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In the spring of 2010 Heritage Toronto and the 
Toronto Historical Association held a series of 
consultation sessions to determine the significant 
issues facing heritage preservation and the  
heritage community in Toronto. Consultations 
were held in Scarborough, Etobicoke/York, North 
York, Downtown Toronto, as well as one City-wide 
consultation held at Metro Hall. Representatives 
from historical associations, heritage  
organizations, community groups, and First  
Nations communities were invited to attend. The 
public was also invited to provide input through 
Heritage Toronto’s website. Eight questions were 
developed out of these discussions, which were 
then posed to Mayoral Candidates during a  
public debate on the state of heritage held at  
St. Lawrence Hall on August 30, 2010. 

Paul Bedford, former 
City of Toronto  
Chief Planner and 
Debate Moderator.  
Credit: Olena Sullivan

OBSERvATIONS ON  
THE STATE OF HERITAgE: 
AN UPDATE

In 2001, Heritage Toronto presented a report to City 
Council that provided a detailed overview of the activities, 
struggles, and frustrations of heritage professionals and 
volunteers at that time. The report, which was widely  
circulated for input within the heritage community,  

provided an analysis of these issues, and made a  
series of recommendations on how to improve heritage  
management in the city. The following table summarizes 
the recommendations made in the 2001 report and  
provides an update on the current status of each issue. 

2010 UPDATE

The Ontario Heritage Act was amended in 2005 to improve heritage preservation in Ontario by giving municipal  
governments and the Province new powers to protect local built and natural heritage resources. Regulation 9/06 and 
10/06 provided clear criteria.

The Heritage Property Tax Rebate Program was adopted by the City of Toronto in 2005. The program is currently  
subjected to scheduled review by City Council this Spring.

The Toronto Heritage grant Program, administered by Heritage Preservation Services, needs to be expanded and to 
receive stable, core funding. 

Heritage considerations are isolated in the work of Heritage Preservation Services, and not embedded in other City 
departments, even though heritage review is part of the planning process. 

The advocacy roles of the Toronto Preservation Board and Heritage Toronto were clarified. Four Community  
Preservation Panels were created which make recommendations to the Toronto Preservation Board. However, there is a 
perception that the Panels are not utilized as well as they could be. 

The Inventory of Heritage Properties now has an online database, accessible to the public. The Inventory is growing too 
slowly to keep pace with development pressures, and there is great concern amongst the heritage community that many 
valuable heritage buildings and structures are not represented on the list. 

Funding for the preservation of municipally-owned buildings, including City museums, has not increased. Conservation 
management plans for municipally-owned buildings have not been created. 

Phase I of the Heritage Management Plan was completed in 2007. It was adopted in principle by City Council and  
staff have been working toward the completion of a number of indentified steps. The Standards and guidelines for  
the Conservation of Historic Places have been adopted by City Council and all applications are reviewed with these  
standards during the planning process. A comprehensive policy on Heritage Conservation Districts and a policy on  
cultural heritage landscapes are currently being developed, but are progressing slowly due to limited staff resources.

The City has retained Archaeological Services Inc. to create an Archaeological Master Plan. In 2004 they published a 
comprehensive interim report, and in 2005 the City adopted an initial screening requirement as the first phase of the 
Archaeological Master Plan. This has improved the understanding of archaeological potential within City planning  
initiatives, and helped to standardize resource management procedures. 

There is still no City of Toronto museum. Better funding for the City’s museums remains an issue. The Toronto Museum 
Project website was welcomed, but is viewed as a first small step toward a City of Toronto museum.

2001 RECOMMENDATIONS

The need to update the Ontario Heritage Act to 
strengthen and protect built and natural heritage 
features.

The need for a tax rebate program for private  
homeowners and commercial buildings. 

Better coordination of heritage issues among City 
departments and divisions (specifically related to  
municipal amalgamation), and new protocols for  
heritage issues between Heritage Preservation  
Services (HPS) and other City departments.

Clarify the roles of the Toronto Preservation Board, 
Heritage Toronto, and the six Municipal Heritage  
Committees (then known as Local Architectural  
Conservation Advisory Committees or LACACs). 

Update of the Inventory of Heritage Properties, and 
consolidation into a single, easily-accessible source. 

Preservation of municipally-owned buildings. 

The creation of a Heritage Master Plan. 

The protection of, and jurisdiction over, archaeology 
and natural heritage in the city.

The creation of a City of Toronto museum, and  
improved coordination of existing City-run museums.

Although some of the goals have been achieved, there is 
still more to be accomplished with very limited resources.
For instance, the incomplete state of the Inventory of 
Heritage Properties results in unnecessary conflicts with 
development proposals, and the loss of heritage  
buildings. Furthermore, Toronto still does not have a 

This report provides a summary of the  
consultations, highlights the major themes  
and recommendations that arose from these  
discussions. It also provides comment on  
the improvements or similarities with the  
recommendations made by Heritage Toronto in  
its 2001 “Report Card on Heritage”. 

INTRODUCTION 

museum for the whole city to tell its unique story and 
showcase its impressive artifact collection. 

The 2001 State of Heritage Report called for a  
coordinated approach to heritage conservation by the 
City, the Province, museums and heritage organizations 

to preserve and protect Toronto’s heritage resources –  
a message that was strongly echoed in the 2010  
consultation sessions. 
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The heritage community consultations held in 
May and June of 2010 highlighted several areas of 
concern to members of the heritage community. 
These points were used to develop the questions 
posed to the Mayoral Candidates and will be  
expanded in the body of this report:

1  Understaffing and lack of resources put  
towards Heritage Preservation Services (HPS)

2  Need for heritage considerations to be  
embedded within the planning process

3  Undervaluing of heritage conservation at a 
political level

4  Need for improvements to the City’s Official 
Plan’s policies on heritage

5  Need for legislative improvements in order  
to protect natural heritage and cultural  
landscapes, and to strengthen protection of 
built heritage resources

6  Need for improved public education and  
awareness surrounding heritage  
conservation and protection 

7  Continuing problems of regionalism, and the 
need to ensure that heritage issues are  
addressed evenly across the city

8  The need for a City of Toronto museum  
in order to fully showcase the City’s  
artifact collection

The overarching message from the consultations 
is that heritage resources are being lost in Toronto 
because of the lack of vision, political will, and 
resources for heritage. The City is perceived to  
be reactive, not proactive when it comes to  
protecting heritage. Better long-term planning  
for these resources, incorporation of heritage  
conservation principles within the planning  
process, and coordination between heritage  
professionals, volunteers, and City staff, as  
well as between levels of government, was  
recommended in order to protect and promote 
Toronto’s valuable, and quickly disappearing,  
heritage resources.

2010  
CONSULTATIONS:  
OvERvIEw

Participants pointed out that buildings are often listed/
designated as a result of an application for demolition 
being submitted. In each consultation session, examples 
were provided where the lack of staff and resources to 
build and maintain a comprehensive inventory had led 
to the loss of significant heritage sites. It was suggested 
that more funding be allocated to maintaining the 
Inventory so that heritage resources, landscapes and 
structures can be proactively identified and protected. 

The City Planning Department was similarly perceived  
as obstructive in getting heritage information to the 
public and suffering from a lack of heritage knowledge. 
Participants felt strongly that there is a public appetite 
for heritage, but that there was a lack of leadership, 
planning, and long-term vision at the bureaucratic level. 
They emphasized the need for heritage knowledge- 
transfer, and the participation of other City departments 
to promote conservation of these resources to the  
wider public.

2 HERITAgE AND THE PLANNINg PROCESS: 

Participants felt strongly that, despite the placement of 
HPS within the Planning Department, heritage concerns 
are excluded from broader planning and development 
decisions. They stressed that heritage considerations 
should be a fundamental aspect of the planning process. 
It was suggested that the Planning Department should 
act as ‘gatekeepers’, cross-referencing all development 
applications and permits with HPS and Parks, Forestry 
and Recreation before any development decisions  
are made. 

There was also a great sense of frustration with the  
provincial planning process. “The City is a creature of  
the Province; the whole legislative structure is weak”,  
was a statement made at one of the consultation  
sessions. This was a sentiment that was echoed  
throughout the consultation process. Participants were 
particularly critical of the Ontario Municipal Board 
(OMB), which was perceived to side most often with  
developers. It was felt that it is impossible for Toronto  
to move towards effectively incorporating heritage into 
the planning process if any decision could easily be  
over-ruled in favour of the developer by the OMB2.

3 POLITICAL INTEREST:

There was a strong consensus that many of the problems 
facing heritage stemmed from the undervaluing of  
heritage at the political level, combined with the  
pressure for development in the city. Participants felt 
that many elected officials were not aware of the  
environmental implications and economic value of  
preserving heritage resources, or the valuable role these 
resources play in creating a beautiful and vibrant city. 

HERITAgE DEFINED: 

Although the discussion at the consultations often  
focused on the need for better legislative and  
bureaucratic processes to protect significant buildings 
and heritage sites, when asked the question “what 
is heritage?”, participants collectively put forward a 
progressive definition that included natural and cultural 
landscapes, practices and behaviours, as well as  
significant buildings and structures. 

Parks Canada defines heritage value as “the aesthetic, 
historical, scientific, cultural, social or spiritual  
importance or significance for past, present or future 
generations. The heritage value of a historic place is  
embodied in its character-defining materials, forms,  
location, spatial configurations, uses and cultural  
associations and meanings.”1 This definition was echoed 
in consultations with the heritage community. Heritage 
value was also defined by participants as the interaction 
with a site, a meaning that can evolve over time, and the 
very make-up of ‘why’ a place is. The latter part of this 
definition presents a values-based approach to heritage 
conservation, which accounts for the changing meaning 
of a site, place or landscape based on individual or  
community values. 

Another point raised during the consultations was the 
need for both the City and local heritage organizations to 
update their perspective and broaden their scope in  
order to reflect a more diverse definition of ‘heritage’, 
one that includes intangible heritage resources, cultural 
landscapes and natural heritage resources as well as 
built heritage. Participants recognized the important 
connection between heritage and sense of place and, 
within this, its incredible potential to motivate economic 
growth, environmental sustainability, and tourism. 
Montreal, Ottawa and New York were brought forth as 
examples of cities where good heritage management 
contributes to a strong cultural identity, with dramatic 
economic benefits. 

ISSUES AND CONCERNS: 

1 HERITAgE PRESERvATION SERvICES (HPS):

Perhaps the most pressing issue raised in each of the 
consultations was the lack of resources allocated to 
heritage in Toronto. The Inventory of Heritage Properties 
was of particular concern. Participants expressed  
frustration at the lengthy waiting list for listing/ 
designation, and the potential danger that heritage  
resources are being lost due to limited staff, and funding. 
 

Campbell House on the move to its new location, 1972

walnut Hall, collapsed in 2007 due to demolition by neglect

 1 Parks Canada. Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada. (2001): Page. 2 2 Fortunately this is not always the case. In one recent OMB decision: 1325, 1351, 1365 Bayview Avenue (the Talbot  
Apartments in Leaside) the OMB dismissed, on heritage grounds, the appeal of the owner against the City of Toronto’s 
refusal to approve an Official Plan Amendment and Zoning Bylaw Amendment (OMB file PL081065 April 7, 2010) 
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484-490 Ontario St., 1877, Cabbagetown Heritage Conservation District Photo by Marta O’Brien Talbot Apartments, saved from demolitionArchaeological excavation at the site of Toronto’s First Parliament 
buildings. Credit: Archaeological Services Inc.

a stronger online presence to help to raise awareness 
of historic sites, museums and programming in the City; 
telling stories that matter to people by connecting to the 
present; and making better, more creative use of  
heritage sites, such as Sunnyside Pavillion. 

Discussions also emphasized that museums and  
heritage sites need new messages to better reflect 
changing demographics, and more diverse  
perspectives. Participants in all consultation sessions 
stressed the importance of weaving First Nations  
history and oral traditions into museum and heritage 
programming. The consultation groups considered the 
importance of connecting heritage to arts, cultural  
and environmental causes. Moving towards a more  
interdisciplinary approach would help to promote  
awareness by building on and promoting shared values 
with arts, culture and the environment. 

7 REgIONALISM:

Amalgamation continues to divide the heritage  
community. Participants in the consultations held in 
Etobicoke, North York and Scarborough felt that more 
support should be given to heritage organizations  
outside of the downtown. For instance, the Scarborough 
participants described some of the challenges they face 
such as organizing local heritage walks, and participants 
in Scarborough and Etobicoke both noted that the lack 
of City funding for local archives has made it difficult to 
provide resources for patrons. 

All consultation sessions emphasized the need to move 
beyond neighbourhoods and to think about Toronto more 
broadly. Etobicoke was particularly vocal on this matter, 

first phase of a larger heritage management plan.  
Subsequent phases were never completed. 

Participants recommended creating a new document  
that promotes good management of heritage resources, 
provides guidance on the designation process, and  
informs policy-makers, practitioners and the public on 
the importance of engraining heritage conservation as 
part of the development process.

5 PROvINCIAL LEgISLATION: 

Amending the Ontario Heritage Act (OHA) was one of 
the main recommendations of the 2001 State of  
Heritage Report. The 2005 amendments to the Act 
provided the Province and municipal governments with 
stronger powers to conserve heritage; clarified the  
process of designation; and implemented better  
protections for designated properties, including  
protection from demolition. Despite these changes,  
the designation process was described as confusing, 
cumbersome, and ‘lacking teeth’. Participants expressed 
frustration that designation and protection under the 
OHA only serves to slow the demolition process, and 
that developers have become adept at working around 
the Act and making compromises that are jeopardizing 
Toronto’s heritage resources. 

Similarly, participants felt that although the City has 
adopted Parks Canada’s Standards and Guidelines  
for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada,  
these guidelines are often not adhered to. Heritage 
Conservation Districts (HCD) were raised as an example, 
where specific features such as windows and doors are 
often not protected, or features that are protected are 

Participants felt that this tendency to undervalue  
heritage at the political level resulted in less funding 
and staff for HPS, and ultimately heritage resources not 
adequately being identified and protected. Participants 
suggested that working with heritage-minded Council 
members and City staff to better inform elected  
officials and senior staff on the social and economic 
value of heritage would make it more difficult for  
developers to demolish or neglect a heritage site,  
or get away with façadism. 

4  LEgISLATION AND POLICIES:  
CITY OF TORONTO OFFICIAL PLAN

Participants were critical of the Official Plan and  
emphasized that City policies on heritage need  
review, strengthening and enforcement. Statements 
regarding heritage in the Official Plan were perceived 
as conciliatory and vague. The section on heritage 
structures and landscapes was described as providing 
no explicit guidance on “demolition by neglect”. Some 
participants felt that the Official Plan contradicted itself 
in areas; others felt that heritage preservation could 
have been considered more explicitly in various other 
thematic sections, such as retailing, rental housing,  
and ‘Neighbourhoods’.

Participants commented that although the City has 
heritage policies, they are not enforced or utilized with 
frequency. The City commissioned a Heritage 
Management Plan in 2007 to recommend strategies to 
maximize funding and staff resources within the existing 
City structure to more effectively protect and manage 
heritage resources. Despite this, little tangible change 
has resulted from this document, positioned as just the 

not monitored. It should be noted that district plans are 
based on community input and often reflect the time 
and place when they were written; they can vary from 
very restrictive to very permissive. Each plan requires an 
expansive process and must be revisited every five years. 
Participants recommended that the City and the  
Province create policies that allow for more effective 
enforcement of the OHA and protection of heritage  
resources by ingraining heritage considerations within 
the planning process.

Participants were also critical of the lack of emphasis  
on, and protections afforded at the provincial level to 
intangible heritage resources, Aboriginal history, and 
natural heritage. Provincial legislation that incorporates 
a more holistic view of heritage was recommended in 
order to help guide municipalities to adopt strengthened 
legislation, bylaws, and educational documents that  
protect heritage resources beyond the built form. 

6 PUBLIC EDUCATION: 

The groups considered the question of how to convince 
the public that there is value in heritage. There is a  
common misconception that heritage listing or  
designation reduces land values, particularly in the case 
of properties located in Heritage Conservation Districts. 
The need to educate the public and stakeholders on the 
economic value and tourism potential of heritage was 
raised again in this context. 

Doors Open was often cited as a successful example of 
how to promote heritage tourism and engage the public. 
Participants discussed strategies to promote tourism and 
engage the public year-round. Some suggestions were: 

2010 CONSULTATIONS: OvERvIEw CONTINUED...
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•  Allocate more staff and resources to enforce existing 
laws and heritage policies in order to prevent demoli-
tion by neglect.

•  work towards better cooperation between Federal,  
Provincial and Municipal levels of government.

3 PROCESSES: 

•  Allocate more staff and resources to enable HPS to 
identify and protect heritage resources, to promote 
proactive preservation of heritage, and to improve the 
Inventory of Heritage Properties.

•  Improve coordination and communication between 
HPS and other divisions of City Planning i.e. mandatory 
heritage review for all development applications and 
permits, and zoning bylaws with heritage criteria.

•  Integrate heritage conservation into the work of other 
City departments (especially Parks, Recreation and 
Forestry, and Economic Development). 

•  Create better customer service to ensure that  
public concerns and questions related to heritage  
conservation are addressed at City Hall. 

•  work towards a more holistic approach to heritage  
conservation by including cultural landscapes and  
natural heritage features on the City’s Inventory of 
Historic Places.

4 ADvOCACY: 

•  Educate the public and stakeholders on the economic 
benefits of supporting heritage conservation.

however the Scarborough consultation agreed that  
communicating is important, and that to be more  
successful heritage organizations should consider the 
‘big picture’. Participants stressed that moving beyond 
a reliance on volunteer organizations would combat 
regionalism and fragmentation within the heritage  
sector. Overall, these discussions demonstrated that a 
more inclusive understanding of heritage in Toronto, and 
support for existing efforts to promote heritage outside 
of the downtown core, is necessary.

8 CITY OF TORONTO MUSEUM: 

Consultations in every area of the city emphasized that 
the 11 City-run museums are cash-strapped. In most  
cases the majority of the operating budget goes toward 
staffing and overhead. Participants felt that museum 
staff had to focus on how to get the finances and staff 
just to run their existing programs, rather than spending 
funds or time on educational programming and outreach, 
or coming up with innovative ways to fundraise. There is 
no structure in place to help with fundraising initiatives. 
Participants noted that the City budget for the museum 
sector has not increased in 10 years. Because of these 
funding issues, participants explained that the museum 
sector is fragmented and unable to plan for the  
long-term.

while the City’s 11 museums tell some of Toronto’s stories 
through their sites and programs, there are limitations 

The following is a summary of the various  
recommendations put forward by members of the 
heritage community during the five consultation 
sessions. They are compiled from the opinions, 
concerns and daily challenges communicated by 
museum and heritage professionals, First Nations 
communities, archivists and local librarians who 
work and volunteer in the heritage field. 

The recommendations fall into six categories:  
Funding, Policy, Processes, Advocacy, Tourism,  
and Best Practices. 

to what they can do and as a result, much of our history 
remains untold and out of sight. The call for a City of 
Toronto museum was one of the main recommendations 
to come out of the 2001 State of Heritage Report. The 
need for a Toronto museum was strongly echoed in the 
2010 meetings. Participants pointed out that Toronto is 
the last major city without a museum to tell its story. If 
Toronto wants to be a ‘world-class city’ it needs a City 
museum. Having a museum for the whole city,  
supported by the satellite museums, would create 
a strong sense of civic identity and pride. A Toronto 
museum would provide a venue to showcase the city’s 
extensive artifact collection (much of it currently  
hidden away in storage) and help visitors explore  
Toronto’s history and the diverse cultures and events 
that have contributed to its development. A Toronto  
museum would not only benefit Toronto residents, it 
would also be a draw for tourists. 
 

2010 CONSULTATIONS: OvERvIEw CONTINUED...

The Lady Harp, an Irish symbol and artifact discovered at the site of 
Toronto’s First general Hospital. Credit: Archaeological Services Inc.

1 FUNDINg: 

•  More funding needs to be allocated towards  
research and education in order for Heritage  
Preservation Services to focus on prevention  
rather than reaction.

•  Find creative ways to fund museums and  
heritage organizations.

•  Heritage property owner incentive programs such 
as the Heritage Property Tax Relief and the Heritage 
grants program need to be revitalized and re-initiated 
in order to promote protection of heritage sites and 
buildings among private property owners. 

•  The City should promote public-sector investment  
in heritage by creating new grant programs geared 
towards heritage promotion and preservation in  
commercial development. 

•  Provide incentives for property owners to encourage 
preservation of heritage features, and to actively  
discourage demolition by neglect.

2 POLICY: 

•  Revise the Official Plan to offer well-defined policy on 
heritage resources.

•  Create conservation plans for City-owned  
heritage properties.

•  Enact stronger legislation and longer timelines for  
demolition applications to receive a proper review  
from HPS.

RECOMMENDATIONS
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connections of heritage to arts, cultural and  
environmental groups and causes. 

•  Find more compelling, and relevant ways to tell  
stories and engage new audiences. Tell stories that 
mean something to more diverse groups (i.e. younger 
people, new Canadians).

•  work to expand the interpretation of Toronto’s heritage 
beyond traditional pioneer history to include more  
emphasis on 20th century, such as modernist and  
post-war, heritage. 

•  Appreciate, celebrate, commemorate natural and  
intangible heritage, and the history of First Nations and 
Aboriginal people in Toronto through policy as well as 
educational programming.

5 TOURISM:

•  Promote heritage as an investment. The idea of a  
marketable ‘sense of place’ has already been taken 
advantage of in many other cities. 

•  Invest in a City of Toronto museum to tell Toronto’s 
unique story to residents and tourists and showcase the 
City’s wonderful collection of artifacts. 

•  Increase support for heritage sites and museums to 
promote tourism year-round.

6  BEST PRACTICES: ExAMPLES FROM  
OTHER CITIES

•  Montreal was consistently brought forward as an  
example of heritage done well. Specifically it was  
suggested that Toronto look to Montreal’s innovative 
funding programs, signage regulations, and its  
promotion of a cultural identity that is strongly rooted  
in the preservation of its built heritage resources.

•  Ottawa and winnipeg were given as examples of  
municipalities that have included policies protecting 
setting and view corridors of landmark heritage  
buildings into their Official Plans.

•  Philadelphia, New York and Chicago were raised as U.S. 
examples that Toronto could model for their protection of 
city-owned properties and protection of natural heritage.

•  The UK’s Landmark Trust, a body that rescues buildings 
threatened by neglect and restores them, could be a 
model for how the City could act against demolition  
by neglect. 

•  Reposition heritage considerations as a progressive 
aspect of better city planning, and an explicit move 
towards a ‘greener’ city, to be women into all  
development decisions.

This report offers an overview of the heritage  
community’s concerns and perceptions of the state 
of Toronto’s heritage. The main concerns surrounded 
lack of City staffing and resources allocated to  
heritage preservation; the organization and processes 
of City planning, public education and awareness; 
and improving and enforcing legislation and policies 
related to heritage. Although encouraging changes 
have been made in the past nine years, many of the 
same concerns and recommendations raised during 
the 2010 consultations had previously been brought 
forward in 2001 in Heritage Toronto’s ‘State of  
Heritage’ Report Card. 

Further efforts to strengthen the city’s heritage 
resources and museums through funding,  
legislation, and education are necessary before 
more of Toronto’s heritage resources are lost. 

Heritage Toronto and the Toronto Historical  
Association have undertaken the task to record  
perspectives of the heritage community in this 
report. City Council must be made aware of the 
important economic, social and cultural benefits of 
heritage. A central long-term vision and coordinated 
effort by politicians and City staff must be put 
forward to protect these fragile resources. It is our 
hope that Toronto City Council and related decision-
makers will consider this report when deliberating 
on funding opportunities and policy direction for 
the identification, protection, and interpretation of 
our finite heritage resources.

Montgomery’s Inn, City of Toronto Museum, Etobicoke

CONCLUSION

RECOMMENDATIONS CONTINUED...

Scarborough Bluffs, City of Toronto Archives, Series 1465,Fl 0139, id 0001

•  Provide strong central leadership at the bureaucratic 
and political levels to allow for cooperation and vision, 
and a long-term heritage plan that could be executed 
by city staff, museums and heritage organizations.

•  Facilitate better cooperation between heritage  
organizations and museums. Build links and  
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ORgANIzATIONS AND NEIgHBOURHOODS  
REPRESENTED AT THE CONSULTATIONS

Alderwood

Annex Residents’ Association

Architectural Conservancy of Ontario

Cabbagetown Preservation Association

Casa Loma Residents’ Association

Community History Project

East York Historical Society

Etobicoke Historical Society

Etobicoke/York Community Preservation Panel

Friends of Fort York

gibson House

greater Yorkville Residents Association

guild Renaissance group

guildwood village Community Association

Heritage York

Historic Fort York

Long Branch

Montgomery’s Inn

New Toronto Historical Society

North Toronto Historical Society

North York Community Preservation Panel

North York Historical Society

Ontario genealogical Society

Riverdale Historical Society

Scarborough Community Preservation Panel

Scarborough Historical Society

Scarborough Museum

Swansea Historical Society

Todmorden Mills Heritage Site Board

Town of York Historical Society

weston Historical Society

west Toronto Junction Historical Society

The York Museum

York Pioneer and Historical Society
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