as they have been working to integrate accessibility in recent years.
 
The Mount CC  was constructed in the 1860s and originally served as a church and
covenant for the Sisters of St. Joseph (The Mount Community Centre, n.d.) (Figure 2). In
2013 the property was purchased by The Peterborough Poverty Reduction Network and
has been undergoing renovations ever since (The Mount Community
Centre, n.d.). The Mount CC is currently building affordable housing for seniors and
people with disabilities, serving as a space for community groups and activities, and an
arts and event rental space (The Mount Community Centre, n.d.).
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Market Hall is the main performing arts centre in Peterborough and is an important
symbol of downtown Peterborough (Figure 3). The original Market Hall was constructed
in 1851 and expanded in 1890 to serve as the city’s farmer’s market (Market Hall, n.d.).
Starting in 2004, Market Hall was renovated to improve functionality for performances
and make the space accessible (Market Hall, 2009).
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The focus of this research was on the physical dimensions of accessibility among these
two municipally designated heritage community centres in Peterborough. Physical
accessibility was examined with respect to the ability of an individual with a potential
mobility-, hearing-, or vision-related condition to navigate the physical space. Age-
related disabilities were an additional focus, given Peterborough’s rapidly aging
community, and given estimates that 23% of Canada’s population will be considered a
senior by 2030 (Government of Canada, 2014). Municipally designated heritage
community centres were examined because of the critical role they play as third spaces
in the lives of older adults, and because they face increased requirements limiting their
ability to integrate accessibility.  
 
1.4 Chapter Summary 
In summary, the goal of this report is to offer recommendations for how planners can
support accessible heritage community centres in Peterborough in response to an
aging population. The next chapter will discuss the methodology used in this report.
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 2 The Mount Community Centre 
Source: Nabuurs, 2020 Figure 3 Market Hall  

Source: Nabuurs, 2020

3introduction



2.1 Chapter Overview 
This project employed a comparative case study design, using qualitative methods for
data collection and analysis. The study involved a literature review of heritage,
accessibility, and aging sources; analyses of local, provincial, national, and international
policies; direct observations of the two study sites; and key informant interviews. The
procedures involved in each of these elements are described in detail below.
 
2.2 Literature Review
The research began with a literature review of existing materials concerning heritage,
accessibility, and aging. The purpose of this review was to ascertain why heritage and
accessibility are often presented as in conflict and secondly, and to determine the value
of making heritage community centres accessible for an aging population. Sources
were gathered from the fields of heritage, accessibility, and age-friendly planning.
 
The literature review examined academic sources from databases including Project
MUSE, Scholars Portal Journal, the Queen’s Library Database, and organizational
websites. Search terms included, but were not limited to: ‘heritage AND accessibility’,
‘planning AND heritage AND accessibility’, ‘heritage conservation’, ‘accessibility AND
healthy communities’, and “age-friendly communities AND accessibility’.
 
 

2 Methods

Figure 4 Access to the Historic Environment by
Lisa Foster cover.
Source: Amazon.ca, n.d.

Sources ranged from 1931 to 2019 with the
majority of sources dating from 2000 to 2019.
In reviewing the literature a limited precedent
for the topic of heritage and accessibility was
established, with only seven sources being
found on the topic, these included academic
papers and government reports (beBerlin,
2017; Deffner et al., 2015; Foster, 1997;
Heritage BC, n.d.; Historic England, 2015;
National Parks Service, 2014; New Zealand
Historic Places, 2011; The Ontario Historical
Society, 2008; Jester & Park, 1993). As a result,
older sources such as Lisa Foster’s 1994 book
Access to the Historic Environment: Meeting the
Needs of Disabled People were relied upon
(Figure 4). The literature review is focused on
the Ontario and Canadian context. However,
international sources were also included due
to the limited precedent.
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As the scope and recommendations of this report
are focused on Peterborough, policies and
resources from Peterborough, Ontario, and
Canada were analyzed. As Bardach advises, best
practices were obtained through analysis of
progressive policies (Bardach, 2012). Together,
these provided background and context for the
current legal framework of heritage and
accessibility in Peterborough as well as
international best practices (Monk & Bedford,
2016). 
 
Through this analysis, a lack of intersectional
policies and resources were found, with many
cases of heritage policies making no direct
mention of accessibility or aging and accessibility
policies and aging policies making indirect
mention of heritage (Siu, 2014). The analyzed
documents can be seen in Table 1.

2.3 Policy Analysis 
Analyses of policies from local, provincial, national, and international contexts was a
critical element of this research. These policies and resources were reviewed for
indicators of community willingness to reconcile heritage and accessibility issues in
response to aging population within their jurisdictions (Siu, 2014). Bardach’s (2012)
Eightfold Path for policy analysis was used to define the problem and organize analysis
(Figure 5). Using the Eightfold Path, the problem was defined as a lack of support for
heritage community centres to become accessible in Peterborough. 

Figure 5 Bardach's Eightfold Path for Policy Analysis 
Source: Chichaya, 2020

Table 1 Analyzed Policy Documents
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2.4 Site Analysis 
The Mount Community Centre (The Mount CC) and Market Hall Performing Arts Centre
(Market Hall) in Peterborough were selected as study sites to understand how heritage
designated properties have been made physically accessible, and thus how principles
of heritage conservation and accessibility can be applied in practice. Analyses of these
sites also provides a better understanding of the pros and cons of certain tools and
programs which are theorized to improve heritage and accessibility, such as
accessibility audits. 
 
The Mount CC (Figure 6) and Market Hall (Figure 7) were initially selected based on the
researcher’s experience as a former resident of Peterborough. Based on this pre-
existing knowledge of the sites, as well as confirmatory research into the organizations’
websites and newspaper articles, the sites’ willingness to integrate accessibility into
their heritage structure was apparent. As such, these sites were deemed to be suitable
best practice cases for the topic of heritage accessibility (Baxter, 2016).
 
The sites were also selected for their generalizability, since church buildings and
performing arts centres are types of community spaces which can be found in many
municipalities.

Figure 6 Mount St. Joseph 1910 Postcard 
Source: Toronto Public Library n.d.

Figure 7 Market Hall 1905 Postcard
Source: Jones, 2018

2.5 Key Informant Interviews
 To better understand the how the principles of heritage conservation and accessibility
have been applied to these study sites, six semi-structured interviews were completed.
Key informants were identified based on their roles and/or expertise in heritage,
accessibility, and aging in Peterborough. Specifically, interviews were conducted with
representatives from The Mount CC, Market Hall, the Peterborough Council for Persons
with Disabilities, the Peterborough Age Friendly Advisory Committee, and City of
Peterborough staff. 
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Interview participants were selected for their expertise in different areas regarding the
topics of heritage, accessibility, and aging in the Peterborough context. Interview
questions were specialized for each participant based on their area of expertise and
followed the format of questions on informed consent, grand-tour questions,
demographic questions, and concluding questions (Silverman and Patterson, 2015). The
interviews followed a semi-structured format, allowing for interviewees to share their
knowledge and expertise (Dunn, 2016).  
 
Each participant’s contact information was found on their organization’s website, to
which a recruitment email was sent. Interviews were recorded with the permission of
the participant, and later transcribed. Transcripts were then coded to identify themes
and allow for analysis between the interviews (Dunn, 2016).
 
As this research dealt with human subjects, ethics approval was obtained through the
Queen’s University General Research Ethics Board (GREB) in November 2019. All
participants provided informed consent prior to participating in the interview. To
protect confidentiality, participants have only been identified as representatives of their
organizations in the reporting of their responses. 
 
2.6 Limitations and Researcher Bias
As the researcher was raised in Peterborough and worked in the field of heritage for
several years, there may be unconscious bias for the preservation of Peterborough’s
heritage. The researcher also brings her perspective as an able-bodied civilian user and
heritage professional in these spaces. To mitigate this bias, various data sources and
methods have been employed to enable triangulation and to create a more complete
body of evidence on this issue (Silverman & Patterson, 2015). 
 
2.7 Chapter Summary 
In summary, this report’s methods combined primary and secondary data to better
understand the context of heritage and accessibility within Peterborough and
internationally. Combined, this report’s methodology has informed the final
recommendations for Peterborough and other communities.
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3.1 Chapter Overview 
While there is considerable academic literature in the areas of heritage, accessibility,
and age-friendly planning, there is a dearth of literature dealing with these subjects
together. The siloing of these fields is partly rooted in what some have viewed as
competing objectives: conservation of the built environment to maintain historical ties
to space and place, versus alterations of the built environment to accommodate
diverse needs and maximize social inclusion. The lack of integration between these
fields is problematic given the importance of all three approaches to planning for
healthy communities. The following literature review first illustrates why heritage and
accessibility are often presented as opposing forces. It then explores the roles that
heritage, accessibility, and aging considerations have on the creation of a healthy
community. This review provides planners with a better sense of the history of
accessible heritage and the value of encouraging it for healthy aging communities. 
 
3.2 Heritage and Accessibility – A Contentious Relationship 
Heritage planning has long been at odds with efforts to plan for greater accessibility.
The following section will focus on where the modern concept of heritage planning
conservation emerged and how it has changed over time, offering important insights
regarding modern policies on heritage planning and accessibility planning in Canada.
 

3.2.1 Charters and their Impact
Accroding to Goetcheus & Mitchell (2014) and Kalman (2014), heritage conservation
gained its authority in the 20th century through various international documents,
including The Athens Charter for the Restoration of Historic Monuments (1931), the
International Charter for the Conservation and Restoration of Monuments, commonly
referred to as The Venice Charter (1964), and the Burra Charter (1979 [2013]) which
were adopted by Canada following their creation (Australia ICOMOS, 2013; ICOMOS,
1931, 1964).   
 
These charters were drafted in response to the destruction and subsequent desire for
redevelopment following World War I and II, and are often cited as key documents
leading to the importance of heritage conservation today (Goetcheus & Mitchell, 2014;
Kalman, 2014) (Figure 8). Since these charters were created in reaction to large scale
destruction, their focus is on historic, technical, and aesthetic values (Kalman, 2014).
These charters were not only fundamental in making heritage conservation an
important part of modern-day planning in countries such as Canada, they also set a
precedent for a resistance to modification which has continued in conservation
practice. Numerous charters and conventions exist in relation to heritage conservation, 
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but the Venice Charter and Burra Charter will be focused on in greater detail due to
their impact on modern Canadian heritage practice.
 

3.2.1.1 Venice Charter (1964) 
The principles espoused in the Venice Charter (Figure 9) have served as the basis of
modern conservational practice (Kalman 2014). This in part explains the current
reluctance for alterations even for socially useful purposes such as accessibility, as
Article 5 of the Venice Charter states: 
 

“The conservation of monuments is always facilitated by making use of them for some
socially useful purpose. Such use is therefore desirable but it must not change the lay-out or
decoration of the building. It is within these limits only that modifications demanded by a
change of function should be envisaged and may be permitted.” (ICOMOS, 1964, Article 5)

 
 

Figure 8 Reims Cathedral in France following World War I Bombing
Source: Travel Story's, n.d.

By valuing the use of heritage for a socially useful purpose
but only so long as it does not impact the physical
character of a building, Article 5 summarizes the critical
tension between heritage and accessibility. The belief that
accessible modifications are incompatible with heritage
conservation are supported by the Venice Charter with an
overall focus on conservation in the face of change. There
have been instances since 1964 when modifications have
had to be made in the case of washrooms, electricity, and
gift shops. However, physical accessibility remains resisted
due to the perception that it will detract from the heritage
value of the building, treating it as simply desirable as
opposed to necessary. Figure 9 Venice Charter Cover 

Source: Yumpu, n.d.

9literature review



3.2.1.2 Burra Charter (1997 [2013]) 
The Burra Charter (1979 [2013]) (Figure 10) expanded on the Venice Charter by defining
conservation by a broader measure of cultural significance, meaning its “aesthetic,
historic, scientific, social or spiritual value for past, present or future generations” 
 Australia ICOMOS, 2013, p. 2). The Burra Charter still encourages limited adaptation
(ironically including stairs as the report cover photo) and an emphasis on the value of in
situ heritage, stating that “adaptation is acceptable only where the adaptation has
minimal impact on the cultural significance of the place” (Australia ICOMOS, 2013, p.
Article 21; Goetcheus & Mitchell, 2014). However, as Kalman (2014) writes, the Burra
Charter has been amended overtime, with a 1999 revision placing less emphasis on the
fabric and considering other elements, stating that:
 

“Conservation is based on a respect for the existing fabric, use, associations and
meanings. It requires a cautious approach of changing as much as necessary but as
little as possible.” (Australia ICOMOS, 2013, Article 3.1)

 

Figure 10 Burra Charter Cover
Source: Yumpu, n.d.

Article 3.1 allows for a wider understanding of what
constitutes a heritage property’s cultural significance
beyond the physical fabric of a building (Kalman, 2014).
According to the Burra Charter, the ultimate “aim of
conservation is to retain the cultural significance of a
place” and that change is “undesirable where it reduces
cultural significance (Australia ICOMOS, 2013, Article 2.2
& 15.1). This charter still places emphasis on
conservation but considers other more intangible
elements of heritage with as much importance as the
physical fabric.

3.2.2 Conservation's Ethical Dilemma
The idea of what conservation means, and who decides, continues to be an evolving
subject including more intangible elements and a broader cultural understanding of
what deserves to be conserved (Fulton, 2015). Despite this positive change, the
question of actual physical conservation has remained contentious. 

One of the few literary precedents for heritage planning and accessibility planning is
Lisa Foster’s Access to the Historic Environment: Meeting the Needs of Disabled People
(1997). Despite its age, Foster’s work remains relevant today, as it explores the reasons
behind the conflict of heritage and accessibility, and demonstrates how conflicts can be
reconciled through case study analysis. As Foster (1997) writes, accessible adaptation
provokes resistance from conservationists as it questions the very nature and value of
built heritage resources as preserved structures. Frank Kelsall, a Historic Building 
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Advisor with English Heritage noted in a 1994 talk, that the conflict of heritage and
accessibility brings up a host of ethical questions for conservationists (Foster, 1997).
While conservationists have traditionally been on the side of the public interest, they
are now faced with “a new set of equally worthy objectives…[which] often conflict with
the accepted views of the conservation movement, and the pressure to meet them
often puts conservationists on the defensive” (Kelsall, 1994). 
 

3.2.3 Accessible Heritage is Conserved Heritage 
Resistance to adaptation has been overcome in many community centres, for the sake
of health and safety, modern amenities, and economic viability (Foster, 1997; The
Conference Board of Canada, 2018). As The Conference Board of Canada found in their
2018 report, The Business Case to Build Physically Accessible Environments, by 2031
3.6 million Canadians will be living with a physical disability and will make up 21% of the
total consumer market (The Conference Board of Canada, 2018). As Foster (1997) writes
in the case of community centres, “the capacity to accommodate change and
adaptation is an essential part of keeping them in use”, which sometimes requires
accessible adaptation in order to continue employment and the building’s functions
(p.9). Instead of viewing accessible adaptation as a loss of heritage it should be viewed
as a positive as it ensures that the building will not be neglected (Foster, 1997; The
Conference Board of Canada, 2018). Heritage properties were not constructed in a
vacuum and reflect the changing attitudes of the passage of time, meaning that
accessible heritage is just another point on the timeline of a property’s history
(Jokilehto, 1999).
 
Considering this, the case could be made that, as per the Burra Charter, accessible
modifications can help to retain the cultural significance of a place through its
continued usage. Rather than viewing heritage and accessibility as in conflict with each
other, it can be argued that accessible modifications maintain cultural significance by
ensuring a heritage community centre continues to serve society.
 
3.3 Healthy Communities – Heritage, Accessibility, and Aging  
The concept of planning for healthy communities emerged in Canada in the 1920s in
response to public health planning, but has now expanded to include healthy built,
social, economic, and natural spaces (Canadian Institute of Planners, 2019). Heritage,
accessibility, and aging are all contributors to a healthy community as they serve to
improve cultural experiences, increase community participation, and encourage
diversity (CIP, 2019).
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3.3.1  Value of Heritage Community Centres 
 Heritage resources such as community centres are most commonly cited in planning
documents as being contributors to a healthy community due to their social value
(Figure 11). As Jane Jacobs wrote in 1961, “cities need old buildings so badly it is
probably impossible for vigorous streets and districts to grow without them” (Jacobs,
1961). The main social value of heritage community centres is often based on their
ability to improve the wellbeing of a population through placemaking (CIP, 2019;
Hayhoe, 2019; Ontario Professional Planners Institute, 2009; Reilly, Nolan, & Monckton,
2018). A recent set of studies conducted by Historic England found that historic
environments contribute to wellbeing as a solution to social isolation by serving as a
meeting place for larger communities to share in activities and learning (Reilly et al.,
2018). This can be done through a number of avenues including volunteering,
participating in events, or simply visiting historic sites (Reilly et al., 2018). Based on
these and other attributes such as their cultural value and delivery of services, heritage
community centres are valuable contributors to a healthy community.

Figure 11 St. Lawrence Market in Toronto, ON is an accessible
heritage community centre 
Source: Padykula, 2019

Figure 12 The elements of an age-friendly community 
Source: Cold Lake, Alberta 2020

3.3.2 Value of Accessibility and Age-Friendly Communities 
Accessibility and age-friendly communities are an important element in planning
practice as they are relevant in almost every planning instance and impact a person’s
ability to engage with their community (Figure 11). An accessible community is often
described as one which does not contain barriers that disrupt a person’s ability to fully
participate in their everyday life (Agnello, 2019; Community ToolBox, 2019; Saloustros,
2017). This is becoming increasingly important as Canada’s older adult population is
expected to rise dramatically in the coming years (Government of Canada, 2014),
raising the spectre of an increasingly inaccessible society and an inability for older 
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adults to age in place (Agnello, 2019). In response, the World Health Organization
(WHO) and the planning profession have begun to design for age-friendly communities
that benefit not only older adults but also improve the community experience of
people with disabilities and younger people (Agnello, 2019; WHO, 2007). Planning for a
healthy community means planning for a diverse set of users which reflects the
demographics of a community.
 
3.4 Gaps in the Literature
As there exist only a handful of documents related to this topic there are many gaps in
the literature which this report with help to address. One such gap is a lack of literature
concerning Canada and specifically Ontario. Most literature is found internationally,
and therefore does not consider the Canadian policy or historical context. By including
Ontario example sites and policy and resource analysis this report will present existing
literature and offer recommendations tailored for the Ontario context.
 
3.5 Chapter Summary
In summary, heritage conservation has had a long history of resisting adaptation
through charters born of a noble cause following World War I and II. Over the decades
this attitude has been modified to allow for intangible cultural significance, diverse
voices, and adaptation for health and safety; but only in recent years have heritage
planners begun to accept accessible adaptation as a necessary change for continued
building usage, and for fostering healthy and inclusive communities.
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4.1 Chapter Overview 
The inherent case-by-case nature of heritage properties makes it impossible to create a
one-size fits all solution for accessible heritage. Accordingly, case studies are an
important component to this report, as they offer illustrative examples that offer
insights regarding the challenges and opportunities to creating accessible and age-
friendly heritage properties (Baxter, 2016). This chapter begins with background
details on Peterborough Ontario, which has a large number of heritage designated
properties along with an aging population. Next, the heritage, accessible modification's,
and current programs of the two study sites, The Mount Community Centre (The Mount
CC) and Market Hall Performing Art Centre (Market Hall), are presented.
 
4.2 Research Setting – Peterborough, Ontario
Peterborough was selected as the setting for this report for three reasons: the
researcher’s familiarity with the city; Peterborough’s reputation for heritage sites; and
the city’s growing older adult population (Figure 13).             
 
Peterborough was a logical choice for the setting for this report, as the researcher was
raised, attended post-secondary schooling, and worked at local museums in 
 
 
 
 
 

4 Case Studies 

Figure 13 Map of Peterborough and Example Sites
Source: City of Peterborough, n.d. Edited by Nabuurs, 2020

Peterborough. As a result, the researcher
benefited from her perspective as a local
resident, while her experience working at
local museums gave her an insider’s
perspective on heritage considerations in
the city.  
 
Peterborough was originally named
Nogojiwanong which means "the place at
the end of the rapids" and is founded on
the traditional territory of the
Anishinaabe Mississauga adjacent to
Haudenosaunee Territory and in the
territory covered by the Williams Treaty
(Ontario Federation of Labour Aboriginal
Circle, 2017). In 1825, 2,024 Irish
immigrants were brought to
Peterborough by the British government
as part of a plan to transport low income
farming Irish Catholic families (City and
County of Peterborough, 1967; Leahy,
2015) . The group was led to the 
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settlement by the politician and businessman Peter Robinson, who gave his name to
the city (City and County of Peterborough, 1967; Leahy, 2015). Peterborough continued
to grow after this point thanks to its strong agricultural community and access to
waterways through the Otonabee River, incorporating as a town in 1850 and a city in
1905 (City and County of Peterborough, 1967).
 
Many of Peterborough’s historic features are thanks to its waterways including the
construction of the largest lift locks in the world in 1904 (Figure 14). The waterways also
lead to a number of canoe building companies that employed a quarter of all boat
builders in Canada in the early to mid-1900s (City and County of Peterborough, 1967).
Peterborough became the first community in Canada to harness hydro-electric power
and have streetlights, leading to its nickname “The Electric City” (City and County of
Peterborough, 1967). This history is reflected in the modern city with a number of
heritage resources spanning time and function found throughout the city (E. H. Jones,
2016; Ontario Heritage Trust, n.d.; Parks Canada, 2019).
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 14 Peterborough Lift Locks on opening day in 1904
Source: PTBO Canada, 2016

Peterborough has grown since then and
was the fastest growing census
metropolitan area in Canada in 2019,
with a large percentage of that growth
being made up of older adults (CBC,
2019; City of Peterborough, 2018).
Peterborough has a population of
approximately 82,094 residents with the
City’s Draft Official Plan projecting a
population increase to 115,000 by 2041
(City of Peterborough, 2019b; Statistics
Canada, 2016). 

As of the 2016 Census, 22.3% of Peterborough’s population were over the age of 65
compared to the provincial average of 16.7% (Statistics Canada, 2016). To put that in
another perspective, in 2011 Peterborough had almost met Canada’s 2030 population
projection of one in four Canadians being older adults (Government of Canada, 2014;
Welcome Peterborough, n.d.). While the reasons for Peterborough’s aging population
are unclear, there are multiple factors contributing to its appeal as a retirement city.
These include its proximity to the Greater Toronto Area, lower housing prices
compared to Toronto, a vibrant arts scene, and a regional hospital with specialized
geriatric health and community services (Haaf, 2019; Welcome Peterborough, n.d.).  
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4.3 Example Site 1 – The Mount Community Centre
The Mount Community Centre (Mount CC) is a municipally designated heritage non-
profit community centre located at 1545 Monaghan Road (Nice, Schappert, & Patterson,
2008). The property was originally the Mount St. Joseph, and served as the convent
motherhouse of the Sisters of St. Joseph until it was purchased in 2013 by The
Peterborough Poverty Reduction Network (PPRN) (The Mount Community Centre, n.d.-
a). PPRN has partnered with other organizations to turn the space into a community
asset based on the pillars of housing, food security, community services, arts and
culture, and ecological sustainability (The Mount Community Centre, n.d.-a).  
 
Mount St. Joseph was designated in 2009 under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act and
Bylaw 09-158 due to its historical significance to the City of Peterborough (City of
Peterborough, 2019a). This stems from its role as the Motherhouse for the Sisters of St.
Joseph order who had a long history of service throughout the 1900s at St. Joseph’s
Hospital and the Peterborough Separate School Board (Nice et al., 2008).
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 15 Mount St. Joseph in 1896
Source: The Mount, 2016
 

Figure 16 Mount St. Joseph after the 1911 renovations which
dramatically enlarged the building
Source: The Mount, 2016

Construction on the 10-acre Mount St.
Joseph property began in the late 1860s
with the Inglewood home and farm of
local police magistrate, David G.Halton
(Nice et al., 2008). Inglewood was then
sold to the Sherwood family who lived in
the home until 1893 (Nice et al., 2008). The
Sisters of St. Joseph then purchased
Inglewood in 1894 for $6,350 to house 12
sisters who were to work at a local
Catholic hospital (Arnold, 2016; Nice et al.,
2008; Sister M. St. Ivan, 1967) (Figure 15).
Since then, the property has undergone
renovations in 1904, 1911, 1933, 1952, and
1967, making this a layered property (Nice
et al., 2008) (Figure 16). At its peak Mount
St. Joseph included over 130,000 square
feet of buildings and housed over 100
Sisters (Driscoll, 2016).
 
Mount St. Joseph and the Sisters have
always been an innovative order focused
on community outreach (Sister M. St. Ivan,
1967). For example, the 1933 renovation
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Figure 18 The modern Sisters of St. Joseph Motherhouse main
entrance 
Source: Teeple Architects, 2009

Following the Sisters move in 2007 the property was sold to a Toronto company who
planned to create seniors housing but due to the 2008 recession it was then passed to
the parent company who placed it for sale in 2009 (Driscoll, 2016). It remained on the
market for four years until The Peterborough Poverty Reduction Network (PPRN)
bought the property with the bold ambition to make it a social innovation hub called
The Mount Community Centre (Driscoll, 2016) (Figure 19). According to one sister, “what
s now The Mount Community Centre is alive with the same mission to serve those in
need as we are, and we look across the way these days filled with hope and gratitude
for all that is happening there” (Driscoll, 2016, p. 1). 

saw the addition of the chapel on the western side of the building which included
viewing galleries for Sisters who were confined to the infirmary wing, ensuring equal
access to the space (Sister M. St. Ivan, 1967) (Figure 17). As with many religious orders,
the Sisters of St. Joseph experienced declining numbers into the 2000s which forced
them to sell the property in 2007 (Arnold, 2016). The Sisters now live in a newly built
LEED Gold certified covenant on the property which was designed around their
philosophy of commitment and openness to the community (Teeple, n.d.) (Figure 18). It
has been designed to become seniors housing with a low-rise design and infirmary
wing should the Sister’s order not continue in the future.

Figure 17 Interior of the present-day Mount chapel.
Note the infirmary viewing galleries above the main
centre door. 
Source: Nabuurs, 2020
 

Figure 19 The Mount Community Centre Logo
Source: The Mount Community Centre n.d
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The Mount has been repeatedly praised in both local and national news as a pioneering
community hub with a diverse collection of activities and social enterprises (Ganley,
2019; Pula, 2018) (Figure 20). 
 
 

Figure 21 The main living area in the new Shared
Dreams unit 
Source: Nabuurs, 2020

The Mount CC offers programming and
services around five key pillars: housing;
food security; community services; arts
and culture; and ecological sustainability.
The Mount CC’s main goal is to create a
diverse mix of 80 housing units in
response to Peterborough’s affordable
housing crisis (Davis, 2019; The Mount
Community Centre, n.d.-a). 

These apartments are affordable housing units aimed at people with disabilities and
older adults (The Mount Community Centre, n.d.-a). As of 2020, 58 apartments have
been constructed and of these units 12 are fully accessible in addition to all of the
common areas and corridors. The Mount CC has recently partnered with Shared
Dreams for Independent Living, a group of five families who are seeking to “change the
status quo around how people who live with disabilities enjoy their lives” by creating
independent living units (Shared Dreams, 2020, p. 1). The five men involved will soon be
moving into a fully accessible housing unit in The Mount which was constructed in the
main heritage wing of the building (Figure 21).

Figure 20 Peterborough MP Maryam Monsef attends the
National Housing Strategy Summit at The Mount CC
Source:: Skarstepdt, 2018

Figure 22 Kitchen of the Fulcrum Cafe 
Source: Nabuurs, 2020
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To address food insecurity in Peterborough, The Mount CC have created a Food Centre
and the Fulcrum Café which serves as a teaching kitchen (The Mount Community
Centre, n.d.-b) (Figure 22). The Mount CC also serves as a community venue, hosting
weddings, conferences, and workshops. The space also hosts a daycare, preschool,
martial arts classes, and the Victorian Order of Nurses. In terms of arts and culture, The
Mount CC hosts a number of events including a range of musicians who have used the
space for performances and recordings in the former chapel (Electric City Live, 2015) 
(Figure 23). And, the Mount CC serves as a hub for ecological services by housing the
Kawartha Land Trust (The Mount Community Centre, n.d.-a).
 
 

Figure 23 The Strumbellas perform in The Mount chapel
Source: Bandwagon, 2015

, 
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4.3.1 The Mount Community Centre Accessible Modifications
To achieve its diverse mission, The Mount CC has needed to, and will continue to,
undergo considerable renovations to maximize the building’s accessibility for its diverse
users. An added consideration to The Mount CC is that their heritage designation
includes interior attributes; including baseboardstrim, doorways, windows, ceiling, and
floors (City of Peterborough, 2009). As a result, they have had to incur the expense and
time necessary to recreate all attributes which must be changed for the centre to
achieve its mission. 
 
In the case of residential units, The Mount CC’s renovation has been operating in
Phases which began in a section of the building which does not have a heritage
designation and are now working into the designated sections of the building. Phase 2
was started in 2017 and included 15 residential apartment units with 5 of those being
accessible being built in a designated portion of the building. Current plans are to
construct 25 additional units which will also be in a designated portion of the building.
While constructing these units, The Mount CC was required to recreate all the window
and door trim at their own expense (Figures 24 and 25). 



The next large project is restoration of The Mount CC’s front veranda dating to 1911
which was removed due to its poor condition. The Mount CC’s original plan for the
veranda restoration was to raise the grade to eliminate the need for a ramp or stairs
but due to its heritage designation, the veranda will need to be rebuilt exactly as it was
in 1911 (Figures 26 and 27). This poses issues for The Mount CC in terms of cost, time,
and overall vision and serves as an example of the current problems inherent in
accessible heritage.

Figure 24 Protected doorways limit The Mount CC's
ability to install accessible entryways 
Source: Nabuurs, 2020

Figure 25 This protected stairway limits mobility
along the hallway
Source: Nabuurs, 2020
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Figure 26 Front entrance of The Mount CC today
without veranda
Source: Nabuurs, 2020

Figure 27 Front entrance of The Mount CC in 1934
with veranda  
Source: The Mount, 2016



4.4 Example Site 2 – Market Hall Performing Arts Centre 
Market Hall is located at 360 George Street and is the main performing arts centre in
Peterborough and an important symbol of downtown Peterborough. 
 
Constructed around the mid-1800s, Market Hall received a major renovation starting in
2004 to make the space accessible and to serve as a fully functioning community hub.
Market Hall was municipally designated in 1977 under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage
Act and Bylaw 1977-78 owing to its Victorian design and role as a cultural landmark in
Peterborough (City of Peterborough, 2019a). As the name implies, Market Hall was the
main market for Peterborough with both interior and exterior retail spaces (Market
Hall, n.d.). The original smaller market building was designed by local Peterborough
architect William Thomas in 1851 and included E.C. Hill’s 700-seat Music Hall on the
second-storey along with a number of retail and office spaces (Market Hall, n.d.;  ahmel,
1967). In 1889, local Peterborough architect John Belcher designed the new Market Hall
in an Italianate style which included the now iconic four-sided clocktower (Canada's
Historic Places, n.d.; E. Jones, 2013, 2017) (Figure 28). The new Market Hall opened in
1890 with an indoor market on the second floor and a large outdoor market during the
warmer months (Canada's Historic Places, n.d.; Market Hall, n.d.) (Figure 29). 

Figure 28 The cornerstone of Market Hall being laid in 1889 
Source: Jones, 2018

Figure 29 Market Hall in 1900
Source: Jones, 2018

By the 1950s, the market moved out of the building and the space was used as a
gymnasium until the 1970s when it was incorporated into the adjacent Peterborough
Square Shopping Mall (Market Hall, n.d.) (Figure 30). Although it had a history of music
and theatre, Market Hall’s performing arts role in the community really began in 1984
when the building received a million dollar capital grant (Market Hall, n.d.). In 1997,
Market Hall was at risk of closing but was saved by the group Friends of Market Hall, a
Save the Market Hall fundraising effort, and its purchase by the City in 2000 (Canada's
Historic Places, n.d.; Market Hall, n.d.). 
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In 2004 it was decided that Market Hall would require
extensive renovations if it was to continuing serving
the community (Market Hall, 2009) (Figure 31).
Renovations focused on physical accessibility,
updating theatrical equipment, patron comfort, and
an improved backstage experience for performers
(Market Hall, 2009). The renovations were completed
with the help of several grants from all levels of
government including funding from the City of
Peterborough and the Department of Canadian
Heritage’s Cultural Spaces program (Market Hall,
2009). A feasibility study was completed by Janis
Barlow & Associates followed by an architectural plan
by Ken Trevelyan, OAA and Bill Lett Jr., B.Arch, OAA,
MRAIC, LEED AP (Market Hall, 2009). Figure 30 Workers repairing the

clocktower in 1951 
Source: Jones, 2018

Figure 31 Market Hall prior to renovations
Source: Relliner, 2017

Figure 32 Market Hall after renovations 
Source: Target Public, 2017

Market Hall’s heritage designation protects exterior features but not interior ones;
meaning that demolition of the interior was possible. Demolition allowed for the
reinforcing of the wooden interior, the construction of stairways and elevators, and
“extensive restoration…to the roof, masonry, original windows, and interior woodwork”
to maintain the building’s historical value (LETT Architects, 2011; Target Public, 2017, p.
2). The Hall is now capable of hosting larger and more diverse events with a functioning
technology system and increased accessibility; even hosting a fashion show for people
with disabilities (Figure 32). 
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Since its renovation, Market Hall attracts close to 30,000 people on an annual basis and
is primarily a performing arts centre focused on live music. Additionally, the Hall hosts
theater and community events and have worked with Trent University, Fleming College,
and almost every non-profit in Peterborough (Figure 33). Due to its wide range of
events Market Hall attracts a range of visitors from young children to older adults. As
such, accessibility has been an important part of their marketing, with event bookings
referencing the accessibility and priority seating being provided for all events (Figure
34).
 

4.4.1 Market Hall Accessible Modifications
Unlike The Mount CC, Market Hall’s heritage designation
only covers exterior attributes,
greatly increasing their ability to make accessible
modifications. These modifications include accessible
washrooms, an elevator, accessible backstage and
performance spaces, braille throughout the building, a
viewing area in the foyer, and accessible reserved
seating for every performance. Despite not having
interior attribute designation, Market Hall maintained
the heritage value of the performance space by reusing
the arches found in the main performance space
(Figures 35 and 36). Market Hall also improved the
exterior of the building by creating clear wayfinding
signs and an accessible main entrance (Figure 37).

Figure 34 Market Hall logo 
Source: Market Hall, n.d.

Figure 33 Musicians perform for the In From The Cold Christmas Concert at Market Hall
Source: Skarstedt, 2017
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4.5 Chapter Summary
In summary, the case study of
Peterborough and the example sites of
The Mount CC and Market Hall
demonstrate the dynamic and layered
stories of heritage community centres.
They also illustrate the challenges and
opportunities apparent in these spaces
which will be explored further in the next
chapter.

Figure 35 Market Hall accessible seating
Source: Nabuurs, 2020

Figure 36 Market Hall historic arches 
Source: Nabuurs, 2020
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Market Hall was not without its difficulties,
as any renovation of a 130-year-old
building has its complications, but due to
its heritage designation only applying to
exterior attributes a more truly accessible
space was able to be achieved.

Figure 37 Market Hall accessible entrance 
Source: Nabuurs, 2020



5.1 Chapter Overview 
This chapter presents findings from policy analysis, along with six key informant
interviews (Table 2). A major finding from these data sources is the conflicting priorities
and requirements from provincial and municipal policies regarding heritage,
accessibility, and aging. As a result, the heritage community centres are unsure of their
requirements and the existing plans and resources which they could be taking
advantage of in an effort to become accessible. This chapter will present relevant
policies and plans from the City of Peterborough, along with interview findings, to
understand the current state of accessible heritage planning in Peterborough. 
 
The chapter is organized according to the following six themes that emerged from the
interviews and policy documents: 
 
1. Benefits of being accessible;
2. Challenges of becoming accessible; 
3. A lack of clarity about heritage planning and accessibility planning; 
4. Peterborough’s existing plans and resources; 
5. The need for support to make heritage accessible; and, 
6. The importance of education and dialogue. 

5 Findings
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Table 2 Representative Information 

5.2 Theme 1: Benefits of Being Accessible  
A common theme articulated in all six interviews was the benefit of making a heritage
property accessible, citing Statistics Canada’s predictions for an increasingly older adult
and disabled population, and referring to Peterborough’s large older adult population
(Government of Canada, 2014; Mehta, 2012; Statistics Canada, 2016). A representative
from the City of Peterborough summarized it well with the sentiment that “accessibility
is basically a growing priority that we can’t afford to overlook” (1). Rather than viewing
the projected population demographics negatively, interviewees cited the benefits this
can bring to a heritage community centre, including a more diverse visitor population,
increased business, better community connection, and large volunteer groups (1-5) 



(Figure 38). This is further supported by the City of
Peterborough’s Official Plan, which recognizes the
economic value of being accessible, stating that
“diversity and inclusion are important drivers of
economic growth and innovation” (City of Peterborough,
2019b, p. 11). 
 
5.3 Theme 2: Challenges of Becoming Accessible
Some interviewees cautioned that the benefits of
accessibility do not come without challenges (1-3).
Representatives from The Mount CC and Market Hall
both cited cost as a challenge when attempting to make
their facilities accessible (2, 3). There are costs to any
modification, but in the case of heritage properties,
particularly ones with interior heritage attribute
designations like The Mount CC, there are additional
replacement costs (2, 3). For instance, the trim around 
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Figure 38. Market Hall's new staircase and
elevator (located along the righthand wall)
has allowed for more visitors to
enjoy the space 
Source: Nabuurs, 2020

many windows and doorways in The Mount CC are designated, and therefore must be
replaced when doors are widened (2) (Figure 39) (City of Peterborough, 2009). As
a result, work being done in designated sections of the property often involve a greater
cost and more careful planning (2). A representative from CPD also noted that their
modification suggestions are “often replied with, well its heritage so we can't 

do anything about that” (5). The representative
suggested that this is because property owners
are often not properly informed on what they can
and cannot do with a heritage property, making it
easier to simply ignore the issue (5).
 
5.4 Theme 3: Lack of Clarity about Heritage
Planning and Accessibility Planning
A lack of clarity on the requirements of heritage
planning and accessible planning was commonly
mentioned by all interviewees. As an example, The
Mount CC representative was unclear as to what
would happen if they needed to enlarge doorways,
as the North wing exterior brick is considered
a heritage attribute, or if they needed to install
sprinklers in rooms with protected ceilings (2) (City
of Peterborough, 2009) (Figures 40 and 41).Figure 39 Wood trim around a doorway at The

Mount CC which would need to be replaced
Source: Nabuurs, 2020



Ontario heritage policies and accessibility policies are further exacerbating the situation
as they either conflict with or make no mention of the other topic area. As a general
sense of confusion was expressed by representatives about how heritage policies and
accessibility policies can work together, the following section will analyze these policies
in relation to one another. Due to the limited precedent for this topic in Ontario, this
section serves as an introduction to relevant policies for Peterborough heritage
community centres.
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Figure 40 Daycare at The Mount CC with a protected
ceiling and floor 
Source: Nabuurs, 2020

Figure 41 Protected brick on The Mount CC 
Source: Nabuurs, 2020 

5.4.1 The Planning Act
The Planning Act is the main planning document in Ontario and sets out land use
planning regulations for municipalities and the province. Heritage and accessibility are
both considered matters of provincial interest by the Planning Act which states
that:  
 

"The Minister, the council of a municipality, a local board, a planning board and the
Municipal Board, in carrying out their responsibilities under this Act, shall have
regard to, among other matters, matters of provincial interest such as…d) the
conservation of features of significant architectural, cultural, historical,
archaeological or scientific interest…h.1) the accessibility for persons with disabilities
to all facilities, services and matters to which this Act applies" (The Planning Act R.S.O.
1990, CHAPTER P.13).
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The Planning Act also allows for a municipality to require accessibility design in
development applications as a condition of approval (The Planning Act R.S.O. 1990, c.
P.13, s. 41 (7); 1996, c. 4, s. 24 (1, 2); 2006, c. 23, s. 16 (6, 7).
 

5.4.2 The Provincial Policy Statement
The Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) gains its authority from the Planning Act and
outlines the specific policies regarding land use in Ontario. Section 2.6 of the PPS deals
directly with Cultural Heritage and includes the policies that:
 
2.6.1 Significant built heritage resources and significant cultural heritage
landscapes shall be conserved.
2.6.4 Planning authorities should consider and promote archaeological management
plans and cultural plans in conserving cultural heritage and archaeological resources.
(Province of Ontario, 2020).
 
Accessibility is not discussed in detail in the PPS but it is listed as an element in the
development of healthy, livable communities (Province of Ontario, 2020, p. 1.1.1 f).
 

5.4.1 Ontario Heritage Act 
Heritage planning in Ontario is primarily controlled by the Ontario Heritage Act (OHA)
which has the purpose of protecting Ontario’s heritage and archaeological sites (OHA
R.S.O., 1990). To achieve this, the OHA gives municipalities the authority to designate
individual properties which have design, historical, or contextual value under Section 29
Part IV and heritage conservation districts under Part V (OHA R.S.O., 1990 c. O.18). In
the case of accessibility, designations most notably impact properties by requiring
committee or council support for alterations (City of Peterborough, 2018). This is
outlined in Section 33 of the OHA which states that:
 

“No owner of property designated under section 29 shall alter the property or permit
the alteration of the property if the alteration is likely to affect the property’s
heritage attributes, as set out in the description of the property’s heritage attributes
in the by-law…unless the owner applies to the council…and receives consent in
writing to the alteration.” (OHA R.S.O., 1990 c. 9, Sched. 11, s. 11)

 
Section 33 is interesting because it gives councils the ability to give consent for
alterations; meaning that the “no alteration” messaging which has permeated heritage
planning is not so black and white.  However, designated properties are required to
maintain or replace listed heritage attributes in the event of alterations (OHA R.S.O
2019). Listed heritage attributes refers to the attributes listed in the designation by-law
(OHA R.S.O 2019).



Municipal designations in Canada typically focus on exterior attributes as opposed to
interior ones, meaning that each designated heritage site is different in their ability to
make modifications. This is why more findings were found at The Mount CC, which has
interior listed attributes, as opposed to Market Hall, which only has exterior ones (2, 3)
(City of Peterborough, 1977, 2009).
 

5.4.2 Accessibility for Ontarians with Disabilities Act 
Accessibility planning in Ontario is primarily controlled by the Accessibility for Ontarians
with Disabilities Act (AODA) which has the purpose of achieving “accessibility for
Ontarians with disabilities with respect to goods, services, facilities, accommodation,
employment, buildings, structures and premises on or before January 1, 2025” (AODA
S.O., 2005 c. 11, s, 1). It is also supported by the Ontario Human Rights Code (OHRC)
which states that “persons with disabilities have the right to equal treatment in
accessing services [in] public places…[and that] businesses have an obligation to make
their facilities accessible” (Ontario Human Rights Commission, n.d., p. 1). 
 
The AODA covers five accessibility standards which include Customer Service,
Employment, Information and Communications, Transportation, and Design of Public
Spaces (Government of Ontario, 2015). The most relevant to this report are the
standards of employment for heritage workers and the design of public spaces which
also falls under the Ontario Building Code. 
 

5.4.2.1 AODA and the Ontario Building Code 
Physical building accessibility has been supported by the Ontario Building Code (OBC)
which was modified in 2015 to require accessible features in new construction and
extensive renovations (Daoust Vukovich LLP, 2017). However, physical alteration is not
required by the AODA or the OBC if renovation plans do not already exist or are
considered basic renovations (AODA S.O., 2005 c. 11). According to the OBC, basic
renovations “involve construction that maintains the existing performance level of all or
part of an existing building” while extensive renovations are when the space is “greater
than 300 square meters … involves installations of new interior walls/floor assemblies
or new ceilings…and is within a buildings main floor area located within 200 mm…of the
nearby ground floor” (Daoust Vukovich LLP, 2017, p. 5). Due to these requirements,
heritage properties are not required to be accessible unless they are undergoing major
renovations and do not have a heritage designation which lists affected attributes.
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5.4.3 Conflicting Ontario Acts
A subtle but important element of both the OHA and the AODA is that they both hold
power over other acts. The OHA states that “where there is a conflict between this Act
or the regulations and any other Act or regulation, this Act or the regulations shall
prevail” (OHA R.S.O., 1990 c. O.18, s. 68), while the AODA states that when in conflict
with another act, “the provision that provides the highest level of accessibility for
persons with disabilities…shall prevail” (AODA S.O., 2005 c. 11, s. 38) 
 
Both the OHA and the AODA holding power over other acts has created a grey area for
the topic of accessible heritage, which is further exacerbated by the OHA having no
mention of accessibility and the AODA having no mention of heritage aside from
relaxed requirements in the event of undue hardship (AODA S.O., 2005; OHA R.S.O.,
1990). Undue hardship “is based on financial ability, health and safety requirements,
and technical feasibility” which could be argued for by many heritage properties given
their requirement under the OHA to maintain or replace listed heritage attributes
(Thomson, 2011, p. 6). 
 
5.5 Theme 4: Peterborough’s Plans and Resources
Peterborough’s existing plans and resources were an interesting area of discussion as
they reflected Ontario policies, with accessibility and aging plans making little
reference to heritage and vice versa. This was a point that some key informants
made note of and want to see addressed in future plans (1, 4, 6). In speaking to a PAFAC
representative, it was found that the City has a long history of planning for aging and
accessibility, with a landmark 1978 study, The Dependant Minority: A Study
of the Needs of the Handicapped in the City of Peterborough (4) (Merriam, 1978). This
study was completed by the City of Peterborough Planning Department and
included a 400 person survey tjat identified community engagement as a concern,
and predicted the older adult population would increase (4) (Merriam, 1978). The legacy
of this report has now inspired modern accessibility and aging plans in Peterborough
(4). The following plans will be important for Peterborough heritage community centres
to consider, as they demonstrate the City’s commitment to a more accessible
Peterborough and can be used to support accessible modifications (4).
 
5.5.1 Peterborough Accessibility Plan 2018-2022
The Peterborough Accessibility Plan 2018-2022 (PAP) is a roadmap to make
Peterborough accessible by 2025 in accordance with the AODA’s requirements (City of
Peterborough, 2018) (Figure 42). The PAP serves as an update on a previous edition and
was created through public consultation to focus on City owned properties (City of
Peterborough, 2018).
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An interview was conducted with a representative
from the City of Peterborough
who identified the drivers of the PAP: provincial
legislation which requires that the City have a 5-year
accessibility plan; Peterborough’s older population
demographics; and the Plan’s role in managing
priorities and integrating the initiatives into other City
projects (1).
 
The PAP is unique from other municipalities as it
includes 175 initiatives, far more than are legislatively
required (1) (City of Peterborough, 2018a). These
initiatives were identified through several means
including a 52-question survey which attracted 298
respondents with over 2,000 comments (1). The City
representative acknowledged that while the survey 
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Figure 42 Peterborough Accessibility Plan 
Source: City of Peterborough, 2018

5.5.2 Age-Friendly Peterborough: 2017 Community
Action Plan
The Age Friendly Peterborough: 2017 Community
Action Plan (AFPP) (Figure 43) was created to
improve services and infrastructure for older adults
in the City and County of Peterborough, Curve
Lake First Nations, and Hiawatha First Nations
(Peterborough Council on Aging, 2017).
 
The goals of the Plan include assuring that older
adults’ basic needs are met, older adults are able to
get around the community, older adult relationships
are supported, and older adults have the
opportunity to learn, grow, and contribute. 
 
 

was long, the large number of respondents serves as an indictor for the need for such a
plan (1). As the representative said, “we learned a lot from these people and from their
experiences, and I’ve learned over the years that people with disabilities are often
experts at their own disabilities” (1). Despite being a strong plan, the PAP falls into the
same pattern as the OHA and the AODA, by not making direct mention of heritage. As
another City representative noted, this leads to the same accessibility requirements
being applied to non-heritage and heritage properties despite their additional
legislative requirements (6).

Figure 43 Age Friendly Peterborough
Source: City of Peterborough, 2017



The AFPP discusses each of these goals, includes a collection of strategies to achieve
them, and has instated four working groups focusing on each goal (Peterborough
Council on Aging, 2017). These working groups fall under the Age Friendly Advisory
Committee (PAFAC) which advises the City on making the community more age
friendly.
 
A PAFAC representative highlighted the importance of plans such as the AFPP for their
role in Plan alignment and as evidence that Peterborough needs to be more accessible
(4). As the representative said “the plan is something that different organisations can
use…as a tool and justify why they're applying for funding or [it] can be a tool to give
them ideas in terms of what their organization is doing to support older people” (4).
Plans such as these can also suffer from a lack of publicity, with the representative
finding that many community groups do not know that the Plan exists, meaning “a
lot of it is getting a plan like this in place and then making sure that others use it in the
work they are doing” (4). Again the AFPP does not directly mention heritage but it does
advocate for increased community connection and engagement which can be
facilitated through heritage community centres such as The Mount CC and Market
Hall (4) (Peterborough Council on Aging, 2017).
 
5.5.3 A Property Owner’s Guide to Heritage Designation 
Peterborough does not currently have a heritage specific policy or plan, but has
committed to the future creation of a Heritage Master Plan (City of Peterborough, 
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Figure 44 A Property Owner's Guide to
Heritage Designation 
Source: City of Peterborough, 2019

2019b). Instead the City has an extensive heritage
register, including over 132 officially designated
heritage properties (City of Peterborough, 2019a).
Many of the heritage register additions were made
recently in response to a series of notable heritage
property demolitions (Kovach, 2019). 
 
The main source of information for heritage
designation in Peterborough is A Property Owner’s
Guide to Heritage Designation which explains the
process of designation and what it means for
owners (City of Peterborough, 2018c)  (Figure 44).
The City’s heritage property tax financial incentives
are also explained and currently include a “20% tax
rebate for designated commercial properties and
40% for designated residential properties” (6) (City
of Peterborough, 2018, p.8). To be eligible for this
program the property owner must register a 



heritage conservation easement agreement on title with the City which requires that
the property owner maintain the elements identified in the designation by-law to
recognize preservation standards (6) (City of Peterborough, n.d.). To help with this
process the City has also complied a Heritage Contractors List which includes
tradespeople in the Peterborough area who are known to have conducted heritage
work (City of Peterborough, 2018b).
 
As the Property Owner’s Guide notes, designations are supported in part by the
Peterborough Architectural Conservation Advisory Committee (PACAC) which was
formed in 1975 and serves as the City’s Municipal Heritage Committee (City of
Peterborough, 2018c). It is thanks to the efforts of the PACAC that Market Hall was
preserved during extensive redevelopment in the area in the 1970s (City of
Peterborough, 1977). This fact demonstrates the value of heritage programs in
Peterborough, as without the PACAC, Market Hall would have been either torn down or
turned into a bingo hall instead of the community arts centre it is today (3, 4).
 
5.5.4 City of Peterborough Draft Official Plan 
The City of Peterborough is currently producing an updated Official Plan (OP) which will
serve as a guide for Peterborough’s growth to 2041 (City of Peterborough, 2019b)
(Figure 45). As the OP is meant to guide future growth, it serves as a means for
comparing heritage and accessibility priorities of the City. Cultural heritage resources 
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Figure 45 City of Peterborough Draft Official
Plan Source: City of Peterborough, 2019

and accessibility have both been identified as a
priority in the OP with the statements that:
 

“It is the intent of this Plan that the City’s
cultural heritage resources be identified,
conserved, promoted and enhanced wherever
possible and that development should occur in
a manner which respects the City’s heritage.”
(City of Peterborough, 2019b, p. 94)

 
Additionally, the OP presents a vision for
Peterborough which “is equitable and accessible
for all residents and visitors and celebrates its
engaged, inclusive and diverse community” (City
of Peterborough, 2019b, p. 7). This will
be achieved by “ensuring that new development is
barrier-free and easily accessible and that existing
development is retro-fitted, wherever possible” 



(City of Peterborough, 2019b, p. 11). Although accessible heritage is not overtly
mentioned in theOP there is a commitment to tailor intensification and retrofits to
heritage properties with the statement that:
 

“The City shall conduct an evaluation of cultural heritage resources as part of its
intensification strategy to identify those properties where heritage conservation
should be prioritized, as well as identify potential intensification opportunities.” 
(City of Peterborough, 2019b, p. 94) 

 
The City’s commitment to both accessible development and heritage evaluations may
lead to an increase in complex accessible heritage situations, while currently most of
their requests are for ramps (6). However, without a property being listed or
designated, City planning staff do not have authority to be involved in the balancing of
heritage and accessibility unless policies require it. 
 
Peterborough’s OP states that heritage resources may be conserved through “Heritage
Impact Statements and related conservation plans and supportive policies and
programs in Community Improvement Plans and Secondary Plans” (City of
Peterborough, 2019, p. 95). Heritage Impact Statements will be required for the
development of listed and designated heritage properties and:
 

“As a condition of any development approval, the City may require specific measures
to conserve, restore or otherwise ensure the preservation
of any affected cultural heritage resource.” (City of Peterborough,
2019, pp. 97-98)

 
As discussed in this report’s Literature Review, the case can be made for accessibility as
a form of conservation, therefore the City could require a discussion of accessibility in
Heritage Impact Statements.
 
5.6 Theme 5: Need for Support to Make Heritage Accessible 
Most interviewees highlighted the need for better support to create accessible heritage
(1-5). These supports tended to fall into the categories of accessible heritage resources
and tools, and accessible heritage funding.
 

5.6.1 Accessible Heritage Resources and Tools
As mentioned in the literature review, the researcher was only able to find a handful of
documents related to accessible heritage, with only one of those being from Ontario.
The lack of resource is an issue, as it leaves representatives like those interviewed for
this report, without a guide for how to implement accessible heritage in their 
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community (1, 6). To both point out the lack of resources and provide some starting
points, the following section will outline resources and tools that Peterborough’s
heritage community centres could use to make their sites more accessible.
 

5.6.1.1 The Ontario Historical Society Accessible Heritage Toolkit
Currently, the only Ontario document concerning accessible heritage is the 12-year old,
Ontario Historical Society Accessible Heritage Toolkit (Figure 41). This resource offers
advice for heritage properties on how to complete an accessibility assessment and the
opportunities accessibility can bring through tourism and growth (The Ontario
Historical Society, 2008). This document is particularly important as it offers concrete
tools for heritage properties looking to integrate accessibility. The accessibility
assessment considers both employee and visitor experience to the property, addresses
the AODA employment standard, and helps properties understand their sites’
opportunities and challenges. Despite this resource existing, it is an older resource and
does not apply to the development of municipal accessible heritage plans.

5.6.1.2 Standards and Guidelines for the
Conservation of Historic Places 

The closest example of a national accessible
heritage document is the 10-year old Standards
and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic
Places, which includes one section on accessible
heritage (Canada's Historic Places, 2010) (Figure
46). According to this resource, access is desired
and should attempt to “provide the highest level of
access with the lowest level of impact” (Canada's
Historic Places, 2010, p. 42).
 
Although this recommendation is vague, the
document itself is helpful for accessible heritage as
it is an important resource in heritage conservation
in Canada and it states that accessibility is one of
the key considerations for historic places when
they are setting realistic future goals (Canada's
Historic Places, 2010). As these guidelines are not
official policies, communities are not required to
adopt them; instead they serve as a benchmark
that communities can adopt in their Official Plans
and related documents (Canada's Historic Places,
2010).

Figure 46 Standards and Guidelines for the
Conservation of Historic Places 
Source: Canada’s Historic Places, 2010
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 5.6.1.3 Peterborough Council for Persons with Disabilities Accessibility Audit
A local resource for accessible heritage in Peterborough is the Time In My Shoes (TIMS)
accessibility audit service provided by the Peterborough Council for Persons with
Disabilities (CPD) (3, 5) (Figure 47). TIMS began as a program in schools but has begun
to branch out to local businesses, offering “hands-on experiential learning…designed to
teach everyone about accessibility and inclusion” (Peterborough Council for Persons
with Disabilities, n.d., p. 1). 
 
The TIMS program has been used by Market Hall to assess their modifications and to
ensure the property remains accessible (3, 5). This has been important because it
highlights issues which people without disabilities may not see as an issues which
people without disabilities may not see as an issue, such as an ill
placed trashcan in Market Hall (3, 5). As a representative from CPD said in reference to
the value of experiential learning; “in my experience when…people have the
opportunity to understand it…it becomes more real and then they share that
experience with other people” (5). Accessibility audits and accessibility master plans
were also recommended by other interviewees as they allow for the staff at a property
to better understand the unique challenges of their site, which is an important element
in unique spaces such as heritage properties  (1, 3, 5).

Figure 47 TIMS volunteers at an elementary school 
Source: CPD, 2017



5.6.1.4 Historic England Easy Access to Historic Buildings 
Although focused on England’s policies and sites, Easy Access to Historic Buildings has
material which is relevant to the Peterborough and Ontario context (Historic England,
2015) (Figure 48). This resource offers advice on how to facilitate an access strategy
and audit, and the steps and pre-planning which is involved (Historic England, 2015). It
also summarizes all relevant legislation and offers specific examples and advice for
how to adapt building features to make them accessible (Historic England, 2015). This
report is attempting to serve a similar purpose, but a Canadian or Ontario specific
document based on this model would surely be well received.
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Figure 48 Easy Access to Historic Buildings 
Source: Historic England, 2015

The goal of this approach is to ensure the ability of all the enjoy the sites without
sacrificing what makes the property historically significant (NPS, 2014).
 
5.6.2 Accessible Heritage Funding
As mentioned in Theme 2: Difficulties of Becoming Accessible, cost is a large barrier for
many heritage community centres. This cost comes not only from working with older
structures but also the need to replace listed heritage attributes (2, 3, 6). In recognition
of this the OHA allows councils to “pass by-laws providing for the making of a grant or
loan…for the purpose of paying for the whole or any part of the cost of alteration (1)
(OHA R.S.O., 1990 c. O.18, s. 39 ). 
 
The City representative suggested either the creation of accessible heritage grants or
the dovetailing of heritage grants and accessibility grants to offset these costs (6). There
currently exist many separate grants based on heritage (i.e. Peterborough’s heritage 

5.6.1.5 National Parks Service Making Historic
Properties Accessible

The American National Parks Service has also
recognized the value of accessible heritage and has
implemented a three-step approach to develop
accessibility modifications in their heritage
properties (Jester & Park, 1993); NPS, 2014). These
steps include: 

 
1. Review the historical significance of the
property and identify character-defining features;
2. Assess the property's existing and required
level of accessibility; and
3. Evaluate accessibility options within a
preservation context. 
 

 



tax reduction), accessibility (i.e. Enabling Accessibility Fund), and aging (i.e. Seniors
Community Grant), but these grants do not address the specific issues of replacing
heritage attributes.
 
5.7 Theme 6: Importance of Education and Dialogue 
As was seen in the literature review, heritage, accessibility, and aging are not inherently
opposing fields (6). Rather, they are all elements which must be considered when
designing a healthy community. Despite this, a common refrain from the interviews
can be summarized by a representative from the CPD who said, “it's relatively easy to
remove a barrier…but moving attitudes is infinitely more complicated” (5).
 
As was demonstrated in the literature review, the attitude that a heritage property
cannot be changed for any reason has been born from a long history of conservation,
but is being challenged by those on the front lines who acknowledge the value of both
heritage and accessibility (1-6) (Australia ICOMOS, 2013; Goetcheus & Mitchell, 2014;
ICOMOS, 1964). In the cases of The Mount CC and Market Hall it would have been
simpler for them to focus on either heritage or accessibility as the priority, rather than
balancing the two, making their ability to achieve both impressive (2, 3). 
 
The resounding sentiment from heritage, accessibility, and aging representatives alike,
was that heritage community centres cannot be treated as just another building or like
any other heritage building (1-6). Rather they must have the ability to be flexible
spaces, catering to both function and heritage, as they are not monuments or
museums, but spaces which rely on visitor use (3). At the same time, they must also be
allowed to maintain their heritage value and designations; as a City representative put,
it is simultaneously “not a win if heritage is really badly compromised” (6). The only way
to create truly accessible heritage is to foster education and dialogue between the
fields, that way the immediate reaction is not always defensive (4, 6). Such an approach
can encourage new and inventive solutions, rather than inertia (6). Indeed, participants
engaged in this research who work on Peterborough’s accessibility and aging plans
articulated an interest in now wanting to incorporate heritage into future plans (1, 4),
demonstrating that the will to create accessible heritage spaces exists.
 
5.8 Chapter Summary
A large proportion of the findings of this report relate to a level of uncertainty
concerning how to harmonize the priorities of heritage planning and accessibility
planning. This disharmony results in heritage community centres being caught in the
middle of multiple fields and legislated requirements. As a result, dialogue between
heritage, accessibility, and aging representatives and spaces should not only be
legislated, but is critical for future success.
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6.1 Chapter Overview
The findings from this study revealed numerous themes and insights into the current
state of heritage and accessibility in Peterborough. As outlined in the previous chapter,
the main themes were: 
 
1. Benefits of being accessible;
2. Challenges of becoming accessible;
3. A lack of clarity about heritage planning and accessibility planning;
4. Peterborough’s existing plans and resources;
5. The need for support to make heritage accessible; and,
6. The importance of education and dialogue.
 
Using these themes as a basis, recommendations will now be presented to help answer
the research question: how can planners support heritage and community centres
in becoming accessible for Peterborough’s aging population?
 
6.2 Recommendations 
1. Complete a Heritage Master Plan
The City is encouraged to complete a Heritage Master Plan as committed to in the
Peterborough Official Plan. This resource will allow City officials and heritage property
owners to understand the state of Peterborough’s heritage and guide future heritage
management in the City. It is recommended that the Heritage Master Plan include
reference to accessibility through the adoption of the Standards and Guidelines for the
Conservation of Historic Places. In addition, the Heritage Master Plan should request that
Heritage Impact Assessments required by the City’s OP include a discussion of
accessibility. Doing so would increase the conservation around accessible heritage in
the city and address the case-by-case nature of the issue through developments.By
adding a Heritage Master Plan to Peterborough’s pre-existing Accessibility Plan and
Age-Friendly Plan, the relationships and obligations between these fields in the context
of Peterborough will be better understood and can lead to action.
 
2. Recognize Accessible Heritage Leaders in Peterborough 
In a model similar to the EU's Access City Award or the Sustainable Peterborough
Awards, the City is recommended to award accessible heritage leaders or innovations
(Figure 49). To address the issue of costs related to accessible heritage, this award
could also include a financial prize. By doing so, the issue of accessible heritage would
be better known, and heritage properties would receive media attention leading to
potential increased revenue. This recognition would also show the City’s support for
accessible heritage projects, possibly inspiring other heritage sites and sharing
solutions.

6 Recommendations and Conclusion
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3. Create an Accessible Heritage Committee  
Research findings confirmed a lack of clarity concerning heritage planning and
accessibility planning in relation to plans and legislation. As this issue partially stems
from the siloing of plans and committees, it is recommended that Peterborough create
a dedicated Accessible Heritage Committee. This could include representatives from a
variety of backgrounds, who could share their knowledge with each other and advise
City staff on accessible heritage issues and future plans. By doing so, heritage
community centres’ need to balance function and heritage can be discussed by both
sides, leading to collaboration and compromise.
 
4. Develop Partnerships and Events Between Heritage and Accessibility
Organizations 
To increase public support and knowledge about the issue of accessible heritage, it is
recommended that partnerships and events be developed between heritage and
accessibility organizations in Peterborough. Possible organizations include The
Peterborough Historical Society, Trent Valley Archives, and the Trent Centre for Aging
and Society (Figure 50). All of these organizations hold regular speaker series and
events and could easily include a discussion about accessible heritage. By doing so,
members of the public who have already shown an interest in one field will be able to
learn about the other, raising awareness about issues they may not have been attuned
to before.
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Figure 49 Sustainable Peterborough awards ceremony for community
achievements like cultural assets and climate change adaptation 
Source: Sustainable Peterborough, 2018



5. Create a Heritage Accessibility Audit Template
A proven tool for fostering accessible heritage is the use of a Heritage Accessibility
Audit. The uniqueness of heritage sites necessitates individualized audits and tools,
allowing them to balance heritage and accessibility. Without this process, a heritage
community centre does not have a proper sense of their accessibility issues, which
could lead to unforeseen costs and lost revenue. As presented earlier, The Ontario
Historical Society and Historic England have created accessibility audit toolkits, but they
are either over a decade old or are not designed for the Ontario context (Figures 51 and
52). 
 
It is recommended that City of Peterborough accessibility staff and heritage staff, in
partnership with the Peterborough Council for Peoples with Disabilities (CPD), create a
Peterborough specific heritage accessibility audit template. This template could draw
from existing accessibility audits, while incorporating Peterborough’s plans and
resources to increase its utility to the local context. It is recommended that this
template also include a brief summarization of heritage policies and accessibility
policies relevant to Peterborough, as found in this report. The audit template would
then be distributed to heritage community centres in the area to be used in their sites,
both to assess their visitor and employee experience. This recommendation would
fulfill the AODA’s employment and design of public spaces standards and would
improve heritage community centres understanding of their unique designation.
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Figure 50 Trent University Centre for Aging and Society Conference 
Source: Skarstedt, 2019
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Figure 51 Page one of an Accessibility Audit Checklist from the Ontario Historical Society 
Source: Ontario Historical Society, 2008
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Figure 52 Accessibility audit and planning framework from Historic England 
Source: Historic England, 2015



6.3 Conclusion
In conclusion, the goal of this report was to help planners in Peterborough support
heritage community centres. Following a review of literature on heritage, accessibility,
and age-friendly planning, this study involved analyses of policies, key informant
interviews, and case studies of The Mount Community Centre and Market Hall
Performing Arts Centre in Peterborough. The case study sites illuminated the benefits
and challenges of being an accessible heritage community centre, and the unique
circumstances each have faced.
 
The findings from this study suggest that a lack of communication between the fields of
heritage planning and accessibility planning has led to the perception of a combative
relationship. In actuality, heritage, accessibility, and aging advocates are all seeking the
creation of a healthy and vibrant community. While the recommendations presented in
this report are specific to Peterborough, they can be easily applied to other
municipalities in Ontario with heritage sites, in preparation for an aging population.
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