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Dima Cook
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Dear Ms. Cook,

I write in my personal capacity in reference to the draft recommendations of the Heritage
Study for Queen St. West (henceforth: WQW), running from Bathurst to Roncesvalles, that
you presented to the community on November 29, 2016.

Your draft recommendations that the Bathurst-Shaw and Dufferin-Jameson portions of WQW
be given HCD treatment are consonant with the existing HCD treatment of QW Spadina-
Bathurst, and are sensitive to the values of preserving and protecting the character of WQW.
By way of contrast, your draft recommendations that the Shaw-Dufferin and Jameson-
Roncesvalles portions be excluded from such treatment are not sensitive to these values,
and would be injurious both to the excluded portions and to WQW as a whole. I strongly
encourage you to rethink and revise your exclusionary draft recommendations,
and put forth what this world-class destination district street deserves: a unified
HCD (or more precisely, series of HCDs), running from Bathurst to Roncesvalles, in
which historically sensitive boundaries are drawn between areas of special interest.

In what follows, I focus on the Shaw-Dufferin segment, since I am most familiar with this area.
Many of my remarks also clearly apply to the Jameson-Roncesvalles segment, however. I will
argue, first, that WQW Shaw-Dufferin deserves HCD treatment. I will argue, second, that
stated justifications for not giving WQW Shaw-Dufferin HCD treatment do not withstand
scrutiny. I will argue, third, that claims that future development in WQW Shaw-Dufferin
would be better managed via other planning tools do not withstand scrutiny. At the end of
all this, I hope you will agree that there is a strong case to be made that WQW Shaw-Dufferin
is deserving of HCD treatment, and more generally, that the entire WQW Heritage Study
area would greatly benefit from a continuous series of appropriately nuanced HCDs.

1 Positive considerations in favour of WQW Shaw-Dufferin
receiving HCD treatment

The Heritage Act deems historical value, architectural value, and contextual value to each
be sufficient for HCD treatment. As such, a proper Heritage assessment of WQW
Shaw-Dufferin requires considering each of these routes to heritage value. Be-
low I argue that each clears the bar for HCD treatment; taken together, the case for giving
WQW Shaw-Dufferin such treatment is very strong indeed. Additional motivation for HCD
treatment reflects the clear and present threat to these values posed by significant overdevel-
opment (as per, e.g., the Bohemian Embassy and Urbancorp’s ‘Formerly MOCCA’ condo),
which is why this very portion of WQW was prioritized for an HCD Study just last year.



For further support and detailed discussion of the following considerations, I direct your
attention to two documents:

1. City Planning’s 30-page ‘Intention to Designate’ report, re the buildings at 1142-44
Queen St.:
http://www.toronto.ca/legdocs/mmis/2016/te/bgrd/backgroundfile-93330.pdf

2. The West Side Community Council (WSCC) letter submitted to you on Dec 8, 2016:
https://ossingtoncommunity.files.wordpress.com/2016/12/wscc-letter-wqw.pdf

I also direct your attention to the past decades-worth of Community Consultation meetings,
charettes, City and Community reports, the 2007 direction of City Council to initiate a
Heritage Study of this portion of WQW, and the more recent direction of Council to prioritize
a Heritage Study of this same area, all of which confirm and celebrate its deep heritage value.

1.1 Architectual value

WQW Shaw-Dufferin has enormous architectual heritage value:

• The north side is distinguished by an intact ten-block stretch containing 93 Victorians,
dating back to the 1870’s—some of the oldest in the entire study area.

• These Victorians are echoed by the three heritage-listed Victorians on the south side
near Dovercourt, just east of the Great Hall.

• This ten-block stretch contains at least five ‘civic’ buildings, all but one of which are
heritage designated:

– The Great Hall

– The Carnegie Library

– The Old Post Office

– The Gladstone Hotel

– The Drake Hotel

• Though not part of the Heritage Study area, the CAMH brick wall is a heritage desig-
nated structure, clearly contributing to the architectural heritage value of the area.

For more details, see the aforementioned City Planning report and the Dec 18 WSCC letter.

1.2 Historical value

Historically, Queen St. here immediately joins the Ossington (formerly Dundas), the first
Western route out of Toronto; it is the site of the Provincial Lunatic Asylum; it is northern
boundary of the historic Military Reserve, shaping the larger-scale development on the south
side; it is the southern boundary of the historic Park Lots, shaping the finer-scale develop-
ment on the north side, and connecting to heritage rich neighbourhood streets (Beaconsfield,
Givins, etc.) to the north.

For more details, see the aforementioned City Planning report (sections of which
are excerpted below) and the Dec 18 WSCC letter.
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1.3 Contextual value

Contextually, this part of Queen St., now as throughout its past, reflects its being a crucial
north-south boundary and an east-west junction with Ossington, features which lead to its
being culturally alive in ways that are wonderful and rare. Its ten-block stretch of period
Victorians, housing a diverse array of independent businesses, framed by the CAMH wall and
park and the many heritage buildings on the south side, have made WQW Shaw-Dufferin into
an international destination district, celebrated by the New York Times in its ‘Four Square
Blocks’ feature as ‘resounding with historical echoes’, and earning Vogue’s accolade as the
‘second coolest neighbourhood in the world’.

1.4 An HCD as the right tool to counteract threat to heritage values

For all the previous reasons, WQW Shaw-Dufferin is an area of enormous architectual, his-
torical, and contextual heritage value. These very values have made this area a destination
district, which in turn has attracted the attention of developers, as per the ‘Bohemian Em-
bassy’, Urbancorp’s condo (which evicted MOCCA and 3 other arts institutions), and most
recently, the Drake’s expansion, which will demolish two buildings that, in the opinion of
City Planning and Heritage Preservation Services, were worthy of heritage designation.

These circumstances—where an area of significant heritage value is under significant devel-
opment threat, in part because of its possessing these attractive values—are the very ones for
which the HCD tool is designed to be applied. It is widely believed that this is the right tool
for preserving this portion of WQW; hence it is that, with the support of residents, business
owners, City Planning, and City Councillors, a Heritage Study was prioritized for this area.

1.5 A unified HCD approach to WQW

There is clear value in taking a continuous heritage-sensitive approach to the entire Heritage
Study area, presumably identifying natural geo-historical boundaries and associated distinc-
tive HCDs (see the WSCC letter). Conversely, there is clear disvalue in breaking up WQW
into segments alternating between charming, fine-grained independent retail and (what would
quickly become, given the weaknesses of alternative tools) mid-high-rise stretches of new big-
box condos, containing retail spaces that small independent businesses cannot afford to rent.1

Here it is worth highlighting the primary result of a recent study (‘Older, Smaller, Better’):

This groundbreaking study demonstrates the unique and valuable role that older,
smaller buildings play in the development of sustainable cities. Building on
statistical analysis of the built fabric of three major American cities, the re-
search demonstrates that established neighborhoods with a mix of older, smaller
buildings perform better than districts with larger, newer structures when tested
against a range of economic, social, and environmental outcome measures.2

Given all these advantages, there is every reason to act so as to ensure the continued thriving
of our flourishing older, smaller, building districts as multi-dimensional incubators of value.

1My remarks here also support recommending HCD treatment for the Jameson-Roncesvalles segment.
2See http://forum.savingplaces.org/act/pgl/older-smaller-better for the full report.
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2 Unsound motivations for excluding WQW Shaw-Dufferin

Ms. Cook, at the meeting you stated that your recommendation for Shaw-Dufferin was pri-
marily informed by the fact that, due to some larger buildings on the CAMH lands and on
the west and south side near Dufferin, the building typologies on north and south sides don’t
‘match’, such that WQW Shaw-Dufferin has insufficient ‘integrity’ to deserve HCD treatment.

Relatedly, you suggested that the fact that certain portions of this area have a few larger
buildings on the south side would make the HCD hard to ‘defend’.

These justifications for excluding Shaw-Dufferin from HCD treatment don’t withstand scrutiny:3

1. In response to questions, you were unable to cite any planning principle according to
which the integrity of an HCD for a street depends on there being matching typologies
of buildings on either side of the street.

2. As an empirical matter it’s obvious that no such ‘matching typologies’ prin-
ciple exists, since many HCDs for streets contain buildings with widely varying typol-
ogy, both on a single side and across sides. For example, Yonge Street between College
and Bloor was just approved for an HCD, and this section of Yonge is a crazy quilt
of building typologies, with one-story buildings facing highrises, vacant lots across the
street from heritage Victorians next to mid-rise hotels, etc.

3. It follows from the criteria of the Heritage Act that there could be no such
principle; for historical and contextual features may well have entailed the
absence of tidy architectural mirroring.4

This is, of course, exactly the case with WQW Shaw-Dufferin, which as the basis of
the park lots going North, and the Military Reserve going South, as the site of the
Provincial Lunatic Asylum, and as joining Ossington as the first Western road out of
Toronto, of course reflects the historically salient fact that Queen Street West was and
is located at a culturally fertile boundary. As City Planning’s ‘Intention to Designate’
report accurately observes when discussing the recognized heritage value of the area:

The Queen Street West neighbourhood continues to reveal the impact of the
1793 survey of the Town of York. (Images 8, 29 and 30) The land on the
north side of Queen bears the traces of the long narrow Park Lots and is pri-
marily characterized by dense northsouth streets which ran along the edges,
or up the middles, of the park lots and are currently primarily framed by
densely-woven housing stock with characteristic Victorian elements. On the
south side of Queen, government institutions occupying the former Garri-
son Reserve, railway lands and remains of industrial premises, and diagonal

3Here I focus on difficulties with the stated justifications, which concern mainly architectual value or
‘integrity’. These justifications also suffer from ignoring historical and contextual values as sufficient for HCD
treatment: any judgement that WQW Shaw-Dufferin was not worthy of HCD designation would need to show,
contra the clear facts, that this area has no historical or contextual value.

4What follows pertains also to your justification for denying HCD status to the Jameson-Roncesvalles
segment, which also cited (comparatively trivial) differences in typologies on north and south sides.
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routes such as Sudbury Street continue to configure this area providing it
with a character that is distinct from its northern neighbour. The late 19th
century commercial buildings on the north side of Queen Street West, includ-
ing those at 1142 and 1144, fronting this southern development continue to
be important representatives in this interesting history of this portion of the
city from its first beginnings. (9)

Given this history, it is only to be expected that there are different typolo-
gies on north and south sides. To be sure, some of the difference in typology results
from a couple of OMB-inspired or determined planning outcomes—outcomes which led
to an HCD study for this area being prioritized in the first place, and which should
motivate more, not fewer protections, given its overall heritage value.

4. The typology of the CAMH redevelopment buildings is irrelevant to the heritage value
of WQW Shaw-Dufferin, for two reasons.

First, the CAMH lands are not part of the Heritage Study Area, and as such
goings-on in those lands should be deemed irrelevant to this study and its recommen-
dations, except for positive evidence of the historical and contextual values of WQW
Shaw-Dufferin. It is perhaps because of this, Ms. Cook, that while you mentioned the
typology of the CAMH buildings at the meeting, you correctly did not include reference
to the typology of these buildings in your slide presentation.

Second, the official line in re the CAMH redevelopment, repeated over and over, was
that allowing these larger buildings to be built would have no impact on planning
policy outside of the CAMH lands. City officials and staff who assured us that
the CAMH redevelopment would have no impact on future planning policies
outside the CAMH lands must honour their word.

5. With the necessary exclusion of the CAMH buildings, the justification for your claim
that WQW Shaw-Dufferin lacks heritage ‘integrity’, in spite of the 93 Victorians, Great
Hall and other significant heritage buildings, all the history, all the contextual cultural
value, etc., ultimately rests on there being some newer, mainly low-rise construction on
the far southwest side of the Shaw-Dufferin segment, with a couple of higher buildings
that are there precisely because protections were not previously in place.

This claim doesn’t withstand scrutiny: how could the integrity of an area
with a ten-block continuous stretch of Victorians, numerous designated
‘civic’ buildings, etc., be destroyed by three blocks of newer, mainly low-rise
construction on one side at the far end?

Here it is worth registering that City Planning’s ‘Intention to Designate’ report for
1142-44 Queen, which buildings face the newer section and so are in most position
to have their heritage integrity destroyed, emphasizes the clear historical and heritage
value of these buildings to the clear historical and heritage character of the area:

The properties at 1142 and 1144 Queen Street West, on the north side [. . . ]
are located in a unique area of Toronto where diverse historic factors of the
Town of York’s settlement and land survey determined the development and
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particular character of the neighbourhood still evident today. (p. 4)

[T]he form and details of the properties at 1142 and 1144 Queen Street West
which are visually and historically linked to their surroundings are also sig-
nificant in their contribution to defining and maintaining the original late
19th century, Victorian built form which provides the fundamental base for
the character of this portion of Queen Street West between Ossington Av-
enue and Dufferin Street. (Images 26-28) The properties are located between
Dovercourt Road and Gladstone Avenue which represent the east and west
limits of the nominated boundary for the West Queen West Heritage Con-
servation District Study area which was prioritized by Toronto City Council
on March 31, 2015.12 (Image 29) With the Gladstone Hotel to the west, and
the Post Office, Library, YWCA and row housing at 1075-1085 already listed
on the Heritage Register, this portion of Queen Street is an area which has
been recognized for its significant heritage properties. (p. 9)

To be sure, City Council failed to designate these buildings, notwithstanding the 30-
page Planning report and the support of Preservation Services for doing so (a point to
which I will return in §3). Be that as it may, it remains that a bit of new construction
on the south side is incapable of destroying the integrity of the heritage directly across
the street, much less of a ten-block stretch of 93 Victorians and associated large heritage
buildings.

6. Consequent to all of the previous points, and given the clear, multi-criterial (historical,
architectual, contextual) heritage value of the area, there is no basis whatsoever for
thinking that an HCD designation for WQW Shaw-Dufferin could not be ‘defended’.
Of course it could.

WQW Shaw-Dufferin is what an area with real and important heritage value looks like: its
differing north-south typologies, properly read, and in combination with its ten-block stretch
of Victorians, its large south-side ‘civic’ buildings, the CAMH wall, and so on, manifest rather
than undermine this street’s historical status as a crucially fomenting boundary.

As such, WQW Shaw-Dufferin deserves an HCD, and not just as applying to the
north side ten-block stretch of Victorians. On the contrary, given that most of
the newer construction in the 3-block south-west portion is low-rise, it is crucial
that the south side of the Shaw-Dufferin segment outside of CAMH, as well as
the CAMH brick wall and park, also be given HCD treatment.

On the latter point, I pause to note two misconceptions about community concerns suggested
in an Inside Toronto article,5 where you were quoted as saying, in response to voiced concerns
about the draft recommendations for WQW Shaw-Dufferin, “We’d have to look at whether
or not a one-sided designation would protect what they’re concerned about, which is the

5See http://www.insidetoronto.com/news-story/6995570-city-reveals-which-parts-of-queen-west-need-
heritage-preservation/
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development of the south side of the street. I think there are other tools that would be
more effective to give them the protection they want” (my emphasis). To clarify:

1. I, and many others I have spoken with, are not only concerned about “development
of the south side of the street”. We are very concerned about development on
both the south and the north sides of WQW Shaw-Dufferin.

2. I, and many others I have spoken with, are not in favour of a ‘one-sided designation’
of WQW Shaw-Dufferin. Again, the existence of low-rise new construction supports an
HCD on both sides of the street, to ensure that future development of these low-rise
buildings is appropriately sensitive to the distinctive character of this part of WQW.

3 The failure of alternative planning tools

Ms. Cook, in your presentation you suggested that WQW Shaw-Dufferin—again, the portion
of the study area that, thanks to its heritage values and associated destination status, is expe-
riencing the most development pressure—is better treated using “alternative planning tools”.

What alternative tools? At the meeting, you mentioned a planning regime involving the
mid-rise (AMRBS) guidelines, together with spot-designation of individual buildings and/or
application of ‘character area’ designation; in your slides you also mention creating an area-
specific policy, of which Ossington’s OPA is an instance.

As a result of my detailed engagement with planning issues on Ossington and surround
(including participation in the OMB case against the 109 Ossington mid-rise development) as
well as my two years as Vice-Chair of CORRA (the Confederation of Residents and Ratepayer
Associations in Toronto), I am very familiar with the entire spectrum of available planning
tools in Toronto. Indeed, for the past two years I have been invited to speak on the topic of
planning tools at the Land Development and Planning Forum. I reject any available planning
tool besides an HCD as suited for appropriately managing development on any portion of
WQW, including both the excluded segments, and especially the Shaw-Dufferin portion, for
the following reasons:

1. AMRBS guidelines

This tool (even in combination with spot-designation or character area designation; see
below) is unsuited and ineffective for purposes of preserving the character of Victorian
main streets, much less of world-class destination districts such as WQW Shaw-Dufferin:

• The AMRBS guidelines are coarse-grained cookie-cutter standards originally de-
signed for, and suited to, underdeveloped and languishing portions of broad transit
corridors (think Kingston or the outer Danforth). They are not appropriate for
predominantly low-rise heritage-worthy main streets, and Toronto’s Official Plan
makes clear that the AMRBS standards were never intended to be applied to such
fine-grained, flourishing main street contexts.

• Even when conformed to, the overly generous (to developers) AMRBS guidelines
result in buildings that are bulky and injurious to light, space, and context—and of
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course, they are almost never conformed to. In the absence of planning protections,
and given its ‘Avenue’ designation, WQW Shaw-Dufferin is presently de facto
under the AMRBS guidelines, which regime resulted in Urbancorp’s ‘Formerly
MOCCA’ condo (thankfully now defunct), which City Planning/Legal ‘negotiated’
down to the height of a nine-storey building, which ripped the heart out of the art
and design district, and which had it been built would have grievously injured the
historic Givins residential quarter directly to the north.

The threat of continued application (conforming or non-conforming) of
the crude mid-rise Guidelines is large part of the reason why WQW in
general, and WQW Shaw-Dufferin in particular, needs HCD treatment.

2. Character area designation

‘Character area’ designation within an Avenue is worthless: all this designation does is
highlight two or three AMRBS standards that are supposed to be followed anyway.

3. Spot-designation

Spot-designation of individual heritage buildings provides little protection, whether or
not under an AMRBS or area-specific OPA regime.

• City staff in the Planning and Heritage Preservation Services departments are too
overworked to proactively and comprehensively identify and designate properties
in an area, especially when each file involves a potential skirmish with an individual
land-owner. Even when a building is designated, this is no barrier to facadism, with
Victorian entryways to glass-box mid-high-rises becoming increasingly common.
And spot-designation does nothing to restrain redevelopment of vacant lots or
non-designated buildings—it does nothing to ensure or preserve character.

• Indeed, as we just saw with the Drake Hotel expansion announced last week,
which will demolish the buildings at 1142-44 Queen, there is no guarantee that
attempts to designate will succeed, especially when the owner plans to raze and
replace the buildings. It was interesting to trace the trajectory of the attempt to
designate these buildings. City Planning’s 30-page report for 1142-44 Queen St.
was approved by Toronto Preservation Services in spring; it then went to Toronto-
East York Community Council where (after a one-month deferral), it went to City
Council in July, where it was ‘received for information’—that is, allowed to die.

Ms. Cook, the buildings at 1142-44 Queen St., considered so valuable by Planning
and Preservation Services, didn’t even make it onto your list of ‘historically rep-
resentative’ buildings (nor did the other Victorian buildings on that block). This
weird file alone is a salient case-in-point of why spot-designation is ineffective in
areas, like WQW Shaw-Dufferin, under significant development pressures.

4. Area-specific policies

An area-specific policy (e.g., area-specific OPA), while better than the previous tool(s),
is again insufficient unto the task of appropriately managing development in heritage-
rich, destination-district WQW Shaw-Dufferin.6 This is for two reasons:

6Nor is the existing Ossington OPA sufficient for appropriately managing development on Ossington, either,
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(a) Any area-specific policy for WQW Shaw-Dufferin will need to conform to the fact
that Queen is a designated ‘Avenue’, and as such will require height limits to
be brought in line with the 20m Major Street ‘planned right-of-way’. Only an
HCD has the ability to transcend the crudely applied hammer of OP direction of
mid-rise intensification to designated Avenues.7

(b) Where real estate or business development dollars are concerned, the level of pro-
tection enjoyed by a district under an area-specific OPA is limited. Those with suf-
ficient money and/or influence will be able to jump through hoops associated with
site-specific amendments of the OPA, and given the existing OMB-determined or
inspired precedents, the outcome of such fights will be both taxing and uncertain.

4 Concluding remarks

Ms. Cook, please open your eyes to the multiple heritage values of WQW Shaw-Dufferin,
and to the clear and present development threat to this area. The Shaw-Dufferin bound-
aries are not especially historically natural, but they do contain the crucial heart of our
world-renowned destination district. Please work to preserve this Toronto treasure
for future generations.

I ask also that you consider, in forming your final recommendations, the salient heritage values
existent in the excluded Jameson-Roncesvalles segment, as discussed in both the WSCC and
Sunnyside Historical Society letters. Here it is especially important to consider the
economic impact on the scores of those living and working in Western Parkdale.
Again, smaller, older buildings are better—not just for history, culture, the environment,
and diverse independent businesses, but also for affordable housing. The last thing Western
Parkdale businesses and residents need is to be inundated with luxury condominiums.

More generally, please think about the huge impact that your final recommendations will
have on our communities. Bring us recommendations that will encourage long-term
flourishing of all of WQW: bring us a unified collection of WQW HCDs.

Sincerely yours,

Jessica Wilson
Associate Professor of Philosophy, University of Toronto
Vice-President, Ossington Community Association
Member Representative, West Side Community Council
44 Argyle St.
Toronto, ON M6J 1N6

which is why the Ossington Community Association has submitted a book-length HCD application for this
historically, architectually, and contextually important street.

7Again, such indiscriminate application is clearly not intended by the Official Plan, but as we know from
hard experience, and as I discussed in a slide presentation at the Land Development and Planning Forum,
this is how the direction is being applied by developers—and the OMB.
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