
 
 

     
    

   
 
 

  
 

     

 
   

    
  

 
      

    
   

     
    

    

  

    
     

    

 
  

 
    

     
  

   
     

      
        

  
 

     
        

      
     

Heritage Impact Assessment Terms of Reference and Checklist 
City Planning, Heritage Planning, Urban Design 
Revised July 7, 2021 

A. PURPOSE 

The conservation of the City of Toronto's cultural heritage resources is a matter of public, municipal and 
provincial interest. 

A Heritage Impact Assessment ("HIA") is an independent professional and objective study undertaken at 
the earliest stage of project planning, design, construction and development activity necessary to inform 
a project's design with the goal of conservation. 

The purpose of the HIA is to assist in the understanding of the cultural heritage value of each existing or 
potential heritage resource on a site, adjacent to a site or within a Heritage Conservation District 
("HCD"), and apply relevant heritage conservation policies and standards in the analysis of the impact of 
development on its cultural heritage value, and develop mitigation measures to protect it.  Within the 
City of Toronto's application process and complete application requirements, the purpose of the HIA is 
also to inform decisions of City staff and City Council and to guide the creation of a Conservation Plan or 
any other Council approved condition. 

B. POLICY CONTEXT 

The Provincial Policy Statement; Section 2.6 Cultural Heritage and Archaeology 
A Place to Grow: Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe; Section 4.2.7 Cultural Heritage 
Resources 
City of Toronto Official Plan 

C. DESCRIPTION 

The HIA will demonstrate an understanding of the cultural heritage values and attributes of existing and 
potential onsite heritage resources, adjacent heritage properties and within or adjacent to Heritage 
Conservation Districts.  It is strongly recommended that a Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report ("CHER") 
be prepared by the applicant at a project's inception to ensure a rigorous inventory and understanding 
of the site's values and attributes early in the design process. The City of Toronto has developed a Terms 
of Reference to assist with the purpose and content of a CHER. It is also strongly recommended that the 
results of the CHER be shared with the City for discussion at the earliest opportunity to avoid 
unnecessary delays. 

Where City Council has previously adopted a Statement of Significance through municipal designation, 
using criteria set out in Ontario Regulation 9/06, the HIA must be based on the Council approved 
statement of cultural heritage values and attributes. Properties designated prior to 2005 will be subject 
to review and by-law amendment as necessary. 



  
  

   
          

    

     
      

    
     

  
    

 

   
  

   

    
     
       

 
    

       
   

 

    
   

     
      

    

  
     

 

  
 

  
           

        
      

 
 

      
    

The HIA will also demonstrate, in its analysis and conservation strategy, an understanding of all 
applicable provincial and municipal policies, HCD plans and recognized professional heritage 
conservation standards in Canada including, but not limited to, the Standards and Guidelines for 
Conservation of Historic Places in Canada. In keeping with the Standards and Guidelines, minimal 
intervention will be the guiding principle for all work. 

The study will, using both written and graphic formats, provide a description of the proposed 
development or site alteration, a detailed review of the impact of the proposed work on the cultural 
heritage values and attributes of the existing, potential and adjacent heritage properties (cultural 
heritage values and attributes that have already been determined by the City or, when unavailable, 
identified within a Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report) from a conservation perspective. The HIA will 
also recommend alternative development options and mitigation measures to ensure the best possible 
conservation outcomes. 

The HIA, which must be prepared by a qualified heritage conservation professional as demonstrated 
through membership in the Canadian Association of Heritage Professionals, will address "existing and 
potential heritage properties" which are those properties that are: 

designated under Parts IV and V of the Ontario Heritage Act ("OHA") 
added to the Register by City Council, known as "listed" properties 
identified as having cultural heritage value or interest through a preliminary site assessment or 
planning study 
identified by the community, City staff or local Councillor 

In addition, it is recommended that applicants pre-screen any building 40 years of age or older on the 
development site as a routine part of pre-application due diligence, especially if demolition will be 
proposed. 

The required conservation strategy will be presented in detail to inform the decisions of City staff and 
City Council and to guide the creation of a Conservation Plan and/or any other Council approved 
conditions. Conservation strategies will take into account the existing condition of cultural heritage 
resource(s) and the constructability of the proposal. It is expected the project team will have undertaken 
sufficient investigation to confirm the capacity of the heritage resource to withstand the proposed 
intervention. 

Where there is the potential to affect known or potential archaeological resources an Archaeological 
Assessment will be undertaken as an additional study prepared by a licensed archaeologist. 

D. STANDARDS AND PRACTICES 

The HIA must be impartial and objective, thorough, complete and sound in its methodology and 
application of Ontario Heritage Act evaluation criteria, the City of Toronto Official Plan Heritage Policies 
and the Parks Canada Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada and be 
consistent with recognized professional standards and best practices in the field of heritage 
conservation in Canada and the CAHP Code of Conduct. 

The HIA must be prepared by qualified professional members in good standing with the Canadian 
Association of Heritage Professionals (CAHP) who possess applied and demonstrated knowledge of 



    
    

 
     

     
 

 
       

 
   

 
      

        
 

 
  
  
  
  

   

 
   

 
     

 
        

      
 

 
      

   
 

    
 

   
 

       
     

 
   

 
      

 
       

 
   

 
 

accepted standards of heritage conservation, historical research, identification and evaluation of cultural 
heritage value or interest, analysis and mitigation. 

The HIA must include all required information and be completed to the satisfaction of the City as 
determined by the Senior Manager, Heritage Planning or it will be considered incomplete for application 
or other purposes. 

The HIA may be subject to a peer review if deemed appropriate by the Senior Manager. 

E. WHEN REQUIRED 

An HIA is required as a part of a Complete Application for the following application types, if the 
development site contains one or more properties that are listed and/or designated on the City of 

Heritage Register: 

Official Plan Amendment 
Zoning By-law Amendment 
Plans of Subdivision 
Site Plan Control 

Note: Site Plan Control applications that have been subject to a recent and/or concurrent OPA/ZBA 
application will not require an HIA. 

An HIA may be required for the following additional application types: 

Consent and/or Minor Variance applications for any property on the Heritage Register 

Official Plan Amendment, Zoning By-law Amendment, Plans of Subdivision, Site Plan Control 
and/or Consent and/or Minor Variance applications adjacent to a property on the Heritage 
Register.  Adjacency is defined in the Official plan and may go beyond contiguous properties 

Heritage Permit applications for any property designated under Part IV (individual) or Part V 
(Heritage Conservation District) of the OHA. 

F. CULTURAL HERITAGE EVALUATION REPORT (CHER) 

A Cultural Heritage Evaluation is required within the HIA for the following properties, where applicable: 

Designated under Part IV, Section 29 of the OHA prior to 2006 
Listed on the City's Heritage Register under Section 27 of the OHA 

A CHER is strongly encouraged to be prepared for properties of potential heritage value: 

Not on the City's Heritage Register but identified as having cultural heritage value through 
professional site assessments or planning studies 
Believed to have cultural heritage value as identified by the community, City staff or local 
Councillor 
Buildings and/or structures that are 40 years or older 



 

  
    
   

      
 

      
 

       
   

  
      

 
  

     
 

       
    

 

     
 

          
  

 

   

 

     
 

      
   

   

   

A Cultural Heritage Evaluation within an HIA, or as part of a CHER is not required for properties that are: 

Subject to a Notice of Intention to Designate under Section 29 of the OHA 
Designated under Part IV, Section 29 of the OHA after 2006 
Designated under Part V, Section 42 of the OHA 

The City's Terms of Reference for a CHER is available as a separate document. It is recommended that 
applicants contact Heritage Planning to discuss heritage potential on the subject property prior to 
application submission.  Evaluation of cultural heritage resources prior to project planning is strongly 
encouraged. 

With regard to Part IV, Section 29 properties, the HIA should append the Notice of Intention to 
Designate or the designation by-law, where applicable. With regard to Part V, Section 42 Districts, 
identification of the Heritage Conservation District and its associated Heritage Conservation District Plan 
(if applicable) should be identified, but is not required to be appended to the HIA. 

An HIA that does not use the Council adopted statement of significance as the basis to assess impact will 
be deemed incomplete. 

Evaluations may be subject to Peer Review where deemed appropriate by the Senior Manager, Heritage 
Planning 

G. REQUIRED CONTENTS AND CHECKLIST 

To confirm application requirements it is advisable to discuss your project in advance with Heritage 
Planning staff during preliminary consultation meetings and consult the City of Toronto's Municipal 
Code. 

Where conditional approval has already been granted under the OHA, document requirements should 
be discussed with heritage planning staff. 

The HIA will be submitted in hard copy and PDF format along with any other required application 
material and will include (at minimum): 

1. Required Contents Checklist 

A copy of this HIA Terms of Reference with a completed Required Contents Checklist 

2. Statement of Professional Qualifications 

A Heritage Professional is a person who has specialized knowledge in the conservation and 
stewardship of cultural heritage and is supported by formal training and/or work experience. 
The professional must be a registered member of the Canadian Association of Heritage 
Professionals and in good standing. The background and qualifications of the professional(s) 
completing the HIA must be included in the report. 

By checking this field, the Professional conforms to accepted technical and ethical standards and 
works in accordance with the regulations and guidelines of their specialty heritage fields and 



   
 

      
     

    
    
  

      
     

     
   

 

  

  
  

   

     
   

  

 

   
    
 

   
     

     
 

   

jurisdictions of practice and confirms the information included in the HIA or CHER is accurate 
and reflects their professional opinion. 

3. Executive Summary 

This section includes a summary of the project as a whole; a summary of the property's 
determined heritage values and attributes, including conclusions related to the evaluation of 
properties undertaken through the CHER; a summary of the proposed conservation strategy and 
a summary assessment of the impact of the proposed development or site alteration on the 
cultural heritage values and attributes of all on-site and adjacent heritage properties, including 
properties on the site that are not on the heritage register but which have been subject to 
evaluation either within the HIA or as the subject of a CHER. 

The Executive Summary will also outline proposed mitigation measures and will include a clear 
statement of opinion about the appropriateness of the work as proposed, with specific 
reference to all applicable policies and guidelines. 

4. Property Owner 

Owner name and full contact information, including e-mail address(es) 

5. Owner's Representative or Agent 

Name and full contact information, including e-mail address(es), for any representative or agent 
acting on behalf of the owner accompanied by proof of owner consent 

6. Location Plan 

Location of the development site and the subject heritage property/properties shown on: 

City's property data map 

Aerial photograph 

Maps and photographs must depict the site boundary within a 300 metre radius, or as 
appropriate, in order to demonstrate the existing area context and identify adjacent heritage 
resources. Maps to be to a metric scale (i.e. 1:100, 1:200, 1:500). 

A CHER is not required 7. Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report (CHER) 

Following the City of Toronto's Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report (CHER) Terms of Reference, 
this section will include the identification and evaluation of existing and potential properties on 
the development site, as required. 

Where a property is subject to a notice of intention to designate under Section 29 of the OHA, 
designated under Part IV of the OHA after 2006 or designated under Park V of the OHA, the HIA 
must rely on the heritage values and attributes of the property which have already been 
determined by City Council. 



     
     

      
    

 

          
 

      

   
   

    
   

    

 

   
  

   
 

   
   

  

  
   

  
   

       

       
   

    

    
       

 

It is expected the CHER will be prepared in the early stages of the design and development 
process, prior to determining what changes may be appropriate. It is recommended that the 
CHER be submitted as a separate document prior to its incorporation into the HIA and prior to 
the submission of a development application so that the heritage values can be confirmed. 

Check all that apply: 

Evaluation of a property designated under Part IV, Section 29, of the Ontario Heritage Act prior 
to 2006 and date evaluation was completed. 

Evaluation of a property listed on the City's Heritage Register under Section 27 of the Ontario 
Heritage Act and date evaluation was completed. 

Evaluation of a property previously identified as having cultural heritage value through 
professional site assessments or planning studies and date evaluation was completed. 

Evaluation of a property believed to have cultural heritage value as identified by the community, 
City staff or local Councillor and date evaluation was completed. 

Evaluation of a property over 40 years old and date evaluation was completed. 

8. Description of On-site Heritage Resources 

This section will include a description of existing and potential cultural heritage resources within 
the development site, and shall include: 

Description of each property in its location on the site and any associated buildings, structures 
and/or landscapes. The description needs to include reference to all structures; buildings; age, 
location, type of construction, heritage attributes, building elements, features and / or remains; 
building materials; architectural style, type or expression and finishes; floor plan; natural 
heritage features; landscaping and archaeological resources as applicable. 

For each listed property, the existing Statement of Significance, Reasons for Listing and/or 
Reasons for Identification as adopted by City Council describing each property's cultural heritage 
value. Include the City Council inclusion dates and relevant details. This information can be 
obtained from the Heritage Planning office or online. 

For each Part IV or Part V designated property on the site, the existing Statement of Significance, 
Reasons for Designation describing each property's cultural heritage value and heritage 
attributes and/or the established cultural heritage value or contribution as described in the 
relevant HCD Plan. Include the associated designation by-laws and City Council inclusion dates 
and details. This information can be obtained from the Heritage Planning office or online. 

9. Historic Photographs 

Historic photographs should be provided where available. If historic photographs cannot be 
located, it must be confirmed that the noted sources below have been checked and historic 
photographs were not present. 



   

 

  
      

    
 

    

  

     

 

    
     

   
 

  

    
  

  

 

  
   

 

 

       
    

At minimum, the resources that must be consulted include: 

Toronto Archives 

Toronto Public Library 

Historical society archives 

10. Current Photographs/Images 

Current photographs/images taken within 3 months of the application submission date showing 
the existing condition, context, attributes and other features of existing and potential heritage 
resources on the property that are unobstructed by landscaping, vegetation, vehicles, etc. The 
context includes other buildings and existing landscaping (mature trees, fences, walls, 
driveways) on the subject property.  Photographs will include the following: 

Each building elevation 
Each heritage attribute or draft (CHER) heritage attribute affected by the 
proposed works 
Existing context including other buildings on and adjacent to the site and 
existing landscaping 
Interior heritage attributes described in the Part IV designation by-law or the 
CHE, where applicable 
Photographs of the property as seen from the public realm around the property 
including each public right of way, lane, or shared driveway, park and publicly 
accessible open space, as appropriate to the site 
Photographs showing the relationship of the site to the adjacent properties 

11. Description of Surrounding Neighbourhood Keyed to a Context Map 

Provide a detailed narrative of the surroundings of the site with particular attention to subject 
street frontages or block faces, subject property and opposite side of the street frontage(s). Be 
sure to reference architectural styles, profiles and ages of buildings and describe the existing

 and key to a context map. 

12. Description of Adjacent Heritage Properties (if applicable) 

Using the definition of "adjacency" in the City's Official Plan, this section must provide a 
description of each heritage property/resource adjacent to the development site, including: 

Description of the property in its location adjacent to the site, including any buildings, structures 
and/or landscapes or landscape features. 

Part IV or V designation dates and details. 

ERA contacted Heritage Planning to identify a historical society archives, but 
did not receive a response prior to the issuance of this report. 



   
    

 
 

   

  
    

    
 

 
   

    
  

   
   

  

    
 

 
 

 
   

 
 

 

      
  

       
  

Existing Statement of Significance or Reasons for Designation describing the property's cultural 
heritage value. This information can be obtained from the Heritage Planning office. 

Photographs to include: 

Photographs taken within 3 months of the application submission date of each elevation 
of the resource on the adjacent heritage property. 

Aerial photographs showing the relationship of the adjacent properties to the 
development site. 

Available historic photographs that show the adjacent buildings in relation to the 
application site, or confirmation that none were available from the noted sources. 

13. Condition Assessment 

The condition assessment should not rely solely on a visual inspection. Recommended methods 
for determining the condition of the resource(s) include a structural engineering analysis, a 
geotechnical study, non-destructive and destructive testing where underlying conditions might 
be obscured by architectural elements, signage or other physical barriers. 

Destructive testing may be subject to approval. Please consult the heritage planner assigned to 
your application to confirm testing requirements needing a preliminary review. 

Written description and high quality colour photographic documentation of each existing and 
potential heritage resources on the development site in its current condition and a detailed 
visual and written description of the physical condition of the resources including, but not 
limited to: 

The roof (including chimneys, roofing materials, etc.) 
Each building elevation including windows, doors, porches and decorative elements 
Foundations 
Each heritage attribute identified in an existing Statement of Significance or a CHE 
including landscape features where applicable 
Structural stability of the building 
Other aspects of the site as appropriate 

14. Description of Proposed Development or Site Alteration 

In this section, the plans, drawings, specifications and a description of the site alteration must 
include all new development on and alterations and interventions to each designated and/or 
listed and/or potential heritage property on the development site. 

The drawings and specifications should also show any internal heritage attributes described in 
the designation by-law and show any proposed changes to them. 

If no changes are being proposed to a specific building, structure or heritage attribute on the 
subject property a written confirmation of this and confirmation of its proposed conservation 



  
   
 

    
    

  

   
  

  
  

    
   

     
      

 

     
  

     
      

  

   
  

   
 

     
   

       

    
    

      
 

   

   

         
        

           

can be provided instead of including proposed plans, sections and elevations of that specific 
building, structure or heritage attribute. 
A written itemized and detailed description of all alterations and interventions affecting the 
cultural heritage value and attributes of each onsite existing and potential heritage property and 
adjacent heritage property with a clear narrative of what is proposed to be conserved, altered, 
visually or physically impacted or demolished and/or removed. 

Existing plans, sections and elevations showing the current condition of each property with any 
buildings, structures and attributes proposed to be demolished or removed identified in RED 
and/or altered in BLUE. This is not required 

Proposed plans, sections and elevations showing any attributes proposed to be demolished, 
This is not required removed or reconstructed in RED and new construction and alterations in BLUE. 

15. Demolition 

Separate approval under the Ontario Heritage Act is required for any property designated under 
Part IV or V where the demolition or removal of a building, structure and/or attribute is 
proposed. 

60 days' written notice of intention to demolish a building or structure on a listed property must 

proposed on an existing Part IV heritage property, a written description will explain the reason 
for the proposed demolition and/or removal and how it conserves the cultural heritage value 
and attributes of the property as described in the designation by-law or the CHER and how it 
conserves the integrity of the property. 

Where the demolition and/or removal of a building, structure and/or heritage attribute  is 
proposed on a Part V designated property within a Part V designated district, a written 
description will explain the reason for the proposed demolition and/or removal and how such 
demolition and/or removal conserves the cultural heritage values and heritage attributes of the 
relevant Heritage Conservation District and describe how the proposal is not contrary to the 
objectives of that HCD Plan and how the proposal does not conflict with that HCD Plan. 

Where the demolition and/or removal of a building or structure on a listed heritage property is 
proposed, a written description will explain the reason for the proposed demolition and/or 
removal and how it conserves the cultural heritage value of the property as described in the 
reasons for listing or the CHER and conserves the integrity of the property. 

Where the demolition and/or removal of a building or structure on a potential heritage property 
is proposed, a written description will explain the reason for the proposed demolition and/or 
removal. 

be submitted to the Chief Planner, consistent with the Toronto Municipal Code, Chapter 103. 

Check if NO demolition or removal is proposed. 

Where the demolition and/or removal of a building, structure and/or heritage attribute is 

No demolition or removal is proposed as the Site is not listed on 
the City of Toronto's Heritage Register or designated under the 
OHA. The existing buildings on the Site will be demolished. 



 

   
    

   

   
     

   
      

  
  

   

  
    

   
    

    
      

   

  
       

 
    

      

 

    
    

    
  

    
      

        

      

16. Analysis of the Impact of Development or Site Alteration 

In this section, a clear and objective analysis of the impact of all alterations and interventions, 
(direct and indirect), that affect the cultural heritage value and attributes as described in the 
designation by-law or approved CHER of each existing, potential and adjacent heritage property 
or HCD is required. 

An itemized and detailed analysis of the impact of and rationale for all alterations and 
interventions proposed affecting the cultural heritage value and attributes of each existing, 
potential and adjacent heritage property applying all relevant policies including the City of 
Toronto Official Plan, the Provincial Policy Statement and A Place to Grow: Growth Plan for the 
Greater Golden Horseshoe. 

A description of and rationale for the primary conservation treatment(s) based on the Parks 
Canada Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada. 

An itemized and detailed analysis of and rationale for all alterations and interventions proposed 
affecting the cultural heritage value and attributes of each existing, potential and adjacent 
heritage property using all applicable guidelines in the Parks Canada Standards and Guidelines 
for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada. 

Using the definition of "integrity" in the City of Toronto Official Plan, provide a description and 
analysis of the impact of the development/site alteration on the integrity of each existing, 
potential and adjacent heritage property. The integrity of the adjacent heritage resources will be maintained 

An analysis of the visual impact of the design of the new development on, and a description of 
the efforts to ensure mitigate the impact and ensure its compatibility with, the heritage value, 
attributes and character of each existing, potential and adjacent heritage property or HCD. 

17. Engineering Considerations This section is not required as the buildings are being demolished 

In the case of partial in situ or façade-only retention, temporary removal or relocation of a 
building or structure of an onsite existing or potential heritage resource, or when a 
compromised structure is part of the reason for the proposed works, an engineering study must 
be undertaken by a Professional Engineer that confirms the feasibility of the proposed strategy 
in the context of the development/site alteration. An engineering study may also be requested 
in other circumstances. 

A vibration or other site management related study may be requested to assess any potential 
impacts to adjacent heritage resources. 

The study should consider (at minimum) overall site alterations, construction access, buried 
utilities, right-of-way management and construction/conservation methodologies. 
Recommendations must be based on a detailed understanding of the current condition of the 
resource(s) being conserved as described in Section 12. 

Limited invasive testing of existing heritage fabric and other forms of ground investigation are 
strongly recommended at the earliest stages of the project. Purely visual inspection will not be 
an acceptable basis for decision-making. 



    
  

    

    
      

 
   

  
   

 
  

    
   

  
  

    
   

 

 

    

 

   
  

  

     
  

 
    

             
             

      

     

A statement from a professional engineer confirming feasibility of a strategy that involves 
façade retention, temporary removal or relocation. Conservation strategies with engineering 
considerations must include this statement or the HIA will be deemed incomplete. 

18. Mitigation Mitigation is being considered in relation to adjacent heritage resources since no resource on site 

Mitigation measures and/or alternative options are important components of the HIA as they 
describe ways to avoid or reduce negative impacts on the cultural heritage resources. Mitigation 
might also be achieved through modifications to the design of project as a whole, for example 
exploring alternative parking arrangement the modification of supporting caisson walls and 
other shoring and bracing strategies that supports greater retention of built fabric, exterior 
walls, interior attributes and in situ preservation etc. 

A detailed and itemized description of recommended mitigation measures that will best 
conserve the cultural heritage values and attributes of each existing, potential and adjacent 
heritage resource. Note: Potential heritage resources are defined in Section F above. Adjacent 
properties are defined in Section 3.1.5 of the City of Toronto Official Plan. 

If mitigation measures and/or alternative development options are not warranted because the 
cultural heritage values and attributes are being conserved, describe and provide a rationale for 
no recommendation. No anticipated impacts on adjacent heritage resources, therefore mitigation not required 

Where significant interventions occur, describe and provide a rationale for the alternative 
development approaches and mitigation measures that were explored but not recommended in 
this HIA. 

19. Conservation Strategy/Summary This section is not required as the Site is not listed on the City of Toronto's Heritage 
Register or designated under the OHA. The existing buildings on the Site will be 
demolished. 

Itemized summary of the conservation strategy detailed in the previous relevant sections. 

20. Statement of Professional Opinion 

A conclusive and objective statement of professional opinion about the compliance of the 
project with all relevant municipal and provincial policies and respect for recognized 
professional standards and best practices in the field of heritage conservation in Canada. 

If, in the opinion of the heritage consultant, a development proposal does not comply with all 
applicable policies or respect recognized professional standards and best practices in the field of 
heritage conservation as reflected in all applicable guiding documents, a full analysis will be 
provided explaining the reasons for why this conclusion has been drawn. 



 APPENDIX B: Letters of Authorization as Proof of Owner's Consent, dated June 28, 
2022 and July 5, 2022 



June 28, 2022 

RE: 15 Elm Street, Toronto 
Ownership and Representative/ Agent Information and Authori7,ation 

Dear City ofToronto, 

The purpose of this letter is three-fold as follows: 

1. Provide property owner information 

2. Provide owner's representative or agent information (if applicable) 

3. Provide authorization 

Property Owner Information 

Owner name: Ms. Annette Cooper 
Address: 15 Elm St, Toronto, Ontario, MSG IHI 
Phone number: 416 829 1656 
Email address: rob@wmni.ca 

Authorization ofERA Architects 

The undersigned authorizes ERA Architects Inc. to request and view building records held by the City 
of Toronto on the subject property. Please make any documents available to ERA Architects as they
require them. 

AND FOR SO DOING this shall be your good and sufficient authority. 
Yours sincerely, 

Annette Cooper 

mailto:rob@wmni.ca


 

Fraternal Order of Eagles 2311 

17 Elm St 

Toronto, ON 

MSG lHl 

July 5, 2022 

RE: 17 Elm Street, Toronto 

Ownership and Representative/ Agent Information and Authorization 

Dear City of Toronto, 

The purpose of this letter is three-fold as follows: 

1. Provide property owner information 

2. Provide authorization 

Property Owner Information 

Owner name: Fraternal Order of Eagles 2311 

Address: 17 Elm St, Toronto, ON, MSG lHl 

Phone number: 416-523-2321 

Email address: Robert.boag@sympatico.ca 

Authorization of ERA Architects 

The undersigned authorizes ERA Architects Inc. to request and view building records held by the City 

of Toronto on the subject property. Please make any documents available to ERA Architects as they 

require them. 

AND FOR SO DOING this shall be your good and sufficient authority. 

Yours sincerely, 

Robert Boag 

Club Trustee 

416-523-2321 
Robert.boag@sympatico.ca 

mailto:Robert.boag@sympatico.ca
mailto:Robert.boag@sympatico.ca


 APPENDIX C: Designation by-laws for 14 Elm Street (By-law 513-75) and 18 Elm 
Street (By-law 334-79) 



  

 
   

   

        
          

      

        
          

          
        

        
        

         
       

    

         
          

 

    
      

ÉTOROHiïO Archives 

TORONTO 
BY-LAW NUMBER 1975-0513 

BOX NUMBER P048787 

Produced according to archival standards for the creation 
of electronic records by the City of Toronto Archives, 255 

Spadina Road, Toronto, Ontario, M5R 2V3. 

The images contained in this electronic document were 
created during the regular course of business and are true 

and correct copies of the originals retained by the City 
Clerk’s Office at the City of Toronto Archives. 

During the course of conversion this document has 
undergone Optical Character Recognition (OCR) so that it 

may be more easily searched and accessed using machine 
readable processes. The Archives cannot guarantee the 

accuracy of the OCR. 

To obtain an accessible version of this document please 
contact the Archives Research Hall at 416 397 0778 or 

archives@toronto.ca 

1975-513-01 .tifSUPPLEMENTARY FILE 
[ naming convention for oversize scans ] 

mailto:archives@toronto.ca
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Çy7 A By-law 
designate the St. George*s 

Hall building at No. 14 Elm 

Street off architectural value 

and historic interest 

NOV 2 6 1975Read a first time 19 
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Committee of the Whole ^0^ 2 g 

Aid. y'—^ in the Chair 

Read a third time and passed 

NOV 2 6 1975 19 

City Cler\. 

Certified as to form and legality and as 
being within the powers of Council to 
enact, 

Introduced by 
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06-017 



    

            
      

   

         
           
            

    

            
             

              
          
            
           

         

           
   

           
        

           
   

           
          
             

 

             
           
       

             
            

   
 

No. 513—75. A BY-LAW 

To designate The St. George’s Hall building at No. 14 Elm Street 
of architectural value and historic interest. 

[Passed November 26,1975.] 

Whereas The Ontario Heritage Act, 1974, authorizes the Council 
of a municipality to enact by-laws to designate real property, including 
all the building and structures thereon, to be of historic or architectural 
value or interest; and 

Whereas the Council of The Corporation of the City of, Toronto has 
caused to be served upon the owner of the lands and premises known 
as the St. George’s Hall building at No. 14 Elm Street and upon the 
Ontario Heritage Foundation notice of intention to so designate the 
aforesaid real property and has caused such notice of intention to be 
published in a newspaper having a general circulation in the munic-
ipality once for each of three consecutive weeks; and 

Whereas the reasons for the designation are set out as Schedule 
‘B’ hereto; and 

Whereas no notice of objection to the said proposed designation has 
been served upon the clerk of the municipality; 

Therefore, the Council of The Corporation of the City of Toronto 
enacts as follows: 

3L There is designated as being of historic and architectural value 
or interest the real property, more particularly described in Schedule 
‘A’ hereto, known as the St: George’s Hall building at No. 14 Elm 
Street. 

2. The City Solicitor is hereby authorized to cause a copy of this 
by-law to be registered against the property described in Schedule 'A' 
hereto in the proper land registry office. 

3. The City Clerk is hereby authorized to cause a copy of this 
by-law to be served upon the owner of the aforesaid property and 

Toronto, November 26,1975. 
(L.S.) 
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SCHEDULE “A” 

All and singular that certain parcel or tract of land and premises 
situate, lying and being in the City of Toronto, in the Municipality of 
Metropolitan Toronto, formerly in the County of York and Province of 
Ontario, and being composed of part of Park lot number nine in the 
City of Toronto, commencing at a point on the north side of Elm Street 
in said City at a point distant Westerly from the West limit of Yonge 
Street one hundred and sixty six feet; thence Northerly parallel with 
Yonge Street one hundred and seven feet eight inches; thence westerly 
parallel with Elm Street fifty feet; thence southerly parallel with 
Yonge Street to the North limit of Elm Street; thence Easterly along 
the North limit of Elm Street fifty feet to the place of beginning. 

SCHEDULE “B” 

Reasons for the designation of The St. George’s Hall building 
at No. 14 Elm Street 

The St. George’s Hall building, 14 Elm Street (N) ; 1891, alterations 
c. 1920 for the Arts & Letters Club by Sproatt & Rolph, is designated 
to be of architectural and historic value as a very good example of the 
progressive Gothic style as practised at the end of the nineteenth 
century. The interior of the Arts and Letters Club meeting room is 
moreover a fine example of the Beaux Arts Tudor style by a Toronto 
firm of international importance. The building is also of historic 
importance for its long association with the most progressive move-
ments of Canadian art, literature and design. It is also significant in 
terms of streetscape as part of a grouping with the Elm Grove Hotel 
to the east and a row of three shops to the west. 
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No. 334-79. A BY-LAW 

To designate the Property at No. 18 Elm Street, 
of architectural value. 

(Passed April 17, 1979.) 

WHEREAS The Ontario Heritage Act, 1974, authorizes the Council of 
a municipality to enact by-laws to designate real property, including all the 
buildings and structures thereon, to be of historic or architectural value or 
interest; and 

WHEREAS the Council of The Corporation of the City of Toronto has 
caused to be served upon the owners of the lands and premises known as 
No. 18 Elm Street and upon the Ontario Heritage Foundation notice of 
intention to so designate the aforesaid real property and has caused such 
notice of intention to be published in a newspaper having a general Circu-
lation in the municipality once for each of three consecutive weeks; and 

WHEREAS the reasons for designation are set out in Schedule ‘B’ 
hereto; and 

WHEREAS no notice of objection to the said proposed designation has 
been served upon the clerk of the municipality; 

THEREFORE, the Council of The Corporation of the City of Toronto 
enacts as follows: 

1. There is designated as being of architectural value or interest the real 
property more particularly described in Schedule ‘A’ hereto, known as No. 
18 Elm Street. 

2. The City Solicitor is hereby authorized to cause a copy of this by-law to 
be registered against the property described in Schedule ‘A’ hereto in the 
proper land registry office. 

3. The City Clerk is hereby authorized to cause a copy of this by-law to be 
served upon the owner of the aforesaid property arid upon the Ontario 
Heritage Foundation and to cause notice of this by-law to be published in a 

. HENDERSON, 
City Clerk. 

Council Chamber, 
Toronto, April 17, 1979. 

(L.S.) 
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SCHEDULE ‘A’ 

ALL AND SINGULAR that certain parcel or tract of land and premises
situate^ lying and being in the City of Toronto, in the Municipality of 
Metropolitan Toronto, formerly in the County of York and Province of 
Ontario, being composed of part of Park Lot 9 in the First Concession from 
the Bay in the original Township of York but now in the said City of 
Toronto, the boundaries of the said parcel of land being described as 
follows: 

COMMENCING at a point in the northerly limit of Elm Street distant 
65.84 metres measured westerly thereon from the westerly limit of Yonge
Street; 

THENCE northerly to and along the line between the walls of the 
existing buildings standing in 1957 on the herein described parcel and the 
parcel immediately to the east thereof, in all a distance of 32.87 metres; 

THENCE westerly to and along the northerly face of the northerly wall 
of the said building standing on the herein described parcel and continuing
westerly, in all a distance of 28.65 metres, more or less, to a point distant 
94.49 metres measured westerly from the said westerly limit of Yonge Street; 

THENCE southerly parallel to the said westerly limit of Yonge Street, 
32.98 metres to the said northerly limit of Elm Street; 

THÈNÇE easterly along the last-mentioned limit, 28.65 metres, more or 
less, to the point of commencement. 

THE west limit of Yonge Street being confirmed under the Boundaries 
Act by Plan BA-545 registered on 30 May, 1974 as Instrument CT68664. 

SCHEDULE ‘B’ 

Reasons for the designation of the Property at NO. 18 Elm Street. 

The property at No. 18 Elm Street (The Elmwood Hotel, later 
Y.W.C.A.) is designated on architectural grounds. The Elmwood Hotel, 
built in 1890, is a fine example of the late Victorian style. It was altered in 
1899 by Gordon and Helliwell, Architects. The design is dominated by a 
central projecting tower with bell-cast roof and an arched recessed entrance 
with steps at street level. Built of brick with ashlar stone base, trim and 
elaborately carved stone pilaster capitals, it is an important landmark. 



56 HERITAGE IMPACT ASSESSMENT |  15-17 ELM STREET

 

 
 

  

APPENDIX D: Heritage Policy Review 

Legislation 

The Ontario Heritage Act (R.S.O. 1990) 

The Ontario Heritage Act (the “OHA”) is the statutory legal foundation for heritage conservation in On-
tario. Part IV, Section 29 of the OHA authorizes municipalities to enact by-laws to designate properties 
to protect their cultural heritage value. 

The Planning Act (R.S.O. 1990) 

The Planning Act is Ontario’s provincial legislation that sets out the rules and regulations for planning. 
Section 3 of the Planning Act provides for the Province to issue policy statements on matters relating 
to municipal planning that are of provincial interest. 

Section 2 of the Planning Act provides that: 

The Minister, the council of a municipality, a local board, a planning board, and the Tribunal, 
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, archaeologi-
cal, or scientific interest; 

Land Use Policy 

Provincial Policy Statement, 2020 

The Provincial Policy Statement (“PPS”) contains policies relating to the conservation of heritage 
resources. 

under Section 1.7 Long-Term Economic Prosperity, Policy 1.7.1 states: 

Long-term economic prosperity should be supported by: 

e) encouraging a sense of place, by promoting well-designed built form and cultural plan-
ning, and by conserving features that help define character, including built heritage 
resources and cultural heritage landscapes. 

under Section 2.6 Cultural Heritage and Archaeology, Policy 2.6.1 states: 

Significant built heritage resources and significant cultural heritage landscapes shall be con-
served. 
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Policy 2.6.3 states: 

Planning authorities shall not permit development and site alteration on adjacent lands to pro-
tected heritage property except where the proposed development and site alteration has been 
evaluated and it has been demonstrated that the heritage attributes of the protected heritage 
property will be conserved. 

A Place to Grow: Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe (2019) as amended in 2020 

The Growth Plan is the Province of Ontario’s initiative to plan for growth and development in a way 
that supports economic prosperity, protects the environment, and helps communities achieve a high 
quality of life. With the objective of “protecting what is valuable,” Section 4.2.7.1 of the Growth Plan 
states: 

Cultural heritage resources will be conserved in order to foster a sense of place and benefit 
communities, particularly in strategic growth areas. 

City of Toronto Oficial Plan (consolidated April 2021) 

Chapter 3, Subsection 3.1.5 of the Oficial Plan contains policies pertaining to heritage conservation. 
The following are excerpts from the plan. 

Policies: 

3.1.5.5: Proposed alterations, development, and/or public works on or adjacent to, a property 
on the Heritage Register will ensure that the integrity of the heritage property’s cultural herit-
age value and attributes will be retained, prior to work commencing on the property and to 
the satisfaction of the City. Where a Heritage Impact Assessment is required in Schedule 3 of 
the Oficial Plan, it will describe and assess the potential impacts and mitigation strategies for 
the proposed alteration, development or public work. 

3.1.5.22: Heritage Impact Assessment will address all applicable heritage conservation poli-
cies of the Oficial Plan and the assessment will demonstrate conservation options and mitiga-
tion measures consistent with those policies. A Heritage Impact Assessment shall be consid-
ered when determining how a heritage property is to be conserved. 

3.1.5.23: Heritage Impact Assessment will evaluate the impact of a proposed alteration to a 
property on the Heritage Register, and/or to properties adjacent to a property on the Heritage 
Register, to the satisfaction of the City. 

3.1.5.26: New construction on, or adjacent to, a property on the Heritage Register will be de-
signed to conserve the cultural heritage values, attributes and character of that property and 
to mitigate visual and physical impact on it. 

https://3.1.5.26
https://3.1.5.23
https://3.1.5.22
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3.1.5.44: The view to a property on the Heritage Register as described in Schedule 4 will be 
conserved unobstructed where the view is included on Map 7a or 7b. 

3.1.5.45: The Queens Park Legislative Assembly, Old City Hall and City Hall are public cer-
emonial sites of exceptional importance and prominence. Protection of views from the public 
realm to these three properties, identified on Maps 7a and 7b, will include the prevention of 
any further intrusions visible above and behind the building silhouette, as well as protecting 
the view to the buildings from any further obstruction. The identified views from the public 
realm, to and beyond these properties, will be conserved. 

3.1.5.46: A Heritage Impact Assessment may be required where a development application 
may have an impact on a view described on Schedule 4, Section A as a heritage building, 
structure or landscape identified on Map 7a or 7b, to the satisfaction of the City. Views iden-
tified on Maps 7a and 7b may also need to be assessed for their potential cultural heritage 
value. 

The Downtown Plan (2019; Oficial Plan Amendment No. 406) 

The Downtown Plan is a 25-year vision that sets the direction for the city centre as the cultural, civic, 
retail and economic heart of Toronto. The vision of the Downtown Plan includes respecting and con-
serving the built heritage in the area. The following are excerpts from the plan. 

Policies: 

3.3: New buildings will fit within their existing and planned context, conserve heritage attrib-
utes, expand and improve the public realm, as a community benefit, create a comfortable mi-
croclimate, provide compatibility between difering scales of development and include indoor 
and outdoor amenities for both residents and workers, as provided for by this Plan 

6.22: Not all sites can accommodate the maximum scale of development anticipated in 
each of the Mixed Use Areas while also supporting the liveability of the development and the 
neighbourhood while other sites may be able to accommodate more than the anticipated 
scale. Development will be required to address specific site characteristics including lot width 
and depth, location on a block, on-site or adjacent heritage buildings, parks or open spaces, 
shadow impacts, and other sensitive adjacencies, potentially resulting in a lower-scale build-
ing. 

9.1: Development will be encouraged to 

9.1.1: enhance the liveability of the building’s surroundings; 

9.1.2: contribute to liveability by reasonably limiting uncomfortable wind conditions and 
providing access to sunlight, natural light, openness and sky-view; expanding and im-
proving the public realm; maintaining adequate privacy; providing high quality amenity 
spaces; and conserving heritage; 

https://3.1.5.46
https://3.1.5.45
https://3.1.5.44
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9.1.4: demonstrate a high standard of heritage conservation; and 

9.10: Development on sites that include or are adjacent to properties on the Heritage Register 
will include base buildings that are compatible with the streetwall height, articulation, propor-
tion, materiality and alignment thereof. 

9.24: Development may be required to incorporate transition in scale to achieve built form 
compatibility when it is: 

9.24.3: adjacent to a property designated under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act or a 
Heritage Conservation District; and/or 

Heritage Registers 

Toronto Heritage Register 

under the Ontario Heritage Act, municipalities are required to maintain a register of properties that are 
of cultural heritage value or interest. The criteria for determining Cultural Heritage Value or Interest are 
prescribed by regulation under the Ontario Heritage Act. A heritage register shall contain properties 
designated by the Minister and municipalities, and may also contain properties that are not designated 
but the municipality believes to be of Cultural Heritage Value or Interest. Non-designated properties 
that are added to a municipal register are colloquially referred to as listed properties. With respect 
to listed properties, the register shall contain a description of the property that is suficient to readily 
ascertain the property. 

Guidelines 

Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada 

The Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada (the “Standards and 
Guidelines”) is a pan-Canadian document published by Parks Canada as a tool to help users decide 
how to conserve historic places. The Standards and Guidelines establishes the guiding principles for 
the conservation of built heritage resources. 
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City of Toronto Tall Building Design Guidelines (2013) 

In 2013, City Council adopted the updated city-wide Tall Building Design Guidelines to establish set of 
performance measures for the evaluation of all tall building development applications in the city. The 
following are excerpts from the guidelines. 

Guidelines 

1.6 HERITAGE PROPERTIES AND HERITAGE CONSERVATION DISTRICTS 

Locate and design tall buildings to respect and complement the scale, character, form and set-
ting of on-site and adjacent heritage properties and Heritage Conservation Districts (HCDs). 

a. Conserve and integrate heritage properties into tall building developments in a manner 
that is consistent with accepted principles of good heritage conservation (see Appendix 
A: Heritage Conservation Principles). Tall building proposals with adjacent or on-site her-
itage properties or within an HCD are required to provide a Heritage Impact Assessment 
as part of a complete application. 

c. When a tall building is adjacent to a lower-scale heritage property: 

• design new base buildings to respect the urban grain, scale, setbacks, proportions, 
visual relationships, topography, and materials of the historic context; 

• integrate the existing heritage character into the base building through high-quality, 
contemporary design cues; 

• provide additional tall building setbacks, stepbacks, and other appropriate place-
ment or design measures to respect the heritage setting (see also 1.5 Prominent 
Sites and Views from the Public Realm); and 

d. Tall buildings will not visually impede the setting of properties on the heritage register. 
The objective for the long-term preservation, integration, and re-use of heritage properties 
may mean that not all sites with or adjacent to heritage properties are appropriate for tall 
building development. 

3.1.1 BASE BUILDING SCALE AND HEIGHT 

Design the base building to fit harmoniously within the existing context of neighbouring build-
ing heights at the street and to respect the scale and proportion of adjacent streets, parks, and 
public or private open space. 

e. For sites including or adjacent to heritage properties, design the scale and height of the 
base building to respect and reinforce the streetwall height established by the historic 
context. 
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3.1.3 FIRST FLOOR HEIGHT 

Provide a minimum first floor height of 4.5 metres, measured floor-to-floor from average grade. 

a. Where the base building is adjacent to low-rise residential buildings or to a heritage prop-
erty, maintain a direct relationship between the first floor height and the height and scale 
of the neighbouring buildings (see 3.1.1 Base Building Scale and Height and 3.1.4 Façade 
Articulation and Transparency). 

3.2.2 TOWER PLACEMENT 

Place towers away from streets, parks, open space, and neighbouring properties to reduce 
visual and physical impacts of the tower and allow the base building to be the primary defining 
element for the site and adjacent public realm. 

c. Tower stepbacks greater than 3 metres are encouraged and may be required for tall 
buildings to fit harmoniously within an existing context, including sites that contain or are 
adjacent to heritage properties. 
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APPENDIX F: List of Figures 

Figure 1: Aerial map of the Site showing a 300 metre radius (ESRI, 2020; annotated by ERA). 

Figure 2: Property data map of the Site showing a 300 metre radius (City of Toronto Property Data Map, 
2014; annotated by ERA). 

Figure 3: Archaeological potential map with the Site outlined in blue (City of Toronto, 2020). 

Figure 4: In 1858, the Site contained wooden structures (Boulton's Atlas, 1858; annotated by ERA). 

Figure 5: The Site contains two structures constructed between 1869 and 1870. The 1870 City Directo-
ries list Robert Kennedy and the Ontario Seminary as occupants of 9 Elm Street (later 15 Elm Street). 
Between 1879 and 1880, the municipal address of 15 Elm Street was split into 15 and 17 Elm Street, 
with the New Jerusalem Church occupying 17 Elm Street (Goad's Atlas, 1884; annotated by ERA). 

Figure 6: Sketch of the New Jersusalem Church by Owen Staples (TPL, 189-). 

Figure 7:  Between 1920 and 1921, the building that housed the former New Jerusalem  Church, identi-
fied in 1920 as a synagogue, was demolished and a new building was constructed between 1921 and 
1922 for a veterinarian. Archival newspapers detail the demolition of 17 Elm Street for $150 in 1920 
(Goad's Atlas, 1924; annotated by ERA). 

Figure 8: Looking east towards Yonge Street with 18 Elm Street on the lef and the Site to the south 
(City of Toronto Archives, 1952). 

Figure 9: By 1970, the wood-framed and masonry structures near the Site had been demolished and 
the properites were used as surface parking lots.  (City of Toronto, Aerial Image, 1970; annotated by 
ERA). 

Figure 10: The north elevation of the Site (City of Toronto Archives, 1978-1980). 

Figure 11: The north and west elevation of 17 Elm Street (City of Toronto Archives, 1978-1980). 

Figure 12: By 1992, surrounding hotels and high-rise residential and ofice space to the north and 
west of the Site had been constructed, replacing a series of low-rise buildings. A high-rise residential 
property had also been constructed west of the Site (City of Toronto, Aerial Image, 1992; annotated by 
ERA). 

Figure 13: There is no significant development change on the Site between 1992 and 2019. Develop-
ment continues to occur in the surrounding area (Google Earth, 2019; annotated by ERA). 

Figure 14: Context photo of the Site looking south from Elm Street (ERA, 2022). 

Figure 15: Context photo of the Site looking northeast from Elm Street (ERA, 2022).  

Figure 16: Context photo of the Site looking southeast from Elm Street (ERA, 2022).  

Figure 17: North elevation (ERA, 2022). 

Figure 18: West elevation (ERA, 2022).  

Figure 19: Partial east elevation (ERA, 2022). 

Figure 20: South elevation (ERA, 2022). 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 21: North elevation (ERA, 2022). 

Figure 22: Partial east elevation (ERA, 2022).  

Figure 23: The western portion of the south  elevation (ERA, 2022). 

Figure 24: The Eastern portion of the south elevation (ERA, 2022). 

Figure 25: South elevation (ERA, 2022). 

Figure 26: Aerial view of the Site showing the surrounding context (Google Earth, 2019; annotated by 
ERA). 

Figure 27: City of Toronto Property Data Map showing the adjacent heritage resources (Property Data 
Map, 2014; annotated by ERA 2021). 

Figure 28: Table summarizing the adjacent heritage resources (City of Toronto Heritage Register, 
2022). 

Figure 29: South elevation and partial east elevation (ERA, 2022). 

Figure 30: Partial west elevation (ERA, 2022). 

Figure 31: North and partial west elevation (ERA, 2022). 

Figure 32:  Partial east elevation (ERA, 2022). 

Figure 33: South elevation (ERA, 2022). 

Figure 34: South and partial west elevation of 18 Elm Street (ERA, 2022). 

Figure 35: West elevation (ERA, 2022). 

Figure 36: Partial north elevation (ERA, 2022). 

Figure 37: South and east elevation of 14 Elm Street (City of Toronto, 1919). 

Figure 38: View of the 14 Elm Street as seen in 1975, looking northeast from Elm Street (City of Toronto 
Archives, 1975). 

Figure 39: View of south elevation of the 14 and 18 Elm Street as seen between 1978-1980, looking 
northwest from Elm Street (City of Toronto Archives, 1978-1980). 

Figure 40: 18 Elm Street as seen in 1982, looking east from Elm Street to Yonge Street. The rear addi-
tion had been constructed in 1982 (City of Toronto Archives, 1982). 

Figure 41: 18 Elm Street as seen in 1982, looking west from Yonge Street. 8 and 14 Elm Street can be 
seen in the foreground (City of Toronto Archives, 1982). 

Figure 42: North elevation (ERA, 2022). 

Figure 43: Aluminium storefront with glazing in poor condition (ERA, 2022). 

Figure 44: Wood shutters and sill in fair condition (ERA, 2022). 

Figure 45: Second floor aluminium door with heavy steel angle and deteriorated brick in poor condi-
tion (ERA, 2022). 

Figure 46: Third floor brickwork missing mortar and defective in condition  (ERA, 2022). 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

  

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

  
 

Figure 47: Wood windows, deteriorated brickwork in poor condition  (ERA, 2022). 

Figure 48: Parging at grade with exterior grade in poor condition  (ERA, 2022). 

Figure 49: Rear steel windows are defective with rust and cracked panes (ERA, 2022). 

Figure 50: Open masonry with wood infill and windows ranging from poor to defective.    (ERA, 2022). 

Figure 51: Steel door and masonry repairs (ERA, 2022). 

Figure 52: View looking south to rear alley  (ERA, 2022). 

Figure 53: Painted brick and parging in poor condition (ERA, 2022). 

Figure 54: The south East corner is in poor condition(ERA, 2022). 

Figure 55: Rear masonry wall at grade is defective (ERA, 2022). 

Figure 56: Chimney and corner brickwork are in poor condition (ERA, 2022). 

Figure 57: Built up roof system with pebble surface (ERA, 2022). 

Figure 58: Parapet wall with metal flashing (ERA, 2022). 

Figure 59: Wood posts shoring up sagging floor  (ERA, 2022). 

Figure 60: Restaurant interior in fair condition (ERA, 2022). 

Figure 61: View of north elevation front ofice (ERA, 2022). 

Figure 62: 17 Elm Street, north elevation (ERA, 2022). 

Figure 63:  Aluminium doors and vestibule with glazing in fair condition.  Cement stucco repairs visible. 
Stone step is in poor condition (ERA, 2022). 

Figure 64: Black metal flashing and a painted stone sill in poor condition (ERA, 2022). 

Figure 65: Stucco and cement repair.  (ERA, 2022). 

Figure 66: Separate entrance with steel door in poor condition (ERA, 2022). 

Figure 67: The east brick wall and concrete block infill is in a defective state (ERA, 2022). 

Figure 68: Spalled brick and damaged sills have no mortar, allowing water to enter the wall  (ERA, 
2022). 

Figure 69: Parging with parapet wall is noted as poor  (ERA, 2022). 

Figure 70: Mortar loss and defective masonry on the east elevation (ERA, 2022). 

Figure 71: The south East corner is in poor condition  (ERA, 2022). 

Figure 72: Rear masonry wall at grade is defective (ERA, 2022). 

Figure 73: Chimney and corner brickwork are in poor condition (ERA, 2022). 

Figure 74: Painted metal flashing and pebble finish roof in poor condition (ERA, 2022). 

Figure 75: Interior floors and surfaces are clean and in fair condition (ERA, 2022). 

Figure 76: Materials are mixed and dated with dropped ceiling and carpet floor in poor condition (ERA, 
2022). 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 77: The ground floor plan (Partisans, 2022). 

Figure 78: Proposed north elevation (Partisans, 2022). 

Figure 79: Proposed east elevation (Partisans, 2022). 

Figure 80: Proposed south elevation (Partisans, 2022). 

Figure 81: Proposed west elevation (Partisans, 2022). 

Figure 82: Map 7B from the Oficial Plan, showing identified views of the Downtown and Central Wa-
terfront from the public realm. The location of the Site is indicated with a blue arrow (City of Toronto, 
2021). 

Figure 83: Proposed north elevation (Partisans, 2022). 

Figure 84: The south facade of 18 Elm Street (ERA, 2022). 

Figure 85: The south facade of 14 Elm Street (ERA, 2022). 

Figure 86: Proposed north elevation (Partisans, 2022). 

Figure 87: The south facade of 18 Elm Street (ERA, 2022). 

Figure 88: The south facade of 14 Elm Street (ERA, 2022). 

Figure 89: The building immediately south of the Site at 20 Edward Street (ERA, 2022). 

Figure 90: Diagram illustrating the heritage building view of Old City Hall in pink, the Site identified with 
a yellow arrow, and the new development immediately south of the Site identified in green (Google 
Earth, 2021; annotated by ERA). 
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 1 IntroductIon and requIred contents checklIst 

Scope of the Report 

ERA Architects Inc. (“ERA”) has prepared this Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report (“CHER”) for the 
property at 15-17 Elm Street (the “Site”) within the City of Toronto. As per the City of Toronto CHER 
Terms of Reference (2021): 

“The purpose of a Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report (CHER) is to assist the City in determining 
whether a property, collection of properties, or landscape feature has cultural heritage value. It will 
be considered when determining whether a recommendation is made to City Council for the inclusion 
of the property on the City of Toronto’s Heritage Register and/or designation under Part IV of the 
Ontario Heritage Act.” 

Multiple sources of data have been collected, sorted and analyzed for this assessment. Both primary 
and secondary sources have been drawn upon, including: historical maps, atlases, city directories, 
aerial photographs, tax assessment rolls, archival photographs, archival drawings, background 
research from previous ERA reports and from observations made during site visits. 

Required Contents Checklist 

A copy of the CHER Terms of Reference and a completed Required Contents Checklist (July 7, 2021) is 
included in Appendix A.  
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 2 statement of professIonal qualIfIcatIons 

ERA specializes in heritage conservation, architecture, planning and landscape as they relate to 
historical places. This work is driven by our core interest in connecting heritage issues to wider 
considerations of urban design and city building, and to a broader set of cultural values that provide 
perspective to our work at diferent scales. 

In our 30 years of work, we’ve provided the highest level of professional services to our clients in both 
the public and private sector out of ofices in Toronto, Montreal and Ottawa. We have a staf of more 
than 100, and our Principals and Associates are members of associations that include: the Ontario 
Association of Architects ("OAA"), the Ontario Professional Planner’s Institute ("OPPI"), the Canadian 
Association of Heritage Professionals ("CAHP") and the Royal Architectural Institute of Canada 
("RAIC"). 

Personnel involved in the production of this report are listed as follows: 

Andrew Pruss is a Principal with ERA. He is a member of the Royal Architectural Institute of Canada 
and have over 30 years of experience in the field of architecture, specializing in heritage architecture 
for the last 20 years. He has previously been qualified by the Ontario Land Tribunal ("OLT"), the 
Conservation Review Board (now continued as the OLT), and the Toronto Local Appeal Body in the 
field of heritage planning and architecture. 

Dan Eylon is a Senior Associate and Planner with ERA. He received his Master of Arts in Planning 
from the University of Waterloo afer completing a Bachelor of Fine Art at the Ontario College of Art & 
Design. Dan is a professional member of CAHP. 

Clara Shipman is an Architect and Planner with ERA. She received her Master of Science in Planning 
from the University of Toronto afer completing a Master of Architecture from McGill University. She is a 
candidate member of the OPPI. 

Barkley Hunt is a Project Manager with ERA. He is a heritage professional with two decades of 
experience in traditional trades and conservation in Ontario. 

Corals Zheng holds a Master’s of Environmental Studies in Planning from York University and she 
completed her Bachelor of Arts (Hons.) in Political Science and English Literature from the University of 
Toronto. She is a candidate member of the Ontario Professional Planners Institute. 
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 3 executIve summary 

Purpose 

ERA Architects Inc. (“ERA”) has prepared this Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report (“CHER”) for the 
property at 15-17 Elm Street (the “Site”) within the City of Toronto. 

Findings 

The Site contains a two-storey houseform building that was constructed between 1868-1869 (15 
Elm Street) and a one-storey commercial building constructed between 1920-1921 (17 Elm Street). 
The Site is not listed on the City of Toronto's Heritage Register. The Site is adjacent to two properties 
designated under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act ("OHA") located at 14 Elm Street and 18 Elm 
Street. ERA has evaluated 15-17 Elm Street using the provincial Criteria for Determining Cultural 
Heritage Value or Interest as prescribed under Ontario Regulation 9/06 (“O.Reg. 9/06”) and determined 
that the Site does not meet the criteria for cultural heritage value or interest. 

Conclusion 

ERA does not recommend adding the Site to the City of Toronto Heritage Register. Documentation and 
commemoration of the Site are not recommended.  
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4 

5 

property owner 

Property owner information and proof of owner consent are provided in Appendix B. 

owner's representatIve/agent 

Lyle Levine 
Fora Developments 
200-2440 Dundas Street W 
Toronto, ON 
M6P 1W9 

Letters of authorization are provided in Appendix B. 
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Figure 1: Aerial map of the Site (Google Earth, 2021; annotated by ERA) 
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 7 reasons for the cher and Background InformatIon 

According to the CHER Terms of Reference (2021), a CHER is not required for the Site given that it 
contains a property that is not listed on the City’s Heritage Register or designated under Part IV or Part 
V of the OHA. A CHER, however, is strongly encouraged: 

“for development applications that include a property that is not on the City’s Heritage Register, 
but that is believed to have cultural heritage value as identified by the community, City staf, 
professional site assessments, planning studies or local Councillor.” 
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8 descrIptIon of the property and vIsual InspectIon 

The Site1 is located on the south side of Elm Street between 
Yonge and Bay Street in the Yonge-Bay Corridor neighbourhood 
of Toronto. The Site is bounded by Elm Street to the north, Harry 
Barbarian Lane to the east and south, and a high-rise residential 
building to the west. The Site contains two rectangular lots. The 
east portion of the Site contains a low-rise houseform building with 
the municipal address of 15 Elm Street. The west portion of the Site 
contains a low-rise commercial building with the municipal address 
of 17 Elm Street. Both buildings are built out to their respective 
front lot lines. 

The property at 15 Elm Street contains a two-storey masonry 
building that was originally constructed between 1868-1869 for 
residential use, with several subsequent additions and alterations 
over time to adapt the space for various new residential and 
commercial uses. The property at 17 Elm Street contains a one-
storey commercial masonry building with a flat roof originally 
constructed between 1920 and 1921 for a veterinarian, with several 
subsequent alterations over time to adapt the space for new uses. 
ERA visited the Site on July 7, 2022, and July 19, 2022 as part of 
work to prepare a Heritage Impact Assessment, which has been 
submitted to the City as part of the development application 
for the Site. The buildings are generally in poor condition, with 
localized areas in defective or fair condition (refer to Appendix C for 
a detailed condition assessment). 

The properties within the Site are not listed on the City of Toronto 
Heritage Register nor designated under Part IV or Part V of the OHA. 
The Site is adjacent to two Part IV designated properties, one at 
14 Elm Street (designated on November 26, 1975, by By-law 513-
75) and the other at 18 Elm Street (designated on April 17, 1979, by 
By-law 334-79). The land-use designation for the Site according 
to the City of Toronto Oficial Plan is Mixed-Use Area. The Site is 
located within the Downtown Plan (OPA 406) Secondary Plan area. 
The Site is not within the boundary of a Site and Area Specific 
Policy (“SASP”). The Site is not identified on the City of Toronto 
archaeological potential map. 

1. A survey conducted by KRCMAR on May 19, 2022, includes the following legal 
description of the Site: Part of Park Lot 9, Concession 1 from the Bay, Lots 1, 2, 3, 
and 4 Plan D-36, City of Toronto. 

Figure 3: Archaeological potential 
map with the Site outlined in blue 
(City of Toronto, 2020) 
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9 current photographs 

The following pages include photos from a visit to the Site on July 7, 2022. 

Context 

Figure 4: Context photo looking west along Elm Street (ERA, 2022).  
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Figure 5: Context photo looking east along Elm Street (ERA, 2022). 

Figure 6: Context photo of the north side of Elm Street, across from the Site, looking west (ERA, 2022). 
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15 Elm Street Elevations 

Figure 7: North elevation (ERA, 2022). Figure 8: Partial west elevation (ERA, 2022). 

Figure 9: Partial east elevation (ERA, 2022). Figure 10: South elevation (ERA, 2022). 
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17 Elm Street Elevations 

Figure 11: North elevation (ERA, 2022). 

Figure 12: South elevation (ERA, 2022). 
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10 descrIptIon of surroundIng neIghBourhood 

Figure 13: Aerial view of the Site showing the surrounding context (Google Earth, 2019; annotated by ERA). 

ELM STREET

ELM STREET 

YONGE STREET

YONGE
STREET 

The Site is located mid-block on the south side of Elm Street between Yonge Street and Bay Street, 
in the Yonge-Bay Corridor neighbourhood of Toronto. The Site contains a two-storey houseform 
building (15 Elm Street) and a one-storey commercial building (17 Elm Street) with a laneway running 
along the east (side) and south (rear) property lines. The Site is located less than 500 metres from 
both College Subway Station to the north and Dundas Subway Station to the south. To the east is 
Toronto Metropolitan University’s downtown Toronto campus. To the west of the Site is the “Discovery 
District” with a concentration of hospitals and research institutions. There is ongoing development 
within the surrounding area. 

The block in which the Site is situated comprises a mix of high-rise residential and commercial 
buildings built in the 1970s, and low-rise commercial buildings built in the late 1800s with retail at 
grade and residential or ofice uses above. The block frontages range in length from 4.8 to 68.6 metres 
with a median of 6.1 metres. In the immediate area: 

• To the north and across the street are low- and mid-rise commercial and institutional 
buildings with a high-rise hotel beyond; 

• To the east is a laneway, a low-rise commercial building, and low-rise commercial buildings 
beyond. 

• To the south are low- and high-rise commercial and residential buildings, and; 

• To the west is a high-rise residential building, with low-rise commercial buildings beyond. 
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11 hIstorIc photographs 

The following historic photographs were retrieved from the City of Toronto Archives. 

Figure 14: Looking east towards Yonge Street with the Site to the right (City of Toronto Archives, 1952). 

Figure 15: c. 1980s, photograph of the Site looking east towards Yonge Street with the Site to the right (City of Toronto 
Archives). 
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 Figure 16: The north elevation of the Site (City of Toronto Archives, 1978-1980). 

Figure 17: The north and west elevation of 17 Elm Street (City of Toronto Archives, 1978-1980). 
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12 prImary and secondary research 

The following section provides background research and analysis about the Site. Resources consulted 
include City of Toronto Archives, Goad’s Atlas, City of Toronto Maps, Directories, Tax Assessment Rolls, 
Building Permits, and Building Records. Additional resources consulted include the Toronto Public 
Library Digital Archive, City of Toronto Aerial Photographs, and various other historic maps. 

Natural Features and Topography 

Figure 18: Map of TRCA watersheds with the Lake Ontario Watershed shown in grey (TRCA, 2021; annotated by ERA). 

Lake OntarioLake Ontario 
WatershedWatershed 

Lake OntarioLake Ontario 
WatershedWatershed 

Humber RiverHumber River 
WatershedWatershed 

Don RiverDon River 
WatershedWatershed 

The Toronto area was once covered by the Wisconsin glacier. The retreat of the Wisconsin glacier 
approximately 11,000 years ago lef deep ravines and the glacial Lake Iroquois in its wake. 
Approximately 9,000 years ago, Lake Iroquois (now Lake Ontario) drained through the St. Lawrence 
Valley, lowering to nearly sea level and exposing the lands south of St. Clair Avenue. The area around 
the Site is located within the Lake Ontario Waterfront watershed, west of the Don River. It is located 
east of the Toronto Passage, also known as the Carrying Place, a north south route along the Humber 
River that for centuries was the most significant portage and canoe route in the area. 

Indigenous Past, Present, Future1 

The area which comprises the City of Toronto has been occupied by Indigenous Peoples for thousands 
of years. Throughout this time, communities lived as distinct societies, each with their own territorial 
boundaries, language, customs and belief systems, governance structures, and identity. The Great 

1. This section of the report was written by non-Indigenous authors from a non-Indigenous perspective to provide a 
high-level summary primarily using archaeological and written resources. This summary may not reflect or represent the 
entirety of the rich history of Indigenous peoples in this area. 



19 ISSUED: DECEMBER 22, 2022

 
 

 

 Figure 19: The Haudenosaunee and Anishinabe Dish with One Spoon Treaty, 1701 (Currie, 2020). 

Lakes area, particularly around Toronto, ofered a rich natural environment that supported Indigenous 
ways of life and incubated cultural practices, all of which sustained communities for millennia.2 

Most archaeologists believe there was activity by early hunters in the area now known as Toronto 
approximately 11,000 years ago, who travelled in family-sized bands. Approximately 3,000 years ago, 
families began to congregate seasonally in large camps at the mouths of rivers and by approximately 
1,500 years ago, archaeologists have estimated that the population in southern Ontario rose to 
roughly 10,000 people. Prior to 1600, Indigenous histories describe the area as the homelands 
to various Iroquoian-speaking nations. In the 14th-16th centuries, bands of Indigenous people 
amalgamated to form larger social groups, which united into Confederacies including the Wendat and 
Haudenosaunee Confederacies. The Haudenosaunee and to some extent, the Wendat lived in large 
villages which typically lasted 10-20 years, afer which inhabitants relocated to new sites. The Michi 
Saagig, an Anishnaabeg people, followed a way of life that involved great mobility, with movement 
patterns and land use that took place seasonally across the territory. In 1701, the Haudenosaunee and 
Anishnaabeg committed to peace and the territory was the subject of the Sewatokwa’tshera’ (Dish 
with One Spoon) wampum belt covenant, an agreement between the two Confederacies and allied 
nations to peaceably share and care for the land, water, flora and fauna around the Great Lakes. 

The Site is located near the path of the now buried Taddle Creek, a place where various Indigenous 
groups would formerly gather and fish. Today, Toronto has one of the largest Indigenous communities 
in Ontario and the fourth largest in Canada, and it is home to many diverse First Nations, Inuit and 
Métis peoples.3 Toronto remains a city of historical and contemporary significance for Indigenous 
Peoples. 

2. Jennifer Bonell, Reclaiming the Don: An Environmental History of Toronto’s Don River Valley (Toronto: University of Toronto 
Press, 2014), 10. 
3. City of Toronto, “Indigenous people of Toronto.” https://www.toronto.ca/city-government/accessibility-human-rights/ 
indigenous-afairs-ofice/torontos-indigenous-peoples/. 

https://www.toronto.ca/city-government/accessibility-human-rights
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Early Colonial Settlement 

Toronto is within the territory covered by Treaty No. 13, purportedly 
negotiated in 1787 and revised in 1805, between representatives 
of the Mississaugas (today's Mississaugas of the Credit First 
Nation) and the British Crown. Following the establishment of 
the Town of York by Lieutenant Governor John Graves Simcoe 
in 1793, a 10-block grid plan located west of the Don River and 
extending to Lot Street (now Queen Street) was laid out for the 
initial settlement. In addition, a series of Park Lots of 100 acres 
were laid out for future expansion. The Crown granted these Lots 
to prominent early settlers who subsequently subdivided the land 
according to their preferences. 

Estate of Dr. James Macaulay 
The Site is located within Park Lot 9, patented by Dr. James 
Macaulay (1759 - 1822) on September 1, 1797. Park Lot 9 extended 
from present-day Queen Street to Bloor Street and was bounded 
by Yonge Street to the east and Bay Street to the west. Born in 
Scotland in 1759, Macaulay was a surgeon with Simcoe’s regiment 
during the American Revolution. Macaulay originally was granted 
Park Lot 10 in 17934. In 1797, Macaulay switched his grant for Park 
Lot 9, and Park Lot 10 went to Chief Justice John Elmsley. In 1799, 
Macaulay and Elmsley divided their two lots into northern and 
southern halves and Macaulay assumed the southern portion of 
Park Lots 9 and 10, bounded by present-day Queen Street, Yonge 
Street, Chestnut Street, and College Street5. By 1818, Macaulay had 
built a house just north of Queen Street called “Teraulay Cottage” 
with Taddle Creek coursing south of the house and gardens6. 

Early Urbanization of the Surrounding Area 

Following the passing of James Macaulay in 1822, his two sons 
began subdividing the property. John Simcoe Macaulay received 
the southern portion of the property fronting on Lot Street and 
James Buchanan Macaulay received a parcel at the north end of 
the estate. By 1833, John Simcoe Macaulay's subdivided lands 
became York’s first working-class housing subdivision, with the 
portion north of present-day Queen Street initially known as 

4.“Teraulay Cottage, The Church of the Holy Trinity and Henry Scadding's House,” Lost 
Rivers, accessed November 23, 2021, http://www.lostrivers.ca/points/macaulay.htm. 
5. Smith, Wendy. “The Toronto Park Lot Project.” The Toronto Park Lot Project by Wendy 
Smith, 2012. 
6.“Teraulay Cottage" Lost Rivers. 

Figure 20: The 1858 Boulton Atlas 
showing a portion of St. John's Ward, 
later known as 'The Ward,' bounded 
by today's College Street, Yonge 
Street, Queen Street, and University 
Avenue. The Site is identified in blue. 
The area outlined in magenta is the 
approximate location of Macaulay 
Town (Boulton, 1858; annotated by 
ERA). 

http://www.lostrivers.ca/points/macaulay.htm
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 Figure 21: Streetscape of The Ward as seen from the top of the T. Eaton's Factory (City of Toronto Archives 1910). 

“Macaulay Town” (or "Macaulaytown")7. In 1834, the Town of York incorporated as the City of Toronto 
and Macaulay Town became part of the new St. John’s Ward with the ward boundaries at present-
day Bloor Street, Yonge Street, Queen Street, and University Avenue. Shortly afer the formation 
of St. John's Ward, the area south of College St became know as "The Ward" with predominantly 
Protestant, working-class inhabitants8. James Fleming, a gardener and businessman, acquired the 
majority of lands west of Yonge Street between Elm Street and Walton Street, for his nursery and 
gardens which were established in 1837.  

Immigration was a large driver of population growth within The Ward. The Irish potato famine of 
1847 prompted mass emigration from Ireland, and 38,000 Irish migrants arrived in Toronto that 
same year. There was migration of formerly enslaved people from the United States of America into 
Southwest Ontario. The Black community had connections to the Underground Railway, which 
was an informal network of people and safe houses to help enslaved peoples escape slavery. Many 
Black people that were formerly enslaved settled in The Ward. Between 1856 and 1861, Toronto 
had a population of 47,000, and half of its 1,000 Black residents lived in the southern section of 
The Ward. Two churches were constructed in The Ward to serve the growing Black community: the 
British Methodist Episcopal church at 94 Chestnut Street and the Agnes Street Baptist Church at the 
northeast corner of Bay and Dundas Street9. 

Between 1867 and 1868, James Fleming subdivided his lands on the south side of Elm Street into 
18 lots. Robert Kennedy, a bricklayer, purchased Lot 1 (now 15 Elm Street) for the construction of 
a two-storey masonry building.  In 1869, the Ontario Seminary was erected on Lot 2-4 (now 17 Elm 
Street) on the grounds of James Fleming, who still operated a nursery and gardens at the rear of 15 
Elm Street and the Ontario Seminary. By 1876, the Fleming lands would be fully residential, excluding 

7. John Lorinc et al., The Ward: The Life and Loss of Toronto's First Immigrant Neighbourhood (Toronto, ON: Coach House Books, 
2015). 
8. John Lorinc et al., "The Ward." 2015. 
9. John Lorinc et al., "The Ward." 2015. 
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the seminary. By the early 1880s, streets lined with houseform 
buildings had expanded north to College Street and many 
institutions had been built just outside The Ward’s boundaries 
including University College, the Ontario Legislature, and the 
Victoria Hospital for Sick Children. In the same period, Italian 
migrants began arriving in Toronto and settling around Edward 
Street and Chestnut Street. In the 1890s, T. Eaton Company began 
the construction of large factories along the east edge of The Ward. 
Following the great recession of 1893 and the economic recovery 
thereafer, the area received increasing numbers of new immigrants 
which drove population growth. By the mid-1890s, The Ward saw 
the arrival of thousands of Eastern European Jewish migrants 
escaping the pogroms of Tsarist Russia10. A number of synagogues 
were constructed in this period, including the converted Church of 
the New Jerusalem on Elm Street, which served as a synagogue for 
several years. 

Between 1871 and 1911, Toronto’s population grew from 56,000 
to 376,000. In 1911, the population of The Ward was 11,000 which 
increased to 17,000 in 191811. To promote the standardization of 
health regulations, Toronto medical oficer of health Dr. Charles 
Hasting had the city photographer Arthur Goss document 
the conditions of The Ward. The published photos ignited a 
moral panic about the living conditions and inhabitants of 
the neighbourhood as many of the Ward's residents lived in 
overcrowded conditions with no indoor plumbing or toilets. In 
the 1920s, The Ward underwent ethnic succession as Jewish 
communities moved to Kensington Market, and The Ward became 
home to many Chinese migrants, businesses, and communities 
centred at Dundas and Elizabeth Street (known presently as "Old 
Chinatown"). 

Starting in the 1920s, houseform buildings on the south side of 
Elm Street between Yonge Street and Bay Street were converted 
to mixed commercial and residential uses. In 1934, Ontario’s 
Lieutenant Governor Herbert Bruce led a Royal Commission that 
recommended the demolition of Toronto’s worst slums district12. 
During the post-war period, The Ward became part of Toronto’s 
first designated urban renewal study area, with the southern 
portion of the lands already expropriated for the construction of 
new City Hall in the late 1940s. 

10. Joanna Sloame, “Virtual Jewish World: Toronto, Canada,” Jewish Virtual Library, ac-
cessed December 6, 2022, https://www.jewishvirtuallibrary.org/toronto-canada-virtual-
jewish-history-tour. 
11. John Lorinc et al., "The Ward." 2015. 
12. John Lorinc et al., "The Ward." 2015. 

Figure 22: T Eaton's Co. factory as 
seen from Terauley Street in 1930 (City 
of Toronto Archives). 

Figure 23: Sketch of the New Jerusa-
lem Church by Owen Staples (TPL, 
189-). 

https://www.jewishvirtuallibrary.org/toronto-canada-virtual
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 Figure 24: Spanner Products Ltd. "Ruspan" furniture line (City of Toronto Archives, 1952). 

Site History 

Spanner Oliver & Co. and Spanner Products Ltd. occupied a 
number of properties on Elm Street over an extended period of 
time. Given the number of addresses occupied by the businesses 
on the street, a more detailed history is provided to describe the 
relationship of occupants to the Site. The review of occupancy 
indicates that Spanner Oliver & Co. and Spanner Products Ltd. 
occupied 17 Elm Street near the end of their tenure in the area 
and the relationship to the Site is both brief and incidental. A more 
detailed chronology is provided below. 

Spanner Oliver & Co. was a taxidermy practice founded in 1887, 
with an ofice on Yonge Street northeast of the Site. In the mid-
1910s, the practice operated out of 26 Elm Street, west of the Site, 
and expanded to 24 Elm Street in 1924. The taxidermy practice 
shared 24-26 Elm Street with Spanner Battery Separator Co. 
starting in 1923 and Spanner Products Ltd. by 1930 until 1942. In 
addition to maintaining their presence at 24-26 Elm Street until 
1949, the practice occupied 17 Elm Street between 1943-1954, 
however they shared the premises with Spanner Products Ltd. 
between 1949-1954. 

Spanner Products Ltd. was a furniture and woodworking company 
which purportedly began in the early 1920s as the Spanner 
Battery Separator Company. The company manufactured battery 
separators in their three-storey factory on Elm Street located south 
of the Site across the lane, now demolished. The Spanner Battery 
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Separator Company also occupied 26 Elm Street in 1923, as well 
as 24 Elm Street in 1924, which it shared with Spanner Oliver & 
Co. In the 1930s, it appears that the Spanner Battery Separator 
Company began manufacturing other wood products and was 
renamed Spanner Products Ltd13. Between 1939-1948, Spanner 
Products Ltd. had a showroom at 10 Elm Street, north of the Site, 
and continued to share 26-26 Elm Street until 1942. In 1948, Russell 
Spanner began developing a line of modular furniture with splayed 
and tapered legs called “Ruspan Originals” which contrasted with 
the carved and upholstered furniture commercially available at 
the time14. The Ruspan line was successful amongst residential 
and corporate consumers in the post-war period and could be 
purchased from Eaton's and Simpsons department stores. The 
National Industrial Design Council included Spanner's Lounge 
Chair with Arms in the Design Index for 1953 and the Catalina 
bufet No. 527 won a National Industrial Design Council award in 
195415. Advertisements from the early 1950s listed 17 Elm St as the 
address of Spanner Products Ltd. Between 1949-1954, Spanner 
Products Ltd. occupied a portion of the building at 17 Elm Street, 
which it shared with Spanner Oliver & Co. Building records indicate 
that the primary use was for lumber storage, with a smaller area 
for a machine room. By 1955, Spanner Products Ltd. had lef Elm 
Street and moved to 27 Duflaw Road16. In 1963, the company was 
dissolved. 

In 1954, the Yonge Subway Line was constructed and Dundas 
Station opened south of the Site. In 1955, Richard Tanaka opened 
"Fuji-Matsu" (named afer Mount Fuji and matsu for pine) at 17 
Elm Street and operated out of the location until 1959. Archival 
advertisements state that Fuji-Matsu was the first and only 
Japanese restaurant in Toronto in the 1950s17. The restaurant 
was a space where “you [can] enjoy the beautiful Japanese décor, 
the delicious flavours of a Japanese Sukiyaki dinner or your 
favourite American and Chinese dishes – all prepared in Fuji-
Matsu’s international kitchens18.” The interior of Fuji-Matsu was 
documented as reminiscent of a Japanese teahouse and patrons 
were served by kimono-clad wait staf. 

13. City of Toronto. “Space Age Furniture Lands in Toronto.” toronto.ca, April 15, 2021. 
https://www.toronto.ca/explore-enjoy/history-art-culture/online-exhibits/web-exhibits/ 
web-exhibits-culture-people/space-age-furniture-lands-in-toronto/. 
14. City of Toronto. “Space Age Furniture Lands in Toronto.” 
15. Fones, Robert. “A Spanner in the Works: The Furniture of Russell Spanner, 1950-1953.” 
ccca.concordia.ca, 2020. http://ccca.concordia.ca/c/writing/f/fones/fones003t.html. 
16. Robert Fones, “A Spanner in the Works” 2020. 
17. Jamie Bradburn, “House of Fuji-Matsu,” Jamie Bradburn's Tales of Toronto, August 7, 
2019, https://jamiebradburnwriting.wordpress.com/tag/house-of-fuji-matsu/. 
18. Page 3. 1956. Toronto Daily Star (1900-1971), Mar 21, 1956. https://ezproxy.toron-
topubliclibrary.ca/login?url=https://www.proquest.com/historical-newspapers/page-3/ 
docview/1433911316/se-2 

Figure 25: Newspaper clipping 
advertising Fuji-Matsu (Toronto Star, 
1956). 

https://topubliclibrary.ca/login?url=https://www.proquest.com/historical-newspapers/page-3
https://ezproxy.toron
https://jamiebradburnwriting.wordpress.com/tag/house-of-fuji-matsu
http://ccca.concordia.ca/c/writing/f/fones/fones003t.html
https://ccca.concordia.ca
https://www.toronto.ca/explore-enjoy/history-art-culture/online-exhibits/web-exhibits
https://toronto.ca
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By 1958, two-thirds of Old Chinatown south of the Site was 
expropriated and demolished. The Chinese community moved 
either west to Spadina Avenue and Dundas Street, east to 
Broadview Avenue and Gerrard Street, or into the new suburban 
communities of Metropolitan Toronto. Following the construction 
of the new City Hall in 1965, concerns of further expropriation 
drove community members to organize and save what remains of 
Old Chinatown. 

In 1959, the Fraternal Order of Eagles (“F.O.E”) purchased 17 
Elm and remained on-site to the present day. The F.O.E is an 
international non-profit and philanthropic organization founded 
in Seattle in 189819. The building has been a venue for members of 
the Order to gather and participate in the Order’s activities. 

By the 1970s, a number of high-rise buildings were constructed in 
the area that included a mix of uses in the lower levels with hotel, 
residential, or ofice uses on upper levels. The process of land 
assembly and demolition in the neighbourhood continued into 
the 1990s. Toronto's then mayor Barbara Hall reformed zoning in 
the 1990s to allow for mixed-use developments, which brought 
significant residential investment to the downtown, and which 
continues to this day. Since 2010, institutional development has 
afected the growth of the area, with the expansion of the Toronto 
Metropolitan University's ("TMU," formerly Ryerson University) 
campus east of the Site and investments in the University Health 
Network west of the Site. The area is well served by public transit. 
In 2019, the Province of Ontario announced the Ontario Line transit 
project, with a new subway station proposed station located at 
Yonge Street and Queen Street within walking distance of the Site. 

Figure 26: The TMU Student Learning 
Centre located east of the Site (Zeidler 
Architecture, 2022). 

19. “About the Eagles,” Fraternal Order of Eagles, accessed, https://www.foe.com/About-
The-Eagles/History. 

https://www.foe.com/About
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 Figure 27: Aerial photograph of the Site with annotations marking the dates of construction (ESRI, 2018; annotated by ERA). 
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Building Evolution 
The following contains a summary of key dates in the evolution of the Site. 

15 Elm Street 

• 1868-1869  According to tax assessment rolls, the building at 9 Elm Street (now 15 Elm Street) was 
constructed between 1868-1869 for Robert Kennedy, a bricklayer. 

• 1871-1872 Elm Street was renumbered and 9 Elm Street assumed the municipal address of 15 Elm 
Street. 

• 1879-1880 According to City Directories, the property at 15 Elm Street was divided into two 
properties with the municipal addresses of 15 and 17 Elm Street. The New Jerusalem Church 
occupied 17 Elm Street (see following page). 

• c. 1922-1924  According to building records, the ground floor of the building was converted into 
a commercial space. Archival drawings document a two-bedroom apartment on the second 
floor. According to building records, there were extensive modifications to the building, including 
structural changes to the interior including bench footings in the basement, and a new post-
beam to reconfigure stairs. A second floor addition was included at the rear of the property to 
provide for a second bedroom. The primary elevation was reconfigured to provide a residential 
and commercial entrance, as well as a glazed storefront. The elevation indicates masonry hoods 
around the second floor window openings, however these are no longer visible on the Site. By 
1924, a wood-framed rear extension was demolished. 

• c. 1946  Building records indicate an abutting two-storey warehouse structure at the rear. 
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17 Elm Street 

• c. 1869  According to one source, a building was constructed at 17 Elm Street in c. 186920. 
According to City Directories, it housed the Ontario Seminary, succeeded by the Swedenborgian 
church in 1872, and the New Jerusalem Temple in 1873. The New Jerusalem Temple - also known 
as New Jerusalem Temple and Church of New Jerusalem - remained on site until 1919. 

• 1920-1921  Between 1920 and 1921, the building that housed the former New Jerusalem Church 
- identified in the 1920 City Directory as a synagogue - was demolished. The 1921 City Directory 
lists the address as vacant. A new building was constructed between 1920 and 1921. The 1922 City 
Directory lists Joseph A Campbell, a veterinarian surgeon, as the occupant. 

• c. 1946  Building records indicate the addition of a rear boiler room, with lumber storage and a 
machine room on the premises.  

• c. 1955 Building records indicate interior alterations to convert the building into a restaurant and 
banquet hall. 

• 1959 Building records document interior alterations to convert the space from a restaurant into a 
private club. 

• 1973 Building records document interior alterations to build a new bar and ofice space. 

20. Caulfield, Jon. “The Growth of the Industrial City and Inner Toronto’s Vanished Church Buildings.” Urban History Review / Revue 
d’histoire Urbaine 23, no. 2 (1995): 3–19. http://www.jstor.org/stable/43559795. 

http://www.jstor.org/stable/43559795
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13 vIsual resources 

Figure 28: In 1858, the Site 
contains wood-framed 
structures (Boulton's Atlas, 
1858; annotated by ERA). 

Figure 29: The Site contains a 
masonry houseform building 
and a wood-framed building 
constructed between 1868 
and 1869. Between 1879 and 
1880, the municipal address of 
15 Elm Street was split into 15 
and 17 Elm Street, with the New 
Jerusalem Church occupying 17 
Elm Street (Goad's Atlas, 1884; 
annotated by ERA). 

Figure 30: Between 1920 and 
1921, the building that housed 
the former New Jerusalem 
Church was demolished and a 
new building was constructed 
between 1921 and 1922. To the 
rear of the Site is a three storey 
masonry warehouse building 
(Goad's Atlas, 1924; annotated 
by ERA). 
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Figure 31: By 1970, several 
wood-framed and masonry 
structures near the Site had 
been demolished and the 
properties were used as surface 
parking lots.  (City of Toronto, 
Aerial Image, 1970; annotated 
by ERA). 

Figure 32: By 1992, surrounding 
hotels and high-rise residential 
and ofice space to the north 
and west of the Site had been 
constructed, replacing several 
low-rise buildings. A high-rise 
residential property had also 
been constructed west of the 
Site (City of Toronto, Aerial 
Image, 1992; annotated by ERA). 

Figure 33: Development 
continues to occur in the 
surrounding area (Google Earth, 
2019; annotated by ERA). 
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14 communIty consultatIon 

ERA contacted the Toronto and East York Community Preservation Panel, whose response included a 
link to background information, which has been reviewed. 

15 evaluatIon under ontarIo regulatIon 9/06 

15.7.1 Integrity Analysis of Existing Building 

ERA has provided the following integrity analysis for information. The definition of integrity contained 
in the City of Toronto Oficial Plan Chapter 3.1.6 (consolidated March 2022), is as follows: 

Integrity: as it relates to a heritage property or an archaeological site/resource, is a measure of its 
wholeness and intactness of the cultural heritage values and attributes. Examining the conditions 
of integrity requires assessing the extent to which the property includes all elements necessary 
to express its cultural heritage value; is of adequate size to ensure the complete representation 
of the features and processes that convey the property’s significance; and the extent to which it 
sufers from adverse afects of development and/or neglect. Integrity should be assessed within a 
Heritage Impact Assessment. 

15 Elm Street 
The property at 15 Elm Street lacks wholeness and intactness. The building is a houseform building 
constructed between 1868 - 1869 with a gable roof. The building has been altered from its original 
appearance through a series of additions and interior reconfigurations, including alterations in c. 1922 
for a storefront at the ground floor level, and a two-storey rear addition in c. 1946. The openings at the 
ground floor along Elm Street were modified in 1922 to create a residential and commercial entrance 
and commercial storefront. Since then, the storefront was altered, the cornice detailing between the 
first and second storey was removed, and window and door openings were altered. The upper portion 
of the north elevation was likely rebuilt afer 1922. The keystones above the window openings at 
the second level were removed, and poorly executed window arches and repointing are visible. The 
masonry on the north, east, and west elevations is in poor condition and has been painted, obscuring 
the quoining detail on the north elevation. Overall the building is in poor condition. 

The stretch of Elm Street between Yonge Street and Bay Street developed incrementally, resulting in 
a mix of architectural styles, building types, eras of construction, and uses. While the buildings to the 
north and east maintain a late 19th-century appearance, the south side of Elm Street is more ad-hoc. 
Immediately to the west of 15 Elm Street is a low-rise commercial building constructed in c. 1920 which 
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replaced the formerly adapted church building. To the west of the Site was a row of the houseform 
buildings constructed by 1876 that were demolished for a tall residential building. To the east of 15 Elm 
and separated by a laneway is a collection of houseform buildings ranging from pre-1858 buildings (1-5 
Elm) to infill development (11 Elm), altered for commercial use. The piecemeal development along the 
south side of Elm Street inhibits the ability to discern a cohesive streetscape character.  

17 Elm Street 
The property at 17 Elm Street lacks wholeness and intactness. The building was constructed in 1920 as 
a commercial building for a veterinarian and has since been altered. The interiors have been renovated 
for a variety of industrial and commercial occupants, including Spanner Products Ltd., the Fuji-Matsu 
restaurant, and the F.O.E. Window and door openings have been modified. The building is in poor 
condition. 

15.7.2 Cultural Heritage Value 

Ontario Regulation 9/06 (“O.Reg. 9/06”) sets out Criteria for Determining Cultural Heritage Value or 
Interest for the purpose of determining candidacy for designation under Part IV, Section 29 of the OHA. 

The Site is not listed on the City of Toronto Heritage Register or designated under either Part IV or 
Part V of the OHA. ERA has evaluated the Site using the prescribed criteria under O. Reg. 9/06. Our 
assessment is summarized in the following pages. 
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15 Elm Street 

CRITERION Y/N COMMENTS 

(1) The property has design value or physical value because it: 

i) is a rare, unique, representative The building, constructed between 1868-1869, is an 
or early example of a style, type, unremarkable detached two-storey houseform building with 
expression, material or construction a gable roof originally constructed for residential use, with 
method. subsequent additions and alterations. Built through conventional No construction techniques, the building is devoid of any remarkable 

design expression, lacks integrity, and is insuficient to meet the 
criteria of a rare, unique, representative, or early example of a 
style, type, expression, material, or construction method. 

ii) displays a high degree of The property does not display crafsmanship or artistic merit in a 
crafsmanship or artistic merit. No greater than normal quality or at an intensity well above industry 

standards. 

iii) demonstrates a high degree of Research and site observations indicate that the building 
scientific or technical achievement. No does not demonstrate a high degree of technical or scientific 

achievement. 

(2) The property has historical value or associative value because it: 

i) has direct associations with Historical research has not revealed any links between the 
a theme, event, belief, person, property and an important event, theme, belief, person, activity, 

Noactivity, organization or institution organization, or institution that is significant to a community. 
that is significant to a community. 

ii) yields, or has the potential to The property is not identified on the City of Toronto 
yield, information that contributes archaeological potential map and therefore does not yield or Noto an understanding of a have the potential to yield information that contributes to an 
community or culture. understanding of a community or culture. 

iii) demonstrates, or reflects the Neither an architect nor builder was identified for the property. 
work or ideas of an architect, Therefore, the Site does not demonstrate or reflect the work or Nobuilder, designer or theorist who is ideas of an architect, artist, builder, or theorist that is significant 
significant to a community. to a community. 

(3) The property has contextual value because it: 

i) is important in defining, This section of Elm Street does not have a readily discernible 
maintaining or supporting the character, as the surrounding area developed ad hoc. While 
character of an area. sections of Elm Street retain a few late 19th century buildings, 

the section on the south side near 15 Elm is less cohesive. The 
No buildings to the east of 15 Elm Street were either built prior 

to the construction of the building at 15 Elm or later as infill 
development. The late 19th century buildings to the west have 
since been demolished. The property is not important in defining, 
maintaining, or supporting the character of the area. 

ii) is physically, functionally, The building was constructed at a diferent time than buildings in 
visually or historically linked to its its immediate context. The property is not physically, functionally, 
surroundings. 

No 
visually, or historically linked to its surroundings. 

iii) is a landmark. No The property is not considered a local or regional landmark. 

As evaluated using O.Reg 9/06 under the OHA, the property does not meet the criteria and is not a 
candidate for designation under Part IV of the OHA. As such, a draf statement of significance and draf 
heritage attributes have not been prepared. 
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17 Elm Street 

(1) The property has design value or physical value because it: 

CRITERION Y/N COMMENTS 

i) is a rare, unique, 
representative or early example 
of a style, type, expression, 
material or construction 
method. 

ii) displays a high degree of 
crafsmanship or artistic merit. 

iii) demonstrates a high degree 
of scientific or technical 
achievement. 

No 

No 

No 

The building, constructed between 1920-1921, is a low-rise 
commercial building with a flat roof originally constructed for 
commercial use, with subsequent alterations. Built through 
conventional construction techniques, the building is devoid of any 
remarkable design expression and is insuficient to meet the criteria 
of a rare, unique, representative, or early example of a style, type, 
expression, material, or construction method. 

The property does not display crafsmanship or artistic merit in a 
greater than normal quality or at an intensity well above industry 
standards. 

Research and site observations indicate that the building does not 
demonstrate a high degree of technical or scientific achievement. 

(2) The property has historical value or associative value because it: 

i) has direct associations with 
a theme, event, belief, person, 
activity, organization or 
institution that is significant to 
a community. 

ii) yields, or has the potential 
to yield, information 
that contributes to an 
understanding of a community 
or culture. 

iii) demonstrates, or reflects 
the work or ideas of an 
architect, builder, designer or 
theorist who is significant to a 
community. 

No 

No 

No 

The property hosted a number of occupants, including a veterinarian 
surgeon, Spanner Oliver & Co., Spanner Products Ltd., the Fuji-Matsu 
restaurant, and the F.O.E. The duration of their occupancy was limited 
and their association to the property is incidental. There is no direct 
association with a theme, event, belief, person, activity, organization, 
or institution that is significant to a community. 

The property is not identified on the City of Toronto archaeological 
potential map and therefore does not yield or have the potential 
to yield information that contributes to an understanding of a 
community or culture. 

Neither an architect nor builder was identified for the property. 
Therefore, the property does not demonstrate or reflect the work or 
ideas of an architect, artist, builder, or theorist that is significant to a 
community. 

(3) The property has contextual value because it: 

i) is important in defining, 
maintaining or supporting the 
character of an area. 

ii) is physically, functionally, 
visually or historically linked to 
its surroundings. 

iii) is a landmark. 

No 

No 

No 

This section of Elm Street does not have a readily discernible 
character, as the surrounding area developed ad hoc. While sections 
of Elm Street retain a few late 19th century buildings, the section 
on the south side near 17 Elm is less cohesive. The buildings to the 
east of 17 Elm Street were either built prior to the construction of the 
building at 17 Elm or later as infill development. The late 19th century 
buildings to the west have since been demolished. The property is 
not important in defining, maintaining, or supporting the character of 
the area. 

The building was constructed at a diferent time than buildings in its 
immediate context and does not date to the late 19th century period 
of the blocks original development. The property is not physically, 
functionally, visually, or historically linked to its surroundings. 

The property is not considered a local or regional landmark. 

As evaluated using O.Reg 9/06 under the OHA, the property does not meet the criteria and is not a 
candidate for designation under Part IV of the OHA. As such, a draf statement of significance and draf 
heritage attributes have not been prepared. 
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16 statement of professIonal opInIon 

ERA has evaluated the properties at 15-17 Elm Street using the provincial Criteria for Determining 
Cultural Heritage Value or Interest (Ontario Regulation 9/06) and found that they do not meet the 
criteria. 

Based on the findings of this CHER, ERA does not recommend adding the properties to the 
City of Toronto Heritage Register. Documentation of the property and commemoration are not 
recommended. 
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Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report Terms of Reference and Checklist 
City Planning, Heritage Planning, Urban Design 
Revised July 26, 2021 

A. PURPOSE 

The purpose of a Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report (CHER) is to assist the City in determining whether 
a property, collection of properties, or landscape feature has cultural heritage value. It will be 
considered when determining whether a recommendation is made to City Council for the inclusion of 
the property on the City of Toronto’s Heritage Register and/or designation under Part IV of the Ontario 
Heritage Act. 

B. POLICY CONTEXT 

 The Provincial Policy Statement; Section 2.6 Cultural Heritage and Archaeology 
 A Place to Grow: Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe; Section 4.2.7 Cultural Heritage 

Resources 
 City of Toronto Official Plan 

C. DESCRIPTION 

A CHER includes primary and secondary research, visual inspection, and evaluation against prescribed 
criteria (Ontario Regulation 9/06), and where appropriate, the preparation of a draft Statement of 
Significance and identification of Heritage Attributes. The CHER is the recommended first step in the 
development application process, and establishes what heritage values and attributes will be conserved 
when planning for change. The preparation of a CHER prior to determining what change may be 
appropriate enables a resource's significance to be determined at the earliest stages of the development 
application process. It may also be used to identify heritage resources outside of the development 
application process, in order to recognize valued community assets or qualify a property for the heritage 
property tax rebate and grant programs. 

A CHER can ensure that an understanding of a resource's cultural heritage value is made without regard 
to pre-determined or desired outcomes. A clear understanding of the resource's heritage value can both 
ensure its long term conservation, as well as identify opportunities for flexibility and change early in the 
planning process. 

In addition to a standalone document, a CHER may also be submitted as part of a development 
application, forming part of the Heritage Impact Assessment. Applicants are encouraged to undertake a 
CHER and submit that to the City of Toronto prior to the submission of a development application to 
assist with the conservation of buildings and structures as part of the land use planning process. 



 
 

 
   

 
 

 
  

   
 

 
 

 

 
   

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

  
 

  
 

 
 

   
 

  
 

   
 
 

D. STANDARDS AND PRACTICES 

The CHER must be impartial and objective, thorough, complete and sound in its methodology and 
application of Ontario Heritage Act evaluation criteria, the City of Toronto Official Plan Heritage Policies 
and the Parks Canada Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada and be 
consistent with recognized professional standards and best practices in the field of heritage 
conservation in Canada and the CAHP Code of Conduct. 

The CHER must be prepared by qualified professional members in good standing with the Canadian 
Association of Heritage Professionals (CAHP) who possess applied and demonstrated knowledge of 
accepted standards of heritage conservation, historical research, and the identification and evaluation 
of cultural heritage value or interest. 

The CHER must include all required information and be completed to the satisfaction of the City as 
determined by the Senior Manager, Heritage Planning or it will be considered incomplete for application 
or other purposes. 

A CHER may be subject to a peer review if determined appropriate by the Senior Manager. 

E. WHEN REQUIRED 

A CHER will be required: 

 for development applications that include a property that is listed under Section 27 of the 
Ontario Heritage Act on the City of Toronto’s Heritage Register 

 for development applications that include a property that is designated under Section 29 of the 
Ontario Heritage Act prior to 2006 

 Prior to the submission of an application for either the heritage grant program or the heritage 
property tax rebate program 

A CHER is strongly encouraged: 

 for development applications that include a property that is not on the City’s Heritage Register, 
but that is believed to have cultural heritage value as identified by the community, City staff, 
professional site assessments, planning studies or local Councillor 

 for applications on properties that include a building or structure that is 40 years or older 

A CHER is not required for properties that are: 

 subject to a Notice of Intention to Designate under Section 29 of the OHA 

 designated under Part IV, Section 29 of the OHA after 2006 

 designated under Part V, Section 42 of the OHA 



  

  

 
 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

  

F. REQUIRED CONTENTS AND CHECKLIST 

If the property under review is on a development site, it is advisable that you discuss your project in 
advance with Heritage Planning staff during preliminary consultation meetings. Evaluation of cultural 
heritage resources prior to project planning is strongly encouraged. 

The CHER will be submitted in hard copy and PDF format along with any other required application 
material and will include (at minimum): 

1. Required Contents Checklist 

 A copy of this CHER Terms of Reference with a completed Required Contents Checklist 

2. Statement of Professional Qualifications 

 A Heritage Professional is a person who has specialized knowledge in the conservation and 
stewardship of cultural heritage and is supported by formal training and/or work experience. 
The professional must be a registered Professional member of the Canadian Association of 
Heritage Professionals and in good standing. The background and qualifications of the 
professional(s) completing the CHER must be included in the report. 

By checking this field, the Professional conforms to accepted technical and ethical standards and 
works in accordance with the regulations and guidelines of their specialty heritage fields and 
jurisdictions of practice and confirms the information included in the CHER is accurate and 
reflects their professional opinion. 

3. Executive Summary 

☐ This section includes a summary of the evaluation of the potential cultural heritage resource(s); 
a summary of recommended heritage values and attributes and a summary of the reasons for or 
against their identification as warranting inclusion on the Heritage Register, with reference to 
applicable regulation(s). 

4. Property Owner 

☐ Owner name and full contact information, including e-mail address(es) 

5. Owner's Representative or Agent 

☐ Name and full contact information, including e-mail address(es), for any representative or agent 
acting on behalf of the owner accompanied by proof of owner consent. 

6. Location Plan 

Location of the site and the subject heritage property/properties shown on: 

☐ City's property data map 



   

 

  
  

 

 

  

 

☐ Aerial photograph 

Maps and photographs must depict the site boundary within a 300 metre radius, or as 
appropriate, in order to demonstrate the existing area context and identify adjacent heritage 
resources. Maps to be to a metric scale (i.e. 1:100, 1:200, 1:500). 

7. Reasons for the CHER and Background Information 

This section will include information pertaining to the reasons why the CHER has been prepared. 
For properties that were designated under Part IV prior to 2006, or that are listed under Section 
27 of the OHA, any pertinent information relating to either the designation or listing will be 
provided, including reasons for inclusion (where known) and the date of inclusion on the 
Heritage Register. 

Check all that apply: 

☐ Evaluation of a property designated under Part IV, Section 29, of the Ontario Heritage Act prior 
to 2006 

 Evaluation of a property listed on the City's Heritage Register under Section 27 of the Ontario 
Heritage Act 

 Evaluation of a property previously identified as having cultural heritage value through 
professional site assessments or planning studies 

 Evaluation of a property believed to have cultural heritage value as identified by the community, 
City staff or local Councillor 

 Evaluation of a property over 40 years old 

 Evaluation of a property for the purposes of the heritage grant or heritage property tax rebate 
program 

8. Description of the Property and Visual Inspection 

This section will include an overview of the property, including its physical condition and noting 
any additions or alterations. It will include a description of the property's location and existing 
conditions as observed through a visual inspection of the property, a the date(s) of the visual 
inspection. The section must: 

 Provide the resource's legal address and land use designation and, if applicable, any Secondary 
Plan or Site and Area Specific Policy that applies 

☐ Identify any existing heritage recognitions The Site has no existing heritage 
recognitions. 

☐ Identify and describe all existing buildings and/or structures on the property 



 
 

  
   

   

 

 
 

  

 

 

 

 

 
  

The Site does not contain other features of 
interest 

☐ Identify and describe any other features that may be of interest, including landscape features 

☐ Identify whether the property is within an area of archaeological potential 

9. Current Photographs/Images 

This section will include photographs, both general and of each building, structure or landscape 
feature. For larger properties or properties with a number of features, a map or annotated 
aerial photograph may be required. 

 Current photographs/images taken within 3 months of the CHER submission date showing the 
existing context and features of existing and potential heritage resources on the property. The 
context includes other buildings and existing landscaping (mature trees, fences, walls, 
driveways) on the subject property. Photographs will include the following: 

 Each building elevation 
 Each heritage attribute or draft heritage attribute, including both exterior and 

interior, where applicable 
 Existing context including other buildings on and adjacent to the site and 

existing landscaping 
 a photograph of the property as seen from the public realm around the 

property including each public right of way, lane, or shared driveway, park and 
publicly accessible open space, as appropriate to the site 

 a photograph showing the relationship of the site to the adjacent properties 

10. Description of Surrounding Neighbourhood Keyed to a Context Map 

 Provide a description of the surroundings of the site with particular attention to subject street 
frontages or block faces, subject property and opposite side of the street frontage(s). Be sure to 
reference architectural styles, profiles and ages of buildings and describe the existing “sense of 
place” where discernible and key to a context map. 

11. Historic Photographs 

 Historic photographs should be provided where available. If historic photographs cannot be 
located, it must be confirmed that the noted sources in Section 12 have been checked and no 
photographs were present. 

12. Primary and Secondary Research 

This section will document the research that was undertaken for the property, including the 
primary and secondary sources that were consulted, and will record and present the findings of 
the research in a logical and chronological order. This section will also identify any 
archaeological assessment reports that apply to the property, and whether the property has 
been identified as an area of archaeological potential in the City of Toronto's Archaeological 
Management Plan. 



 

 

  

 

 

   

Primary resources must be consulted in order to identify the property’s history of ownership 
and development. If certain primary resources are determined not to be of relevance or are 
unavailable, the rationale for the exclusion must be demonstrated. At minimum, the resources 
that must be consulted include: 

 Toronto Archives 

 Assessment Rolls 

 Building Permits 

 Toronto Building Records 

 Goad’s Atlas of the City of Toronto Maps 

 Toronto City Directories 

 Land Registry Office (or online equivalent) 

Additional resources that may be consulted include: 

 Ontario Archives 

 Toronto Public Library 

 Historical society archives 

 The Biographical Dictionary of Architects in Canada 1800-1950 

 City of Toronto Aerial Photographs 

 Other historic maps including Cane, Boulton, Tremaine, Miles & Co., etc. 

The section will include written narrative, describing the history of development and activity of 
the site, including any events, communities, individuals or activities that are historically or 
continue to be associated with to the property where applicable. A chronological timeline may 
be included as a summary historical narrative where warranted. All statements of fact regarding 
ownership, date of construction, occupation, sale, etc. will be footnoted providing the source, 
including relevant identifiers such as dates including day month, and year as appropriate, page 
numbers, and location of source. 

Research results will be used as the basis for an evaluation of the property's cultural heritage 
value, following Ontario Regulation 9/06. In the event that City heritage staff find that the 
research provided within this section provides insufficient information or detail to properly 
inform the evaluation, additional information and a revised CHER will be requested. 



  

 

 
 

 

 

 

  

 

 
 

 

 

13. 

14. 

 

 

 

15. 

16. 

Research sources must be documented using a consistent citation style (MLA, APA, or Chicago). 
All research sources will also be listed in an appendix attached to the report. If possible, copies 
of such sources should be provided to the City as part of the CHER submission. 

Visual Resources (Maps, Drawings, Plans and Images) 

This section will include a visual overview of the property over time, including the pertinent 
maps, images, drawings and plans consulted, to assist with understanding the general history of 
the site and its development over time.  Images should be arranged chronologically and will 
illustrate the historical development and evolution of the site, including chronological 
construction and/or alterations to the size, features or primary use of the property and its 
associated buildings or features. 

Images included in this section should be labelled appropriately with a title of the image, a 
description of what is being shown, and the source for the image including author, publication, 
date (day, month, year), volume where appropriate, page number, archival references, location 
or website, etc. All visual resources will also be listed in an appendix attached to this report. 

Community Consultation 

This section will outline what, when and how community input was undertaken as part of the 
research methodology for the property and describe the results. Based on the resource(s) being 
evaluated, the City may suggest groups, organizations or individuals for consultation and may 
participate/lead in the consultation. At a minimum, the relevant Community Preservation Panel 
must be consulted, and it is recommended that local heritage groups and historical societies are 
consulted. If consultation at the time of submission has not been undertaken, it is expected to 
take place at the earliest possible opportunity. 

There may be circumstances where community input is fundamental to understanding the value 
of a property and an HIA or CHER may be considered incomplete until appropriate consultation 
has taken place. 

ERA consulted with the Toronto and East York Preservation Board in
Community Preservation Panel advance of the submission. 

Local heritage group/historical society 

Other (oral histories, individual meetings, etc.) 

Evaluation under Ontario Regulation 9/06 

This section will describe how the prescribed criteria, Ontario Regulation 9/06 (Ontario Heritage 
Act), was applied to understand the property’s cultural heritage value, if any. It will present a 
rationale supporting how each criterion was met or not met, and include a summary of the 
physical/design, historic/associative and/or contextual value of the property, where the 
prescribed criteria have been met. 

Statement of Professional Opinion 

The conclusion will summarize the research, survey and evaluation undertaken for the property, 
and where the property is believed to have cultural heritage value, will provide a 



 

 
 

 

recommendation for its inclusion on the Heritage Register. If the evaluation believes that the 
property has cultural heritage value based on an evaluation against O. Reg. 9/06, a draft 
Statement of Significance must be prepared and a draft list of Heritage Attributes identified. The 
list of Heritage Attributes provided in the CHER should be organized in relation to each criterion 
met. 



 Appendix B: Letters of Authorization as Proof of Owner's Consent, dated June 28, 
2022 and July 5, 2022 



June 28, 2022 

RE: 15 Elm Street, Toronto 
Ownership and Representative/ Agent Information and Authori7,ation 

Dear City ofToronto, 

The purpose of this letter is three-fold as follows: 

1. Provide property owner information 

2. Provide owner's representative or agent information (if applicable) 

3. Provide authorization 

Property Owner Information 

Owner name: Ms. Annette Cooper 
Address: 15 Elm St, Toronto, Ontario, MSG IHI 
Phone number: 416 829 1656 
Email address: rob@wmni.ca 

Authorization ofERA Architects 

The undersigned authorizes ERA Architects Inc. to request and view building records held by the City 
of Toronto on the subject property. Please make any documents available to ERA Architects as they
require them. 

AND FOR SO DOING this shall be your good and sufficient authority. 
Yours sincerely, 

Annette Cooper 

mailto:rob@wmni.ca


Fraternal Order of Eagles 2311 

17 Elm St 

Toronto, ON 

MSG lHl 

July 5, 2022 

RE: 17 Elm Street, Toronto 

Ownership and Representative/ Agent Information and Authorization 

Dear City of Toronto, 

The purpose of this letter is three-fold as follows: 

1. Provide property owner information 

2. Provide authorization 

Property Owner Information 

Owner name: Fraternal Order of Eagles 2311 

Address: 17 Elm St, Toronto, ON, MSG lHl 

Phone number: 416-523-2321 

Email address: Robert.boag@sympatico.ca 

Authorization of ERA Architects 

The undersigned authorizes ERA Architects Inc. to request and view building records held by the City 

of Toronto on the subject property. Please make any documents available to ERA Architects as they 

require them. 

AND FOR SO DOING this shall be your good and sufficient authority. 

Yours sincerely, 

Robert Boag 

Club Trustee 

416-523-2321 
Robert.boag@sympatico.ca 

mailto:Robert.boag@sympatico.ca
mailto:Robert.boag@sympatico.ca


Appendix C: Condition Assessment, excerpted from 15-17 Elm Street HIA, 
prepared by ERA, dated August 18, 2022 
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13 condItIon assessment 

The Site does not contain a property that is listed on the City of Toronto Heritage Register, or designat-
ed under the Ontario Heritage Act, as such a condition assessment is not required. Notwithstanding 
the above, a condition assessment has been provided for information purposes. 

GENERAL 

The following condition assessment was completed by ERA on July 22, 2022 for 15 and 17 Elm Street. 
The condition assessment was completed through a visual inspection and photo documentation of 
building elements including exposed wall areas below and above grade, roofing, openings, and other 
miscellaneous components. It did not include destructive testing. The building was viewed from 
grade, roof as well as interior floor levels. 

This assessment provides an evaluation of 15 and 17 Elm Street. The main focus of the assessment is 
to examine the building's exterior envelope and interior condition, and document forms of damage 
and deterioration. For this condition assessment, the building components were graded using the 
terms found in the sidebar. 

15 ELM STREET 
DEFINITION OF TERMS 

The building components were graded 
using the following assessment system: 

Good: Normal Result. Functioning as 
intended; normal deterioration observed; 
no maintenance anticipated within the 
next five years. 

Fair: Functioning as intended. Normal de-
terioration and minor distress observed; 
maintenance will be required within 
the next three to five years to maintain 
functionality. 

Poor: Not functioning as intended; signifi-
cant deterioration and distress observed; 
maintenance and some repair required 
within the next year or two to restore 
functionality. 

Defective: Not functioning as intended; 
15 Elm Street has been adapted to suit both commercial and resi- significant deterioration and major 

distress observed, possible damage to dential use.  The original building is brick and wood construction 
support structure; may present a risk; with multiple additions over the years built with concrete block.  must be dealt with promptly. 

The ground floor openings have been modified to suit commercial 
use .  Most masonry surfaces have been painted on interior and 
exterior surfaces. 

Figure 42: North elevation (ERA, 2022). 

Overview 
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North Elevation 

Brick units are generally in poor condi-
tion throughout the principal elevation.  
There is surface spalling, previous re-
pairs and the wall is painted.  Wood sills 
and shutters appear to be in fair condi-
tion.  Second floor windows are in poor 
condition. upper wood sofit and fascia 
are also in poor condition.  

Figure 43: Aluminium storefront with glazing in poor condition (ERA, 
2022). 

Figure 44: Wood shutters and sill in fair condition (ERA, Figure 45: Second floor aluminium door with heavy steel 
2022). angle and deteriorated brick in poor condition (ERA, 2022). 
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East Elevation 

The east elevation is parged for the first four feet 
and the brick wall is double brick with wood sash 
windows.  The brick is painted and in poor condi-
tion.  Recessed joints and brick spalling exist on 
half of the entire wall surface. The concrete block 
on the rear extension is also in poor condition 
with cracking and failed joints.  Windows, either 
wood or steel, with multiple panes and range 
from defective to poor condition. 

Figure 46: Third floor brickwork missing mortar and defec-
tive in condition  (ERA, 2022). 

Figure 48: Parging at grade with exterior grade in poor 
condition  (ERA, 2022). 

Figure 47: Wood windows, deteriorated brickwork in poor 
condition  (ERA, 2022). 

Figure 49: Rear steel windows are defective with rust and 
cracked panes (ERA, 2022). 
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West Elevation 

Similar to other elevation bricks, units are gen-
erally in poor condition throughout the west 
elevation.  Previous repairs and cement block 
additions at the rear of the building are in poor 
condition. The wall surface is painted. 

Figure 50: Open masonry with wood infill and windows 
ranging from poor to defective  (ERA, 2022). 

Figure 51: Steel door and masonry repairs  (ERA, 2022). 

Figure 52: View looking south to rear alley (ERA, 2022). Figure 53: Painted brick and parging in poor condition (ERA, 
2022). 
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South Elevation 

The south elevation is a mix of painted brick and 
concrete block in poor condition.  Metal flashing 
and steel windows appear to be defective. There 
are deep voids in mortar joints, cracking and 
holes in the masonry. 

Figure 54: The south East corner is in poor condition (ERA, 
2022). 

Figure 55: Rear masonry wall at grade is defective (ERA, Figure 56: Chimney and corner brickwork are in poor condi-
2022). tion (ERA, 2022). 
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Roof 

The gable roof has asphalt shingles that are in poor condition with a sagging sub-roof and sheathing. 
The rear cement block addition has a built up membrane with pebble finish.  Painted metal flashing is 
in poor condition. 

Figure 57: Built up roof system with pebble surface (ERA, Figure 58: Parapet wall with metal flashing (ERA, 2022). 
2022). 
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Interior Structure & Finishes 

The foundation walls in the basement consist 
of rubble and lime mortar. The walls are in poor 
condition. There are painted surfaces, with signs 
of water infiltration, eflorescence and mold. 

The restaurant on the ground floor extends to the 
rear wall and entry. The tile floors and suspended 
ceiling are in fair condition. Masonry walls are 
painted and in fair condition. 

The second floor includes a mix of wall finishes 
and new stud frame and drywall partitions. A 
drop ceiling with commercial ventilation are in 
poor condition. Windows are generally in poor 
condition, with some defective windows. 

Figure 60: Restaurant interior in fair condition (ERA, 2022). 

Figure 59: Wood posts shoring up sagging floor  (ERA, 2022). 

Figure 61: View of north elevation front ofice (ERA, 2022). 
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17 ELM STREET 

Figure 62: North elevation (ERA, 2022). 

Overview 
17 Elm Street is a single storey brick building that has been used as a commercial entertainment and 
event space.  There is a cement block addition.  The roof is a built up bitumen membrane with pebble 
finish. 
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North Elevation 

The principal elevation has 
been clad with cement stucco 
over the brick wall. The stucco 
is in poor condition.  The first 
three feet of the wall is covered 
with a corrugated metal panel.  
Cement repairs are visible as 
well as paint peeling through-
out.  Overall the condition of the 
north elevation is poor. 

Figure 63:  Aluminium doors and vestibule with glazing in fair condition.  Cement 
stucco repairs visible.  Stone step is in poor condition (ERA, 2022). 

Figure 64: Black metal flashing and a 
painted stone sill in poor condition 
(ERA, 2022). 

Figure 65: Stucco and cement repair 
(ERA, 2022). 

Figure 66: Separate entrance with 
steel door in poor condition (ERA, 
2022). 
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East and West Elevations 

The east and west elevations is in poor condition 
with defective areas.  Heavy spalling with brick 
and stone mortar loss is prominent across the 
majority of the wall surface.  The sofit and fascia 
with eaves troughs and downspouts are in poor 
condition. 

Figure 67: Areas of the east brick wall and concrete block 
infill is in defective condition (ERA, 2022). 

Figure 68: Spalled brick and damaged sills have no mortar, 
allowing water to enter the wall (ERA, 2022). 

Figure 69: Parging with parapet wall is in poor condition Figure 70: Mortar loss and defective masonry on the east 
(ERA, 2022). elevation (ERA, 2022). 
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South Elevation 

The south elevation is a mix of parged brick and 
concrete block in poor condition.  Metal flashing 
and steel doors are in poor condition.  The rear 
chimney is visible from the south elevation and in 
poor condition. 

Figure 71: The south east corner is in poor condition (ERA, 
2022). 

Figure 72: Rear masonry wall at grade is defective (ERA, Figure 73: Chimney and corner brickwork are in poor condi-
2022). tion (ERA, 2022). 
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Roof 

The built up membrane roof with pebble finish is 
in poor condition.  The roof is split down the mid-
dle with a metal flashed parapet wall. The roof 
appears to be in poor condition. 

Figure 74: Painted metal flashing and pebble finish roof in 
poor condition (ERA, 2022). 

Interior Structure & Finishes 

The building has been used as a social gathering 
venue and bar. Interior walls are a combination of 
wood, drywall and tile. The bar, rear kitchen, and 
employee rooms are in fair condition. The overall 
condition of the interior is fair. 

Figure 75: Interior floors and surfaces are clean and in fair 
condition (ERA, 2022). 

Figure 76: Materials are mixed and dated with dropped ceil-
ing and carpet floor (ERA, 2022). 



 

 

  

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX E: Resource List 

“About the Eagles.” Fraternal Order of Eagles. Accessed from https://www.foe.com/About-The-Eagles/ 
History. 

Bradburn, Jamie. “House of Fuji-Matsu.” Jamie Bradburn's Tales of Toronto, August 7, 2019. https:// 
jamiebradburnwriting.wordpress.com/tag/house-of-fuji-matsu/. 

“Building Permits.” Toronto Daily Star, March 25, 1920. 

Canada’s Historic Places. Parks Canada Standards & Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places 
in Canada, 2010. https://www.historicplaces.ca/en/pages/standards-normes.aspx 

Caulfield, Jon. “The Growth of the Industrial City and Inner Toronto’s Vanished Church Buildings.” 
Urban History Review / Revue d’histoire Urbaine 23, no. 2 (1995): 3–19. http://www.jstor.org/sta-
ble/43559795. 

City of Toronto.  Aerial Photographs: 1947 to 1992. Accessed from City of Toronto Archives. https:// 
www.toronto.ca/city-government/accountability-operations-customer-service/access-city-infor-
mation-or-records/city-of-toronto-archives/whats-online/maps/aerial-photographs/ 

City of Toronto. Heritage Register. https://www.toronto.ca/city-government/planning-development/ 
heritage-preservation/heritage-register/ 

City of Toronto. Oficial Plan. 2021. https://www.toronto.ca/city-government/planning-development/ 
oficial-plan-guidelines/oficial-plan/chapters-1-5/ 

City of Toronto. “Space Age Furniture Lands in Toronto.” toronto.ca, April 15, 2021. https://www.toron-
to.ca/explore-enjoy/history-art-culture/online-exhibits/web-exhibits/web-exhibits-culture-people/ 
space-age-furniture-lands-in-toronto/. 

City  of  Toronto.  Tall  Building  Design  Guidelines.  2013.  https://www.toronto.ca/city-government/ 
planning-development/oficial-plan-guidelines/design-guidelines/tall-buildings/ 

City of Toronto. The Downtown Plan. 2019. https://www.toronto.ca/city-government/planning-devel-
opment/planning-studies-initiatives/tocore-planning-torontos-downtown/ 

Goad’s Atlas of the City of Toronto. N.d. http://goadstoronto.blogspot.com/ 

Google Maps. 2021. https://www.google.co.in/maps 

Lorinc, John, Michael McClelland, Ellen Scheinberg, and Tatum Taylor. The Ward: The Life and Loss of 
Toronto's First Immigrant Neighbourhood. Toronto, ON: Coach House Books, 2015. 

“Myseum of Toronto Stories - the Ward Revisited.” Myseum, April 7, 2020. http://www.myseumoforon-
to.com/programming/the-ward/. 

Ontario. Growth  Plan  for  the  Greater  Golden  Horseshoe.  2019.  https://www.ontario.ca/document/ 
place-grow-growth-plan-greater-golden-horseshoe 

Ontario Heritage Act, R.S.O. 1990. https://www.ontario.ca/laws/statute/90o18   

https://www.ontario.ca/laws/statute/90o18
https://www.ontario.ca/document
https://to.com/programming/the-ward
http://www.myseumoftoron
https://www.google.co.in/maps
http://goadstoronto.blogspot.com
https://www.toronto.ca/city-government/planning-devel
https://www.toronto.ca/city-government
https://www.toron
https://toronto.ca
https://www.toronto.ca/city-government/planning-development
https://www.toronto.ca/city-government/planning-development
www.toronto.ca/city-government/accountability-operations-customer-service/access-city-infor
http://www.jstor.org/sta
https://www.historicplaces.ca/en/pages/standards-normes.aspx
https://jamiebradburnwriting.wordpress.com/tag/house-of-fuji-matsu
https://www.foe.com/About-The-Eagles


 

 

Ontario. Planning Act. 1990. https://www.ontario.ca/laws/statute/90p13 

Ontario. Provincial Policy Statement. 2020. https://www.ontario.ca/page/provincial-policy-state-
ment-2020 

Page 3. 1956. Toronto Daily Star (1900-1971), Mar 21, 1956. https://ezproxy.torontopubliclibrary.ca/ 
login?url=https://www.proquest.com/historical-newspapers/page-3/docview/1433911316/se-2 
(accessed December 6, 2022). 

Sloame, Joanna. “Virtual Jewish World: Toronto, Canada.” Jewish Virtual Library. Accessed https:// 
www.jewishvirtuallibrary.org/toronto-canada-virtual-jewish-history-tour. 

“Teraulay Cottage, The Church of the Holy Trinity and Henry Scadding's House.” Lost Rivers. Accessed 
June 4, 2022. http://www.lostrivers.ca/points/macaulay.htm. 

Toronto Public Library. Digital Toronto City Directories. https://www.torontopubliclibrary.ca/history-
genealogy/lh-digital-city-directories.jsp 

Toronto Public Library. Digital Archive. https://digitalarchive.tpl.ca/ 

Toronto Property Data Maps. 2014.  https://mdl.library.utoronto.ca/collections/geospatial-data/toron-
to-property-data-maps-pdms-5 

https://mdl.library.utoronto.ca/collections/geospatial-data/toron
https://digitalarchive.tpl.ca
https://www.torontopubliclibrary.ca/history
http://www.lostrivers.ca/points/macaulay.htm
www.jewishvirtuallibrary.org/toronto-canada-virtual-jewish-history-tour
https://login?url=https://www.proquest.com/historical-newspapers/page-3/docview/1433911316/se-2
https://ezproxy.torontopubliclibrary.ca
https://www.ontario.ca/page/provincial-policy-state
https://www.ontario.ca/laws/statute/90p13


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX F: List of Figures 

Figure 1: Aerial map of the Site (Google Earth, 2021; annotated by ERA) 
Figure 2: Property data map of the Site (City of Toronto Property Data Map, 2014; annotated by ERA) 
Figure 3: Archaeological potential map with the Site outlined in blue (City of Toronto, 2020) 
Figure 4: Context photo looking west along Elm Street (ERA, 2022).  
Figure 5: Context photo looking east along Elm Street (ERA, 2022). 
Figure 6: Context photo of the north side of Elm Street, across from the Site, looking west (ERA, 2022). 
Figure 7: North elevation (ERA, 2022). 
Figure 8: Partial west elevation (ERA, 2022). 
Figure 9: Partial east elevation (ERA, 2022). 
Figure 10: South elevation (ERA, 2022). 
Figure 11: North elevation (ERA, 2022). 
Figure 12: South elevation (ERA, 2022). 
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Figure 15: c. 1980s, photograph of the Site looking east towards Yonge Street with the Site to the right 
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Figure 16: The north elevation of the Site (City of Toronto Archives, 1978-1980). 
Figure 17: The north and west elevation of 17 Elm Street (City of Toronto Archives, 1978-1980). 
Figure 18: Map of TRCA watersheds with the Lake Ontario Watershed shown in grey (TRCA, 2021; 

annotated by ERA). 
Figure 19: The Haudenosaunee and Anishinabe Dish with One Spoon Treaty, 1701 (Currie, 2020). 
Figure 20: The 1858 Boulton Atlas showing a portion of St. John's Ward, later known as 'The Ward,' 

bounded by today's College Street, Yonge Street, Queen Street, and University Avenue. The Site 
is identified in blue. The area outlined in magenta is the approximate location of Macaulay Town 
(Boulton, 1858; annotated by ERA). 

Figure 21: Streetscape of The Ward as seen from the top of the T. Eaton's Factory (City of Toronto 
Archives 1910). 

Figure 22: T Eaton's Co. factory as seen from Terauley Street in 1930 (City of Toronto Archives). 
Figure 23: Sketch of the New Jerusalem Church by Owen Staples (TPL, 189-). 
Figure 24: Spanner Products Ltd. "Ruspan" furniture line (City of Toronto Archives, 1952). 
Figure 25: Newspaper clipping advertising Fuji-Matsu (Toronto Star, 1956). 
Figure 26: The TMU Student Learning Centre located east of the Site (Zeidler Architecture, 2022). 
Figure 27: Aerial photograph of the Site with annotations marking the dates of construction (ESRI, 
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Figure 28: In 1858, the Site contains wood-framed structures (Boulton's Atlas, 1858; annotated by 
ERA). 

Figure 29: The Site contains a masonry houseform building and a wood-framed building constructed 
between 1868 and 1869. Between 1879 and 1880, the municipal address of 15 Elm Street was 
split into 15 and 17 Elm Street, with the New Jerusalem Church occupying 17 Elm Street (Goad's 
Atlas, 1884; annotated by ERA). 

Figure 30:  Between 1920 and 1921, the building that housed the former New Jerusalem  Church was 
demolished and a new building was constructed between 1921 and 1922. To the rear of the Site 
is a three storey masonry warehouse building (Goad's Atlas, 1924; annotated by ERA). 

Figure 31: By 1970, several wood-framed and masonry structures near the Site had been demolished 
and the properties were used as surface parking lots.  (City of Toronto, Aerial Image, 1970; 
annotated by ERA). 

Figure 32: By 1992, surrounding hotels and high-rise residential and ofice space to the north and west 
of the Site had been constructed, replacing several low-rise buildings. A high-rise residential 
property had also been constructed west of the Site (City of Toronto, Aerial Image, 1992; 
annotated by ERA). 

Figure 33: Development continues to occur in the surrounding area (Google Earth, 2019; annotated by 
ERA). 
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