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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

 
Microbreweries have become increasingly popular in recent years, responding to 
changing consumer demands and tastes. In Canada, the phenomenon started in the 
last fifteen years, with microbreweries proving popular among urban, young 
professionals. To cater to their main demographic, many microbreweries are choosing 
to locate in dense, mixed-use urban neighbourhoods. This creates a host of planning 
issues – such as zoning relating to microbrewery’s light industrial status – but also 
issues surrounding the adaptive reuse of old buildings in which microbreweries locate; 
both of which have hindered the development of microbreweries in these 
neighbourhoods.  
 
Within the City of Toronto, many microbreweries have chosen to locate in dense, 
walkable, and traditional mixed-use neighbourhoods. To locate in these 
neighbourhoods in transition, many microbreweries have opted to adaptively reuse 
older existing buildings, some of which have heritage significance. The advantages of 
such older buildings are their affordability, flexibility, and a unique ‘cool’ factor. With 
the increasing popularity of microbreweries, and other light industrial uses, there is 
value in investigating further into the phenomenon’s dynamics and recommend 
solutions to improve the process for both the microbreweries and the municipalities in 
which they choose to locate.  
 
The main purpose of this report is to answer the following research questions: 
 
Primary Question: What are the legislative and policy barriers to the adaptive 
reuse of old buildings for small-scale industrial uses?  
 
Secondary Question 1: How do municipal by-laws encourage and discourage 
the adaptive reuse of old buildings for small-scale industrial uses such as 
microbreweries? 
 
Secondary Question 2: What lessons (barriers and opportunities) can be 
learned from the experiences of existing microbreweries in Toronto that have 
used adaptive reuse for their breweries? 
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Method 
 
To answer these research questions, a case study approach was used which involved a 
literature review, municipal planning document review, and interviews with 
representatives from four microbreweries in the City of Toronto. The literature review 
was completed to provide an overview of the existing literature, research, and findings 
related to the research question and to serve as a base for the report’s later analysis 
and recommendations. A municipal planning policy review was done to deliver a 
summary of the current relevant policy framework in Toronto. Four microbrewery case 
study interviews were conducted, which provided an opportunity to gain an 
understanding of the experiences of each individual microbrewery. The interview 
question responses were categorized into themes, which were later aggregated and 
formed into lessons and recommendations.  
 

Recommendations 
 
Recommendations are provided with the goal of assisting both municipalities and 
microbrewery owners during the development process. They are categorized into 
‘Recommendations for Municipalities’ and ‘Recommendations for Microbreweries’. 
Although these recommendations were based on the experiences of microbreweries in 
the City of Toronto, they are broad enough that they could be applied to municipalities 
across Canada.  
 
Recommendations for Municipalities 
 
Recommendation 1: Establish effective communication methods. 
Communication, within the municipality, and with the proponent (microbrewery) is 
necessary to create a healthy relationship and create an efficient development process. 
Within the municipality, effective and constant communication between the Planning 
Department, Department of Economic Development, the Building Department, and 
any other involved department can help streamline the process, saving unnecessary 
trouble later. Often, departments have the same goal in mind, but when a proper line 
of communication is not established, the result can be unnecessary bureaucratic red 
tape for the proponent. 
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Recommendation 2: Assign one planner to be the main contact for the proponent, 
or its representative.  
Often, an application is passed around the Planning Department, landing on the desks 
of multiple planners. This can create confusion, where different planners tell wrong or 
different information to the proponent, causing delays in the application process. 
When an application is given to one planner, a stream of effective and constant 
communication should be established, resulting in the application being processed 
faster. The use of layman’s terms when communicating with the proponent, especially 
when it is directly with the microbrewery owner (who may not have a background 
knowledge of the planning process), should be a best practice. 
 

Recommendation 3: Define microbreweries in planning documents. 
Establishing a proper definition of microbreweries in the Zoning By-law will help 
alleviate any misconceptions or misinterpretations by the City staff. This can include 
defining the differences between different sizes and types of brewing – industrial 
breweries, craft breweries, microbreweries, and brewpubs – each with their own 
specific by-law regulations and zones in which they are permitted to locate. 
 

Recommendation 4: Study the role of light industry in dense, established, mixed-
use neighbourhoods. 
The role of light industry in contributing to a vibrant and liveable mixed-use 
neighbourhood is still not fully understood. If a municipality wishes to promote this 
type of small-scale light industrial development – such as microbreweries – a study 
should be completed on the role of such development and its long-term effects on the 
neighbourhood. 
 
Recommendation 5: Create a policy handbook on light industrial uses. 
Once a study is conducted on the role of light industrial uses, a best practices 
handbook should be published, with input from both the Planning Department and the 
Economic Development Department. This handbook will outline clear policies and 
strategies for integrating small-scale light industrial uses into existing mixed-use 
neighbourhoods.  
 
Recommendation 6: Create incentives for the adaptive reuse of old buildings in 
established neighbourhoods.  
Adaptive reuse can have many benefits for a neighbourhood, from economic, to socio-
cultural, and environmental. Municipalities should promote and create incentives for 
businesses to adaptively reuse old buildings. Incentives could include subsidizing the 
upgrades needed to meet current Building Code, a costly and time consuming process 
that can deter many new small businesses from adaptively reusing old buildings. 
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Recommendation 7: Integrate more light-industrial uses into mixed-use 
neighbourhoods, through the use of inclusive zoning policies. 
Municipalities should create more inclusive zoning policies for light industrial uses, and 
target industries that will have the largest positive impact on dense, mixed-use 
neighbourhoods. Those include industries that generate minimal freight traffic, move 
fewer quantities of more expensive goods, have small square footage requirements, 
and will positively contribute to a vibrant and walkable streetscape. 
 

Recommendation 8: Establish proactive zoning policies for neighbourhoods in 
transition. 
Neighbourhoods are constantly changing, thus the existing zoning may not be 
sufficient for the type of change occurring. When a neighbourhood, or segment of a 
neighbourhood main street, is identified as undergoing revitalization, proactive zoning 
should be put in place to attract new investment into the community. This can be 
achieved by outlining policies in the Official Plan that could then be specified in the 
Zoning By-law and Secondary Plans. In addition, out-dated parking requirements 
should be updated to reflect changing travel patters in these neighbourhoods. 
 
Recommendations for Microbreweries 
 

Recommendation 1: Enter the application process with a clear understanding of 
the planning and approvals process. 
This will ultimately save time during the application process, as well as during any 
Committee of Adjustment (COA) meeting. To avoid the application being rejected for 
insufficient information or any other issue, hold multiple pre-consultation meetings with 
municipal staff. 
 

Recommendation 2: Start the community consultation process early. 
Early community consultation is important for gauging the extent of community 
support and opposition. Proper consultation, especially when it is completed by the 
microbrewery owners themselves, can resolve fears amongst the community. Methods 
that have been used in the past include door-to-door canvasing by microbrewery 
owners and hosting a public open house in the future microbrewery building. These 
methods help humanize the brewery so that it is seen not as just another business but 
as a contributor to the vibrancy and liveability of the neighbourhood. 
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Recommendation 3: Gaining political support can help public support for the 
microbrewery, as well as during the COA process. 
Gaining formal support from the local MP, MPP (or other Provincial representative), or 
local ward/City Councillor can help in the approval process, especially if the application 
has to go to the COA. Politicians, although having no power to approve or reject an 
application, can be a source of information on community support or opposition. They 
can also be a source of information for the community seeking information on the 
microbrewery, as well as a source of formal support during the COA process.  
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1  INTRODUCTION 
1.1 Problem Statement 
 
Market forces and increasing land values have tended to dictate the regular 
replacement of buildings in urban environments. This is not a sustainable practice in 
the long term, especially in a time of increasing environmental consciousness, an 
understanding that recognizes old buildings as an important resource that can be 
useful for a long time (Wilson, 2010; Langston et. al, 2007). Adaptive reuse advocates 
promote the environmental, economic, and socio-cultural benefits that can stem from 
the adaptive reuse of old buildings, both designated and non-designated. 
 
Even though the benefits of adaptive reuse of old buildings are well known, there are 
often barriers to developers and business owners who want to adaptively reuse old 
buildings for new uses, specifically for small-scale industrial uses such as 
microbreweries (Bullen and Love, 2009a; Bond, 2011; Garstka, 2012). Many old 
buildings are located in mixed-use neighbourhoods that do not allow small-scale 
industrial uses. This condition stems from out-dated zoning by-laws dating back to a 
time where ‘separation of uses’ was paramount in planning ideology. 
 
Small-scale industrial uses, such as microbreweries, are often seen as the drivers of 
local economies and cities, as well as being an integral part of a city’s downtown core 
(Burchell and Listokin, 1981). The microbreweries business is a growing industry in 
Canada, with breweries and brewpubs opening up in what have historically been non-
industrial parts of Canadian cities. Many of these companies choose to adaptively 
reuse old buildings not only because it can often be cheaper than new construction, 
but also as a marketing strategy. Many microbreweries are also choosing to locate in 
neighbourhoods that have not historically had small-scale industrial uses, and here lies 
the dilemma. 
 
If city planners and politicians want to promote the adaptive reuse of old buildings, 
they need to be proactive and not reactionary when applications for small-scale 
industrial uses are being sought. Due to the current restrictive zoning by-laws and 
other municipal policies, such uses often conflict with the zoning by-laws that in many 
cases do not allow for industrial uses in mixed-use contexts. Thus, zoning by-laws in 
mixed-use areas needs to be updated to facilitate a more efficient process for the 
adaptive reuse of old industrial buildings for small-scale industrial uses. 
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1.2 Research Questions 
 
The main purpose of this report is to answer the following research questions: 
 

Primary Question: What are the legislative and policy barriers to the adaptive reuse 
of old buildings for small-scale industrial uses?  
 
Secondary Question 1: How do municipal by-laws encourage and discourage the 
adaptive reuse of old buildings for small-scale industrial uses such as microbreweries? 
 
Secondary Question 2: What lessons (barriers and opportunities) can be learned 
from the experiences of existing microbreweries in Toronto that have used adaptive 
reuse for their breweries? 
 
It is the intent of this report to create a set of recommendations for both municipalities 
and microbreweries, to improve the process of developing microbreweries in dense, 
mixed-use urban neighbourhoods in non-designated adaptively reused old buildings.1 
These research questions will help guide the research and will be revisited and 
answered at the end of the report. 
 

1.3 Report Outline 
 
Chapter 2 of this report provides an overview of the existing literature on the benefits 
of adaptive reuse and light-industrial land uses in urban contexts. It defines ‘adaptive 
reuse’ and ‘light-industry’, and provides context by outlining issues occurring in the 
United States. Chapter 3 describes the research scope, research approach, and study 
limitations. Chapter 4 provides a summary and analysis of the four microbrewery case 
study interviews, including a profile on each microbrewery, and why each was chosen 
for this study.  This chapter also includes a municipal planning policy document review, 
as well as outlining the key players in the development of a microbrewery in the City of 
Toronto. Chapter 5 concludes the report with a summary of the analysis and research 
question findings, as well as outlining the set of recommendations for both 
municipalities and microbreweries. The chapter concludes with a reflective epilogue 
and opportunities for future research.  

                                            
1 Not all old buildings adapted for light-industrial uses have heritage significance, but all older buildings 
in good condition have the potential for adaptive reuse. This report focuses on buildings that are not 
formally designated under the Ontario Heritage Act. See Section 4.2.4 for further information. 
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2  BACKGROUND 
2.1 Adaptive Reuse 
 
The idea of adaptive reuse – that is, reusing buildings for new purpose than it was built 
for – is not a new idea. Civilizations have been reusing buildings for new uses since 
ancient times. Many ancient, and recent buildings are adapted and added to over 
time, incorporating layers from different periods and utilizing materials that may have 
been taken from other, earlier buildings (Orbasli, 2008:3). In modern times, market 
forces and increasing land values have tended to dictate the regular replacement of 
buildings in our urban environments. In the long term, this is not sustainable and at a 
time of increasing environmental consciousness, old buildings are an important 
resource that with sufficient care and maintenance can continue to be useful for a very 
long time. 
 
Many authors – including architects, urban planners, and conservationists2  – have 
advocated for the adaptive reuse of old buildings, citing many different rationales 
including environmental, economic, and socio-cultural benefits. The term adaptive 
reuse first emerged in mainstream architectural and urban planning literature in the 
1960s and 1970s, as a result of increased environmental concerns (Cantell, 2005). 
During this time, the effects of modernist planning were being felt across Canada and 
the United States, with figures such as Jane Jacobs advocating for the conservation of 
old buildings in their neighbourhoods. Although upwards of fifty years has passed 
since the term first emerged, there is still no single clear definition for adaptive reuse, 
as is evident in the following discussion. 
 

2.1.1 Adaptive Reuse Definition 
 
Garstka (2012) argues that there are a variety of meanings, varying greatly in their 
degree of complexity, that have been attached to the term. The term’s meaning 
depends on who defines it and the perspective from which it is defined. Adaptive reuse 
is a complex process with many variables, thus it is important to have a clear definition 
in order to understand the complexities surrounding it. Burchell and Listokin (1981:1) 
define adaptive reuse in their book ‘The Adaptive Reuse Handbook’ as a 

                                            
2 Conservation is defined as “all actions or processes that are aimed at safeguarding the character-
defining elements of a cultural resource so as to retain its heritage value and extend its physical life. This 
may involve ‘Preservation’, ‘Rehabilitation’, ‘Restoration’, or a combination of these actions or processes” 
(Parks Canada, 2010:253). 



7 7 

“neighbourhood revitalization strategy which employs a series of linked procedures to: 
plan for, inventory, acquire, manage, and reuse surplus3 or abandoned real estate.” 
Other authors have tended to focus on specific aspects of adaptive reuse such as 
functionality, economic viability, and conservation (Conejos et al cited in Garstka, 2012; 
Johnson, 2004; Cantell, 2005; and Yung and Chan, 2011). 
 
Conejos et al, cited in Garstka (2012:12), define adaptive reuse from a functional 
perspective as  “a significant change to an existing building function when the former 
function has become obsolete.” Johnson (2004:19) takes a functional and conservation 
approach, defining it as “the process by which historic buildings are converted for new 
modern uses while preserving elements of their original design and character.” Cantell 
(2005:2) using an economic perspective, focuses on the profitability of adaptive reuse, 
defining it as “a process by which structurally sound old buildings are developed for 
economically viable new uses.” Yung and Chan (2011:353) take a holistic approach in 
their definition, defining it as “any building work and intervention to change it’s 
capacity, function, or performance to adjust, reuse, or upgrade a building to suit new 
conditions or requirements.” Definition is important because it recognizes that the 
adaptive reuse process is not solely historic conservation, but includes making 
modifications to the structure to fit a new use, as well as complying with modern 
building standards. Orbasli (2008), on the other hand, takes a much more 
conservationist approach to adaptive reuse, defining it as “the process of 
understanding, safeguarding and, as necessary, maintaining, repairing, restoring, and 
adapting historic property to preserve its cultural significance” (Orbasli, 2008:38). He 
further adds that it is the sustainable management of change, and not simply an 
architectural ‘deliberation’, but an economic and social issue too. 
 

2.1.2 Why is Adaptive Reuse Important? 
 
Authors have argued that the adaptive reuse of old buildings have many important 
environmental, economic, and socio-cultural benefits for communities (Wilson, 2010; 
Garstka, 2012; Bond, 2011). Jane Jacobs, writing in her book The Life and Death of 
Great American Cities (1961), emphasizes the importance of conserving old buildings, 
as “cities need old buildings so badly it is probably impossible for vigorous streets and 
districts to grow without them.” Although she wrote her book in response to the 
teardown modernist mentality of the time, her words speak just as loudly to what is 
occurring in today’s cities. Cantell (2005) argues that old derelict buildings can attract 

                                            
3 Many cities have a surplus of old industrial buildings, due to the decline of the industrial economy since 
the 1970s. 
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crime and as a result, reduce neighbouring property values and discourage investment 
in the area. Adaptive reuse can promote the conservation of historic or architecturally 
significant buildings in a community, as well as other older non-significant buildings, 
while at the same time reducing the number of derelict buildings. 
 
Orbasli (2008) argues for the conservation of buildings through adaptive reuse because 
“the buildings we see today are not simply ‘historic’ relics but are part of the inherent 
character of a city, essential cornerstones of its sense of place, to which those living in 
or visiting it attach meaning and memory” and that “history is an inseparable part of 
the environment, living on as physical traces of the distant past” (Orbasli 2008:3). 
Further, he argues that it makes environmental and economic sense to use what is 
already there, rather than to waste a resource that remains available for exploitation. 
The literature advocating for adaptive reuse can be categorized into three main 
groups: economic benefits, socio-cultural benefits, and environmental benefits, as will 
be discussed further below.  
 

2.1.3 Economic Benefits 
 
The economic benefits from reusing older buildings are debated in the literature, as 
there is no consensus on the role of adaptive reuse on the economy. Some argue that 
building owners and developers regard the adaptive reuse of older buildings as an 
unfeasible option, mostly due to often misguided perceptions of what is involved in an 
adaptive reuse project (Bullen and Love, 2009b; Bond, 2011; Garstka, 2012). Perceived 
problems include those related to health and safety, maintenance costs, reconfiguring 
building layouts, and planning and building restrictions on old buildings that apply 
specifically to buildings with heritage designations.  
 
However, these same authors have also argued that despite the perceived problems 
with adaptively reusing old buildings, there are economic benefits for developers, 
property owners, and the community as a whole. Bond (2011) argues that the adaptive 
reuse of an old building in a community adds economic value to the community by 
attracting other investment projects. This can create more local jobs, and contribute to 
the economy by increasing tax revenue. The adaptive reuse of an old building can also 
be a central part of a neighbourhood revitalization strategy (Burchell and Listokin, 
1981). There are further economic benefits to developers and property owners due to 
the fact that reusing buildings is usually cheaper than demolishing and rebuilding 
(Bullen and Love, 2009a; Shipley et al., 2006). Orbasli (2008) argues that there is often 
a presumption among developers and property owners that old buildings present a 
heavy maintenance burden compared to new buildings, yet all buildings require 
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maintenance, the cost of which is often under-estimated for new buildings. Garstka 
(2012) further argues that adaptive reuse projects require less time for construction or 
renovation compared to demolishing and rebuilding a building of the same size, which 
has significant financial implications for developers. 
 

2.1.4 Socio-Cultural Benefits 
 
In addition to older buildings being maintained and restored though their adaptive 
reuse, there are many long-term social and cultural benefits for communities. Bond 
(2011) argues that there is the potential for reducing crime in a community by 
adaptively reusing old abandoned buildings that attract crime. This method can socially 
revitalize a neighbourhood by reversing decay, unlike demolition and new construction 
which tends to only move the problem elsewhere. 
 
Neighbourhood revitalization is a main tenet of the socio-cultural benefits that can 
stem from adaptive reuse. Johnson (2004) argues that adaptive reuse can function as a 
new focal point within a neighbourhood, and can be a catalyst in attracting further 
development and adaptive reuse. Sampson (2009, cited in Garstka, 2012), writes that 
adaptive reuse can play an important role in creating positive image for an 
impoverished community which may have negative connotations associated with it. 
Adaptive reuse can further add a sense of community by conserving the heritage and 
cultural values of older buildings, thus retaining attractive streetscapes and adding 
character to the community (Langston et al., 2007). 
 
Orbasli (2008) argues for adaptive reuse on the grounds of conservation, as historic 
buildings are an intrinsic part of the build environment. He argues that “buildings are 
conserved because they are useful and have value for their users, or because they 
testify to the identity of a national, ethnic, or social group. In this respect, the built 
heritage can be seen as the physical manifestation of individual, collective, and at times 
imagined memory” (Orbasli, 2008:37). Both old and heritage designated buildings 
provide scientific evidence of the past, embodying an emotional link with it. This allows 
users to experience a place as others might have experienced it before them. 
 
Authors Velthuis and Spennermann (2007) take a ‘rooted’ approach, arguing that 
retaining older buildings is important for the well-being of communities as they are 
rooted deeply into the history of their communities. This idea ties right back to what 
Jane Jacobs argued in her book in 1961 – that buildings have meaning and root a 
community to a physical place. Buildings remind a community of where they came 
from, and to a certain extent where they are going, as buildings were built with a 
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specific purpose and use in mind, and are reused reflecting the values and uses 
needed at a specific time.  
 

2.1.5 Environmental Benefits 
 
The environmental group of literature emphasizes that adaptive reuse contributes to 
environmental sustainability through the reuse of existing materials and structures, as 
well as by allowing for the retention of the “embodied energy” of existing older 
buildings (Wilson, 2010). The idea behind embodied energy is that existing buildings 
have already used non-renewable resources for their construction (such as the energy 
that went into making the bricks, forging metal structural elements, wood elements, 
and so forth), thus ‘embodying’ that used energy and resources in the building. 
Demolition of an old building would require adding materials to our already over-
burdened landfills, and constructing an entirely new building out of new materials with 
their own embodied energy. Essentially, the question is: why use the energy to 
construct something completely new when the energy has already been used to 
construct a building that is perfectly good to re-use? 
 
Langston et al. (2007) argues that older buildings are made with materials that have 
longer useful lives (due to previous construction and production methods often being 
of a higher quality), thus materials can be reused, unlike those used in current 
construction projects. Tying into the idea of embodied energy, Langston further argues 
that reusing buildings requires less energy and has fewer emissions, thus contributing 
to smart growth initiatives. Bond (2011) takes this idea a step further, arguing that the 
reuse of existing buildings conserves the natural environment by reducing the need for 
prime agricultural and natural lands for new construction purposes. Reusing existing 
buildings also allows for the use of already existing public infrastructure such as sewer, 
water, and electricity lines (Wilson, 2010; Bond, 2011). Bullen and Love (2010) cited in 
Garstka (2012) further claim that adaptive reuse is better for the environment as it 
reduces the amount of contaminants that are released during the demolition of 
buildings, some of which could contain hazardous materials such as asbestos.  
 

2.1.6 Conclusion 
 
From the first drawings to the final demolition, buildings are shaped and reshaped by 
changing cultural currents, changing real-estate value, and changing uses (Brand, 
1994). The most common form of survival of old buildings comes from what 
conservationists, architects, planners, and other academics have learned to honour and 
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promote: adaptive reuse. It can be argued that when a building designed for one 
purpose is put to completely different use, its value deepens; as Jane Jacobs wrote in 
her book, The Life and Death of Great American Cities,  “among the most admirable 
and enjoyable sights to be found along the sidewalks of big cities are the ingenious 
adaptations of old quarters into new uses…” (Jacobs, 1961).  
 
There are many benefits for adaptive reuse, other than the expected ‘conservationist’ 
rationale. The adaptive reuse of old buildings have economic, socio-cultural, and 
environmental benefits. The adaptive reuse of a derelict warehouse can spur 
neighbourhood revitalization, encouraging neighbouring investment. Conservation of a 
historic neighbourhood landmark can inspire pride and build a sense of community and 
place, creating what Brand (1994) calls ‘intergenerational equity’. Adaptive reuse can 
also help reduce the amount of waste going to landfills, as the materials from the 
demolition of a building are being re-used instead of thrown away. The adaptive reuse 
of old buildings should be a serious consideration for developers, property owners, 
municipal officials, and community organizations, if their goal is to grow in a more 
sustainable, economically diverse, and culturally vibrant manner.  
 

2.2 Light-Industry in Urban Neighbourhoods 
 
Much of the discussion thus far in this report has focused on the benefits of adaptive 
reuse. This report, however, also argues that light-industrial uses, such as 
microbreweries, have the potential to build and enhance a sense of place and local 
character within an urban neighbourhood, as well as being a compatible land use to 
adjacent residential and commercial uses. Light-industries also have the potential to 
supply unique products and retail experiences, and are a way to activate street-level 
storefronts, adding a unique pedestrian experience and diversifying the economy of a 
neighbourhood main street (Phillips from Cotter, 2012). 
 
The strict separation of land uses, which discouraged light-industrial uses from mixing 
with residential and commercial uses, dates back to the landmark 1926 U.S. Supreme 
Court Case of Euclid v. Ambler Realty Company. The case, which saw the Ambler 
Realty Company take the Town of Euclid to court over the Town’s new Zoning 
Ordinance, set a precedent that has been unchallenged since. The Supreme Court 
Justice George Sutherland, who presided over the case, remarked: “A nuisance may 
be merely a right thing in the wrong place, like a pig in the parlour instead of the 
barnyard.” This statement encapsulates the logic of modern, “Euclidian” zoning 
controls, which originated in the early 1920s. Since then, conventional zoning by-laws 
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have erred on the side of severity, systematically separating all land uses from one 
another – industrial, commercial, office, retail, houses, apartments, and so on. This 
modern experiment in reorganizing the layout of cities has played a key role in 
producing what many call suburban sprawl (Cotter, 2012). 
 
Light-industrial land uses, however, are very different from heavy industrial uses. Light-
industry, as defined by Evans & Evans (2007)4, often relies more on human labour and 
less on heavy machinery, making it a less obtrusive land use. These industries produce 
smaller finished products from partially processed materials, with higher value per unit. 
They require fewer raw materials, square footage, and power, which can lead to a 
lower environmental impact (Evans & Evans, 2007). Examples include food processors, 
such as a bakery or chocolate factory or, in the case of this report, microbreweries. 
 
Today, towns and cities that have embraced the traditional zoning by-law technique of 
completely separating all uses are finding that this approach is having economic 
challenges. Many main streets and downtowns are dying: shoppers are choosing to 
shop in the suburban malls, and main street retailers are closing down as a result. 
Some cities, however, are recognizing the importance of, and impression that, 
traditional main streets have on residents and shoppers, in addition to recognizing that 
light-industrial uses can contribute positively to a mixed-use neighbourhood.  
 
Cities are increasingly seeking a competitive advantage and, as Cotter (2012) argues, 
the potential lies in the traditional distinction between light- and heavy-industry. Light-
industrial uses typically do not impact surrounding properties through loud noises, 
vibration, noxious fumes, or other hazardous by-products. These uses usually include 
final-stage or “clean” manufacturing, wholesaling, warehousing and distribution, and 
the sale and servicing of vehicles and equipment (Cotter, 2012), and include a broad 
spectrum of land uses, many of which are compatible with urban, mixed-use 
environments. Cotter’s 2012 study investigated opportunities for mixed-use industrial 
development in Atlanta, focusing on ten industries clustered into three main groups: 
 

1. Food Production: chocolate and pasta manufacturers, breweries, and confectionary wholesalers 
2. Arts and Crafts Manufacturing: pottery manufacturing and small-scale ornamental metalworking 
3. Research and development in hard sciences 

                                            
4 Light Industry is defined as “a term usually encountered in the context of zoning regulation, with local 
statutes or ordinances providing their own definitions. Generally, however, light industry is understood 
to mean that which is more labour intensive and less machinery intensive than heavy industry. Light 
industry usually consists of nonpolluting users with moderate energy demands engaged in assembling 
products, sewing, baking, or cleaning.” (Evans & Evans, 2007:244) 
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He argues that, rather than completely prohibiting mixed-use development, or letting 
mixed-use development displace existing industrial uses, mixed-use zones could 
require a base amount of affordable industrial space, for such industries as those listed 
above (Cotter, 2012). Retrofitting older buildings that are more appropriate for small 
light-industrial businesses are more in line with the lower rents required for these 
businesses.  

2.2.1 Target Industries 
 
Authors have argued that cities should target certain types of light-industrial businesses 
that will have the largest positive effect on a mixed-use neighbourhood (Leigh & 
Hoelzel, 2012; Helper, Krueger, & Wial, 2012). This includes: 
 

• Industries with minimal freight traffic, such as those moving lesser quantities of more 
expensive goods (Leigh & Hoelzel, 2012); 

• Businesses with relatively small square footage requirements for inventory, which allows 
for these businesses to locate in dense, well established neighbourhoods; and 

• Businesses that will benefit from proximity to urban resources such as customers, 
visibility, labour, transit, employee amenities, suppliers, business services, and a 
network of similar businesses (Helper, Krueger, & Wial, 2012). 

 
Cotter (2012) suggests that the creation of specific mixed-use districts that include 
urban light-industry can have multiple positive impacts on the community. These 
impacts include: the creation of high-wage, low-barrier-to-entry jobs; diversification of 
the local economy; replacement of imports with locally made products; improved 
regional self-sufficiency; and provision of unique retail experiences and a local sense of 
place (Cotter, 2012). He also argues that economic developers should present targeted 
industries with site options in walkable neighbourhood main streets, or sites with 
convenient access to transit. Areas under consideration should have a higher 
population density and finer-grained mix of land uses, where light-industrial uses can 
contribute to a vibrant street life while meeting elevated demands for land use 
compatibility (Cotter, 2012; Helper, Krueger, & Wial, 2012). 
 
Proposed industries may necessitate physical design restrictions, limitations on the 
scale of production, or other performance requirements that prohibit certain industrial 
processes or practices5. If an industry does not seem compatible a first glance, factors 
such as experiential retail should be considered (Cotter, 2012). Ways in which the use 
                                            
5 Municipal infrastructure should be adequate to handle an increased need from target industries such as 
microbreweries, who require significantly more water than surrounding residential or commercial uses. 
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could be scaled back or regulated to make it amenable to an urban environment 
should also be considered.  
 
An example target business is a microbrewery, which Cotter (2012) argues is ideal for 
urban areas due to its strong retail component, low nuisance factor, and local customer 
base. Permitting mixed-use development over a minimum amount of affordable light-
industrial and retail space would make it easier for microbreweries and other small food 
production businesses to locate in urban neighbourhoods, rather than seeking cheap 
space in auto-dominated industrial areas (Cotter, 2012). 
 
Light-industrial development is seen as being part of the pendulum swing back to 
localization from globalization as a result of rising oil prices and sustainable 
development policies (Cotter, 2012; Leigh & Hoelzel, 2012). A parallel movement – 
new urbanism – is attempting to provide a comprehensive alternative to sprawl. This 
cannot be accomplished without providing a more nuanced scheme for the treatment 
of industrial land uses. Light-industrial businesses bring new opportunities to a local 
economy, environmentally sustainable production processes, and fuel-efficient models 
for real estate development and product distribution (Cotter, 2012). Companies 
motivated by sustainability are also a good fit for urban, mixed-use neighbourhoods, as 
these companies are more likely to embrace high performance standards that minimize 
environmental, health and safety hazards and nuisance factors which would be 
problematic in an urban setting. Such uses often have a mission-based focus on 
sustainability, or do so to boost their corporate image (Leigh & Hoelzel, 2012).  
 
Cotter (2012) recommends that planners should explore the unique potential for light-
industrial businesses to locate in urban, mixed-use neighbourhoods, and alter land use 
regulations accordingly. Further, securing city and community approval in writing early 
on, and working in communities that understand the value of the mixed-use-light-
industrial concept, will ease potential hurdles that can occur from embarking on a 
project without support.  
 

2.2.2 Neighbourhood Revitalization, Placemaking, and Light-Industry 
 
Rypkema (2005) argues that issues of quality of life and placemaking are matters 
directly in line with preservation advocates who argue that conservation of the built 
environment results in a differentiated “product” with the ability to attract capital and 
investment in communities. Such areas appeal particularly to creative workers and 
innovative business interested in quality of life factors (Rypkema, 2005). As a significant 
part of this different product, historic neighbourhoods have the potential to act as 
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anchors of neighbourhood identity, catalysts for neighbourhood revitalization, 
incubators of small business, and attractors of creative culture (Chan, 2011).  
 
Chan (2011) argues that urban areas are cumulative environments, both vertically 
through time and horizontally across social, economic, and cultural communities (Chan, 
2011). As such, new strategies and contemporary decision making within urban space 
is shaped by interactions with the historical outcomes of past decision making bodies 
in the built environment. The meanings ascribed to these urban elements are far from 
static; the constant conversation between past and present allows familiar elements of 
the urban landscape to acquire new social and economic significance (Chan, 2011). 
Though artists and creative communities (and light-industry) are initially attracted to 
urban areas by the availability of affordable and flexible space, the process of living 
and working in such areas incorporates the built environment into its users’ physical 
and social landscapes.  
 
Consequently, the spatial imaginations of creative communities become bounded by 
what Markus (1993) refers to as the “durable taxonomy” of buildings’ functions and 
social meaning. Furthermore, because buildings often reference a specific history, they 
impact a sense of authenticity that cannot be replicated elsewhere or at any point in 
time (Markus, 1993). The inclusion of industrial heritage in preservation consciousness 
represents a shift in values to include an appreciation of a building’s intended use at 
the human scale as well as its function as a component of a larger urban system. 
 

2.2.3 Light-Industry as a Part of Healthy Downtowns and Main Streets 
 
Filion et al’s 2004 study identified the few healthy small-metro downtowns throughout 
the U.S. and Canada in order to draw lessons and factors that contribute to successful 
main streets, and ways to revitalize downtowns. The study cites that there is a great 
deal of agreement about the important attributes that contribute to a successful 
downtown. Through the use of a survey, planners, architects, and other urban 
professionals identified factors from ‘very important’ to ‘not important at all’, which 
were cumulatively ranked and aggregated.  
 
The results were very consistent among the respondents. Factors that were cited as 
being ‘very important’ evoked features of traditional pre-WWII downtown areas such 
as: active, street oriented retail scene; cultural activities; concentration of jobs; and 
pedestrian friendly environments with busy sidewalks. Factors that were cited as being 
‘important’ included those in many traditional downtowns such as: well preserved 
neighbourhoods; historical character; distinctive architecture; green space; events; and 
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tourist activities. Other important factors included a resident population and a wide 
variety of land uses to assure 24-hour activity (Filion et al., 2004). 
 
Respondents in the study stressed the importance of distinctive, locally owned shops 
that are apt to create a retail environment that departs from the one produced by 
chains found in the suburbs (Filion et al., 2004). This includes niche markets as well as 
mainstream retail activity. The study also suggests that successful main streets possess 
magnets – such as historical character and specialized retail establishments – and 
provide reasons for people to spend time there. Revitalization strategies should attract 
employment and housing and create an environment that is hospitable to downtown 
workers and nearby residents. Ideally, such an environment will possess historical 
flavour and a lively street life, two characteristics that will differentiate it from the 
suburbs (Filion et al., 2004). Businesses, specifically niche light-industrial businesses 
such as microbreweries, are an ideal fit for such downtowns and main streets. Not only 
do they add a distinct and unique flavour to a neighbourhood, but they are also able to 
easily adapt old buildings for their brewery. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Mitten Brewing Company, Grand Rapids, Michigan 

Great Lakes Brewing Company, Cleveland, Ohio 
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2.2.4 Experiences of Microbreweries in the U.S. 
 
The trend of microbreweries moving into dense urban neighbourhoods is fairly new 
phenomenon in Canada, with few recent examples. The trend has been occurring in 
the U.S. as well, with cities across the country – from Dallas to Grand Rapids to 
Charlotte – dealing in different ways with the issues that accompany the development 
of microbreweries, with possible lessons for the Canadian context. However, not all 
lessons may be applicable, as planning legislation differs between the two countries. 
 
In Dallas, the Four Corners Brewery wanted to serve as a catalyst for change and a 
source of economic stimulus in the West Dallas neighbourhood. The brewery, which 
chose to locate in an adaptively reused big-rig factory, was part of a larger 
revitalization effort of the area to entice tourists and Dallas residents to come to the 
neighbourhood and spend money. The neighbourhood, which is home to a long-
established working class population, raised concerns that people coming from more 
affluent areas of Dallas could disrupt the fabric of West Dallas’ established communities 
(Hofer, 2014). This is part of the ‘double-edged sword’ of urban revitalization, where 
tensions can accompany the penetration of fashionable arts and culinary behaviours 
into long-established neighbourhoods and communities (Hofer, 2014). 
 
Similar opposition occurred for a proposed microbrewery in Royal Oak, Michigan, 
located north of Detroit. The proposed ROAK Brewing Co. microbrewery garnered 
local opposition from residents who live nearby (McConnell, 2014). The area, which is 
zoned for mixed-use, did not allow breweries. The brewery, which has since opened, 
applied for a rezoning to “general industrial”, and received planning approval. Area 
residents were concerned that the rezoning was going to set a bad precedent and will 
encroach on city neighbourhoods; they also objected to alcohol sales in the area 
(McConnell, 2014). Opponents handed out flyers and lawn signs popped up across the 
area, in addition to attending and voicing their opposition at council meetings.  
 
Similar to West Dallas, the Mitten Brewing Company of Grand Rapids, Michigan, is 
focused on being a part of a revitalization effort along the Leonard Street corridor in 
downtown Grand Rapids, adaptively reusing an old fire station as the home for their 
brewery. The owner’s intent was to use the old fire station, a registered historic 
building, as an anchor for the revitalization of the historic main street corridor (Osburn, 
2014). The new brewery had an immediate impact on the area, being a part of a new 
breed of small business owners that are committing to an area that had been 
neglected, including another microbrewery that opened up next door. This new breed 
of small business owners are not just investing in the community financially, but take a 
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socially active role, organizing community events and donating time to community 
improvement programs. Their success has drawn the interest of investors, as well as the 
City of Grand Rapids. The City has started recognizing the key factors that need 
improvement along the corridor, such as the necessity to make the corridor more 
pedestrian friendly (Osburn, 2014).   
 
The arrival of a microbrewery is often the first sign that a neighbourhood is changing. 
As in Grand Rapids and West Dallas, new businesses often open up around breweries, 
drawing young people and creating vibrant communities where families can plant roots 
and small businesses can thrive (Associated Press, 2013). In Cleveland, Ohio, the Great 
Lakes Brewing Company opened in 1998 in an old feed store and livery stable. This 
spurred investment in the area, with other businesses and breweries moving into the 
area. Infrastructure investment followed, with the City recognizing the unique character 
of the area. This type of revitalization is part of a larger phenomenon where younger 
residents are returning to downtown neighbourhoods, with trendy small businesses like 
breweries following closely behind (Associated Press, 2013). This type of revitalization 
can also be a force for gentrification, a serious concern for many neighbourhoods in 
transition. The Brooklyn Brewery in Williamsburg, New York, first moved to the 
neighbourhood due to its high availability of cheap rental space. The brewery helped 
anchor revitalization in the neighbourhood, which has since become a mecca for young 
creative professionals, arguably the ‘cool’ neighbourhood in New York City. This kind 
of demand has caused real estate prices to rise 145% since the brewery opened, which 
has forced some smaller breweries out of the area (Associated Press, 2013). Brooklyn 
Brewery is now faced with the possibility that they might have to leave the changing 
scene it helped create due to high rents.  
 
In Charlotte, North Carolina, a group of local brewers is working with the City’s 
Planning Department to make Charlotte a more beer-friendly city through zoning 
amendments (Peters & Szczepaniak, 2013). The hope is that the City will adjust their 
Zoning Ordinance regarding microbreweries, which restricts them to industrial zones. 
The problem in Charlotte is that they never incorporated breweries into their Zoning 
Ordinances, and were without any proper definition of that term. A different definition 
could allow them to locate breweries in other zoning districts with fewer restrictions. 
 
A new definition could identify variations among breweries – industrial breweries, craft 
breweries, microbreweries, and brewpubs – specifying what size should be allowed to 
locate where (Peters & Szczepaniak, 2013). In St. Paul, Minnesota, City Council passed 
an ordinance to make it easier to open a microbrewery in the City. The new rule 
defines microbreweries as brewers that produce fewer than 20,000 barrels of beer per 
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year, while the previous rule set the limit at 5,000 barrels per year (Melo, 2013). The 
new rules allow brewers that produce fewer than 5,000 barrels per year to locate in 
business districts or traditional mixed-use neighbourhoods without a conditional use 
permit. Brewers that produce between 5,000 and 20,000 barrels per year will still need 
a permit. The Council responded to pent up demand for craft beer and the changing 
consumer preferences in the City.  
 
Advocates argue that the brewing process, especially in smaller establishments, 
possesses fewer neighbourhood impacts, including fewer shipments per day (less so 
than a grocery store) and that the noisiest part of the brewery is not the brewing 
process, but the taprooms and restaurants that accompany them. Asheville, North 
Carolina – which is also known as Beer City, USA – allows breweries in office, central 
business, and resort districts under its Zoning Ordinance. The beer-friendly zoning has 
contributed to mixed-use greyfield redevelopment, helping the City revitalize disused 
areas. The City is ultimately trying to create a cultural environment that will attract 
young urbanite, who, in turn, are looking for amenities such as breweries (Peters & 
Szczepaniak, 2013). 
 

2.2.5 Conclusion 
 
Light-industry has the potential to build and enhance a sense of place and local 
character within an urban neighbourhood, as well as being a compatible land use to 
adjacent residential and commercial uses. They have the potential to activate 
neighbourhood main streets in a unique way, while diversifying the local economy. 
Experiences in the U.S. indicate that microbreweries can have a positive impact when 
introduced into a dense, urban neighbourhood. Cases also showed that those positive 
impacts can be multiplied when the local municipal government takes initiative and 
updates their municipal planning documents and zoning to include microbreweries in 
more diverse zones at varying sizes.   
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3  METHODOLOGY 
 
This report seeks to understand the legislative and policy opportunities and barriers to 
the adaptive reuse of old buildings for small-scale industrial uses, specifically 
microbreweries. In order for the scope to be manageable in the limited timeframe of 
the project, specific research methods and limitations have been identified. The 
research methods selected are qualitative in nature, with a case study approach being 
used to analyze the experiences of microbreweries in the City of Toronto. Qualitative 
methods are often used as the basis for a case study approach to research, as they best 
describe the complexity and multiplicity of decisions made by public officials to 
implement direction (Yin, 2009). The nature of qualitative research allows the 
researcher to delve deeper into the reasons behind the decision-making and into the 
ways in which stakeholders have been or can be affected by these decisions. Due to 
the vast amount of information that is generated from the case study approach, a 
researcher can limit the number of case studies undertaken. Given this constraint, this 
report will examine four case studies of microbreweries in the City of Toronto. 
 
In order to gather the data, three different methods were employed. These methods 
were used in order to triangulate the data gathered, ensuring that all relevant 
information and issues are covered (Yin, 2009). The analysis of data resulted in 
conclusions and recommendations that are primarily applicable to the City of Toronto 
but have relevance for municipalities elsewhere in Canada, as outlined in Chapter 5. 
This chapter will explain the reasoning for using each method and describe the ways in 
which it was executed (See Figure 1: Report Method Flowchart). 
  

3.1 Case Study Method 
 
The essence of a case study is to illustrate a decision or set of decisions, answer 
questions as to why they were taken, how they were implemented, and what the result 
was (Schramm, 1971). Case study research also allows the researcher to understand the 
real-life phenomena within a current or past context (Yin, 2009). This report will use the 
case study method to describe the experiences of microbreweries in the Toronto, 
specifically those that adaptively-reused a building to house their microbrewery. The 
case study approach is applicable because there are numerous examples of old 
buildings that have been adaptively reused as microbreweries in Toronto. Case study 
microbreweries were selected based on four different criteria: 
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1. Business Size – case studies were chosen based on the size of the 
microbrewery, which typically does not exceed a 5000sq.ft. footprint. 

2. Business Age – newer businesses were chosen in order to gain the most 
relevant and up-to-date information on possible issues. 

3. Building Age – case studies were chosen based on the age of the 
building (older than 50yrs), and whether the building had been 
adaptively-reused for the use of a microbrewery. 

4. Location – case studies located in older, well-established, mixed-use 
neighbourhoods were chosen to investigate possible issues of locating a 
microbrewery in a mixed-use neighbourhood. 

 
Based on these four criteria, ten initial case studies were identified, with the hopes of 
obtaining at least three that would be willing to participate in the study. Of the ten 
businesses contacted, four agreed to participate in the study.  In-person interviews 
were completed with microbrewery representatives, which provided valuable insight 
into the process of adaptively-reusing an old building for their brewery. The case 
studies used in the this report are listed below: 
 
Microbrewery Name Address Neighbourhood 
Bellwoods Brewery 950 Dupont Street Dovercourt Park 
Kensington Brewing Co. 299 Augusta Avenue Kensington Market 
Lansdowne Brewery 303 Lansdowne Avenue Brockton Village 
Left Field Brewery 36 Wagstaff Drive Leslieville  
Table 1: Microbrewery Case Studies 

3.2 Research Methodology 
 
The research for this report was conducted using three methods: a review of relevant 
academic literature; a document review of municipal planning policy and by-law 
documents from the City of Toronto; and semi-structured interviews with microbrewery 
representatives. 
 

3.2.1 Literature Review 
 
It is not the intent of this report to create new theories on benefits and barriers of 
adaptive reuse of old buildings for new uses. Rather, this study will attempt to 
investigate and understand the opportunities and barriers that exist and have been 
experienced by microbreweries in establishing their business in an adaptively-reused 
building. Ideas of the benefits and barriers to adaptive reuse, and the role of light-
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industry in urban neighbourhoods are outlined in Chapter 2 of this report. The 
literature review consisted of background research through the use of books, journal 
articles, newspaper articles, Master’s reports, and website and government documents. 
This initial review helped form research questions to guide the report.  
 

3.2.2 Municipal Policy Review 
 
The second stage of the research report was to conduct a thorough municipal policy 
review. This consisted of the City of Toronto Zoning By-law No. 569-2013, The City of 
Toronto Official Plan, and any other applicable municipal planning documents. The 
document review was conducted by the researcher in order to find possible 
opportunities and barriers within the existing municipal planning framework. The policy 
review provided content to help form interview questions for the next phase of the 
research.  
 

3.2.3 Case Study Interviews 
 
The final research component completed before the analysis phase was four semi-
structured interviews with representatives from each of the case studies. Each 
representative that was interviewed had been involved in the development and 
construction of the microbrewery at its adaptively-reused location. The interviews 
helped validate the data collected from the municipal policy review phase, as well as 
gain insight into the specific experiences of each case study, helping form conclusions 
and recommendations found later in the report. 
 
Interviews were requested through email and scheduled during the week of February 
16, 2015. Once the interview time and location was confirmed, a letter of consent (See 
Appendix A) and list of interview questions (See Appendix B) were emailed to the 
representative. The researcher met with a representative from each business at each 
microbrewery location, for the interview that lasted between 30 – 60 minutes. The 
interviews were manually transcribed and digitally recorded to ensure the accuracy of 
the responses is reflected in the report. All Queen’s University guidelines for research 
ethics were complied with when involving outside participants in this study, a process 
which included the protection of their identity where requested. The following chart 
summarizes the research process. 
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Figure 1: Report Method Flowchart  
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3.2.4 Limitations 
 
To ensure that this report is of high academic quality, two considerations were 
addressed: research validity and reliability. Construct, internal, and external validity are 
all key considerations when presenting a research report. Construct validity is defined 
as identifying correct operational measures for the concepts being studied (Yin, 2009). 
In order to address this type of validity, the report triangulates the sources of evidence 
by conducting a literature review, document review, and case study interviews. Internal 
validity refers to the researcher seeking to establish a causal relationship, where certain 
conditions are believed to lead to other conditions (Yin, 2009). The report aims to 
increase internal validity through building explanations during the data analysis phase 
of the research. Finally, external validity, or generalizability, is defined as stating the 
domain to which a study’s findings can be generalized elsewhere (Yin, 2009). Even 
though this report is scoped within the City of Toronto, the literature review and 
document analysis will be used as a tactic to ensure the findings are generalizable 
across other Canadian municipalities.  
 
Research reliability is defined by Yin as demonstrating the operations of the study can 
be repeated with the same results (Yin, 2009). The use of case study criteria will aid in 
ensuring the results of the study are reliable. Additionally, graduate planning studies 
evaluating similar research topics, namely Corey Wilson’s (2010) Masters report titled 
Adaptive Reuse of Industrial Buildings in Toronto, Ontario: Evaluating Criteria for 
Determining Building Selection, followed a similar research methodology to that used 
in this report.  
 
In order to mitigate researcher bias, the report draws on multiple sources, which 
demonstrates transparency of experience and knowledge gained throughout the 
research process. The triangulation of the data ensured the researcher’s point of view 
was not the only perspective taken into account. 
 
Although the literature review, document review, and case study interviews provide 
sufficient data to create a set of recommendations, the research could have benefitted 
from the perspective of a planner who either worked on the specific case study or has 
experience with microbreweries. An interview with a planner would supplement the 
data from the document review and case study interviews, further validating the 
findings and recommendations. Planners at the City of Toronto who worked on the 
case study files were contacted, however no reply was received.  
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4  RESEARCH ANALYSIS 
 
This chapter will outline the analysis of each of the case studies, the interviews 
conducted with microbrewery representatives, a document review of relevant 
municipal planning documents, as well as a summary of the key players of developing a 
microbrewery in the City of Toronto. 
 
Microbrewery Case Studies 
Each microbrewery case study is outlined individually, including a brief introductory 
paragraph and a neighbourhood profile. A rationale on why each microbrewery was 
chosen is also included, using each of the four selection criteria described in Chapter 3.  
 
Municipal Planning Document Review 
This section consisted of a review of the City of Toronto Official Plan, the City of 
Toronto Zoning By-law No. 569-2013, as well as the Ontario Building Code. This policy 
review provided content to help form case study interview questions. 
 
Microbrewery Interview Summaries 
A representative from each microbrewery was interviewed in order to gain an 
understanding of the barriers and opportunities they experienced during the 
development process. Interview questions are available in Appendix A. Individual 
responses are not organized per interview question, rather in general themes: 
 

1. Microbrewery Location 
2. Microbrewery Building 
3. Community Consultation 
4. Municipal Planning Issues 
5. A Catalyst for Change? 
6. Financial Incentives 
7. Overall Experience 
8. Advice for Future Microbreweries 

 
Key Players Summary 
Key players in the approval of microbreweries in the City of Toronto were identified in 
order to better understand the development process. These include the Ontario Craft 
Brewers (OCB), the Alcohol and Gaming Commission of Ontario (AGCO), the City of 
Toronto City Planning Department and Committee of Adjustment (COA), the City of 
Toronto Building Department, and local politicians. 



29 29 

4.1 Microbrewery Case Studies 

4.1.1 Bellwoods Brewery 
 
Address: 950 Dupont St. 
Neighbourhood: Dovercourt Park 
 
Bellwoods Brewery, which has an existing location at 124 Ossington Ave., has been in 
the process of opening a second location at the corner of Dovercourt Rd. and Dupont 
St. The second location is currently under renovation, and will host a brewery, tap 
room, and event space in the building interior. The exterior will remain unchanged. It is 
slated to open in mid-2015 (Bellwoods Brewery, 2015). 
 
Neighbourhood Profile: 
 
Dovercourt Park is bounded by Bloor St. to the south, Dufferin St. to the west, Dupont 
St. and the CN Rail line to the north, and Ossington Ave. to the east. It was founded as 
the Village of Dovercourt in 1870, being home to poor English immigrants. In 1912, the 
village was annexed by the Old City of Toronto, becoming known as Dovercourt Park. 
The neighbourhood is characterized by a mix of land uses, with Bloor St. consisting of 
mostly commercial buildings with upper storey residential. North of Bloor St., 
residential uses remain dominant, with single-family being the most common use, with 
a few single-family to apartment conversions. North along Dupont St. and the CN Rail 
line limited manufacturing remains, although some warehouse and automotive 
industries still exist. A significant amount of former industrial warehouses have been 
converted to condominiums. 
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Why Bellwoods Brewery? 
 

1. Business Size: Bellwoods Brewery was chosen due to its relatively small 
production capacity of about 2200 hectolitres of beer per year. The business is 
expanding however, creating the need for a second location.  

2. Business Age: The business has been brewing at its Ossington St. location since 
2012. The second location on Dupont St. has been in the works since 2014, thus 
the brewery has had to deal with the most current issues in developing a 
brewery.  

3. Building Age: The second location of Bellwoods Brewery was home to the 
former GH Johnson Trading Company warehouse, built in the early 1950s. The 
building has two portions, one that is home to a Leon’s furniture store, and the 
other, a large 25,000 square foot “glass-box” which will be home to Bellwoods 
Brewery. The mid-century modern industrial building is impressive with its 
ground-to-ceiling windows, and commands attention at the corner of Dupont St. 
and Dovercourt Rd. 

4. Location: The brewery is located at the northeast corner of Dovercourt Rd. and 
Dupont St. In immediate vicinity of the new location, there are single-family 
dwellings, mid-rise mixed-use commercial, and other light-industrial businesses. 
The area has been undergoing a transformation in recent years, with new 
businesses moving in on Dovercourt Rd., and the conversion of former industrial 
warehouses into condos along Dupont St.  
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4.1.2 Left Field Brewery 
 
Address: 36 Wagstaff Dr. 
Neighbourhood: Leslieville 
 
Left Field Brewery is in the process of opening a brewery and taproom in the Leslieville 
neighbourhood, located east of downtown Toronto and the Don River. The brewery is 
currently in the final stages of construction, with opened in Spring 2015 (Left Field 
Brewery, 2015).  
 
Neighbourhood Profile: 
 
Leslieville is bounded by the CN Rail line and Gerrard St. to the north, Empire Ave. to 
the west, Eastern Ave. to the south, and Coxwell Ave. to the east. Leslieville began as a 
small village in the 1850s that grew up around the Toronto Nurseries owned by 
George Leslie, the namesake of the neighbourhood. The southern part of the 
neighbourhood, along Queen St. E and Eastern Ave., was home to light and heavy 
industry, with many factories now being abandoned and awaiting redevelopment. For 
much of its history, Leslieville was home to the working class, many of whom worked in 
its factories. The neighbourhood has undergone a significant transformation in the last 
two decades, as the middle and creative class found the area’s affordable housing 
appealing. This had led to a significant transition in the neighbourhood, with new 
restaurants, shops, and cafes establishing along major roads, and condo conversions 
occurring in former industrial buildings.  
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Why Left Field Brewery? 
 

1. Business Size: Left Field Brewery’s estimated production capacity is 2000 
hectolitres of beer per year.  

2. Business Age: The brewery had previously been contract brewing, but always 
had the intention of opening a bricks-and-mortar brewery in the Leslieville area. 
Construction and renovation of the brewery was in its final stages at the time of 
the interview, and has since opened. 

3. Building Age: The home of the Left Field Brewery is part of a strip of low-rise 
industrial buildings built sometime between 1900 and 1920. Former tenants 
include the Canadian Carriage & Body Co. Ltd. and a roofing company, and 
most it was most recently being used as a children’s dance studio. The 
building’s design is typical of the era, with little architectural detail, high ceilings, 
and a brick exterior façade.  

4. Location: The brewery is located at the northern border of Leslieville, sitting just 
south of the CN Rail line and the TTC Greenwood Subway Yard. The brewery 
faces the rear yards of single-family residential dwellings, which is a result of 
Wagstaff Dr. formerly being a service lane. Although not being located on a 
neighbourhood main street, Wagstaff Dr. is home to other small-scale light 
industrial business including a coffee roaster and tea importer. It is also a short 
walking distance from Greenwood Ave., which connects with Danforth Ave. and 
the Bloor-Danforth subway line, and the vibrant community along Gerrard St. 
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4.1.3 Lansdowne Brewery 
 
Address: 303 Lansdowne Ave. 
Neighbourhood: Brockton Village 
 
The Lansdowne Brewery is in the process of constructing a brewery and taproom on 
the ground level of an old industrial building at the corner of Lansdowne Ave. and 
College St. The brewery is slated to open in mid-2015 (Lansdowne Brewery, 2015). 
 
Neighbourhood Profile: 
 
Brockton Village is bounded by Bloor St. W to the north, Dufferin St. to the east, the 
CN/GO Rail line to the south, and Lansdowne Ave. to the west. The neighbourhood 
began as the Town of Brockton in 1876, which was later annexed by the City of 
Toronto in 1884. The name Brockton comes from James Brock, a cousin of the famous 
Sir Isaac Brock, who was granted land in the area in 1812. The area south of College St. 
was popular for Portuguese immigrants in the latter half of the 20th century, becoming 
known as Little Portugal. The area is comprised of a mix of older stock single-family 
dwellings, commercial establishments along the main streets, and some light-industrial 
businesses along the railway line. The area is known for its Portuguese restaurants and 
bars, but is undergoing change as new businesses open up in the area. 
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Why Lansdowne Brewery? 
 

1. Business Size: Lansdowne Brewery’s location proposed production capacity is 
2000 hectolitres of beer per year. 

2. Business age: The brewery is in the final stages of construction, and is slated to 
open in summer 2015. 

3. Building Age: The Lansdowne Brewery is located in the ground floor of a 
mixed-use former industrial building, with residential units located on the upper 
three floors. The building, built in the early 1920s, was formerly used as a candy 
factory before being converted to residential and commercial use. 

4. Location: The brewery is located on the east side of Lansdowne Ave., between 
College St. and Dundas St. The immediate area around the brewery is a mix of 
single- and multi-family residential dwellings, mid-rise commercial, as well as 
multiple schools. It is at the intersection of two major streetcar lines (Dundas 
and College).  
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4.1.4 Kensington Brewing Company 
 
Address: 299 Augusta Ave. 
Neighbourhood: Kensington Market 
 
The Kensington Brewing Company is in the process of constructing a brewery in the 
heart of the vibrant Kensington Market neighbourhood, a shift from doing contract 
brewing at a different location for many years. The new brewery and taproom is slated 
to open in 2015 (Kensington Brewing Co., 2015). 
 
Neighbourhood Profile: 
 
Kensington Market is bounded by College St. to the north, Spadina Ave. to the east, 
Dundas St. to the south, and Bathurst St. to the west. The neighbourhood, which is a 
designated National Historic Site of Canada, has undergone many changes since its 
start as a home for Irish and Scottish immigrants in the 1880s. In the early 20th century, 
the area was populated by Eastern European Jewish immigrants, known for it’s densely 
packed houses and shops and market that sold unique items imported from the 
homelands. At its height, the neighbourhood was home to over 30 synagogues, of 
which two remain today. After WWII, the area became popular with immigrants from 
Portugal, the Caribbean, and East Asia, most notably China and Vietnam. Most 
recently, the area has become home to a new wave of immigrants, many from Latin 
America and Africa. Aside from being an immigrant working-class neighbourhood, it is 
also known for being home to counterculture and alternative arts enthusiasts. Recently, 
there has been strong backlash against gentrification in the area, with multiple high 
profile multinational businesses opening and closing their doors due to resident 
protest. The neighbourhood is also cited in the City of Toronto Official Plan as a 
“special area”, and is subject to “Site and Area Specific Policy” with specific area 
guidelines and policies.  
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Why Kensington Brewing Company? 
 

1. Business Size: The new brewery at 299 Augusta Ave. will have a production is 
capacity of approximately 2100 hectolitres of beer per year. 

2. Business Age: The brewery has been contract brewing since 2011, with the 
intent of having a bricks-and-mortar brewery and taproom in its namesake 
community from the onset. The new brewery is slated to open its new location in 
mid 2015. 

3. Building Age: The brewery deviates slightly from the original criteria of 
selecting a case study, as the building is essentially a new build, rather than a 
case of adaptive reuse. The building, which has a varied history – from home to 
Jewish immigrants, a theatre, and most recently, an indoor skate park – was 
slated for demolition in 2013. The Kensington Brewing Company, along a 
developer, purchased the building and has been renovating it since then. Due 
to municipal regulations, it was easier to ‘renovate’ the building, rather than do 
a new build. The footprint will be the same, but almost nothing in the 
completed renovation will resemble anything of the former structure – it will 
essentially be a new building. This case study was selected, however, due to its 
location in a very dense and historic mixed-use neighbourhood.6 

4. Location: The brewery is located in the heart of the neighbourhood, on the 
main commercial street of Augusta Ave. The Kensington Market community is 
diverse both culturally and economically, and is known for its unique outdoor 
market. The area is dense and mixed-use. Although the new brewery building 
does not wholly meet the criteria to be a case study, the location of the brewery 
creates unique challenges that should be included in the study.  

 
  

                                            
6 See pg. 48 for a picture of the extent of the renovation on Kensington Brewing Company’s 
microbrewery at 299 Augusta Ave., as of June 2015. 
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4.2 Municipal Planning Document Review 
 
Municipalities in Ontario, through the rights granted to them in the Ontario Planning 
Act, use Official Plans, Secondary Plans, and Zoning By-laws to plan and guide growth 
and development. In this section of the report, the City of Toronto Official Plan, the 
City of Toronto Zoning By-law No. 569-2013, as well as the Ontario Building Code are 
reviewed in order to find possible opportunities and barriers within the existing 
municipal planning framework. This policy review provided content to help form case 
study interview questions. 
 

4.2.1 City of Toronto Official Plan (2010) 
 
The Official Plan (OP) provides a vision for the future growth of the City and a policy 
framework to guide its physical development into the future. It is a legal document that 
addresses the matters of Provincial interest defined by the Provincial Policy Statement 
(PPS) under the Ontario Planning Act. The document also includes some Secondary 
Plans and Site Specific Policies to provide guidance in specific circumstances.  
 
The City of Toronto Official Plan focuses on four main “principles for a successful 
Toronto.” Under each of these principles, there are multiple goals that will help realize 
these principles. Below are each of the four principles, along with a goal that would 
help support the development of microbreweries in adaptively reused buildings: 
 

1. A City of Diversity and Opportunity 
a. A variety of jobs is available to people with a range of education and 

abilities that creates and sustains well-paid, stable, safe and fulfilling 
employment opportunities for all Torontonians;  

b. Diverse employment areas can adapt to changing economic trends and 
are poised to capture new business opportunities;  

2. A City of Beauty 
a. Heritage buildings and features are conserved, archaeological resources 

are protected and lost heritage is commemorated;  
3. A City of Connections 

a. Mixed-use is seen as the best way to “move less”  
 

(City of Toronto, 2010) 
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There are specific sections and policies within the OP that would help support 
microbreweries, as well as other light-industrial uses. The applicable policies can be 
organized into two themes, based on their respective sections in the OP. They include: 
Integrating Land Use, and Enhancing Neighbourhoods & Economic Opportunities. 
 

4.2.1.1 Integrating Land Use and Transportation 
 
Section 2.2 outlines policies under the theme of ‘integrating land use and 
transportation’ in Toronto. Specific applicable policies state that, 
 
“Growth will be directed to the centres, avenues, employment districts and the 
downtown…in order to…promote mixed-use development to increase opportunities 
for living close to work and to encourage walking and cycling for local trips.” 
 
Other policies in the section focus on building on the strength of the downtown as the 
premier employment centre in Toronto, to promote an environment of creativity and 
innovation for arts and culture, and to support and enhance the specialty retail and 
entertainment districts found downtown as important regional and tourist destinations. 
There is also a focus on housing opportunities, specifically for residential intensification 
in the mixed-use areas and regeneration areas of downtown. Addressing heritage in 
the downtown, policies state that the architectural and cultural heritage of the 
downtown will be preserved by designating buildings and districts with heritage 
significance and by working with owners to restore and maintain historic buildings. 
 

4.2.1.2 Enhancing Neighbourhoods & Economic Opportunities 
 
Chapters 2, 3, and 4 outline policies under the theme of promoting ‘stable but not 
static’ neighbourhoods in Toronto, as well as promoting economic opportunities in 
existing neighbourhoods. Policies include those to “create a balance of high quality 
commercial, residential, institutional and open space uses that reduces automobile 
dependency and meets the needs of the local community” in mixed-use 
neighbourhoods (City of Toronto, 2010). Within these mixed-use neighbourhoods, new 
small-scale retail, service, and office uses that support the neighbourhood and that are 
compatible with the area and do not adversely impact adjacent residences may be 
permitted on major streets. To maintain the residential amenity of these 
neighbourhoods, new small-scale retail, service, and office uses will: 
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a) Serve the needs of area residents and potentially reduce local automobile trips;   
b) Have minimal noise, parking or other adverse impacts upon adjacent or nearby 

residents; and 
c) Have a physical form that is compatible with and integrated into the 

neighbourhood (City of Toronto, 2010).   
 
Further, traditional retail shopping streets (neighbourhood main streets) will be 
improved as centres of community activity by encouraging compatible development 
and uses, improving the public realm, and supporting local business associations. Retail 
development along main avenues is encouraged and will suit the local context of the 
built form and support the establishment of a high quality pedestrian environment. 
 
A strong and diverse retail sector will be promoted by permitting a broad range of 
shopping opportunities for local residents and employees in a variety of settings, in 
addition to supporting specialty-retailing opportunities that attract tourists and 
residents of the broader region (City of Toronto, 2010). 
 

4.2.1.3 The Official Plan and Microbreweries 
 
The OP is a broad and overarching document, and often does not identify specific land 
uses or businesses types. The above-mentioned policies and objectives help support 
the development of microbreweries only at a broad level, with the Zoning By-law being 
the main policy document guiding their development. 
 

4.2.2 City of Toronto Zoning By-law (No. 569-2013) 
 
Zoning by-laws can be restrictive with regard to microbreweries and adaptive reuse 
projects, in that they are used to separate land uses as well as specify standards for 
things like building height, setbacks, parking, density, and open space. A variance or 
amendment may be required in order to deviate from those standards or to change a 
designated land use to accommodate the proposed microbrewery. Each case study 
and its accompanying zoning (after variances, if required, were obtained) are listed 
below. To gain a better understanding of the opportunities and barriers that exist 
within the Zoning By-law, each of the zones are summarized and analyzed for possible 
issues.  
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Microbrewery Zoning  By-law Exemption 
(if applicable) 

Bellwoods Brewery E (Employment Industrial) E x262 
Kensington Brewing Co. CR (Commercial Residential) CR x2457 
Lansdowne Brewery CR (Commercial Residential) CR x1581 
Left Field Brewery EL (Employment Light 

Industrial) 
N/A 

Table 2: Microbrewery Zoning Classifications 

4.2.2.1 Employment Industrial Zone (E) 
 
The Employment Industrial Zone has many permitted industrial uses, including 
microbreweries, but specifies that any heavy industries with noxious fumes or pollutants 
are not permitted. If a microbrewery wishes to open an eating establishment or have 
any retail services/stores along with the brewery, they would need to comply with 
specific conditions outlined in the Zoning By-law. This is in addition to any license 
approvals from the AGCO (outlined in Section 4.4.2) (City of Toronto, 2014). 
 
The possible issues with developing a microbrewery in an ‘E’ zone might have to do 
more with the location than zoning itself. As beverage manufacturing is a permitted 
use, microbreweries do not need special permission to operate, but might choose to 
locate in more mixed-use zones rather than in traditional industrial areas, which are 
closer to their client base and the type of neighbourhood in which they want to 
operate. 
 

4.2.2.2 Employment Light Industrial Zone (EL) 
 
The Employment Light Industrial Zones permit uses associated with the Employment 
Areas designated in the OP. This includes a variety of manufacturing, warehousing, 
distribution, and office uses. The purpose of the EL zone is to provide areas for light 
manufacturing and other employment uses that co-exist in close proximity to sensitive 
land uses, such as residential and open space (City of Toronto, 2014). Permitted uses 
include binderies, carpenter’s shops, and other custom workshops. Microbreweries are 
a permitted use, but must meet certain conditions to be approved, including a 
maximum interior manufacturing floor area of 5,000 square metres. If the microbrewery 
wishes to have a retail store and/or eating establishment (kitchen), the use must be 
associated with a permitted manufacturing use; it must be separated from the 
permitted manufacturing use by floor-to-ceiling walls that prevents public access; and 
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the total interior floor area of the retail store or restaurant may not exceed 20% of the 
gross floor area of the microbrewery manufacturing area (City of Toronto, 2014). 
 
The possible issues with developing a microbrewery in an ‘EL’ zone could be the 
conditions that limit the maximum interior manufacturing floor area, as well as the 
interior separation of uses that is required in the by-law. This requirement could limit 
the types of buildings in which microbreweries can locate, especially buildings along 
neighbourhood main streets that may be difficult to adaptively reuse to meet the 
zoning requirements. 
 

4.2.2.3 Commercial Residential Zone (CR) 
 
The Commercial Residential Zone permits uses associated with the mixed-use 
designation in the City of Toronto OP. This includes a range of commercial, residential, 
and institutional uses, as well as parks. The purpose of the ‘CR’ zone is to provide areas 
for a broad range of uses, including retail, service commercial, office, and residential 
uses, often in mixed-use buildings. The CR zone has development standards that set 
out specific requirements, such as the permitted maximum height for a building, 
required minimum and maximum setbacks, and angular planes. These are based on 
different physical contexts found in the downtown, main streets and suburban areas. 
 
The possible issue with the development of a microbrewery in a ‘CR’ zone is that under 
the current Zoning By-law, microbreweries, along with other light-industrial uses, are 
not permitted (City of Toronto, 2014). This means that breweries must apply for a 
rezoning of the property, a process that is both time-consuming and costly. 
Microbreweries will continue to face issues when applying for a rezoning because the 
‘CR’ zones – which are often dense and established mixed-use neighbourhoods – are 
their optimal business location, offering both a young and local clientele, and the type 
of adaptively reusable building they want. 
 

4.2.2.4 Zoning Issues 
 
The major issue with the current Zoning By-law is that it does not specifically recognize 
microbreweries as a use, rather lumping microbreweries into ‘beverage manufacturing’ 
as a permitted use in industrial zones (City of Toronto, 2014). Microbreweries, however, 
act more like neighbourhood pubs, restaurants, and coffee shops than traditional 
industrial uses. The most appropriate zone in the current by-law is the Commercial 
Residential Employment zone (CRE), which is the most mixed-use zone available. It 
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allows for beverage manufacturing without conditions or permissions, but includes 
other light-industrial uses that are appropriate for a dense, mixed-use neighbourhood. 
These include textile, clay product, food, and glass product manufacturing. 
 
General zoning issues that microbreweries could face, regardless of the zone they are 
locating in, include parking requirements (which are often out-dated and do not reflect 
the changing travel patters of urban residents), the inclusion of patio or outdoor space, 
and loading dock location and access. Due to the nature of zoning, as well as 
microbreweries preferring to adaptively reuse old buildings, zoning issues are very 
specific to each individual case, and would depend on the building and location. 
Summaries of the case study’s experiences are outlined in Section 4.3 of this chapter. 
 

4.2.3 Ontario Building Code 
 
The Ontario Building Code (OBC) is regulated through the Provincial government, 
ensuring a standard level of safety for all new builds and renovations (Government of 
Ontario, 2015). Regulatory agencies set minimum requirements that must be met and 
usually do not distinguish between new construction and adaptive reuse.7 This can 
create issues since buildings that are physically different must adhere to the same 
code. Shipley et al. (2006) argues that adaptive reuse projects should be considered on 
a case-by-case basis and not in a general category due to the uniqueness of the 
buildings. Many buildings undergoing adaptive reuse require significant fire abatement 
upgrades, which are often done by the landlord. In addition, new regulations under the 
Accessibility for Ontarians with Disabilities Act (AODA), require that the building meet 
certain accessibility standards, which are often difficult to incorporate into an older 
building.  
 

4.2.4 Ontario Heritage Act 
 
The Ontario Heritage Act (OHA) provides the primary legislative framework for 
protecting and conserving heritage resources in the Province of Ontario. The Act was 
introduced in 1975 to give the Provincial Government and local municipalities the 
authority to protect properties of cultural heritage value (Province of Ontario, 2005). 
Part IV of the OHA gives municipal councils the power to pass by-laws to formally 
designate individual properties of cultural heritage value or interest. This designation 
enables municipalities to manage changes or alterations made to designated 

                                            
7 The OBC now has special provisions for dealing with older buildings, outlined in Section 5.10. 
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properties, including any adaptive reuse projects that may affect a property’s identified 
heritage attributes. None of the case studies in this report are designated under Part IV 
of the OHA. However, designated properties have added regulatory processes that 
could slow down or threaten an adaptive reuse project when the interior of the 
building is designated or when character-defining elements are threatened.8  

4.3 Key Players Summary 
 
The following organizations and institutions are key to the development of any 
microbrewery in the City of Toronto. The City of Toronto and the Alcohol and Gaming 
Commission of Ontario (AGCO) are the two main regulatory bodies from which a 
prospective microbrewery must get authorization. The City of Toronto will authorize 
the construction/renovation of a building for a microbrewery, as well as deal with any 
planning issues such as zoning, public concern, and final approval. The AGCO is the 
body that allows the microbrewery to manufacture, sell, and serve beer. To Ontario 
Craft Brewers (OCB), on the other hand, is an association of craft brewers in Ontario, 
whereby member breweries must commit to a brewing philosophy and technique. An 
outline of the role of each organization is described below. 
 

4.3.1 Ontario Craft Brewers 
 
The Ontario Craft Brewers (OCB) are an association of over 50 craft brewers in Ontario 
whose mandate is to “promote fresh, natural, quality beer and agree on a commitment 
to excellence that everyone has to live up to” (OCB, 2015). The organization started in 
2006 with 30 breweries that all pledged to “continually strive to improve the quality 
and honour traditional craft brewers through a replication of time-honoured brewing 
styles and a commitment to a Brewing Philosophy” (OCB, 2015). All member breweries 
must locate and run their primary breweries in Ontario, close to the markets and 
communities they serve, in addition to being open to the public, other brewers, and 
beer enthusiasts. The OCB website defines a craft brewer (microbrewery) as:  
 

1. Small and often family-owned, with the current maximum size of an Ontario Craft 
Brewer at 400,000 hectolitres of annual beer production; 

2. Independent and locally-owned, and is not significantly controlled by a beer company 
who does not quality as an Ontario Craft Brewer; 

3. And, pledges to brew traditional and innovative beers according to the Ontario Craft 
Brewers’ Brewing Philosophy. 

                                            
8 The majority of Part IV designations apply to the exterior only, except in cases where the interior of the 
building is designated and possesses character-defining elements. 
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The OCB acts as a semi-regulatory body, ensuring member breweries are upholding 
the association’s brewing philosophy. Being a craft brewer (microbrewery) in Ontario 
does not guarantee membership in the OCB, nor does every microbrewery need to be 
a member. Those who choose to be members must uphold the values and brewing 
philosophy in their own breweries. Several of the case studies in this report are 
members of this association. 

4.3.2 Alcohol and Gaming Commission of Ontario 
 
The Alcohol and Gaming Commission of Ontario (AGCO) is an arms-length regulatory 
agency of the Ontario government. It is responsible for the administration of the Liquor 
License Act, Wine Content and Labelling Act (2000), Liquor Control Act, among other 
acts controlling gaming in the province. It was established in 1998 by the Government 
of Ontario under the Alcohol and Gaming Regulation and Public Protection Act of 
1996. The mandate of the AGCO is to: regulate the sale, service, and consumption of 
beverage alcohol; and ensure that casino and charitable gaming is conducted in a 
manner that is socially responsible, and in the public interest (AGCO, 2015). 
 
To manufacture and sell beer in Ontario, a brewer must obtain a Liquor Manufacturer 
license from the ACGO. This license allows a brewer to sell their products to the Liquor 
Control Board of Ontario (LCBO) for sale or distribution in its system or by other 
approved means (ACGO, 2015). After an application has been filled, the AGCO posts a 
public notification to allow local residents to opportunity to comment on the proposed 
license and brewery. The AGCO will also post a public notification where an existing 
licensee wants to: (1) license an outdoor space such as a patio, and (2) increase 
capacity (indoor/outdoor) of the establishment by more than 25% (AGCO, 2015). The 
time period in which a public notice is posted varies depending on the type of license.  
 
In addition to a manufacturer’s license, a brewery must obtain a sales license in order 
to serve and sell their beer on premises. One of the most common types of licenses for 
microbreweries is the “Tied House” Liquor Sales License, which can be used in 
conjunction with a manufacturer’s license. This allows a brewery to host an on-site 
restaurant or establishment (taproom) where their products may be sold and 
consumed. Capacity for this license is limited to 500 persons for indoor spaces and 
1,000 persons for outdoor spaces (AGCO, 2015). Less common is the “By the Glass” 
Liquor Sales License, which allows a brewery to sell and serve their products for 
conveyance and consumption on their manufacturing site, and must be used in 
conjunction with a manufacturer’s license. They can only serve or sell beer that they has 
manufactured and in quantities that do not exceed 341 ml (12 oz.). 
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The AGCO is also responsible for the authorization of Manufacturer’s Retail Stores. 
Authorization from the AGCO for a retail store allows breweries to operate a store for 
the retail sale of beer made by the brewery, which must meet specific criteria. This 
includes the stipulation that the beer sold must be from their brewery, as well as 50% 
of that beer manufactured on the same site as the retail store (AGCO, 2015). Hours of 
operation for the retail store are restricted to Monday-Sunday from 9am-11pm.  
 
In summary, a prospective microbrewery must obtain multiple licenses and 
authorizations from the AGCO, depending on their specific set-up and business model, 
to manufacture, sell, and serve beer in Ontario. In addition to the licenses, public 
consultation must be conducted and any concerns or opposition must be dealt with 
before licenses are granted. Once licenses and authorizations are granted, they are 
valid for one year from the issue date and renewable every year thereafter.  
 

4.3.3 Department of City Planning & the Committee of Adjustment 
 
The City of Toronto Council appoints a Committee of Adjustment (COA) consisting of 
citizen members, and operates in four panels: Etobicoke, North York, Toronto East 
York, and Scarborough. The Committee holds regular public hearings to consider 
applications for minor variances, permission, and consents (City of Toronto, 2015a). A 
minor variance or Zoning By-law amendment (rezoning) is can be applied for when a 
use, alteration, or development does not conform to the Zoning By-law. Minor 
variances are used for issues such as small changes to building setback or parking 
requirements. Rezonings, on the other hand, are used for major revisions to the by-law 
such as land use changes or significant increases in permitted building heights and 
development densities (City of Toronto, 2015a). The following outlines the review 
procedure for minor variances in the City of Toronto: 
 

1. Pre-Application Consultation 
Applicants have the opportunity to meet with City officials prior to submitting 
their application. This option step saves time and money, as issues can be 
brought to the attention of the applicant before submission, reducing the risk of 
rejection later on. In addition, City staff can provide preliminary information and 
may direct the applicant to other appropriate staff.  
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2. Preliminary Project Review 
Applicants have the option to obtain a Preliminary Project Review, which 
identifies all the variances to the Zoning By-law required by their application. If 
an applicant chooses not to obtain one, they are responsible for identifying the 
Zoning By-law requirements applicable to their property and providing a full list 
of the variances to the Zoning By-law required by their proposal. In addition, any 
errors in the submission may result in rejection and delay. 
 

3. Submission of a Complete Application 
For the City to consider an application, it must be deemed complete. This 
includes all the required information identified by the City and through any pre-
application consultation meetings. The submission of an incomplete application 
can result in the application being returned with the request for the outstanding 
information, or outright rejection of the application.  
 

4. Schedule of Hearing and Posting of Public Notice Sign 
When a complete application is received, the applicant is notified with a staff 
contact, a likely hearing date, and given a public notice sign. The public notice 
sign must be posted in a prominent location on the property and visible from 
the street for ten days prior to the COA hearing. At this stage in the process, the 
applicant is assigned a City staff member (planner) who will be their main 
contact at the City, and will advise the applicant of any neighbourhood 
concerns. Applicants are recommended to discuss their proposal with adjacent 
residents and businesses in order to address or alleviate concerns that may 
affect the outcome of their application. Getting in contact with the Ward 
Councilor to discuss the proposal is also recommended. 
 

5. Notice of Public Hearing and Application Circulation 
The City will mail a Notice of Public Hearing to all landowners within 60 metres 
of the subject property at least ten days prior to the scheduled hearing date. 
The Notice contains details of the proposal and identifies the variances being 
requested. The Notice is also circulated to City Divisions for review, and when 
appropriate, these divisions will provide comments to the COA, and may 
provide conditions for approval. 
 

6. Committee of Adjustment Hearing 
The COA usually hears minor variance applications within 30 days from the date 
of submission of a complete application. At the hearing, the Committee will 
introduce the applicant’s item. The applicant has the choice to present their 
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proposal themselves, or appoint someone, often the project architect or a hired 
planner. In addition, any person that has an interest in the application will be 
invited to identify themselves and given the opportunity to make their views 
known. The Committee makes its decision through a detailed review of all 
material filed with the application, letters received (support or dissent), 
deputations made at the hearing, and the results of site inspections.  
 

7. Committee of Adjustment Decision 
The COA will usually decide on the proposal at the hearing. The applicant and 
all persons who made a written request will be notified in writing of the 
Committee’s decision within ten days of the decision being made. The 
Committee may also choose to adjourn the hearing to a later date for the item 
to be heard again, or may defer it until such time as specific stipulations are met. 
Stipulations can include the submission of revised drawings or a neighbourhood 
meeting. Once the stipulations have been met, the applicant must contact the 
City to establish a new hearing date. If the application includes any revisions to 
the variances being requested, a new notice may be required. 
 

8. Appeal of Decision 
The Ontario Planning Act provides an appeal process to any COA decision, both 
approval and refusal. Any party can appeal a decision to the Ontario Municipal 
Board (OMB) within 20 days of the Committee decision. If no appeal is 
submitted, the decision is final and binding. Written confirmation will be then 
sent to the applicant that no appeals were filed.  

 

4.3.4 City of Toronto Building Department 
 
The City of Toronto Building Department is responsible for giving formal permission to 
begin the construction, demolition, addition, or renovation on a property. As part of 
the building permit process, Toronto Building staff must review the proposed plans to 
ensure they comply with the Ontario Building Code, local Zoning By-laws, and other 
applicable laws. A building permit regulates the type of construction allowed in a 
community and ensures minimum building standards are met (City of Toronto, 2015b).  
 
The Building and City Planning Departments work together to ensure a proposal meets 
both provincial and local municipal laws and standards. When a proposal requires a 
minor variance or rezoning, the building permitting process cannot start until approval 
has been given from the COA. Only after the COA hearing and decision has been 



48 48 

made can the Building Department assess the application based on the variances, and 
approve the construction or renovation.  
 

4.3.5 Local Politicians 
 
Throughout the planning and development process, a microbrewery can choose to 
meet with and discuss their proposal with their local Ward Councillor, Member of 
Provincial Parliament (MPP), or Member of Parliament (MP). Engaging with local 
politicians can help gauge local support or dissent for a microbrewery, and can reveal 
possible issues that may not be apparent. Although gaining political support does not 
in itself guarantee approval – as the COA, not elected officials, makes the final decision 
– getting formal support from a politician can carry weight at the COA hearing. 
Politicians can also help in addressing the concerns of local residents and businesses. 
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4.4 Microbrewery Interview Summaries 

4.4.1 Microbrewery Location: 
 
Microbrewery 1: 
The brewery was looking for a location somewhere “downtown”, but was not set on a 
specific neighbourhood. When researching areas for their brewery, the owner saw the 
area as going through a transition, which offers a perfect location for a microbrewery. 
In addition, the area has not been saturated by an “overdose of breweries or bars.” 
Also important was the walkable nature of the neighbourhood, arguing, “people want 
things [services] they can walk to.” 
 
Microbrewery 2: 
This brewery was looking to open in a very specific area, and saw an opportunity with 
the lack of breweries in the area. In addition, there is a high demand for craft beer in 
the neighbourhood, making a perfect location for their brewery. The area is also 
undergoing a transformation, and the owners wanted to be part of the revitalization of 
the neighbourhood. 
 
Microbrewery 3: 
The brewery had been contract brewing for a number of years, but had the intent of 
moving into a very specific neighbourhood from the onset, citing that the values of 
craft beer aligned well with those of the neighbourhood. The owner had previous 
businesses in the neighbourhood, and wanted to stay and be part of the diversity and 
unique character of the area. Their long-term goal is to have both suburban and 
neighbourhood brewing, and to become a local institution and tourism hub – “cool 
beer for a cool neighbourhood.”  
 
Microbrewery 4: 
The brewery was specific for a site within a tight radius of their existing location, which 
excluded any suburban or industrial park options. They wanted to ‘be a good 
neighbour’, and be part of revitalizing the community they were going to locate in. 
Factors included the neighbourhood being walkable, being close to their client base, 
as well as being part of a good quality of life to surrounding residents and businesses.  
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4.4.2 Microbrewery Building: 
 
Microbrewery 1: 
When selecting a building, multiple factors went into their decision. The biggest factor 
was that the building space had to be flexible to allow for easy renovation and 
construction of the brewery. This meant high ceilings (for the fermenting tanks) and 
thick flooring – essentially a good structure that would minimize the need for 
renovations and mitigate noise pollution. Although reusing an old building for the 
brewery was not a requirement, the areas that they wanted to locate in, as well as their 
limited budget, necessitated reusing an old building for the brewery. When asked what 
specific factors went into choosing their building, the “cool” factor of reusing an old 
industrial building was first. The exposed interior brickwork, high ceilings, and overall 
industrial feeling of the space were also cited as factors. Unlike other case studies, the 
age of this particular building did not impact the development of the brewery. 
 
Microbrewery 2: 
The owners looked a several buildings, many with barriers that would make it difficult 
to develop a microbrewery. The building they eventually chose stood out due to its 
visual appeal and historic charm. The building did have several issues, mainly relating 
to its previous industrial uses. There were concerns over possible environmental 
remediation that would be required, a common issue with adaptively reusing old 
industrial buildings. The floors in the building were not thick enough to withstand the 
weight of the fermentation tanks, thus an entirely new floor was laid. In addition, the 
owners wanted the building to be reflected in their corporate image, with the history 
and tradition of the building being a natural fit. 
 
Microbrewery 3: 
The owners were very limited on the buildings they could choose from, as the location 
they wanted to be in was very specific. Because of the age of the neighbourhood, they 
anticipated using an older building for their brewery. The building they settled on was 
slated for demolition, and had a colourful history within the history of the 
neighbourhood. Due to the condition of the building, and the unique needs of a 
microbrewery, the building has been heavily renovated, and shows almost no 
indication of what is used to be. It was also easier to get municipal approval for a 
renovation than demolition and new build, thus justifying the heavy renovation. Due to 
concerns from area residents and businesses over smell and noise, the brewery will use 
special abatement technologies to mitigate any issues. There were some issues over 
access during construction, due to the dense and tight-knit form of the 
neighbourhood. 
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Microbrewery 4:  
Before the brewery started looking at opening a second location, the building had 
been on their list, since it possesses a unique ‘cool factor’. When the owners were 
considering sites, they were not opposed to newer buildings, but due to the 
neighbourhoods they wanted to locate in, their options were limited. The building 
ended up being very suitable, and is a visually stunning space that can be easily 
adapted to the needs of the brewery. Some challenges are that the heating and 
cooling systems needed significant updates, which necessitated upgrading all windows 
in the building. The landlord is also very invested in the building, and is adamant to be 
renovating the building in a way that keeps its unique characteristics. Their long-term 
goal is to incorporate the building into their image, and for it to be a recognizable 
symbol of the area and brewery. 
 

4.4.3 Community Consultation: 
 
Microbrewery 1: 
The brewery owners personally went into the community and canvassed to gauge 
support or opposition to the brewery, and addressed any concerns residents had that 
may not have been answered in the previous information flyer. Responses from area 
businesses and residents were “good” or “neutral”. The owners also talked with 
residents of the units upstairs of the brewery, and addressed their concerns over 
potential noise and smell issues. In addition to having a relatively positive response 
from the local community, the local ward councillor was enthusiastic. 
 
Microbrewery 2: 
The brewery owners made a conscious effort to consult with their residential 
neighbours. Their experience was that many did not have any knowledge of what 
occurs at a brewery, which brought up concerns over smell and noise. To address these 
concerns, the owners brought with them empirical data to show how much disturbance 
their brewery would cause, and what measures they were going to put in place to 
mitigate them. The brewery also sent letters of information to all surrounding churches 
and schools within a 1km radius, and received only positive feedback. The principal of 
the local high school even contacted the brewery to organize student tours after the 
brewery has opened. Aside from some initial concerns, the community was very 
excited about the prospect of a new business opening in the area, and had support 
from the local ward councillor as well. The brewery also held an open house for the 
community before any construction had begun, which was attended by over 1600 
residents, including families. 
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Microbrewery 3: 
The brewery engaged in significant community consultation to gauge support or 
dissent to the development of a microbrewery in the neighbourhood. This included 
engaging with the local BIA and residents association, as well as local schools and 
religious institutions. The brewery received formal letters of support from local 
businesses, as well as from their local MPP and ward councillor. The construction 
contractor and building owner consulted neighbours before and during the 
construction process, personally going door-to-door to address any concerns. 
 
Microbrewery 4: 
The community consultation process was two-fold, first with a letter that was 
distributed in the community addressing issues over waste, smell, and noise. Second, 
the brewery owners went door-to-door twice to address any concerns. The first time 
they went door-to-door was before the COA meeting, which was on their own 
initiative. The owner stressed that doing this ‘humanized’ and put a face on the 
brewery. There were few-to-no concerns, and the owners found that the community 
was excited about the prospect of a new business opening in the neighbourhood, 
asking if their property values will increase and if the brewery will bring more 
investment into the area. The brewery received letters of support from 35 local 
residents in addition to their local ward councillor and MPP, and the local BIA. 
 

4.4.4 Municipal Planning Issues: 
 
Microbrewery 1: 
The microbrewery had issues over the zoning of the property. The issue was that the 
property had previously been zoned as industrial, which would have allowed the 
microbrewery. However, the brewery started the process right after the City of Toronto 
harmonized zoning by-law took effect. The property was now zoned commercial-
residential, a category which does not allow breweries. To deal with this issue, the 
brewery worked with their architect who went to the COA on their behalf. The brewery 
dealt with one planner at the City, and had multiple issues doing so. The microbrewery 
owner felt like the planner was “leading them on in terms of expectations,” and was 
very slow at getting back their initial application, which took over two months. The 
owner noted that they did not “understand or know the process”, which “caused 
frustration and timeline delay.” The owner noted that the zoning “sort of forgot 
microbreweries,” and did not seem to include trend uses that are becoming 
increasingly popular in mixed-use neighbourhoods. 
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Microbrewery 2: 
The brewery’s existing zoning allowed for it to operate without a minor variance. In 
anticipation of any zoning issues, the brewery had a preliminary meeting with the City 
to make sure their use was allowed. There was one issue that they had to go to the 
COA over, which was parking requirements. This issue was that the City required a 
minimum number of parking spots for employees, which the brewery was unable to 
provide due to the 100% lot coverage of the building. The brewery eventually received 
a zero parking variance, due in part to the issue of lot coverage, as well they leased 
parking spaces on an empty lot at the end of the street. The brewery also got support 
from the City’s Senior Economic Officer, who wrote a formal letter and attended the 
COA meeting. The brewery received a building permit before going ahead with the 
COA so that development could start while the variance was going through the City 
processes.  
 
Microbrewery 3: 
The brewery did not have any issue over zoning, as they submitted their application 
before the harmonized zoning by-law took effect, and their use was a permitted use 
under the previous zoning schedule.  
 
Microbrewery 4: 
The brewery engaged in six pre-consultation meetings with the architect and City, to 
address any issues before the application was submitted. Even with the pre-
consultation meetings, there seemed to be a problem of interpretation at the City, with 
planners giving no clear answers at first, and their file getting passed around between 
planners. There was even disagreement and debates during the pre-consultation 
meetings between planners on the interpretation and understanding of the by-laws. 
The owner indicated that the structure was zoned manufacturing, thus they had to go 
to the COA over four issues. The first of these issues was opening a restaurant in a 
brewery space, the second was establishing a rooftop patio and one at grade, the third 
was parking for employees, and fourth was over a loading dock that was shared with 
the adjacent business. The brewery owner attended the COA, but was represented by 
the architect. The owner described that there was a lot of back and forth between the 
developer and the City, with ambiguous answers leading to issues later on. He 
suggested that communication between departments, such as Building and Planning, 
would eliminate a lot of unnecessary wasted time and effort.   
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4.4.5 A Catalyst for Change?9 
 
Microbrewery 3: 
When asked if they saw themselves as a catalyst for change in the neighbourhood, the 
interviewee said that their objective is to be a “cool” business that is part of the 
neighbourhood, but not a means of changing it. The interviewee acknowledged that 
gentrification is a definite issue in the neighbourhood, and that it receives a lot of 
opposition from the community who wants to keep the unique small-scale, small-
business character of the area. The brewery is trying to be a cornerstone business that 
follows in the tradition of the neighbourhood, with an attitude and product that fits the 
area. 
 
Microbrewery 4: 
When asked if they saw themselves as a catalyst for change in the neighbourhood, the 
owner said they want to be a community hub, a sort of modern-local pub for the 
community to call their own. They could be part of revitalizing the area (which is the 
hope of several residents), but it is not their intent. 
 

4.4.6 Financial: 
 
All Microbreweries: 
No incentives were given to the development of the microbrewery. One owner 
mentioned that façade improvement grants would have helped, but their brewery was 
just outside the area within which such grants are made available.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                            
9 This question was not included on the original interview question list. However, this topic came up in 
conversation in the second interview, thus was added for Microbrewery 3 and 4. 



55 55 

4.4.7 Overall Experience: 
 
Microbrewery 1: 
The brewery described the whole process of finding a building, developing the 
microbrewery, and dealing with the City as “hair pulling.” The owner cited the City 
bureaucracy as being the largest hurdle in the process, and offered several 
improvements that could be made to make the process easier in the future. First, they 
suggested that there be better-explained reasons for rejection of the initial application. 
Second, they suggested that more laymen’s terms be used to explain issues when 
conversing with those not familiar with the process or planning terminology.   
 
Microbrewery 2: 
The owners described the experience as challenging, specifically mentioning the issues 
they had at the City. They described the City’s requirements as ‘rigid’ and somewhat 
unnecessary, with regards to the parking requirements issue. More communication 
between departments – such as between Planning and Economic Development – is 
necessary, especially when goals are the same. Even with the issues they did have with 
the City, the owners noted that the City was able to help them by suggesting getting a 
building permit before applying for the zoning variance, in order for work to begin, 
saving both time and money. 
 
Microbrewery 3: 
The brewery had very little direct contact with the City, and went through their landlord 
or the developer on any issues. They mentioned that it was challenging building a 
brewery in a dense urban area, but they knew it would not be as easy as doing it in a 
manufacturing industrial park in the suburbs. The interviewee stressed the importance 
of engaging with the community, especially if there is any sign of opposition or 
concerns.  
 
Microbrewery 4: 
The brewery encountered the most issues over zoning and variances with the City, 
which was described as a “stressful and drawn-out process.” Even with the planning 
issues, the response and support from local businesses and residents, local politicians, 
as well as their customer base, made the whole process worth the trouble and cost. 
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4.4.8 Advice for Future Microbreweries: 
 
Microbrewery 1: 
The owner advised that future microbreweries be prepared for rezoning, and 
understand the municipal processes before applying. He also cited the importance of 
engaging with the community and gaining support – or addressing opposition – in 
order to better their chances at the COA. This includes local political support. 
 
Microbrewery 2: 
The owner advised that future microbreweries consult the community to foster 
understanding and support before development begins, and prepare for the worst. 
They also suggested that they get in contact with other microbreweries that may have 
recommendations and advice. The Ontario Craft Brewers Association (OCBA) is also a 
great resource that can provide data on costs and supply a network of fellow brewers. 
 
Microbrewery 3: 
The interviewee advised that future breweries should always budget for more than 
expected, as costs can balloon once construction has started. He stressed that 
knowledge of the municipal process is key, and to get in touch with the City early to 
mitigate any issues. Breweries should also be proactive with the community and 
neighbours.  
 
Microbrewery 4: 
The owner stressed the importance of gaining support from the neighbourhood and 
City before embarking on the project. He also advised that future breweries focus not 
just on the beer, but also on bringing the community into the process, which builds 
support and a client base.  
 

4.4.9 Conclusion 
 
The case study interviews provided a unique and first hand perspective on developing 
a microbrewery in dense, mixed-use neighbourhoods. All four of the case studies 
chose to locate in neighbourhoods undergoing a transition, and to adaptively reuse old 
buildings for their microbreweries, citing the ‘cool’ factor that old buildings offer. In 
addition, planning issues over zoning and minor variances were commonplace, as was 
extensive public consultation during the development process. A more in-depth 
analysis of the interview findings are outlined in Section 5.1.  
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5  CONCLUSIONS & 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
The following section summarizes the main findings from the preceding analysis and 
interviews, addresses the research questions, and provides recommendations to 
facilitate the development of microbreweries in adaptively reused buildings. 
 

5.1 Summary of Analysis & Research Question Findings 
 
Primary Question: What are the legislative and policy barriers to the adaptive reuse of 
old buildings for small-scale industrial uses?  
 
Secondary Question 1: How do municipal by-laws encourage and discourage the 
adaptive reuse of old buildings for small-scale industrial uses such as microbreweries? 
 
The analysis of the municipal planning documents illustrated that, while each 
microbrewery faced its own unique set of barriers and opportunities, patterns can be 
seen of characteristics that are commonly positive and negative. The City of Toronto 
Official Plan illustrates an overall vision to guide development in the City, providing 
broad goals that can support the development of microbreweries in dense, mixed-use 
neighbourhoods. The City of Toronto Zoning By-law No. 569-2013 outlines specific 
regulations on land use and building form.  
 
Although the overarching Official Plan policies provide a solid basis for the approval of 
microbreweries in adaptively reused buildings, it is in the Zoning By-law where most of 
the municipal planning issues were identified, as zoning often lags behind trend uses 
such as microbreweries. The major issue identified in the current Zoning By-law is that 
microbreweries are not recognized as their own use, rather being lumped into 
‘beverage manufacturing’ as a permitted use in industrial zones. Microbreweries, 
however, act more like neighbourhood pubs, restaurants, and coffee shops than 
traditional industrial uses, and can positively contribute to the vibrancy of a 
neighbourhood. Other zoning issues include parking requirements (which are often 
out-dated and obsolete, due to increased use of active transportation), the inclusion of 
patio or outdoor space, and loading dock location and access. Barriers to adaptive 
reuse had more to do with upgrading the building to meet the Ontario Building Code, 
including upgrading fire abatement technology, and meeting AODA requirements. 
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Secondary Question 2: What lessons (barriers and opportunities) can be learned from 
the experiences of existing microbreweries in Toronto that have used adaptive reuse for 
their breweries? 
 
The case study interviews revealed unique experiences with developing a 
microbrewery in dense, mixed-use neighbourhoods. All the microbreweries interviewed 
chose to locate in neighbourhoods undergoing a transition, which are walkable, dense, 
have historic charm, and offer a large client base of mostly young professionals. When 
selecting a building, all chose to adaptively reuse old buildings in their respective 
neighbourhoods, citing affordability, flexibility, and the ‘cool’ factor that old buildings 
offer. During the development process, issues over zoning and minor variances were 
commonplace. Community consultation – in the form of door-to-door consultation, 
public open houses, and political support – played a key part in the approval of 
rezoning and variances at the COA. Listed below are six key lessons from the 
experiences of the case study microbreweries: 
 

1. Microbreweries prefer to locate in neighbourhoods that are undergoing a 
transition, and that are also walkable, dense, have existing small-scale 
businesses, have unique character, and a large, mostly young professional, client 
base. These areas tend to take the form of traditional, pre-WWII 
neighbourhoods. They see themselves as being part of the neighbourhood 
social fabric, not just a stand-alone business, and somewhere that the 
neighbourhood can congregate and call their own. 
 

2. When selecting a building, flexibility is their main concern. Many old buildings, 
especially industrial ones, offer the kind of flexibility they require. 
Microbreweries are drawn to the historical charm and unique architecture of old 
buildings, often using its distinct features and history as an asset for their 
corporate image and branding. Many old buildings require significant upgrades, 
which are costly to both the landlord and brewery. 

 
3. Community consultation is not only required by the AGCO, but is also important 

for gauging community support and opposition. Common concerns include the 
smell and noise generated from a brewery. Proper consultation and 
dissemination of information can resolve fears amongst the community. 
Methods that have been used include microbrewery owners going door-to-door 
around the community and hosting a community open house. These methods 
humanize the brewery not as just another business, but also as a contributor to 
the vibrancy and livability of the neighbourhood. 
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4. Community support for microbreweries is overwhelmingly positive, especially in 

neighbourhoods that are only beginning their transition. Many microbreweries 
have received formal and informal support from their local MPs, MPPs, and ward 
councilors. Obtaining support from local residents, as well as politicians, can 
help microbreweries in the approvals process, such as any variances that might 
go to the COA. 

 
5. Common planning issues include zoning, where a light-industrial use such as 

microbreweries is not allowed. The issue lies in the distinction between heavy- 
and light-industry in the zoning by-law. Another issue is parking, where the by-
law necessitates more parking than is required. Many microbreweries are 
located in neighbourhoods where automobile use is low, and the use of public 
transit and active transportation is popular, which should be reflected in area-
specific policies. 

 
6. Experiences with the City were often negative, with policies, by-laws, and 

expectations not being explained properly, and interpretations of by-law leading 
to confusion on both ends. This led to applications being rejected, and 
increased costs on the part of the brewery. Pre-consultations with City officials 
and staff can help alleviate future issues. The City could help by better 
explaining the processes required, as well as using layman’s terms when 
meeting with breweries10. Better communication between departments working 
on the same file could also be an asset.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                            
10 A key source of information to better understand the issues at the City are the COA staff reports, 
which were unavailable at the time of the study. 
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5.2 Recommendations 
 
Recommendations are provided with the goal of assisting both municipalities and 
microbrewery owners during the development process. They are categorized into 
‘Recommendations for Municipalities’ and ‘Recommendations for Microbreweries’. 
Although these recommendations were based on the experiences of microbreweries in 
the City of Toronto, some may be relevant to other places keeping in mind other 
legislative and municipal contexts. 
 

5.2.1 Recommendations for Municipalities 
 
Recommendation 1: Establish effective communication methods. 
Communication, within the municipality, and with the proponent (microbrewery) is 
necessary to create a healthy relationship and create an efficient development process. 
Within the municipality, effective and constant communication between the Planning 
Department, Department of Economic Development, the Building Department, and 
any other involved department can help streamline the process, saving unnecessary 
trouble later. Often, departments have the same goal in mind, but when a proper line 
of communication is not established, the result can be unnecessary bureaucratic red 
tape for the proponent. 
 
Recommendation 2: Assign one planner to be the main contact for the 
microbrewery, or its representative.  
Often, an application is passed around the Planning Department, landing on the desks 
of multiple planners. This can create confusion, where different planners tell wrong or 
different information to the proponent, causing delays in the application process. 
When an application is given to one planner, a stream of effective and constant 
communication should be established, resulting in the application being processed 
faster. The use of layman’s terms when communicating with the proponent, especially 
when it is directly with the microbrewery owner (who may not have a background 
knowledge of the planning process), should be a best practice. 
 
Recommendation 3: Define microbreweries in planning documents. 
Establishing a proper definition of microbreweries in the Zoning By-law will help 
alleviate any misconceptions or misinterpretations by the City staff. This can include 
defining the differences between different sizes and types of brewing – industrial 
breweries, craft breweries, microbreweries, and brewpubs – each with their own 
specific by-law regulations and zones in which they are permitted to locate. 
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Recommendation 4: Study the role of light-industry in dense, established, mixed-
use neighbourhoods. 
The role of light industry in contributing to a vibrant and liveable mixed-use 
neighbourhood is still not fully understood. If a municipality wishes to promote this 
type of small-scale light industrial development – such as microbreweries – a study 
should be completed on the role of such development and its long-term effects on the 
neighbourhood. 
 
Recommendation 5: Create a policy handbook on light-industrial uses. 
Once a study is conducted on the role of light industrial uses, a best practices 
handbook should be published, with input from both the Planning Department and the 
Economic Development Department. This handbook will outline clear policies and 
strategies for integrating small-scale light industrial uses into existing mixed-use 
neighbourhoods.  
 
Recommendation 6: Incentivize the adaptive reuse of old buildings in established 
neighbourhoods.  
Adaptive reuse can have many benefits for a neighbourhood, from economic, to socio-
cultural, and environmental. Municipalities should promote and create incentives for 
businesses to adaptively reuse old buildings. Incentives could include subsidizing the 
upgrades needed to meet current Building Code, a costly and time consuming process 
that can deter many new small businesses from adaptively reusing old buildings. 
 
Recommendation 7: Integrate more light-industrial uses into mixed-use 
neighbourhoods, through the use of more inclusive zoning policies. 
Municipalities should create more inclusive zoning policies for light industrial uses, and 
target industries that will have the largest positive impact on dense, mixed-use 
neighbourhoods. Those include industries that generate minimal freight traffic, move 
fewer quantities of more expensive goods, have small square footage requirements, 
and will positively contribute to a vibrant and walkable streetscape. 
 
Recommendation 8: Establish proactive zoning policies for neighbourhoods in 
transition. 
Neighbourhoods are constantly changing, thus the existing zoning may not be 
sufficient for the type of change occurring. When a neighbourhood, or segment of a 
neighbourhood main street, is identified as undergoing revitalization, proactive zoning 
should be put in place to attract new investment into the community. This can be 
achieved by outlining policies in the Official Plan that could then be specified in the 
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Zoning By-law and Secondary Plans. In addition, out-dated parking requirements 
should be updated to reflect changing travel patters in these neighbourhoods.  
 

5.2.2 Recommendations for Microbreweries 
 
Recommendation 1: Enter the application process with a clear understanding of 
the planning and approvals process. 
This will ultimately save time during the application process, as well as during any 
Committee of Adjustment (COA) meeting. To avoid the application being rejected for 
insufficient information or any other issue, hold multiple pre-consultation meetings with 
municipal staff. 
 
Recommendation 2: Start the community consultation process early. 
Early community consultation is important for gauging the extent of community 
support and opposition. Proper consultation, especially when it is completed by the 
microbrewery owners themselves, can resolve fears amongst the community. Methods 
that have been used in the past include door-to-door canvasing by microbrewery 
owners and hosting a public open house in the future microbrewery building. These 
methods help humanize the brewery so that it is seen not as just another business but 
as a contributor to the vibrancy and liveability of the neighbourhood. 

 
Recommendation 3: Gaining political support can help public support for the 
microbrewery, as well as during the COA process. 
Gaining formal support from the local MP, MPP (or other Provincial representative), or 
local ward/City Councillor can help in the approval process, especially if the application 
has to go to the COA. Politicians, although having no power to approve or reject an 
application, can be a source of information on community support or opposition. They 
can also be a source of information for the community seeking information on the 
microbrewery, as well as a source of formal support during the COA process.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



64 64 

5.3 Concluding Remarks 

5.3.1 Epilogue  
 
This report was completed over a period of approximately a year, starting with a 
background literature review on adaptive reuse and light-industrial land uses. Later, a 
municipal planning document review was completed, along with case study interviews. 
These three methods helped form the above-mentioned recommendations for both 
municipalities and microbreweries. Reflecting back on the report, there were multiple 
things that worked, some that did not work, and a few unexpected results in terms of 
the experiences of the microbreweries. 
 
The use of interviews was extremely valuable as a means of gaining insights into the 
experiences of individual microbreweries, and helped form this report’s 
recommendations. Going into the interviews, there was the expectation that the 
microbreweries were going to mention multiple issues they encountered, either from 
the adaptive reuse of their building, or issues at the City. The issues mentioned, 
however, were far fewer than expected, which changed the course of the study to a 
degree. The original intent was also to supplement the study with interviews from 
planners at the City who dealt directly with each microbrewery application, to gain a 
different perspective on any possible issues, and validate the literature and document 
review. Emails were sent to several planners, but with no response. Future studies 
should focus on gaining perspectives from both the case studies and planners. An 
alternative that was only thought of late in the study, was to interview the individual 
planning consultants or architects that the microbreweries hired for their project. They 
were often the main contacts between the City and microbrewery – often representing 
the microbreweries at the COA – and could have given a more detailed account of the 
issues, or offered more information that would have been useful to the study. In 
addition, obtaining the COA staff report for each case study would provide valuable 
insight into the issues outlined by the City. 
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5.3.2 Future Research 
 
As suggested in the recommendations, further study should investigate the role of 
light-industry in municipal economies, and the land use effect they have on dense, 
mixed-use neighbourhoods. This will help solidify the argument that light-industry – 
microbreweries included – can be a part of a healthy, mixed-use, and vibrant 
neighbourhood. In terms of further research related to this study, the research 
questions could be revisited to include a greater number of case studies to strengthen 
the validity of the conclusions, and to learn more about the process. The scope could 
be widened to include case studies in rural areas and other Canadian cities. Other 
studies could address gaps in the literature on light-industry in Canada, as there are 
very few academic studies, all of which focus on the United States. 
 

5.3.3 Conclusions 
 
This study has provided the City of Toronto, microbreweries, and municipalities 
elsewhere in Canada with insight into the barriers and opportunities that exist for the 
adaptive reuse of old building for use as microbreweries. The academic literature is 
clear on the many economic, socio-cultural, and environmental benefits of adaptive 
reuse, but is not as clear on the benefits of integrating light-industry into dense, mixed-
use urban neighbourhoods. This study focused on the experiences of four 
microbreweries in the City of Toronto, and along with a review of relevant municipal 
planning documents, came up with recommendations for both municipalities and 
microbreweries. It is hoped that municipalities will use these recommendations to 
review their policies and create an environment where light-industry can flourish, and 
be a part of lively urban neighbourhoods. Microbreweries, on the other hand, can use 
the experiences and lessons in this study to improve their own process of developing a 
microbrewery.  
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7  APPENDICES 
7.1 Appendix A: Sample Interview Consent Forms 
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7.2 Appendix B: Case Study Interview Questions 
 
MUNICIPAL PLANNING POLICY  

1. How did the local zoning by-laws/designation/OP affect the development of the microbrewery?  
a. Describe any difficulties there may have been in getting the zoning changed to adhere 

to the development if it was not already designated accordingly?   
b. What specific zoning by-laws (if any) caused the most barriers, or provided to most 

opportunities to the development of the microbrewery?   
2. What assistance was provided from the planning or other government departments that 

supported the adaptive reuse of the building for the microbrewery?   
3. What were the difficulties in adapting the building to adhere to the Ontario Building Code?   

HERITAGE  
1. Is the building designated under the Ontario Heritage Act? If so, what process was completed 

and what obstacles were present (if any)?   
2. What are the benefits to the building being a heritage building, whether designated or not?   
3. What specific challenges or opportunities existed to adaptively reusing this building for the use 

of a microbrewery?   
MICROBREWERY EXPERIENCE  

1. How would you describe your experience in developing your microbrewery at its current 
location?   

2. What factors played a role in the development of your microbrewery at this location?   
3. What kind of modifications had to be done to the space to make it amenable for the  brewery? 

a. Were there any particular obstacles or opportunities?  
4. What kind of advice would you give to a microbrewery owner who is thinking about locating 

their microbrewery in an adaptively reused building?  
LOCATIONAL 
What was the pre-existing condition of the surrounding neighbourhood?   

1. Has the development of the microbrewery been a catalyst for development in the  surrounding 
area?   

2. Are there any compatibility issues with the surrounding land uses? If so, what are they  and did 
they have any effect on the development of the microbrewery?   

3. Was there any opposition from surrounding businesses and/or residents? If so, how was 
 agreement (if any) reached? a. Was there formal dissent from local businesses and/or residents? 
(such as an  OMB appeal)   

FINANCIAL  
1. Were there any financial incentives provided by any level of government for the adaptive reuse 

of the building? If so, what were the details of the incentive?   
2. Were there any other incentives from any level of government for the project?   

GENERAL  
1. What did you find to be the most important factors when it came to choosing this particular 

building for your microbrewery?   
2. Were there any issues that you thought might cause more of a problem than what ended up 

occurring?   
3. Are there any comments that you would like to make regarding this topic?   

 
 


