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1.0 Purpose 
 

This Cultural Heritage Impact Assessment was identified as a submission requirement 

for a Zoning By-law Amendment application by the City of Hamilton and was prepared 

according to the City of Hamilton’s Terms of Reference for Cultural Heritage Impact 

Studies. The proposed development is located at 1020 Upper James Street in Hamilton. 

This property until recently served as a funeral home. The original building was a 

private home constructed circa 1938-40 for Mr. John Loblaw. An addition was 

constructed to the rear of the home in 1957 and since that time it has served as a funeral 

home. A proposal to build an 8 storey residential apartment building has been brought 

forward. The purpose of this study is to document the structure at 1020 Upper James 

Street and the impact of proposed demolition on it, as well as on the immediate 

surrounding area. 

 
A Cultural Heritage Impact Assessment is required under the policies of the Urban 

Hamilton Official Plan for development of properties included in the City’s Inventory 

or otherwise identified as being of cultural heritage value or interest. While no 

buildings within the study area appear on Hamilton’s List of Designated properties or 

Inventory of Buildings with Architectural and or Historical Interest, the City of 

Hamilton has indicated that a Cultural Heritage Impact Assessment of the study area is 

in order due to potential cultural heritage interest or value (CHVI). 

 
The proposed new development, located within a neighbourhood which features 

mainly modern commercial buildings dating to the late 20th Century will not result in a 

clash of architectural styles between the proposed and existing structures and 

landscaping in the area. The proposed development is modern and would be situated in 

an area that with one exception, (1036 Upper James Street) features recent development. 

The specific components of the Cultural Heritage Impact Assessment Terms of 

reference that will be addressed within this study include:  

 a location plan showing and describing the contextual location of the site 

 a conceptual site plan  

 an identification and evaluation of the potentially affected cultural heritage 

resources, including detailed site history, containing textual and graphic 

documentation; 
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 a description of the proposed development  

 a description of all cultural heritage resources to be affected by the development  

 a description of the effects upon the cultural heritage resources by the proposed 

development  

 a description of the measures necessary to mitigate the adverse effects of the 

development upon the cultural heritage resources, including: the means by 

which the existing cultural heritage resources shall be integrated within the 

proposed development  

 photographic records, maps, and other documentary materials found during 

historical research and present-day photographs of the property 

 a detailed list of cited materials. 
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2.0 Introduction 
 

2.1 Study Area Environs 
The study area is within part of the Yeoville neighbourhood, defined for the purposes 

of this report as all houses located west of Upper James Street, east of West 5th Street, 

north of Limeridge Road East and south of Mohawk Road East. This area was primarily 

developed from the mid-1950s to the early 1970s. Upper James Street itself is now zoned 

“HH’ (restricted community shopping and commercial) and features only commercial 

buildings in the immediate environs of the study area.  These date from the late 20th to 

early 21st Century. The premises at the study area have until recently been occupied by 

the Cressmount Funeral Home – Upper James Chapel. 

 

 

2.2 Planning Context   
The study area is located within an area zoned HH” District - Restricted Community 

Shopping and Commercial. Immediately surrounding this area is zone C- Urban 

Protected Residential. The area surrounding the subject property is principally 

populated by late 20th Century modern architecture. Immediately south of the subject 

property is a four storey modern commercial and professional building. Immediately 

north of the subject property is a one storey brick commercial plaza. Directly opposite 

the subject property is a modern two storey car dealership. These are typical of the 

majority of structures found in the vicinity. Two doors south of the subject property is a 

remnant of the earlier character of the area where a 1.5 storey postwar style home is 

located. This structure is also currently used as a commercial establishment. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Cultural Heritage Impact Assessment, 1020 Upper James Street, City of Hamilton 

 

 

  Detritus Consulting Limited 

Page | 6 

Map 1. Study Area Location within the Yeoville Neighbourhood 
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Map 2. Satellite View of the Subject Property and Environs 
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Map 3. Satellite View of the Subject Property  
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3.0  Research and Analysis 
 

3.1 History of the Study Area  
The Study Area was originally part of Lot 15, Concession 6, Geographic Township of 

Barton, Historical County of Wentworth, now in the City of Hamilton, Ontario. 

On July 24, 1788, Sir Guy Carleton, the Governor-General of British North America, 

divided the Province of Quebec into the administrative districts of Hesse, Nassau, 

Mecklenburg, and Lunenburg (Archives of Ontario 2009). Further change came in 

December 1791 when the former Province of Quebec was rearranged into Upper 

Canada and Lower Canada under the provisions of the Constitutional Act. Colonel John 

Graves Simcoe was appointed as Lieutenant-Governor of Upper Canada and he 

spearheaded several initiatives to populate the province including the establishment of 

shoreline communities with effective transportation links between them (Coyne 

1895:33). 

In July 1792, Simcoe divided Upper Canada into 19 counties stretching from Essex in 

the west to Glengarry in the east. Each new county was named after a county in 

England or Scotland; the constituent townships were then given the names of the 

corresponding townships from each original British county. Later that year, the four 

districts originally established in 1788 were renamed as the Western, Home, Midland 

and Eastern Districts. In 1816, the County of Wentworth was created from parts of York 

County in the Home District and Parts of the Niagara District. Wentworth was named 

in honour of Sir John Wentworth who had held the post of Governor of Nova Scotia 

from 1792-1808 among others (Archives of Ontario 2009). Barton Township was named 

after the English Town of Barton upon Humber in 1816. 

Settlement began to trickle into the region in 1790, with an influx of loyalist immigrants 

mainly from New York State immigrating to Upper Canada in the years following the 

Revolutionary War. The Township of Barton included Hamilton and was laid out in 

eight concessions between Lake Ontario and the Township of Binbrook to the south. 

After the American Revolutionary War, Crown Patents were granted to United Empire 

Loyalists who settled at first below the escarpment but spread south of the escarpment 

after the War of 1812.  

The Illustrated Historical Atlas of Wentworth (Historical Atlas; Figure 2), demonstrates the 

extent to which Barton Township had been settled by 1876 (Page & Co 1876; Figure 2). 

Landowners are listed for every lot within the township, many of which had been 

subdivided multiple times into smaller parcels to accommodate an increasing 

population throughout the late 19th Century. Structures and orchards are prevalent 

throughout the township, almost all of which front early roads.  
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Michael Hess was given the Crown Grant on 7 May 1802 (Ontario Archives). Likely he 

was never a resident of the lot. In 1803 he began selling off part lots of Lot 15 and the 

other four lots he owned. Most of Lot 15 was eventually sold to Daniel Gallagher, who 

appears on the “Barton Township Map” in the Illustrated Historical Atlas of Wentworth 

County, Ont. (Map4 )(Page and Co. 1875). Daniel Gallagher, along with his four 

brothers, established a lime kiln and quarry in 1875 in the south-east corner of the lot; 

the symbol for a lime kiln is visible on the “Barton Township Map.” This venture was 

successful for many years and operated as the Gallagher Lime and Stone Company 

(Vernon and Sons 1920).  

There are a number of sources which describe the end date of the Gallagher Lime and 

Stone Company, which may be pertinent in establishing a likely date for the building of 

the house at 1020 Upper James Street. In Mountain Memories: A Pictorial History of 

Hamilton Mountain (2000, 79) the authors state that the “Gallagher lime kiln was on the 

north-west corner of Upper James and Limeridge and [it] shut down in 1929 [and] was 

reactivated in 1945 as The Barton Lime Company … it went broke in 1947.” In his 

biographical entry on Daniel Gallagher, Bailey (1981, 96) writes that the “quarry 

endured until the collapse of the market in the 1930s.” Williams (2002) states that it 

ceased operations in 1948, though this may be a reference to the kiln’s later re-

activation. Another entry in Mountain Memories (2000, 84) includes an image taken from 

the intersection of Limeridge and Upper James looking north (Image 1) which was 

taken in 1946 and notes that the “two large, brick houses on the left belong the 

Gallagher family, who ran the lime quarry behind their houses.” It is possible that the 

Gallaghers, though not the financers and managers of The Barton Lime Company, were 

employed by it for its short reactivation at the time the image was taken in 1946. The 

date of the closure of the kiln and quarry may be relevant in establishing a date for the 

building of the home at 1020 Upper James. 
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Image 1. View of Upper James looking north from Limeridge Road circa 1946 

 

The Gallagher family sold off three parcels of the lot (now Lot 61 of Plan 1469) to John 

Burr. Loblaw (1906-1972) and Bethea O. Loblaw (nee White) (1909-1985). The first parcel 

was sold on June 8, 1938, the second on 24 April, 1940 and the third on May 30, 1940. 

John Burr Loblaw was one of four children adopted by Theodore Pringle Loblaw (1872-

1933), the founder of the well-known grocery chain. John Burr Loblaw was the nephew 

of Isabella Helen Adam (1875-1930) - Theodore Pringle Loblaw’s wife. The Cressmount 

Funeral Home (the most recent owners of the building) state that the House was built 

by Judge (John Burr) Loblaw at a time when Upper James Street was still a mud road 

(dignitymemorial.ca). Based on the sale of the three parcels, the date of construction is 

circa 1938-40. The name of the builder could not be found. 

Circa 1940 when the house at 1020 Upper James was constructed, residential 

development along Upper James continued only as far south as South Bend Road, just 

over 1km north of the study area. The surroundings in 1940 would have been largely 

rural, although there were homes and businesses located along Upper James Street at 

the fringe of the city’s southern limit. 

On September 30, 1946, the Loblaws sold their property to William K. Warrender and 

Dorothy G. Warrender. ‘Bill’ Warrender was a recently demobilized flight lieutenant 

who went on to be a lawyer, a four-term councilor in the City of Hamilton, an MPP 

representing Hamilton Centre with four ministerial appointments, and later a 

provincial judge. The Warrenders sold the property on November 24, 1953 to Dr. Alan 

R. McNabb and Jeanne A. McNabb. Doctor McNabb was a recent graduate of medical 
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school who established an endocrinology practice and would go on to help found the 

McMaster Medical School and retire as professor of medicine. The McNabbs sold the 

property on September 4, 1957 to Ernest K. Thorpe. A short article in the Hamilton 

Spectator dated May 24, 1957 relates that local residents: 

“presented a petition against the establishment of a funeral home on the property formerly 

belonging to Dr. McNabb on the Caledonia Road. Ernest K Thorpe had written and received 

permission from the Planning Board and the Health Unit.” (Hamilton Spectator 1957). 

It is not clear on what grounds the establishment of a funeral home was objected to.   

Mr. Thorpe went on to operate the funeral home and contracted the construction of the 

addition to the rear (west side) of the building as well as the terrazzo floor and 

basement preparation room (dignitymemorial.ca). Ernest Thorpe operated the funeral 

home until his death, some time prior to the sale of his estate on August 7, 1979 to 

Hamilton Funeral Homes Limited. At some point prior to May 22, 1992, Hamilton 

Funeral Homes changed its operating name to Trillium Funeral Services Corporation at 

which time it sold the property to Swackhamer, Truscott, Brown and Dwyer Funeral 

Homes of Hamilton Limited. This company similarly changed its name on June 12, 2000 

to Service Corporation International who remained owners into 2017. 
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Map 4. Part of the 1876 Illustrated Historical Atlas of Wentworth 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Scale 1: 16000 (Approx.) 
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3.2 Description of Heritage Attributes 
 

3.2.1 Architectural Background 

The subject property is an example of the Georgian/Colonial Revival architectural style. 

This style appeared in Canada in the last decade of the 19th Century and arguably 

reached its height in the 1920s though one can still see revival houses of all sorts being 

constructed today.  

The revival style stems from a desire by house owners to live (or work) in a house tied 

to a traditional building style that may have long gone out of fashion but represents a 

tradition, form or set of beliefs that the owner or designer was sympathetic to. This 

trend became more pronounced as the 20th Century progressed, as with increased 

industrialization and mechanisation there was a reaction among a segment of society to 

design and build homes that hearkened back to an earlier time. We can see examples of 

this in the Tudor Revival style as well as Spanish and Dutch Colonial Revival styles. 

Many owners of Georgian or Colonial homes saw them as tributes to the early settlers 

of Canada. In Ontario these colonial revival homes were often associated with the 

Loyalist immigrants from Colonial America who came to Upper Canada in the 1780s 

and 1790s, bringing with them the colonial architectural forms they were familiar with. 

Although the style of building draws its inspiration from the 18th Century, the materials 

and construction methods are contemporary for the time they were built. 

Georgian and Colonial Revival style is essentially a review of the Georgian style.  

Which is strongly influenced by the Classical style of architecture. The entrance and 

fireplaces become the focal points for the design. They feature a classical symmetrical 

façade centred on a large, often ornate central doorway. Sidelights and fanlights often 

surround this door and a portico or columned porch is also a common feature. Multi-

pane sash windows, symmetrically oriented to the main door occupy the main façade 

and windows on the side walls are usually symmetrically positioned. The roof is 

usually front sloping pitched, occasionally gambrel in shape and the eaves are often 

detailed with various types of ornament, most commonly dentils. Wall facings can be a 

variety of materials including wooden clapboard, brick or stone. 
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3.2.2 Description of the Heritage Resource 

Exterior 

Main (East) Façade  

The home at the study area was built about 1938-40 when the peak of interest in 

Colonial Revival architecture had passed but there were still plenty of these homes 

being built. They were quite common among the wealthy. Langdon Hall is one of the 

best and most extreme examples of this style. The subject house is two storeys and 

features a symmetrical five-bay façade incorporating the main entrance. The main two- 

storey, five bay section is flanked by two one and a half storey wings, each with one 

identical window to the north and south. The main entrance is contained within a 

shallow portico featuring decorative frieze columns and a pediment, capping 

undecorated entablature. The pediment contains the municipal address number. There 

are no sidelights or fan light but two wall sconce lanterns flank the entrance door. 

Windows are multiplane (8) sash windows with stone sills and each is covered by a 

semi- transparent awning. The building is constructed of brick, painted white along 

with the mortar and when viewed from a distance little detail in the brick work is 

visible. Simple flat voussoirs cap the window openings. The fascia is undecorated and 

the roof is front sloping with a pitch of 9/12. A single chimney is located at the north 

end of the roof with a single line of brick banding. The chimney is painted white to 

match the exterior walls. The front yard is well landscaped with plants and shrubs 

planted adjacent to the walls and a curving walk providing access to the front entrance 

and rear of the building. 

 

Sides 

The north façade is divided into the original (east) section of the building and the newer 

circa 1957 addition. The older section features three rows of triple bay multi-pane sash 

windows identical to the front façade including semi-transparent awnings and stone 

sills with square voussoirs capping each window opening on the lower one and a half 

storey wing. A row of basement windows is located at ground level. These are half size. 

All window trim is painted dark brown with matching awnings. Decorative brickwork 

provides a border at ground level with bricks installed on edge like voussoirs. There is 

no visible foundation of an alternate material and brickwork extends to the ground 

surface except where stone sills are seated for the basement windows. An entry door 

with a single sidelight on the east side and a protective awning is located on the west 

(rear) side of this façade.  A small part of the main central section of the original 

structure is also visible and contains two windows, one opening to the second storey 

and a small attic window adjacent to the chimney. These windows are identical in 
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appearance and construction to the other front façade windows with the exception of 

the size of the attic window. The remainder of the north façade is composed of the 

single storey addition which during the life of the building as a funeral home has 

functioned primarily as the chapel. This is composed of a one and a half storey high 

blank white brick wall with a single window opening – similar though slightly smaller 

than the other windows. The roof line is asymmetrical with the rear or west dripline 

extending down to the 1.5 storey level while the front façade fascia and soffits are 

located above the second storey windows. 

The west façade is entirely 1957 construction and consists of a one-and-a-half storey 

white brick wall with a single multi-paned sash window oriented 3 over 3, painted to 

match the others - including a stone sill - to the left facing the rear entrance. The main 

entrance on the rear or west side of the building is composed of a set of double glass 

doors with brown steel frames, sidelights and a large angled fanlight composed of three 

panes projecting two metres above the doors. This opens onto a wide hallway within 

the addition, featuring brick walls on both sides that lets into the original structure. This 

area is designed to be an entrance foyer and has an indoor/outdoor feel to it. The 

southern portion of the rear façade has no features and is simply a blank white brick 

wall. To the left of the rear entrance brickwork does not extend to ground level instead 

a row of grey painted bricks caps a low concrete section of wall which extends 

approximately 60cm from the ground surface. The purpose of this is not clear. 

The south façade of the original structure features just three window bays on the top 

storey, identical to the other windows in the original structure. The remainder of this 

side is simply a blank white brick curtain wall. The addition features a set of white 

double doors with lantern sconces on both sides, and a pedimental portico which 

extends directly from the wall with no supporting columns. The pediment features dark 

brown trim but otherwise it is undecorated as is the entablature. The driveway/parking 

lot has been paved right up to this entry way in order to allow for loading and 

unloading. 

The roof of the original circa 1940 structure is composed of black asphalt shingle while 

the flat roof of the addition is composed of steel deck with overlying layers of asphalt 

and perlite covered by pea gravel ballast. A glass canopy covers the rear entrance 

walkway through the addition. A dormer with a single entry door lets onto the ear roof 

from the original second storey.  

There are no other structures at the study area. A small manicured lawn and garden is 

located on the rear (west side) of the addition. The remainder of the study area consists 

of parking and driveways. 

Map 5. Exterior Components of Structure 
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Exterior photos 

1. House (front façade) and grounds 2. Northeast corner 

  

3. North façade 4. Northwest corner 

  



5. Rear addition façade 6. Southwest corner 

  

7. Rear addition south façade 8. Original structure south façade 
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9. Southeast corner 10. Window detail 

 

 

 

11. Basement window detail 12. Roofline where addition meets original structure 
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Interior 

Main Floor and Second Storey 

The interior of the subject building has been completely altered from its original layout 

and character. It is no longer a mid-20th Century residence in any respect. The main and 

second floors have been renovated into a series of large open halls used for funeral 

visitations, somewhat smaller fellowship rooms, along with a chapel, kitchen, offices 

and bathrooms. The main floor hall and supporting walls are still in place but it is 

difficult to decipher what the original layout of the house was. It is possible the chapel 

was the original living room and the kitchen is probably in its original location. The 

Front Room or main visitation room on the main floor may have been a dining room. It 

is not clear what the Rear room was originally or even if it existed. The main floor 

washroom may be in its original location. All of these rooms bear no resemblance to 

their original state. The walls have been recovered and in some places their location 

may have been changed. None of the trim, paint or fixtures is original. All of it appears 

to date to the late 20th Century. Ceilings and floors have likewise been redone. No 

hardwood flooring is evident, there is wall to wall carpeting throughout. Furnace 

ductwork has been installed and does not appear to be original. All windows and doors 

on the main and second floors are modern replacements. The kitchen features modern 

cupboards, appliances and fixtures, along with a laminated floor and minimal wood 

baseboard trim. Lighting fixtures are all modern. Nothing remains from the original 

1940s interior. 

 

Attic and Basement 

The attic retains some of its original character. Oak hardwood floors are still in place in 

some areas. Original doors and door hardware have also been retained along with trim, 

windows and wall surfaces. Unfortunately the quality of workmanship is probably not 

at the same standard as the main and second floors would have experienced and the 

materials also appear to be utilitarian. 

The basement contains two rooms which are finished in a similar style to the main and 

second floors. These rooms were used for casket display and storage. A third large area 

was used for embalming and is finished with tile floors and fixtures designed for this 

purpose. The hallway at the base of the stairs contains older, basic wood trim, but the 

woodwork here does not appear original. The balusters and railings are institutional 

grade featuring painted wrought iron from the main floor to the cellar and new turned 

wooden balusters on the main and second floor landings.  
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Map 6. Main Floor Plan 
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Interior Photos 

13. Main floor refurbished 1950s garage 14. Main floor hall 

  

15. Main floor hall 16. Main floor stairs to basement 

  

17. Main floor foyer 18. Typical interior door 
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19. Typical interior of window 20. Main floor staff kitchen 

 
 

21. Second floor hall 22. Second floor hall 

  

23. Second floor hall 24. Second floor office 
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25. Second floor main hall 26. Second floor main hall 

  

27. Second floor hallway 28. Second floor storage 

  

29. Door trim detail Second floor 30. Basement 
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4.0 Evaluation of Heritage Significance 
 

An evaluation of the built heritage resource at the subject property was completed 

according to the criteria outlined in Regulation 9/06 of the Ontario Heritage Act for 

determining cultural heritage value or interest. This is often used to determine whether 

a property may be designated under Section 29 of the Act if it meets one of the criteria. 

As there were no obvious variations in the age or architectural features of any of the 

buildings within the study area, an evaluation of the study area as a whole was 

conducted. 

 

1. The property has design value or physical value because it, 

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

construction method, 

ii. displays a high degree of craftsmanship or artistic merit, or 

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

 

i. While the house at 1020 Upper James Street is an example of the 

Colonial/Georgian Revival style house of the early/mid-20th Century, it is 

not considered representative in that it does not exemplify the style, primarily 

due to the extensive interior renovations associated with its conversion to a 

funeral home. 

 

ii. It does not demonstrate high degrees of scientific merit or craftsmanship. 

Craftsmanship and technical merit are competently executed but do not 

evince a high degree of craftsmanship. 

 

iii. It does not demonstrate a high degree of technical 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, 
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ii. yields, or has the potential to yield, information that contributes to an understanding 

of a community or culture, or 

iii. demonstrates or reflects the work or ideas of an architect, artist, builder, designer or 

theorist who is significant to a community. 

 

i. The house at 1020 Upper James Street is indirectly associated with the 

founder of the Loblaws grocery chain as the house of one of the sons of the 

founder. It was also owned by Dr. McNabb, one of the founders of the 

McMaster Medical School. The associative value of the structure is debatable 

depending on the importance placed on the community contribution of Dr. 

McNabb and the indirect association with the Loblaw family. 

 

ii. It does not yield or have the potential to yield information that contributes to 

an understanding of a community or culture. 

 

iii. It does not demonstrate or reflect the work or ideas of an architect, artist, 

builder, designer or theorist who 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, or 

iii. is a landmark. O. Reg. 9/06, s. 1 (2). 

 

i. The house at 1020 Upper James Street is not important in defining, 

maintaining or supporting the character of an area. The area surrounding the 

house has changed from one that was largely rural with the occasional 

commercial enterprise in the 1940s to one wholly devoted to commerce and 

dominated by large modern buildings and parking lots.   

 

ii. The house is no longer physically, functionally, visually or historically linked 

to its surroundings due to the drastic changes to its environs detailed above. 
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iii. This is hard to quantify and largely subjective for the subject property. 

Visually, the house is strikingly different from the buildings surrounding it; 

however, it does not occupy a large plot of land and is not located on a corner 

or a lot that is distinctive. It is known as a funeral home but there is no known 

widespread awareness of the building, its history, architectural style or 

historical associations. 

 

Table 1 Evaluation of Heritage Significance 

Criteria       Yes   No 

              

Design or Physical 
Value       

  
    

  i         X  

  ii         X 

  iii         X 

Historical/Associative 
Value             

  i         X  

  ii         X 

  iii         X 

Contextual Value             

  i         X 

  ii         X 

  iii         X 

 

A property may be designated under Section 29 of the Ontario Heritage Act if it meets 
one or more of the above criteria from Ontario Regulation 9/06. The Ontario Heritage 
Act Subsection 41. (1) in Part V also allows for the designation of Heritage Conservation 
Districts (HCDs). These are often located in urban areas where a certain historical and 
architectural character has been preserved in the relatively unchanged streetscapes 
displaying an integrity of form. Examples of these types of HCDs would be the 
Cabbagetown HCD (circa 1880s-90s) in Toronto and the St. Mary’s HCD (circa 1940s) in 
Kitchener (Heritage Conservation Districts, 2006). It is not within the scope of this 
assessment to advocate for an HCD in the Yeoville neighbourhood. 
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4.1 Statement of Significance 
 
The study area does not have perceived cultural heritage value and interest. It meets 0 

of 9 criteria under Regulation 9/06 of the Ontario Heritage Act. It does have indirect 

associations with a person significant to the history of Hamilton (Theodore Pringle 

Loblaw) and direct associations with Dr. Alan R. McNabb. It is not apparent that Dr. 

McNabb is considered significant to the history of Hamilton. Thus it is not clear that the 

subject property meets this criterion. When the decision to allow the house to be 

transformed into a funeral home was made in 1957 it started a process of change that 

has left us with an exterior shell which resembles the original home. However, virtually 

nothing from the original interior, including the layout, wall and ceiling surfaces, 

fixtures or floor remain. Since that decision was made the house has steadily and 

irreparably lost its original character. It has ceased to be a residential home and is now a 

funeral parlour. 
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5.0 Description of Proposed Development 
 
The proposed development calls for an 8 storey apartment building which presents its 

full height facing Upper James and is stepped back at an approximate 45 degree angle 

at the rear where the subject property is adjacent to detached residential houses along 

Caledon Avenue. The structure is of modern design and will fit well with the majority 

of surrounding architecture on Upper James which is also modern in style though it is 

taller than the nearby structures none of which exceed four storeys. There are currently 

no further details available on materials or design proposed for the new development. 
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Figure 1.  Overview of Proposed Development 
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Figure 2. Site Plan of Proposed Development 
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Figure 3. Elevation and Angular Planes Facing North 

 

 

 

Figure 4. Elevation Facing West 
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Figure 5. Elevation Facing South 

 

 

 

 

Figure 6. Elevation and Angles Facing North 
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Figure 7. Elevation Facing East 
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6.0 Potential Impacts to the Heritage Resource  
 
The MTCS recommends that as a minimum, consideration be given to impacts in the 
following categories:  

 

 Demolition, damage or removal of any, or part of any, heritage attributes or 
features;  

 Alteration that is not sympathetic, or is incompatible, with the historic fabric 
or appearance of a cultural resource;  

 Shadows created that alter the appearance of a heritage attribute or change 
the viability of a natural feature or plantings;  

 Isolation of a heritage attribute from its surrounding environment, context or 
a significant relationship; and  

 Direct or indirect obstruction of significant views or vistas within, from, or of 
built and natural features.  
 

An additional impact is also discussed within this section below: 



 Alteration in the appearance of part of the cultural landscape due to the 
insertion of a modern structure in an area where historic buildings and relics 
currently set the character of the area.  

 

The proposed development will result in demolition of the existing structure. The 

existing building is compromised in terms of its heritage attributes, having suffered 

considerable renovation since its original construction. It is not considered to have 

cultural or heritage interest or value worthy of designation. Its exterior is a visual 

reminder of this area of Hamilton during the Mid-20th Century. However, it is now 

isolated by modern structures on all sides. The degree to which this either enhances or 

depreciates from the cultural heritage value or interest of this building is a point of 

debate. 

This structure is not part of a cultural landscape. As such the insertion of a new 

structure into the immediate environs will have no appreciable impact. 

 

 

 



Cultural Heritage Impact Assessment, 1020 Upper James Street, City of Hamilton 

 

 

  Detritus Consulting Limited 

Page | 37 

7.0 Mitigation Strategies 
 
No mitigation strategies are recommended. The structure is proposed for demolition. 

 

 

8.0 Conclusion 
 
Should the proposed development be constructed there will be an impact to the study 

area through a loss of the existing building. This building is a visual reminder of mid-

20th Century Hamilton. It also has an indirect connection to two persons or families of 

note in Hamilton, (Loblaw and McNabb).  However, this building ceased to function as 

a residence 60 years ago. It is not considered to have cultural heritage value or interest 

that would recommend designation. It is now isolated and the largely rural landscape 

within with it was originally constructed is gone. While it is regrettable to lose this 

structure, the construction of a modern 8 storey development within an existing, mostly 

modern neighbourhood does not represent an impact on the same scale as it would if 

this structure had been maintained as a residence with its interior largely intact, within 

a neighbourhood which retained much of its original character. 
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