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The Ontario Land Tribunal approved the revised Garden District Heritage Conservation District
Plan in June of 2021.

Garden District Heritage Conservation District Plan online:
toronto.ca/city-government/planning-development/heritage-preservation/heritage-conservation-
districts-planning-studies/



http://toronto.ca/city-government/planning-development/heritage-preservation/heritage-conservation-district
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How to Read This Plan

Italicized terms throughout this document have been defined,
definitions can be found in Appendix A.

The Garden District Heritage Conservation District Plan (the
Plan) is intended to provide information for those seeking to
better understand the Garden District Heritage Conservation
District's (the District) cultural heritage value, heritage
resources and significance, as well as to provide policies and
guidelines to achieve the stated objectives. Sections 1, 3, 4 and
5 should be referred to by those seeking information on the
District's cultural heritage value and significance; sections 6
through 9 provide policies and guidelines.

It is strongly encouraged that all property owners within the
District familiarize themselves with the Plan to understand

its scope and intent: sections 6 through 9 of the Plan apply

to properties depending upon the property's classification,
character sub-area, and whether there are any archaeological or
public realm considerations.

Section 1 - Introduction provides background on the Plan,
including the City of Toronto's vision for heritage conservation
and city building, summary of the study and plan process,
including community consultation, historic overview and the
Plan's purpose.

Section 2 - Legislative and Policy Framework provides an
overview of applicable policy and supporting guidelines as they
relate to heritage conservation, as well as an analysis of the
planning framework within the District.

Sections 3 and 4 - Statement of Objectives and District
Significance provide important, foundational information that
applies to all properties within the District. The objectives,
statement of cultural heritage value and heritage attributes
are the basis of the Plan, and are referred to throughout the
document.

Section 5 — District Boundary and Resources includes a
description of the district boundary, building typologies,
character sub-areas and other heritage resources within the
District, including the methodology for their identification and
evaluation.

Sections 6 through 9 — Policies and Guidelines provide the
policies and guidelines for managing change within the District
in order to meet the objectives of the Plan.

Section 10 - Procedures describes how the Plan will be used,
the types of work that do not require review against the Plan,
and the heritage permit process.

Section 11 - Recommendations provides important
information on the financial incentives available to owners
of contributing properties within the District, and the
recommended schedule for periodic review of the Plan.

The chart on the following page shows how a District property
owner can determine which sections of the Plan apply based on
a property's classification and character sub-area.
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Road Map

Statement of Cultural Heritage

Value and Heritage Attributes
Refer to Section 4

! Determine if property is !
contributing
See Appendix D
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Non-Contributing Property
Refer to Section 7

Contributing Property

Refer to Section 6*

Determine character sub-area
See Section 5.4

Determine character sub-area
See Section 5.4

Character sub-area specific policies & Character sub-area specific policies &

guidelines in Section 6.10 guidelines in Section 7.6

Determine any archeological ' Areas of Archeological Potential

]

1

: considerations - o
' ' Refer to Policies & Guidelines
1

|

See Section 5.6 : in Section 9

Determine eligibility for
City heritage incentive programs
See Appendix B

*With the exception of Allan Gardens (160 Gerrard Street East) and Moss Park (150 Sherbourne Street). Refer to
Section 8 Policies and Guidelines for Parks and Public Realm.
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1.1 CITY OF TORONTO'S VISION
FOR HCDS AND CITY BUILDING

Toronto's diverse cultural heritage is reflected in the built
form and landscapes of its extensive neighbourhood system,
main streets, ravines and parks, as well as the traditions

and cultural spaces of its over 2.5 million residents. Cultural
heritage is widely understood to be an important component
of sustainable development and place-making and Toronto
City Council is acting to ensure the ongoing conservation of
significant heritage areas.

A range of regulatory tools available to the City are used to
conserve the cultural heritage values and attributes of heritage
properties and areas — this includes designation as a heritage
conservation district under Part V of the Ontario Heritage Act,
as well as individual property designation under Part [V of

the Ontario Heritage Act, and listing on the City of Toronto's
Heritage Register. In addition, coordination between Heritage
Planning and other City departments in the development of
Secondary Plans, Official Plan amendments, Site and Area
Specific Policies and Zoning By-law amendments ensures
that the regulatory process is complementary, and reflects the
common goals that all City departments strive to achieve as
mandated by City Council.

Heritage conservation districts are a valuable regulatory
tool that enable the City to recognize places that speak to
Toronto's rich history and which continue to contribute

to the livability and appeal of Toronto as a multicultural,
sustainable and equitable place for present and future
generations. They are also valued for their ability to strengthen
business areas; leverage economic development; positively
influence conservation and planning outcomes; enhance
civic engagement; protect the public interest, have regard
to provincial interests, and demonstrate compliance with
provincial planning policy and the City's own Official Plan.

The identification, evaluation and designation of heritage
conservation districts is a City Planning priority because
heritage conservation districts are valued for their ability to
provide contextual, place-based policies and guidelines to
conserve and enhance our unique historic neighbourhoods.

The City has created its own suite of policy tools for heritage
conservation districts to achieve these goals, recognizing that,
as Canada's largest city, Toronto faces unique challenges

as well as unique opportunities in conserving and benefiting
from heritage districts. City Council adopted Heritage
Conservation Districts in Toronto: Procedures, Policies and
Terms of Reference (HCDs in Toronto), which is built upon
the requirements of the Ontario Heritage Act, and provides

a detailed approach to the study and planning of heritage
conservation districts in Toronto. Its goal is to ensure a fair,
consistent and transparent process in the development of
policy-driven plans within a clear, predictable and responsive
heritage planning system.

As Toronto evolves and expands, heritage conservation
districts are well-positioned to ensure that growth and change
are managed in a way that respects and takes advantage of
the features that have come to define Toronto. Our existing
Heritage Conservation Districts already promote and support
walkability, spaces for small businesses, a healthy tree canopy
and diversity in built form. The City of Toronto's vision for
heritage conservation districts is that they will continue to
conserve those features that express the unique heritage
character of historic neighbourhoods, main streets and areas
across Toronto, in order to contribute to a healthy, sustainable,
prosperous and equitable city.



1.2 PROJECT BACKGROUND

In Toronto, Heritage Conservation Districts (HCDs) are
designated under Part V of the Ontario Heritage Act through a
two phased process: the Study phase and the Plan phase. In
the HCD Study phase, the District is analyzed and evaluated

to determine if the area should be conserved as a heritage
conservation district. The HCD Plan phase is initiated if the
HCD Study concludes that the area merits designation as an
HCD. Polices and guidelines are developed in the Plan phase to
conserve the cultural heritage value of the area identified in the
Study phase.

Garden District was authorized and prioritized for study as a
potential HCD by City Council on October 2, 2012, after the
Downtown East Planning Study, initiated in October 2011,
identified heritage conservation as a key component of the
revitalization strategy for the area. The City subsequently
engaged MHBC Planning Inc. as the lead consultant to conduct
the HCD Study in May 2012. The Downtown East Planning Study,
which was intended to update the planning policy framework for
the area, resulted in the adoption of Official Plan Amendment

82 (OPA 82) by City Council on March 31, 2015. OPA 82 was
appealed to the Ontario Land Tribunal (OLT) who approved the
document in a modified form in May of 2018 and has now been
incorporated into the Official Plan as Site and Area Specific
Policy 461. As part of an integrated policy approach for the area,
the HCD will ensure that heritage resources are conserved as the
area builds up and that new development is firmly rooted in the
Garden District's heritage character and values.

The Garden District HCD Study was completed in Summer
2014. The Study determined that there was merit in proceeding
with developing an HCD Plan for the Garden District. The
findings of the HCD Study were endorsed by the Toronto
Preservation Board in July 2014. The HCD Plan phase was
subsequently initiated in the Fall 2014.

During the Plan phase, the HCD Boundary was refined, a State-
ment of Cultural Heritage Value or Interest and a Statement of
Objectives were developed, and properties that represented the
identified values were classified as contributing properties. A
Statement of Contribution was developed for each contributing
property in accordance with HCDs in Toronto.
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Figure 1: Garden District HCD Study Area Boundary with HCD Plan boundary

] HCD Study Area Boundary

] HCD Plan Boundary
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1.3 THE PURPOSE OF THE PLAN

The purpose of the Garden District HCD Plan is to:

e create a statement explaining the cultural heritage value or
interest of the District

e describe the heritage attributes of the District

e create a Statement of Objectives to be achieved in
designating the area

e provide policies, guidelines and procedures for managing
change in the District and achieving the stated objectives

e describe the alterations or classes of alterations that the
owner of a property in the District may carry out without
obtaining a permit

e provide access to financial incentives for contributing
propertigs

This HCD Plan applies to all privately and municipally-owned
properties within the District where changes are being
proposed. The HCD Plan does not compel property owners

to proactively make improvements or alferations to their
properties beyond routine maintenance, which can generally be
undertaken without a permit.

1.4 PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT AND
COMMUNITY CONSULTATION

The Ontario Heritage Act (OHA) Part V, Section 41.1 specifies:

(6) Before a by-law adopting a heritage conservation district
plan is made by the council of a municipality under subsection
41 (1) or under subsection (2), the council shall ensure that,

e information relating to the proposed heritage conservation
district plan, including a copy of the plan, is made available
to the public;

e atleast one public meeting is held with respect to the
proposed heritage conservation district plan; and

e if the council of the municipality has established a
municipal heritage committee under section 28, the
committee is consulted with respect to the proposed
heritage conservation district plan.

To fulfill the requirement to consult and inform the community,
the City's procedure of two community consultations during the
Plan phase and a series of stakeholder engagement activities
have been undertaken. As drafts of the Study, Plan and other
material were prepared, the public was invited to access this
information on the City's website, and to provide feedback to
the study team. A final draft of the proposed HCD Plan was
made available for three weeks on October 31¢t, 2016 in order
to solicit written comments and feedback for consideration
prior to finalization.



Summary of Community Consultations

Three community consultation meetings were held during the
HCD Study Phase. The first meeting was held on June 24, 2013
to introduce the project to the community. A second meeting
was held on September 24, 2013 to present and discuss work
undertaken to date. A community workshop was held on
February 6, 2014 for those who had expressed an interest in the
project at previous meetings as well as individuals and groups
who were identified as having an interest in the area. The
meeting provided an opportunity for the project team to gain
feedback from attendees regarding the proposed boundary of
the Garden District HCD, and to identify issues to address in the
creation of the HCD Plan. In addition to the above community
consultation opportunities, the public was able to attend and
provide deputation at the Toronto Heritage Preservation Board
meeting on July 17, 2014 where the HCD Study was presented
by the study team.

During the HCD Plan phase a community consultation meeting
was conducted on February 24, 2015 to gain community
feedback on the structure and direction of the HCD Plan and its
contents. Another community consultation meeting was held
on November 16, 2015 in order to obtain community input on
the draft Garden District HCD Plan. The policy approach and
direction was presented and community feedback assisted

the team in identifying areas where the policies and guidelines
required greater clarity. Additional stakeholder meetings were
conducted in the two week period following the November
16th, 2015 meeting. Individual community stakeholders were
consulted throughout the project.

A draft of the Plan was released for public review and comment
on October 31, 2016 for a period of 3 weeks ending on
November 18, 2016.

These consultations resulted in further refinements to the
Garden District HCD Plan for clarity and consistency with
provincial legislation.
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1.5 HISTORIC OVERVIEW

The following text is adapted from the historic overview of the
District as found in the Garden District Heritage Conservation
District Study (September 2014) prepared by MHBC Planning
Inc. The full text including references is available online at the
City's website.

1.5.1 The Physiographic Context

The Garden District, located within the City of Toronto, is part
of a broad physiographic region known as the Iroquois Plain.
This region is part of the lowland around Lake Ontario, and
extends from Niagara to Trenton. The physiographic region is
named the Iroquois Plain after the post-glacial Lake Iroquois
that covered the area. There are variations in the landscape in
different parts of the region, and the section that characterizes
Toronto is defined by the lakefront harbour that was created

by the shelter of the Toronto Island. Settlement and human
activity in the area has changed the physiographic characteristic
of Toronto considerably over time. This includes filling in
valleys, modifying the natural harbour area, and extending

the Lake Ontario shoreline (Chapman and Putnam 192-193,
1984). Historical watercourses, such as Moss Park Creek within
the District, have been filled or buried as a result of human
settlement and activity.

The presence of lithic flakes from the creation of stone tools
during archaeological assessments at Allan Gardens confirm
the early Indigenous presence in the District, however 19th-
20th century urban development has since removed or limited
the potential to encounter additional archaeological resources.

1.5.2

The City of Toronto, and the Garden District within it, has
evolved out of a landscape that was originally inhabited by
Indigenous groups. The area of Toronto, on the north shore
of Lake Ontario, was a carrying place and trade route between
Lake Ontario and northern lake systems. Trade routes like
Davenport Road (outside the District) followed the natural
topography between the Humber and Don Rivers and made
useful transportation routes that over time became incorporated
into the emerging urban fabric. In the Garden District HCD,
Indigenous cultural heritage is not just a remnant of the past.
Today, the Miziwe Biik Aboriginal Employment and Training

Indigenous Heritage

Centre, Anishnawbe Health Toronto and the Native Women’s
Resource Centre in the District provide ongoing community
and cultural services to the City's Indigenous community. In
Allan Gardens a large mural, painted on construction fencing
during water main construction from 2013-2016 called “All
My Relations” represents contemporary First Nations life and
culture in Toronto, and is one of the largest outdoor murals in
Canada at more than 90 square metres.

1.5.3 Development of Residential
Neighbourhoods

Historically, the entire Garden District neighbourhood was
part of a section of Park Lots set aside for wealthy citizens in
the early surveys of the Town of York. Park Lots 5 and 6 were
owned by the Jarvis family (Lot 6) and the Allan family (Lot 5)
as early as the 1820s.

William Allan purchased Park Lot 5 in 1819. Allan was a
Scottish immigrant and arrived in York in 1795. He was
appointed the first postmaster of the town, and collector

of customs. With these appointments and other capitalist
ventures, Allan amassed a large fortune. Gonstruction of
Allan’s grand brick estate house began in 1827 and the Allan
family established themselves at the estate in 1829, beginning
extensive landscaping of the grounds. Allan named the estate
Moss Park, after his northern Scotland birthplace (Caerwent
House Stories; Commonwealth Historic Resource Management
2002). A laneway on the eastern edge of the Moss Park Estate
called "Allan's Lane" (now known as Sherbourne Street),
provided access to the Moss Park estate house.

After inheriting the south portion of Park Lot 5 from his father,
G. W. Allan subdivided the property between present-day Queen
Street and Carlton Street. He registered the plan of subdivision
in 1855 for the Moss Park Estate, during his term as mayor
(Caerwent House Stories). The Moss Park Estate subdivision
included Pembroke Street, an eastward extension of Gerrard
Street, Sherbourne Street and Wilton Crescent. The subdivision
plan provided for 69 lots between the Moss Park estate house
and the area set aside for horticultural gardens later known

as Allan Gardens. Laneways were included to provide access
to the rear of the lots. North-south laneways ran between the
properties fronting on George Street and Pembroke Street, and



Pembroke Street and Sherbourne Street. East-west laneways
intersected with these behind the lots fronting on Gerrard Street
and Wilton Crescent (Dundas Street).

G.W. Allan, honouring his father’s passion for horticulture,
donated a portion of the Moss Park Estate lands to the Toronto
Horticultural Society for a public garden, now known as Allan
Gardens, which opened in 1860 (Commonwealth Historic
Resource Management, 2002).

A number of structures were constructed on the subdivided
Jarvis and Allan lots by 1858 (particularly along Jarvis Street),
as seen on the WS Boulton Atlas of the City of Toronto and
Vicinity, but the majority of the area had not yet been built on.
By 1872, a boys’ home had been constructed on the east side of
George Street, where Seaton House stands now. Photographs
from the Toronto Public Library collection suggest that this
existed as early as 1867 (Toronto Reference Library 2014).

By 1880 most of the lots in the District had been built on. There
were a number of single detached houses or duplexes along
Pembroke Street, Sherbourne Street, George Street and Shuter
Street. Buildings were either of frame construction or brick.
Undeveloped land was still available on the north side of Wilton
Crescent (Dundas Street), and there were still a few vacant lots
on Pembroke Street.

Between the 1880s and the turn of the century, there were
again few major changes within the District. Residences were
constructed on the Moss Park Estate south of present day
Dundas Street by 1884 fronting on George and Shuter Street,
and a skating rink was located in the centre of the lot.

A few more buildings appeared on vacant or subdivided lots
between 1880 and 1903, and some existing buildings were
replaced with others of a similar footprint, but the overall
density of the area, with a mix of single detached houses,
duplexes and rowhouses in a mix of brick and frame remained
the same.

1.5.4 20th Century Development

Development in the early decades of the 20th century occurred
similarly to the latter decades of the 19th century. New
structures were constructed as infill on larger lots, and replaced
earlier structures. A number of terraces on vernacular or
influenced by the Edwardian Classicism style were constructed
during this time, different and more simplified in appearance
than the earlier Gothic Revival, Italianate and Second Empire
style buildings, but still with similar setbacks, massing and
building forms.

Key changes in the District continued after the publication of the
1924 Fire Insurance Plan, with the 1929 construction of the Duke
of York school (now Ecole Elementaire Gabrielle-Roy), fronting
on Pembroke Street with the rear yard extending to George
Street, replacing several 19th century properties, and providing a
large area of open space school yard around the building.

Up until the end of the 19th century, Toronto’s wealthy lived
along Jarvis and Sherbourne streets, north of Shuter Street.
The aftermath of the First World War and the Depression
changed the social and economic fabric of Canada’s cities.

In the Garden District, and many other areas, wealthy single
family homes were divided into apartments for working or
middle class individuals and families. Beginning in the mid-
20th century urban renewal schemes to provide public housing
through clearance and redevelopment were adopted in several
sectors of the Don District, such as Regent Park North and
South and Moss Park. This resulted in the replacement of low-
density housing with higher density apartment housing.

This can be seen in a number of developments in the Garden
District, and especially in the adjacent Moss Park development.
High-rise and mid-rise apartment buildings and complexes
are scattered throughout the District. Many of these replaced
19th century structures, while others, like the Sherbourne
Lanes project, incorporated the 19th century house-form
buildings into a larger apartment mid-rise located to the rear.
The Sherbourne Lanes project, led by architects A.J. Diamond
and Barton Meyers, was an important initiative in proposing
alternatives to the demolition of historic buildings that was
associated with urban renewal. The project allowed for similar
density of housing while still retaining the character of street.
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In the 1970s, a City of Toronto Planning Board report noted
that despite the urban renewal that had occurred in the areas
in and near the Garden District, the replacement housing was
not suitable for large families or single lodgers. The report also
noted a steady decline in suitable housing for rooming house
accommodations and that residents in the Moss Park/Garden
District area and others like it were having difficulty staying in
the area because of replacement housing costs. As a result,

a number of residents were forced to leave the area with no
provision for relocation assistance under existing programs and
institutions, especially those catering towards individuals with
special needs, either had to change their services or relocate.
Particularly vulnerable individuals were noted as heavily
dependent on hostels and other institutions which may not find
it feasible to relocate.

Recommendations of the Toronto Planning Board in the 1970s
provided that emphasizing the existing housing stock should be
encouraged by upholding the existing zoning, and while some
higher density developments could be permitted, rezoning
applications would be evaluated as to whether they were
compatible with rooming house and low income residential
requirements. Much of the District, except for blocks along
George Street (Seaton House) and the Grand Hotel/RCMP
Headquarters and Jarvis Street area were considered to be “soft
area where change appeared likely and in the near future” (City
of Toronto Planning Board, 1970).

The Toronto Planning Board report illustrates the considerable
change that had occurred in this area of Toronto since the turn
of the century, transitioning from wealthy single-family housing
to an area with increased population density accommodated in
the existing building stock and urban renewal developments.

It also describes the District's transformation into an area
challenged by homelessness, substance abuse and prostitution.

The District now contains a mix of two historic patterns. Parts
of the area contain a high concentration of social services
dedicated to helping the area’s continued challenges with
homelessness, drug and alcohol use, prostitution and social
welfare concerns. Much of the area contains social housing,
rooming houses and apartments, while other parts contain
single residential dwellings or upscale condominium/apartment
dwellings in older buildings. The Garden District is planned to
grow and accommodate additional development in certain areas
identified in the City's Official Plan. Despite the 20th century
changes to the District, there remains a high concentration of
built heritage fabric and historic landscape and streetscape
patterns that are reflective of the 19th century subdivision.
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2.1 ONTARIO HERITAGE ACT

The key piece of legislation that governs heritage conservation
in Ontario is the Ontario Heritage Act (OHA) (R.S.0. 1990, c.
0.18), which was created to support conservation, protection
and preservation of heritage resources in the Province. Under
Part V of the OHA municipalities are enabled to establish
heritage conservation districts where their official plan
contains provisions relating to the establishment of such.

The City of Toronto's Official Plan supports identification,
evaluation and designation of heritage conservation districts.

Part V, Section 41.1(5), of the OHA lists the following as
requirements of an HCD Plan:

e astatement of the objectives to be achieved in designating
the area as a heritage conservation district;

e astatement explaining the cultural heritage value or
interest of the heritage conservation district;

e adescription of the heritage attributes of the heritage
conservation district and of properties in the district;

e policy statements, guidelines and procedures for achieving
the stated objectives and managing change in the heritage
conservation district; and

e adescription of the alterations or classes of alferations
that are minor in nature and that the owner of property in
the heritage conservation district may carry out or permit
to be carried out on any part of the property, other than
the interior of any structure or building on the property,
without obtaining a permit under section 42.

This Plan meets the requirements of an HCD Plan as provided
by the OHA.

2.1.1 Ontario Heritage Toolkit

The Ontario Heritage Toolkit is a best practice document
produced by the Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport to
assist municipalities in the identification and designation

of HGDs in their communities. The Ontario Heritage Toolkit
provides guidance on how to conduct HCD studies and
plans, identify cultural heritage value and heritage attributes,
determine district boundaries, and prepare a statement of
objectives. The toolkit can be accessed at the following link:
http://www.mtc.gov.on.ca/en/heritage/heritage_toolkit.shtml

2.2 PROVINCIAL POLICY STATEMENT

The Provincial Policy Statement, 2020 (PPS) is issued under
Section 3 of the Planning Act, and it provides policy direction
on matters of provincial interest related to land use planning
and development. The Planning Act requires municipal and
provincial land use planning decisions to be consistent with the
PPS. The PPS is intended to be read in its entirety with relevant
policies applied to each situation.

It is effective May 1, 2020 and applies to planning decisions
made on or after that date. It replaces the Provincial Policy
Statement, 2014 (PPS 2014).

PPS 2020 requires that cultural heritage and archaeological
resources (identified as key provincial interests) be conserved
alongside the pursuit of other provincial interests, including
public health and safety and efficient and resilient development.
Ontario’s long-term economic prosperity, environmental health,
and social well-being are considered to be dependent on the
protection of these (together with other) resources.

Like PPS 2014, the current PPS provides specific direction for
the protection of built heritage, cultural heritage landscapes,
archaeological resources and areas of archaeological potential,
both on a development site and where development is
proposed on an adjacent property. The changes in the current
PPS strengthen policies and definitions relating to cultural
heritage and archaeology.

The PPS connects heritage conservation to economic
development and prosperity. Policy 1.7.1 (e) states that
encouraging a ‘sense of place’ through the promotion of
well-designed built form, cultural planning and conserving
features that help define character, including built heritage
resources and cultural heritage landscapes, can support long
term economic prosperity Policy 1.7.1 (d) similarly relates the
maintenance and enhancement of downtowns and main streets
to economic development. Both policy statements support
urban heritage conservation and cultural planning, recognizing
the economic value of built heritage resources in defining
character and place-making.



PPS policy 2.6.1 states "Significant built heritage resources
and significant cultural heritage landscapes shall be conserved."
Policy 2.6.2 states “development and site alteration shall not
be permitted on lands containing archaeological resources

or areas of archaeological potential unless significant
archaeological resources have been conserved.” Policy 2.6.3
relating to site development adjacent to protected heritage
properties states "Planning authorities shall not permit
development and site alteration on adjacent lands to protected
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."

2.3 OFFICIAL PLAN

The City of Toronto Official Plan (the OP) addresses the
designation of HCDs and the authority of the OHA in Section
3.1.5(3):

3) Heritage properties of cultural heritage value or interest
properties, including Heritage Conservation Districts

and archaeological sites that are publicly known will be
protected by being designated under the Ontario Heritage
Actand/or included on the Heritage Register.

The majority of the District is designated Neighbourhoods or
Apartment Neighbourhoods in the OP, with the exception of
Dundas Street East, which is designated Mixed-Use Areas.

On February 3, 2016, the City received an application for an
Official Plan and Zoning By-law Amendment to re-designate
Seaton House (located at 295-349 George Street) from
Neighbourhoods to Institutional as part of the George Street
Revitalization Project. On November 7, 2017, City Council
adopted recommendations to approve alterations to and
demolition of heritage properties on the site and to amend the
Official Plan and Zoning By-laws. On April 24, 2018, City Gouncil
adopted recommendations to initiate a procurement strategy and,
at the time of writing, the process remains ongoing.

In the area as a whole, the OP permits development in
Neighbourhoods that will reinforce the existing physical
character of the neighbourhood, including conservation of
heritage buildings, structures and landscapes (4.1.5). While the
OP policies permit additional gross floor area (GFA) for lands
designated Mixed-Use Areas, Apartment Neighbourhoods and
Institutional Areas for a lot containing a conserved heritage
building, the new development must conform to any applicable
HCD plan (3.1.5.21.¢):

21) Additional gross floor area may be permitted in excess of
what is permitted in the Zoning By-law for lands designated
Mixed Use Areas, Regeneration Areas, Employment Areas,
Institutional Areas or Apartment Neighbourhoods for a
heritage building or structure on a designated heritage
property that is part of a new development provided that:

e) where the property is within a Heritage Conservation
District, the proposed development conforms to the
Heritage Conservation District plan and/or any guidelines
for that district.
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The revised 2015 OP policies for heritage conservation (OPA
199) require that proposed alterations, development and/or
public works within or adjacent to HCDs ensure the integrity
of the districts’ cultural heritage values and attributes, and that
they are retained in accordance with respective HCD plans. The
impacts of these changes may be required to be described and
assessed through a Heritage Impact Assessment.

2.3.1 Site and Area Specific Policy 461
(Official Plan Amendment 82)

Site and Specific Policy 461 (SASP 461), Official Plan
Amendment 82 (OPA 82), was adopted by Toronto Gity Council
on March 3, 2015, and appealed to the Ontario Land Tribunal

who approved the document in a modified form in May of 2018.

The policy area is generally bounded by Jarvis Street, Carlton
Street, Sherbourne Street and Queen Street East.

OPA 82 is a result of the Downtown East Planning Study,
which developed as part of an inter-divisional revitalization
strategy for the Downtown East area. The purpose of OPA 82

 Area Bounded v Jan.'i S Carlton Sreet,
Sherbourne Street and Queen Street East
Fie # 12 294720 SPS 00 02

b ToRoNTD ..o
Official Plan Amendment 482

Penisicns 10 Land Use M8 to Rediesignate Lands [rom Neighbourtonds
|35ﬂn Neghbouboods o o Uise A e instihesonnal Arasts

Parks & Open Space Areas
is to establish a policy framework that directs where growth Eiced miiors s 'L\
R Wit e s gt

can be accommodated, while providing protection for stable
neighbourhoods and heritage resources; provision of additional
affordable housing; and public realm enhancements. OPA 82
permits tall buildings within identified character areas with
policies to provide transition to adjacent Neighbourhood
designated areas in the Official Plan.

OPA 82 also recognizes the importance of parks and open
spaces in the area, including Allan Gardens, Moss Park and

the school playground of Ecole Elementaire Gabrielle-Roy, as
public realm anchors in the area, with no net new shadows to
be allowed on these open spaces. Recommendations for public
realm enhancements include establishing a "green link" between
Allan Gardens and Moss Park.

OPA 82 character areas are based on land use functions

and provide direction on where tall buildings are permitted.
Garden District HCD Plan character sub-areas are based on
heritage built form character and provide direction on the
conservation of cultural heritage value in the management of
change. Character areas identified in OPA 82 are distinct from
and mutually supportive to character sub-areas identified in

Figure 2: "Schedule A" Map, Official Plan Amendment 82, Revisions to Land Use Map 18 to
Redesignate Lands from Neighbourhoods to Apartment Neighbourhoods.

the Garden District HCD Plan. Both documents will be read
together to achieve an appropriate balance between growth and
conservation.
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2.3.2 Heritage Conservation Districts in Toronto:
Procedures, Policies, and Terms of Reference

Heritage Conservation Districts in Toronto: Procedure, Policies
and Terms of Reference (HCDs in Toronto) was adopted by
Toronto Gity Council on March 6, 2012. It was developed

to reflect changes to the OHA and to provide a consistent
approach for the studying and planning of HCDs in the city.
HCDs in Toronto addresses the requirements of the OHA for the
creation of an HCD Plan in the following ways: Policies 8, 9, 10,
11,12, 13, 14, 15, 16 and Section 2 — Appendix A of HCDs in
Toronto address OHA requirements set out in Section 41.1 (5).
This section requires an HCD Plan to:

e State the objectives of designating the area as an HCD

»  Explain the cultural heritage value of the district and the
properties within it

e (reate policy statements, guidelines and procedures for
achieving the stated objectives of the HCD

e Describe alterations or classes of alterations that the
property owner may carry out without obtaining a permit

The Garden District HCD Plan meets the requirements of HCDs
in Toronto.

2.3.3 Standards and Guidelines for the
Conservation of Historic Places in Canada

The Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic
Places in Canada (Standards and Guidelines) is the benchmark
for recommending conservation treatments and approaches.
Toronto's Official Plan references the Standards and Guidelines
as a key guidance document, requiring that properties on the
City's Heritage Register be conserved and maintained consistent
with the Standards and Guidelines. In addition, Policy 10 of
HCDs in Toronto states, “the HCD Plan and the Standards and
Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada
will apply to any interventions to the HCD as a whole and will
generally apply to individual properties within an HCD...”.

The Standards and Guidelines were adopted by Toronto City
Council in 2008 as the official framework for the planning,
stewardship and conservation of heritage resources within the
City of Toronto.

2.4 ZONING BY-LAWS

The harmonized zoning by-law 569-2013 was enacted by City
Council on May 9, 2013. Following appeals to the Ontario Land
Tribunal, the Tribunal has issued decisions that amend and/

or bring the majority of by-law 569-2013 into force and effect
as of the date of writing. As such, for the purpose of issuing
building permits, zoning by-law 569-2013 is considered to be in
effect and the standard against which new applications will be
assessed.

Under zoning by-law 569-2013, the District is predominantly
zoned as Residential (R), with the exception of: Allan Gardens
and Moss Park, which are zoned Open Space — Recreation
Zone (OR); Dundas Street East, which is zoned Gommercial
Residential (CR).
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2.5 APPLICABLE STUDIES,
PLANS AND GUIDELINES

2.5.1 City of Toronto Archaeological
Management Plan

The City of Toronto’s Archaeological Management Plan

is a more detailed means of identifying general areas of
archaeological potential than is possible through application of
generic Provincial criteria. The intent of the management plan
is to ensure that archaeological sites are adequately considered
and studied prior to any form of development or land use
change that may affect them. The management plan also
identifies specific areas of known archaeological sites referred
to as Archaeologically Sensitive Areas (ASAs). These represent
concentrations of interrelated features of considerable scale

and complexity, some of which are related to significant periods

of occupation or a long-term continuity of use, while others
are the product of a variety of changes in use, or association,
over time and therefore constitute an array of overlapping but
potentially discrete deposits.

Typically, when redevelopment is proposed for any lands that
incorporate areas of archaeological potential, it triggers an
assessment and evaluation process is undertaken (Stage 1
Background Study and Property Inspection). This begins with
a detailed land use history of the property in order to identify
specific features of potential archaeological interest or value
and to predict the degree to which archaeological resources
may still survive.

In cases where the Stage 1 study confirms that significant
archaeological resources may be present on a property,
some form of test excavation is required (Stage 2 Property
Assessment). If the results of the test is positive, more
extensive investigation may be required (Stage 3 Site-Specific
Assessment), but often it is possible at the conclusion of the
Stage 2 work to evaluate the cultural heritage value of the
archaeological remains and to develop any required Stage 4
Mitigation of Development Impacts to minimize or offset the
negative effects of the proposed redevelopment and/or soil
disturbance.

Mitigation strategies may consist of planning and design
measures to avoid the archaeological remains, archaeological
monitoring during construction or extensive archaeological
excavation, salvage and recording prior to construction,

or some combination of these approaches. Archaeological
monitoring and excavation work on site is followed by
comparative analyses of the archaeological data that have
been recovered (“salvaged”) and the interpretation of those
data. The identification of the most appropriate form of

Stage 4 mitigation requires close consultation between the
consulting archaeologist, the development proponent and
their agents and contractors, and the planning approvals and
regulatory authorities and must be carried out in accordance
with the City of Toronto's Archaeological Management Plan
and applicable provincial regulations. This overall assessment
process generally takes place in the context of development
applications, but additional application types might be reviewed
within an HCD Plan area. For a list of development/alteration
types and alterations requiring assessment see Section 9.1.
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3.1 STATEMENT OF OBJECTIVES

The overall objective of the Garden District HCD Plan is the
protection, conservation and management of its heritage
attributes and contributing properties so that the District's
cultural heritage value is protected in the long-term. The cultural
heritage value of the District consists of its historic, contextual,
design, social and community values. The heritage attributes of

the District include its built form, public realm and archaeological
resources.

Specific objectives of this Plan are set out below. Although the
following objectives are numbered, the numeric sequence does
not establish a priority among the objectives.

OBJECTIVES

1. Conserve, maintain, and enhance the cultural heritage value changes as permitted in the City's Official Plan.
of the District as expressed through its heritage attributes, ) o o

P . . 9. Ensure alterations to contributing properties within the
contributing properties, character sub-areas, public realm, o }
. District are compatible.
and archaeological resources.
L 10. Ensure that new development and additions conserve
2. Conserve, maintain and enhance the overall soft ) R
A and enhance the cultural heritage value of the District in
landscaped, residential streetscape character of the | Il as the charact b in which It |
George, Pembroke, Sherbourne, Gerrard and Shuter Street lgenire:j, asrtvye Iasl e'tch arac ertiu -arlea & \ZI'IC IIIS
. icularly with r ic realm
character sub-areas with generous front yard setbacks and ocated, particuiarly espec ) 0 scale, pubiic e?
. o . . and the general pattern of the built form as set out in the
a collection of 2-3 storey house-form buildings displaying - o
. policies and guidelines.
a range of architectural styles.
L 11. Ensure that archaeological r I re protected.

3. Conserve, maintain and enhance Allan Gardens as a sure that archaeological resources are protected
cultural heritage landscape in the City, a designed- 12. Encourage high quality architecture in the design of new
landscape anchor to the residential neighbourhood to the development, additions and alterations that is compatible
south, which has historic and physical connections to with the District's cultural heritage value.

Moss Park as its southern landscaped terminus.
13. Conserve and enhance views from the public realm

4. Conserve, maintain and enhance Pembroke Street as identified in this Plan that contribute to an understanding of
a green connection and central access between Allan the District's cultural heritage value.

Gardens and Moss Park.
14. Conserve, support and enhance the social, cultural and

5. Conserve the legibility of the District's period of community values of the District as a socially inclusive
significance, between 1850 to 1930, as expressed through neighbourhood with a history of innovative community and
the District's heritage attributes. social services.

6. Conserve the physical form, scale and architectural 15. Ensure development and alterations adjacent to the District
features of the range of residential architectural styles of conserve the District's cultural heritage value.
contributing properties found in the District, including
(but not limited to) Second Empire, Bay and Gable, Gothic 16. Honour and commemorate the area's Indigenous heritage.
Revival, Italianate, Queen Anne, Romanesque, Edwardian Figure 3: (opposite page) Excerpt from the 1860s Tremaine's Map of the County of York,
Classicism, and vernacular. Canada West showing the extent of the built up area of the City of Toronto at the time.

The Garden District HCD, highlighted in green, is characterized by the Moss Park Estate

7. Conserve and enhance contributing properties, Part IV and is depicted as qne of the .prominent Iar]dsc?lpes in the City, along with the University

e . . . . grounds (now forming a portion of the University of Toronto Campus and Queen's Park),
§ deS|gnated properties and listed properties. Union Station, and Clarence and Victoria squares. The layout of the Moss Park Estate as

E % ] ] ) a residential neighbourhood bookended by Allan Gardens to the north and Moss Park to

; w 8. Conserve the predominant scale and built form pattern in the south is parallel to the "dumb bell' design scheme that characterized the relationship

S 3

each character sub-area. while allowing for growth and of Clarence and Victoria Squares as two parks connected by Wellington Street as a
landscaped residential corridor.
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4.1 DESCRIPTION OF HISTORIC PLACE

The Garden District Heritage Conservation District (HCD) is
located within Toronto's downtown east neighbourhood. The
District is bounded by Carlton Street to the north, Queen Street
East to the south, George Street to the west and Sherbourne
Street to the east. The District is comprised of properties
facing onto one or both sides of these streets, as well as

onto Pembroke Street and Dundas Street East. The District is
characterized as a residential neighbourhood bookended by
two public parks: Allan Gardens to the north and Moss Park

to the south. The Garden District HCD primarily contains late
19th and early 20th century residential properties. Dundas
Street East, initially a residential street, contains many houses
adaptively re-used for commercial use with some purpose-built
commercial properties. Some institutional uses are also found
in adaptively re-used residential properties with some purpose-
built institutional buildings. The Garden District HCD displays

a mix of buildings in varying architectural styles, as well as
contemporary buildings, located within a defined street grid.

The Garden District HCD is a cultural heritage landscape that
was planned in the mid-19th century as a residential enclave
anchored by Allan Gardens to the north with the Moss Park
estate lands to the south. The Garden District is an evolved
district that has a rich history of social inclusion.

Figure 4: "Villa lots for Sale on the Moss Park Estate of G.W. Allan Esq, Toronto", 1855
(Source: Toronto Public Library)

4.2 STATEMENT OF CULTURAL
HERITAGE VALUE

The Garden District HGD has historic and associative value
with the foundation of the neighbourhood built on Anishnawbe
lands. The neighbourhood was laid out in 1855 when George
William Allan subdivided the Moss Park Estate (the southern
half of Park Lot 5), to the plans of surveyor John Ownsworth
Browne. Informed by G. W. Allan's passion for English
landscape traditions, the design intent for the subdivision was
an upscale residential enclave situated between two landscapes
— Allan Gardens, a formal landscaped garden to the north and
a remnant portion of the picturesque Moss Park estate lands
to the south. Prior to the 1855 plan of subdivision, the Moss
Park Estate was laid out ¢1829 by Belgium-born, Brooklyn-
based landscape designer, André Parmentier, with the Moss
Park estate house situated within a 19th century picturesque
landscape where Moss Park Creek, a tributary of Taddle Creek,
once flowed through. Sherbourne Street had historically served
as a laneway and access to the Moss Park estate house as
early as 1819 and was once known as "Allan's Lane". In the
1855 plan, a curved road (Wilton Crescent) framed the remnant
portions of the Moss Park estate lands in its picturesque
setting, while accommodating the development of a residential
neighbourhood to the north. Wilton Crescent evolved into a
residential street then to an extension of Dundas Street East as
a commercial thoroughfare. Today's Moss Park has evolved
from 19th century picturesque estate lands to a neighbourhood
community park with active, community and recreational uses.

g ¥ oo bl 18 7
Lq nmbﬁ& Gl i M‘ Today, the original design and historic relationship between
jilmﬂlﬁa:kﬁk'mtr ‘%‘L S, Allan Gardens, which anchors the residential neighbourhood to
: TORONTO the north, and Moss Park, connected by Pembroke Street as the
i central access, remains legible and intact in the Garden District.
ﬁffzjji_bhj‘f‘:(lr' —

Garden District has contextual value as part of the original
Moss Park Estate lands. The 1855 lot pattern of the District
represents the growth and development of the City in the 19th
century, as a number of estates were subdivided according to
the uncoordinated plans of individual landowners within the
street grid established through a system of 100-acre park lots.
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Figure 5: Pembroke Street looking south to Moss Park

A feature of the Garden District, arising from the 1855 plan

of subdivision, includes the generous setbacks of residential
buildings from the streets with soft-landscaped front yards.
This complements the landscaped setting of Allan Gardens to
the north and Moss Park to the south, with landscaped front
yards and street tree canopy along the residential spine of the
district, Pembroke Street, serving as the central access and
green connection between the two parks. Laneways are also a
notable feature within the Garden District, historically providing
access to the rear of properties. Despite evidence of constant
renewal and change, the District’s historic pattern of street
and laneway plan, front yard setbacks, building orientation,
walkways and soft landscaped front yards is still largely intact.

The design value of the Garden District is represented in the
wide range of architectural styles found in the District. The
District is primarily composed of late 19th and early 20th
century residential house-form buildings. A number of the
residential buildings, particularly along Dundas and Gerrard
streets have been adaptively re-used for commercial and
institutional use. In addition, a number of purpose-built
commercial buildings have been constructed along Dundas
Street East. The District includes examples of various
architectural styles, such as Gothic Revival, Second Empire,
Bay and Gable, Italianate, Romanesque Revival, Queen Anne,
Edwardian Classicism and vernacular design. The presence

of different styles illustrates periodic waves of growth or
redevelopment within the District between 1850 and 1930. After
those decades, new construction slowed through the Great
Depression in the 1930s and the World War Il era. As a result,
many of the original examples of architectural styles have been
retained over time, contributing to the historic character of the
neighbourhood. Although numerous architectural styles are

evident in the District, most of the buildings share built form
commonalities with respect to height, massing and plan that
contribute to a sense of coherence within the District.

Another contributing factor to the cultural heritage value of the
District involves its social and community significance. The
District has played a historic role in providing community and
social services in the city, many of them representing firsts
for the city. Allan Gardens, originally part of the Moss Park
Estate, is one of the earliest examples of private donorship to
the City for public parks. George W. Allan donated the original
5-acre portion of the Gardens to the Toronto Horticultural
Society in 1861 from his Moss Park Estate lands. The Toronto
Horticultural Society, founded in 1834 and one of the earliest
in Canada, transferred these lands to the City in 1888. Allan
Gardens has continued to be a significant open space for civic,
cultural and recreation pursuits in Toronto since it was first
opened to the public.

The Toronto Boys' Home (demolished in 1958 and the current
site of Seaton House) was the oldest social agency of its

type in Ontario, founded in 1859 by a group of benevolent
Protestant women for "the training and maintenance of destitute
boys not convicted of crime" who were between the ages of

5 and 14. The Boys' Home drew other social institutions to

the area, including the Salvation Army and the Fegan Boys'
Home. The Allan School, opened in 1910 as part of the Boys'
Home campus, is one of the surviving reminders of the strong
commitment to social services in the Garden District since

the 19th century. Sherbourne Lanes, a 1970s adaptive re-use
project on the east side of Sherbourne Street, south of Gerrard
Street, is a public housing development and known as the first
infill housing scheme to be constructed in the city. Constructed
the year before the Ontario Heritage Act was enacted in 1975,
Sherbourne Lanes marked a pivotal moment in the City's
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preservation movement and provided an alternative to the
wide-spread demolition involved in mid-century urban renewal
schemes.

The District continues to serve the community by way of a
number of institutions focused on social goals. These include
the All Saints Church-Community Centre, Seaton House,

Ecole Elémentaire Gabrielle-Roy and Miziwe Biik Aboriginal
Employment and Training. First Nations community centres
and First Nations artwork have prominent places in the District,
reflecting the living heritage of people that lived on the land
before the establishment of the Town of York, now the City of
Toronto.
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Figure 6: Dundas Street East and George Street in 1923 (Source: City of Toronto Archives)
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4.3 HERITAGE ATTRIBUTES

The cultural heritage value of the Garden District HCD is
expressed by the following heritage attributes:

The orientation of the residential neighbourhood situated
between the open spaces of Allan Gardens to the north and
Moss Park to the south;

The remnant street and landscape patterns representative
of the 1855 Moss Park Estate plan of subdivision including
the curve in Dundas Street, laneways to the rear of
properties, generous building setbacks, soft landscaped
front-yards, orientation of buildings fronting to the street,
and walkway connection between front entrances and the
public street;

The low-rise residential character of the George, Pembroke,
Sherbourne, Gerrard and Shuter Street character sub-
areas, including 2-3 storey single detached, row house,
semi-detached and duplex house-form buildings in a
variety of architectural styles from the 19th- and early
20th-centuries that demonstrate the periods of growth
between 1850 and 1930;

The collection of buildings representing a diversity of
architectural styles, including (but not limited to) Second
Empire, Bay and Gable, Gothic Revival, Italianate, Queen
Anne, Romanesque, Edwardian Classicism, and vernacular,
and architectural treatment of roofs, materials, windows,
doors, entrances, porches, balconies, and storefronts.

The soft-landscaped streetscape character of the George,
Pembroke, Sherbourne, Gerrard and Shuter Street
character sub-areas created by landscaped front-yards and
street tree canopy;

The Pembroke Street character sub-area, which functions
as the low-scale, residential spine of the District, lined with
landscaped front-yards and tree canopy, providing a central
access and green connection between Allan Gardens and
Moss Park;

The Gerrard and Shuter Street character sub-areas, which
function as edges to open spaces Allan Gardens and Moss
Park respectively, with low-scale residential house-form
buildings oriented towards the parks;

The Dundas Street East character sub-area, marked by
a curved alignment that runs through the heart of the
District, which illustrates the evolution of the street from a

residential street to commercial thoroughfare, with a mix
of adaptively re-used house-form buildings for commercial
use, and some purpose-built commercial buildings;

The George and Sherbourne Street character sub-areas
that function as the east and west edges of the District with
a primarily residential character.

North-south views within the District terminating at Allan
Gardens and Moss Park;

The community support institutions that occupy adaptively-
reused house-form buildings or purpose-built buildings
throughout the District;

The absence of front-yard parking and the absence of
garages facing the street; and

The archaeological resources in the District that provide
evidence of both pre-contact and historic Euro-Canadian
history, reflecting the evolution of Toronto.
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District Boundary
Architectural Styles

Contributing and Non-Contributing Properties
