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Goals and Objectives 

The Reconstruction Workshop will bring together 
expertise at all Program levels to work together on the 
issue of period reconstruction within the Canadian 
Parks Service. Its purpose is to provide a forum for 
Program discussion of the issue, to elaborate the CRM 
Policy, and to move towards consensus on implementa­
tion of the policy. 

With the introduction of the CRM Policy, no one 
issue has created so much debate as period 
reconstruction. Traditionally, following American 
precedents such as Colonial Williamsburg, the 
Canadian Parks Service and other Canadian services 
have made extensive use of substantial built resources 
not deriving from their periods of historical 
significance to achieve presentation objectives. 
Although international documents such as the Venice 
Charter decry period reconstruction, rebuilt and 
animated sites are popular with the visiting public and 
can be an effective form of presentation. Approved 
management plans and other Program documents also 
contain commitments to further reconstruction. At the 
same time, ageing reconstructions in the CPS system 

pose critical questions of resource investment for 
maintenance and intervention. Moreover, historical 
accuracy to the period represented is questionable in 
many cases, and inaccuracy is documented in others. 
- The workshop will explain how thinking on the 

practice of reconstruction has evolved and how CPS 
has translated this thinking into policy. 

- The workshop will examine reconstruction as an 
interpretive medium. 

- The workshop will examine implications and 
approaches to managing CPS's ageing reconstruc­
tions. 

- The workshop will examine alternatives to period 
reconstruction. 

- The workshop will result in a position paper which 
will interpret policy and which will provide 
guidelines for implementation of the policy. 
- it will clarify how maintenance of and 

interventions to existing reconstructions will be 
applied under the CRM Policy. 

- it will clarify how proposed reconstructions will be 
considered under the proposed CRM Policy. 
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Program Framework 

DAY ONE — MARCH 11,1992 

0830-0845 — WELCOME AND OPENING REMARKS 

0845-0930 — PLENARY — INTRODUCTION TO WORKSHOP C.Cameron 
• Definition of the problem 
• Policy origins 
• Policy principles 
• Definition of reconstruction 
• What CRM Policy says on reconstruction G. Ingram 

0930-0945 — PLENARY —FEEDBACK ON PARTICIPANTS'EXPECTATIONS D. Huddlestone 
Based on responses to questionnaires, the expectations of 
participants will be shared. 

0945-1015 — PLENARY —RAISING THE DEAD: HISTORICAL EVOLUTION OF S. RickettS 
THE PRACTICE OF RECONSTRUCTION IN CPS — IDEOLOGY AND 
INFLUENCES 
Participants will be presented with a chronological overview 
of the practice of reconstructions in CPS and what 
influenced this practice. 

1015-1030 — Break 

1030-1 100 — PLENARY — SLIDE SHOW OF RECONSTRUCTIONS ACROSS THE M. Robinson 
COUNTRY (CPS) 
A visual voyage across Canada to demonstrate the wide 
practice of reconstructions within CPS. 

1100-1130 — PLENARY —THE USNPS EXPERIENCE WITH RECONSTRUCTIONS B. Mackintosh 
Participants will learn how the United States National Park 
Service handles reconstructions. 

1130-1200 — PLENARY — PERIOD RECONSTRUCTION: EVOKING THE PAST OR G.Bennett 
PROVOKING THE GODS? 

1200-1330 — LUNCH —FUNCTIONAL GROUPS 
Participants are encouraged to lunch with their functional 
colleagues in order to exchange viewpoints. Details provided 
in participants' package. 

1330-1515 — ISSUE ONE —WHAT ARE THE CHALLENGES CPS FACES WITH MODERATOR: 
EXISTING RECONSTRUCTIONS? G. Ingram 
• ageing buildings at critical stage 
• maintenance levels and costs 
• interventions — historical accuracy 
• FHBRO designations of heritage value 

1330-1345 — INTRODUCTORY STATEMENT G.Ingram 
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Program Framework 

1345-1445 — PRESENTATIONS: 
- Fortress of Louisbourg B. Hockey 
- Fort George M. Watson 
- Vessels A. Barbour 
- Lower Fort Garry Walls G. Masson 
- Fort Anne Officers' Quarters B. Naftel 

1445-1515 — Discussion; the moderator will summarize key points. 

1515-1530 — Break 

1530-1700 — ISSUE TWO — WHAT ARE THE VALUES OF RECONSTRUCTIONS MODERATOR: 
AS THEY RELATE TO PRESENTATION? R. Lindo 

1530-1550 — INTRODUCTORY STATEMENTS: 
Period reconstructions as interpretive tools R. Moreau 
Period reconstructions from the perspective of the visitors' R. Lavoie 
experience 

1550-1700 — PRESENTATIONS: 
- Fort George M. Taylor 
- Landscapes L. Fardin 
- Louisbourg B. O'Shea 
- Forges du Saint-Maurice M. Barry 
- Fort Langley J. Swannack/ 

D. Whiting 

1700-1730 — Discussion; the moderator will summarize key points. 

END OF DAY ONE 

DAY TWO — MARCH 12,1992 

0830-0845 — Summary of Day One discussions and introduction to Day S. Buggey 
Two 

0845-1030 — ISSUE THREE —WHAT SHOULD CPS DO WITH ITS AGEING 
RECONSTRUCTIONS? 
• restate challenges and values 
• what guidance does CRM give 

WORKSHOP SESSION ONE LEADER: 
After a plenary introduction, participants will be broken into M. Archibald 
groups of interdisciplinary diversity to examine CRM's 
principles as they relate to reconstructions. Each group will 
have a discussion facilitator and a rapporteur who will report 
back at a plenary session. 

GROUP 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

FACILITATOR 

M.CULLEN 

T. KYNMAN 

J. GRENVILLE 

T. KOVACS 

B. O'SHEA 

RAPPORTEUR 

D. SULLIVAN 

C. LACELLE 

L. FARDIN 

G. ATTAR 

J. DE JONGE 
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Program Framework 

GROUP 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

FACILITATOR 

L. BLANCHET 

C.LACELLE 

S. ALGIE 

J. SWANNACK 

G. FORTIN 

RAPPORTEUR 

J. HARTLEY 

R. BRAY 

A. ROOS 

D. HUDDLESTONE 

R. GILLESPIE 

1030-1045 — Break 

1045-1145 — PLENARY — Reports from Workshop Group rapporteurs. 

1145-1200 — PLENARY — Leader will summarize the key points. 

1200-1300 — Lunch 

1300-1430 — ISSUE FOUR —WHAT ARE THE ALTERNATIVES TO PERIOD MODERATOR: 
RECONSTRUCTION? R. Thompson 
• stabilized resources 
• new construction using historic fabric 
• volumetric representation 
• new technologies 
• audio visuals, models, fixed displays 
• artists' depictions 

1300-1310 — INTRODUCTORY STATEMENT 

1310-1400 — PRESENTATIONS: 
- Forges du Saint-Maurice J. Barry 
- Green Gables A, Powter 
- New Technologies M. Lafrance 
- Artists' Depictions S. Porter 
- Point Wolfe Bridge B. Naftel 
- Stabilized Ruins B. Fry 

1400-1430 — Discussion; the moderator will summarize key points. 

1430-1445 — Break 

1445-1600 — ISSUE FIVE —WHAT ARE THE CRITERIA FOR 
RECONSTRUCTIONS IN THE FUTURE? 

WORKSHOP SESSION TWO LEADER: 
After a plenary introduction, participants will break into G. Bennett 
groups to discuss the criteria for existing and future 
reconstructions. Each group will have a discussion facilitator 
and a rapporteur who will report back at a plenary session. 

1600-1645 — PLENARY — Reports from Workshop Group rapporteurs. 

1645-1700 — PLENARY — Leader will summarize the key points. 
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Program Framework 

1800-2000 — Guided visit of the Grand Hall and the History Hall at the 
Canadian Museum of Civilization to see how a museum has 
used reconstructions. 

END OF DAY TWO 

DAY THREE — MARCH 13,1992 

0900-0930 — Synthesis of Day Two and introduction to Day Three S. Buggey 

0930-1030 — PLENARY WORKING SESSION FACILITATOR; 
Working session to refocus, reshape and transpose points T. Bull 
from discussion to date for integration into position paper. 

1030-1045 — Break 

1045-1130 — CONTINUATION OF PLENARY WORKING SESSION 

1130-1145 — Evaluation 

1145-1200 — Closing Remarks C.Cameron 

END OF WORKSHOP 
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Introductory Remarks 

Christina Cameron 

I am delighted to welcome so many of you to this 
Reconstruction Workshop. As I look around the room, I 
realize that you have come from all parts of the country 
and that you represent most of the functional 
disciplines that work together in the cultural heritage 
field. 

I would particularly like to welcome our colleagues 
from Quebec Region, who bring us a profound 
knowledge of and extensive experience in the area of 
period reconstruction. It is probably in Quebec Region 
that we find the most experimental examples of 
reconstruction and reconstitution. 

I would like to extend a very special welcome at 
this time to our colleague from the United States 
National Park Service, Barry Mackintosh. Barry has 
kindly agreed to share with us the experiences of our 
sister agency on the issue of reconstructions. Welcome, 
and thank you. 

The exercise that we are about to begin is an 
important one. From a personal point of view, the issue 
of period reconstructions has been debated since I 
joined the Parks Service in 1970. Over the next three 
days, we will be engaged in the process of developing 
policy and building a common understanding among 
ourselves on the issue. That is why this workshop has 
been exempted from the budget freeze. It is a training 
opportunity which should enable each of us to carry out 
our work more effectively. Because it is a training 
opportunity, and in order to help improve future 
workshops, you will be asked to fill out an evaluation 
form before you leave on Friday. 

Before addressing the question of why period 
reconstructions are an issue, let's raise the question of 
how to define the term. I think that for the purposes of 
this workshop, we should accept a fairly general 
definition of the term "period reconstruction." I suggest 
something such as "period reconstruction applies to a 
broad range of works related to creating a sense of the 
past." If we don't do this, the workshop may well 
degenerate into a philosophical debate about how many 
angels can dance on the head of a pin. 

Now to the question of why. Why are reconstruc­
tions an issue with the Canadian Parks Service? First of 
all, because we have inherited or built a lot of them. 
Sometimes they seem to be fairly accurate, as far as we 
know from our current state of research. Sometimes 
they are mostly fantasy, created to correspond to 
someone's idea of what the past was like. Accurate or 
not, these reconstructions are a major part of our 
interpretative program. 

They are also part of the CPS asset base and as 
such, they have to be looked after. This brings me to 
my second point and that, of course, is cost. Recon­
structions are very expensive to build, demanding as 
they do extensive research and design, special, often 
rare, materials, and skilled craftsmen. In addition, we 
are learning just how expensive they are to maintain! 
The dramatic deterioration of the buildings at the 
Fortress of Louisbourg, not to mention the blockhouses 
at Fort George, serve to underscore the extent of the 
problem and the high costs of maintenance and repair. 

We are in a period of extreme budget constraint 
and I am convinced that there is no pot of gold at the 
end of the rainbow to help us out. Faced with the 
pressing challenges of preserving our cultural heritage 
sites that are genuinely the work of the past, we have to 
give serious consideration to how much money we 
should allocate to our reconstructions. 

On a more philosophical level, reconstructions 
raise the issues of site integrity and public 
understanding. To illustrate this point, I would like to 
describe an incident that happened to me at my first 
meeting of UNESCO's World Heritage Committee. It 
was at the time when CPS had just published its 
booklet on Canadian world heritage sites. I was proudly 
distributing copies of it to members of the committee 
when I heard a shriek across the room. The UNESCO 
director of Cultural Programmes was looking at our 
booklet and repeating: "This is outrageous! This site 
must be de-designated!" "How could Canada have done 
this?" Needless to say, I hurried over to see what the 
problem was and found her looking at the photograph 
of the reconstructed sod huts at L'Anse aux Meadows. 
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Introductory Remarks 

She remembered the site when it was reviewed by 
UNESCO, before the sod huts were built. She assumed 
that the sod huts had been reconstructed on the 
archaeological field, thereby destroying the integrity of 
the site. Unfortunately, I did not know then what I 
know now, that is, that the sod huts are an interpretive 
device built nearby, but not on, the archaeological 
field. I therefore spent the rest of the week in misery, 
imagining our national humiliation as the first world 
heritage site to be de-designated. You can imagine my 
relief when, on my return, Atlantic Regional Director 
General Bill Turnbull set me straight. 

I tell this story in some detail to underline how 
important it is for CPS to respect the integrity of the 
sites that are entrusted to our care. And I would go 
further. We are also entrusted with ensuring that we do 
not confuse our visitors, that we do not mislead them, 
for example, into believing that the sod huts are the 
actual sod huts built by the Vikings a thousand years 
ago. You may smile in disbelief, but I would wager 
with you that a certain percentage of our visitors 
believe, for example, that the visitor reception centre at 
Bellevue House was built at the same time as the main 
house! 

I said earlier that we are engaged in developing 
policy. By this I meant that we will be fleshing out one 
aspect of the Cultural Resource Management Policy. At 
this time, I want to say a few words about the CRM 
Policy, but before I do so, I would like to have each of 
you answer a short quiz. This is an exam, but you can 
do it in your heads. How many of the principles of 
CRM can you name? A hint. There are five. The reason 
I draw your attention to the principles of CRM is that 
these are the broad principles which will guide our 
decision making for the next few years. 

I think it important to point out that the CRM 
Policy neither prohibits nor encourages reconstruction. 
Rather, it establishes the policy framework within 
which the appropriateness of activities such as 
reconstruction should be considered. CRM Policy does 
not decide the matter in advance. It is true that the 
policy was drafted with full knowledge of the important 
role that reconstructions have played in CPS. However, 
the policy was not designed — wittingly or unwittingly 
— as a referendum on reconstructions. 

I should just discuss briefly the status of the CRM 
Policy. It has been approved on an interim basis, 
pending final approval of the Proposed Canadian Parks 
Service Policy, of which CRM forms an integral part. 
As such, this version of the CRM Policy is the 
approved service-wide policy on the management of 

cultural resources on all CPS-administered properties. 
This includes our national parks, as well as the 114 
national historic sites under the administration of CPS. 
It has replaced the former National Historic Parks 
Policy in the so-called "beaver book" of 1979. Given 
the possible confusion about the word "interim," which 
some may have interpreted as indicating "no real 
status," it should be noted that the policy remains in 
effect for as long as it takes to get the new CPS Policy 
officially approved. 

I have been asked whether the CRM Policy was 
going to be changed as a result of the public 
consultation and review of the whole CPS Policy 
document. That was and is a question of obvious 
interest, since people do not want to apply a policy that 
may be substantially revised. I can tell you that while 
there will be minor editorial changes, the policy will 
not be changed in any substantive manner. 

Indeed, the CRM Policy has been the most highly 
praised policy in the whole CPS Policy document. The 
national policy review coordinator, John Carruthers, in 
his summary of the public consultation done to date, 
has reported that "there is strong support for CRM, for 
the broadening of the National Historic Sites Policy, 
particularly with reference to non-CPS administered 
sites, and for the attempt to develop a closer 
relationship between the natural and cultural aspects of 
the policy." 

As many of you are aware, the 1979 policy was 
generally regarded as woefully inadequate on the 
cultural side. The new policy statements are perceived 
much differently. Heritage Canada, the Canadian 
Historical Association, and the Ontario Archaeological 
Association, to name only a few, have commended CPS 
for the CRM policy initiative. 

The B.C. deputy minister of Municipal Affairs, 
Recreation and Culture wrote that "we strongly support 
the content of this significant new policy and the 
conservation principles upon which it is founded," and 
the Government of the Northwest Territories wrote that 
the Proposed CPS Policy, in particular those sections 
dealing with national historic sites and CRM, is a 
significant improvement over the 1979 policy. 

Not all comments have been provided by cultural 
groups. The Federation of Ontario Naturalists wrote 
that "one addition of major importance is the cultural 
resource management policy which is commendable 
and represents the holistic perspective needed in many 
issues." A professor from the Outdoor Recreation, 
Parks and Tourism department of Lakehead University 
wrote that "the addition of a policy for cultural 
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CHRISTINA CAMERON 

resource management which extends across all program 
areas is a welcome and far-sighted addition to CPS 
Policy." 

I am proud of the CRM Policy. We have a policy of 
which all of us can be proud, not merely because CRM 
is a good policy, but because it is a policy that grew out 
of broad internal consultation and input. Many of you 
in this room participated in that consultation process. 
Moreover, unlike other CRM policies, ours is unique in 
its integrated rather than separate treatment of the 
various categories of cultural resources and in its 
linking of conservation and presentation. 

This brings me to the issue of interpretation. 
Interpretation is an essential part of our business. I 
want to emphasize that concerns about reconstructions 
should not be taken as an indication of secondary status 
for interpretation. After all, our over-riding mission is 
"commemoration," which is the word that the drafters 
of the Historic Sites and Monuments Act found to 
bridge the gap between "conservation" and "presenta­
tion." It is not enough simply to protect our sites and 

put up fences around them. We have a further respon­
sibility to make them accessible to Canadians by 
interpreting them in relevant and memorable ways. And 
reconstructions are part of this interpretation. The 
question is: "When is reconstruction an appropriate and 
necessary interpretive tool?" 

My expectations for the workshop are clear. I hope 
that we will reach consensus in some areas and provide 
direction for further study of the thornier issues. I 
know that the workshop will provide invaluable input 
into the policy process and I am confident that we will 
get a better sense of how to priorize our expenditures. 

This session provides us with an opportunity — for 
the first time, as far as I can recall — to develop some 
common understanding and consistent approaches to 
this challenging issue. I know that many of you have 
strong views, and I encourage you to present them 
clearly, so that all aspects of the reconstruction issue 
will be thoroughly and thoughtfully considered. I look 
foward to the next few days. 
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The Cultural Resource Management Policy and the 
Reconstruction Imbroglio 

George Ingram and Gordon Bennett 

"Imbroglio" is one of those ten-dollar words that one 
encounters and spends a lifetime looking for an 
opportunity to use. "Imbroglio" is defined in Webster 
variously as a confused mass; an intricate or 
complicated situation; a violently confused or bitterly 
complicated altercation. It seems to be a particularly 
appropriate term to apply to the reconstruction debate, 
for no one issue has been the focus of more attention 
over the past few years. 

As Christina Cameron has indicated in her opening 
remarks, the Reconstruction Workshop provides us 
with an excellent opportunity, in fact our first, to 
examine together the application of the Cultural 
Resource Management Policy to an important issue 
which is program-wide. And through the presentations 
and workshop sessions over the next two days I would 
hope that we would learn together more about the 
policy itself, about how we can deal with the myriad 
issues posed by the reconstruction imbroglio, and 
finally, collectively develop a better understanding 
about how to apply the CRM Policy generally to a 
complex issue such as this. 

Before we embark on this great journey I thought 
that it would be useful to take a brief look at the CRM 
Policy and to talk a bit about how it applies to the issue 
of reconstruction. Here I would like to acknowledge the 
important contribution of the National Historic Sites 
Policy Task Force under the leadership of Gordon 
Bennett. Three of the members of the task force are 
with us today: Claudette Lacelle, Margaret Archibald, 
and Gordon himself. To Gordon I am particularly 
indebted for pulling together notes for this presentation 
today. 

In fact, the issues that we will be addressing during 
this workshop, including the evolution of thinking on 
the practice of reconstruction and how this thinking 
should be translated into policy, are not new. The same 
issues were raised, discussed, and debated during the 
internal consultations on the NHS components of the 
proposed policy. Many of you will recall the "yellow 
frameworks document" prepared by the policy review 

task force and the discussions in all regions that took 
place at that time on how reconstructions as well as a 
host of other matters should be dealt with in policy. 
The policy represents a synthesis of the contributions 
that were made by those who participated in the 
discussions. There was broad consensus that 
reconstruction should not be prohibited by policy, but 
there was also broad recognition of the need to devise a 
far more effective statement than that provided by the 
1979 Historic Parks Policy, which many recognized 
discouraged reconstruction only when there was not 
sufficient information to undertake an accurate 
reconstruction. It should also be noted that there was a 
strong sentiment that these issues should be dealt with 
on a case-by-case basis but within an overall policy 
context of what should be considered appropriate for a 
specific national historic site. The CRM Policy does 
this, and I believe that this is its real strength. In short, 
it provides a policy framework in which issues can be 
addressed on a case-by-case basis. 

Although we will be focussing on the CRM Policy, 
it is important to note the CRM Policy should always 
be read in conjunction with the appropriate activity 
policy, since it is the necessary complement to each of 
those policies. Since most questions and concerns about 
reconstruction relate to national historic sites, a sound 
familiarity with the NHS Policy is a prerequisite. 

What does the CRM Policy have to say about 
reconstructions? I would like to deal with the issue 
under three heads: 
1. Reconstructions as a form of commemoration, 
2. Existing reconstructions, and 
3. Proposed reconstructions. 
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GEORGE INGRAM AND GORDON BENNETT 

Reconstruct ions as a Form of 
Commemoration 

These reconstructions are distinguished from other 
proposed reconstructions on the simple but crucial 
ground that they would be the product of a specific 
ministerial decision, based on a recommendation of the 
Historic Sites and Monuments Board of Canada, that 
the form of commemoration should be a reconstruction. 
The key words here are "specific ministerial decision" 
and "form of commemoration." In fact, I do not believe 
that any existing reconstruction satisfies this criterion. 
The closest approximation is probably the 1964 
ministerial decision that George-Etienne Cartier's 
residence in Montreal be acquired and restored to 
period (emphasis added). 

As previously noted, one can not consider the issue 
of reconstruction as a form of commemoration without 
looking at the policy on national historic sites. Taken 
together, both the NHS and the CRM policies provide 
direction to deal with this matter, based on the concept 
of the primacy of ministerial decisions. Make no 
mistake about it, a ministerial decision, based on an 
HSMBC recommendation that the form of commemora­
tion should be a reconstruction, decides the matter. 
Bear in mind also that the CRM Policy accords the 
highest priority to ministerial commemorative 
decisions (CRM Sections 3.2.2, 3.5.2.2). 

This is why the NHS Policy statement 2.3.4 
specifies that the Canadian Parks Service will advise 
the Minister on the implications of accepting an 
HSMBC recommendation before the recommendation is 
approved by the Minister. Objections, if any, to 
reconstruction as a form of commemoration must be 
made before, not after, the Minister makes a decision. 
Otherwise the Minister would be put in an invidious 
position, and ministerial decisions would not be 
regarded as being based on sound advice or having the 
force and status that ministerial decisions must be 
perceived to possess. 

Existing Reconstruct ions 

What does CRM policy say about existing reconstruc­
tions? 

According to CRM (3.5.2.10), period reconstruc­
tions and reproductions are by definition contemporary 

work and have no a priori historic value, but because of 
their special character the principles and practice of 
cultural resource management may apply to them. 

Some clarification of what is meant by the previous 
clause may be in order. Since a reconstructed feature of 
a site is one of the site's resources, it must be 
inventoried and evaluated for purposes of determining 
whether it is cultural resource within the meaning of 
the policy; that is to say, a level 1, level 2, or level 3 
resource. If it is found to be a level 1 or level 2, it is a 
cultural resource; if level 3, it is not. The clause under 
consideration permits a reconstruction that has been 
determined to be level 3 to be covered by the CRM 
Policy. This provision is a useful one because it means 
that sensitive maintenance can be applied by choice to 
a reconstruction even though it may not be accorded 
level 2 status. 

The determination of levels is a fundamental aspect 
of CRM Policy implementation, and a number of 
questions have arisen as to how the determination takes 
place. The determination of level 1 is relatively 
straightforward and is based on an application of the 
ministerial decision of national historic importance. If 
the reconstruction itself has not been declared to be 
nationally significant, it is not a level 1 unless it can be 
demonstrated that it is directly related to the reasons 
for the site's designation. Obviously, where the 
reconstructed feature did not exist at the time of 
designation, it can hardly be considered to be related — 
directly or indirectly — to reasons for the site's 
designation. 

With respect to the determination of level 2, it is 
important to note that the Federal Heritage Buildings 
Policy is not the sole mechanism for determining level 
2. It is a mechanism, but it is not the only one, nor is it 
necessarily the most important one. A couple of points 
need to be made here. 

- The first is that because CRM is a policy, it quite 
consciously did not assign roles and responsibilities 
to various levels of the CPS organization; that is, it 
did not make headquarters responsible for this, the 
field responsible for that, and the regional offices 
responsible for something else. It was assumed by the 
task force that the inventory and evaluation would 
either be done during the management planning 
process or by a team specially set up by the region 
and the superintendent if management planning were 
not under way, in either case consisting of technical 
experts in the historical, conservation, and 
presentation disciplines and the superintendent. To 
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