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1.0  INTRODUCTION 
 

1.1 Background 
 
The Garden District Heritage Conservation District Study originated as part of the exercise 
undertaken by City of Toronto Heritage Preservation Services staff in 2012 to identify priority areas 
for study as potential heritage conservation districts.  Various areas were evaluated by staff based 
on intensity of development activity, existing levels of heritage protection, overall fragility of an 
area and City planning priorities.  As a result of this work, five priority areas were identified for 
heritage conservation district studies to proceed immediately.  The Garden District was one of the 
areas selected by staff through this exercise and approved by Council.  
 
City of Toronto Heritage Preservation Services staff identified a boundary to be studied through 
an observation of similar built form and character. The study area was provided to MHBC at the 
onset of the project. 
 
The City of Toronto’s study area comprises all or part of the following streets: 
 

North-South     East-West 
Jarvis Street     Gerrard Street 
George Street     Glenholme Place 
Pembroke Street    Dundas Street 
Sherbourne Street    Shuter Street 

 
The map on the following page depicts the Council-approved study area. 
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Figure 1: Map of Garden District HCD Study Area 

 

1.2 Provisions of the Ontario Heritage Act and other guidance 
 
The Ontario Heritage Act is the key provincial legislation that enables municipalities to conserve, 
protect and manage heritage properties and areas. There are two parts to the Act that concern 
cultural heritage:  
 

• Part IV enables a municipality to designate individual properties that are of cultural 
heritage value or interest, and Part V enables a municipality to designate groups or areas 
of properties that demonstrate cultural heritage value.   

 
• Part V of the Ontario Heritage Act enables a municipality to designate by by-law all or any 

part of a municipality as a heritage conservation district. Prior to designating a district it 
has become conventional practice to study an area in order to identify the cultural 
heritage values and character of a prospective district. Sometimes this is formally 
undertaken by defining an area by by-law.  
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Guidance on what constitutes a heritage conservation district is provided by a number of sources. 
The Ontario Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport in its published guidelines (Heritage 
Conservation Districts, A Guide to District Designation Under the Ontario Heritage Act) note that a 
heritage conservation district: 
 

“...may comprise an area with a group or complex of buildings, or a larger area with many 
buildings and properties. It may also comprise an entire municipality with a concentration of 
heritage resources with special character or historical association that distinguishes it from its 
surroundings.” 

 
Designating a heritage conservation district is concerned with identifying groups of heritage 
properties that together with other distinguishing features or attributes form a distinctive place 
worthy of informed protection and management. The Ontario Ministry of Tourism, Culture and 
Sport has also noted in its published guidelines “Heritage Conservation Districts: A Guide to 
District Designation under the Ontario Heritage Act” that a heritage conservation district typically 
displays a number of characteristics including: 
 

“A concentration of heritage buildings, sites, structures; designed landscapes, natural 
landscapes that are linked by aesthetic, historical and socio-cultural contexts or use. 

 
A framework of structured elements including major natural features such as topography, land 
form, landscapes, water courses and built form such as pathways and street patterns, 
landmarks, nodes or intersections, approaches and edges. 

 
A sense of visual coherence through the use of such elements as building scale, mass, height, 
material, proportion, colour, etc. that convey a distinct sense of time or place. 

 
A distinctiveness which enables districts to be recognised and distinguishable from their 
surroundings or from neighbouring areas.” 

 
The City of Toronto’s current Official Plan contains the following guidance in Section 3.1.5 with 
regards to heritage conservation districts:  
 

“1. Significant heritage resources, will be conserved by: 
... 
b)  designating areas with a concentration of heritage resources as Heritage Conservation 

Districts and adopting conservation and design guidelines to maintain and improve 
their character.”  
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In addition to the general guidance provided in the City of Toronto Official Plan, Heritage 
Preservation Services staff have developed a guiding document, titled: “Heritage Conservation 
Districts in Toronto – Procedures, Policies and Terms of Reference.”  The document was approved by 
City Council in March 2012, and is being used to guide all current heritage conservation district 
studies being undertaken on behalf of the City of Toronto.   
 
This document provides detailed criteria to be considered during the study of an area as a 
heritage conservation district, and draws from various information sources to create a consistent 
approach to studying areas for potential designation.  The Heritage Conservation Districts in 
Toronto document has helped to guide the preparation of this Heritage Conservation District 
Study, and will continue to be used as the work on this project progresses. 
  
1.3 Purpose of this Heritage Conservation District Study 
 
This study is the first part of a two-part process that comprises the Garden District Heritage 
Conservation District Study. This first part comprises the heritage assessment component that 
describes and evaluates the cultural heritage value of the Garden District study area. The area 
comprises approximately 230 properties occupied by approximately 250 built features and many 
landscape/streetscape features. The study area is shown in Figure 1.   
 
The scope of the heritage conservation district study was guided by the City of Toronto’s terms of 
reference for this study, the City of Toronto’s Heritage Conservation Districts in Toronto – Procedures, 
Policies and Terms of Reference, as well as the requirements of the Ontario Heritage Act, notably 
subsection 40(2) which prescribes that a study shall: 

 (a) examine the character and appearance of the area that is the subject of the study, including 
buildings, structures and other property features of the area, to determine if the area should be 
preserved as a heritage conservation district; 

 (b) examine and make recommendations as to the geographic boundaries of the area to be 
designated; 

 (c) consider and make recommendations as to the objectives of the designation and the content 
of the heritage conservation district plan required under section 41.1; 

 (d) make recommendations as to any changes that will be required to the municipality’s official 
plan and to any municipal by-laws, including any zoning by-laws.  
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Accordingly, the heritage study report specifically examines the following aspects of the 
prospective district: 

• historical growth and development of the Garden District (Section 2) 

• the built and architectural character of the study area (Section 2) 

• streetscape and landscape attributes (Section 2) 

• land use character (Section 2) 

• evaluation of cultural heritage value (Section 3) 

• geographic boundaries of the area to be potentially designated (Section 3) 

• recommended objectives of the designation, and the content of the Heritage 
Conservation District Plan (Section 4) 

• potential changes that will be required to the City of Toronto’s Official Plan and to any 
other municipal by-laws (Section 5). 

 
If, as a result of the heritage assessment report, the City determines that it is feasible to proceed 
with potential designation, then the second phase of work would begin. The second part of the 
Garden District Heritage Conservation District process will be the preparation of the Heritage 
Conservation District Plan.  The District Plan would provide the basis for the management and 
protection of the area’s heritage character, including its buildings, spaces and landscape features. 
 
  



2. 0 HISTORY AND EVOLUTION 
OF THE STUDY AREA
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2.0  HISTORY AND EVOLUTION OF THE STUDY AREA 
 

2.1 Introduction 
 
This section of the report contains a summary and analysis of background research undertaken to 
identify the historical evolution and character of the study area. The research focused on four 
main components: historical context; historical themes; streetscape and landscape survey; and 
study area typologies.  The information contained in these sections is a result of historical 
research, site visits and consultation with the community.  Information was gathered from local 
history sources, the City of Toronto, libraries and archives, various historic maps, photos and 
architectural information.   
 
2.2 The physiographic context 
 
The City of Toronto, and the Greater Toronto Area, is defined by several natural features including 
the Niagara Escarpment and the Oak Ridges Moraine. The Niagara Escarpment stretches 14 
kilometres along the shoreline of Lake Ontario. The City is bounded by six major watersheds – 
Etobicoke Creek, Mimico Creek, the Humber River, the Don River, Highland Creek and the Rouge 
River. The headwaters of these watersheds are located along the southern margin of the Oak 
Ridges Moraine (Williamson 7; 15-16, 2008).  
 
The Garden District, located within the City of Toronto, is part of a broad physiographic region 
known as the Iroquois Plain. This region is part of the lowland around Lake Ontario, and extends 
from Niagara to Trenton. The physiographic region is named the Iroquois Plain after the post-
glacial Lake Iroquois that covered the area. There are variations in the landscape in different parts 
of the region, and the section that characterises Toronto is defined by the lakefront harbour that 
was created by the shelter of the Toronto Island. Settlement and human activity in the area has 
changed the physiographic characteristic of Toronto considerably over time. This includes filling 
in valleys, modifying the natural harbour area, and extending the Lake Ontario shoreline 
(Chapman and Putnam 192-193, 1984). Historical watercourses (such as Crookshank Creek, in 
proximity to the study area) have been filled or buried as a result of human settlement and 
activity.  
 
The bedrock foundation of the area is primarily composed of grey shales interbedded with 
siltstone, limestone and dolomite. These sedimentary rocks formed approximately 488 to 443 
million years ago, during the Ordovician geological period. The Quaternary geological period, 
which occurred during the glacial cycles of the last two million years, resulted in the blanket of 
sediments that define the current terrain and soils in this area (Williamson 12, 2008). The 
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differences in elevation experienced throughout Toronto are a result of thousands of years of 
glacial activity.  

The vegetation in the region has adapted over several centuries. The area presently known as 
Toronto was once briefly covered in tundra vegetation before being overtaken by a boreal forest 
comprised of spruce and pine species. Over time, deciduous species communities developed. 
The modern forests were established around 7,500 years ago (Williamson 20, 2008). Various tree 
species found in this region include beech, sugar-maple, hickory and walnut. Communities of oak 
were once common, and remnants can be found in some areas of Toronto.   
 
2.3 Historical settlement and context 
 
Settlement patterns in this area predate the arrival of European explorers and colonists and begin 
with Aboriginal peoples attracted to the abundance of fish in Lake Ontario. Archaeological 
evidence suggests the use of Lake Ontario as a major canoe and trade route that connected the 
Lake to Georgian Bay and Lake Huron via the Lake Simcoe watershed (Williamson 25, 2008). 
Approximately 5,000 years ago, small bands and related families moved into hunting territories 
near river mouths to take advantage of aquatic resources in the spring and summer months and 
then would migrate to the forested interior to harvest nuts and hunt in the fall and winter months 
(Williamson 29, 2008). Through archaeological evidence located along major river systems and 
lakes, it is estimated that by the turn of the 6th-century, the population of Southern Ontario was 
approximately 10,000 (Williamson 33-34, 2008). 
 
The introduction of maize and other Aboriginal cultigens (beans, squash, sunflower, tobacco) by 
approximately 400 A.D. changed the mobility and settlement patterns that had characterized 
Aboriginal life. The shift from hunting and gathering to agricultural cultivation also resulted in 
social changes among Aboriginal peoples (Williamson 36, 2008). The people that lived along the 
north shores of Lake Ontario were the ancestors of the tribes referred to as the Neutral, Huron and 
Petun. Along the south shores, ancestral Iroquoians became the Five Nations Iroquois (Seneca, 
Cayuga, Onondaga, Oneida and Mohawk). Archaeologists believe that during the period from 
500-1300, Iroquoian-speaking peoples entered the Great Lakes region. Five Nations Iroquois did 
not inhabit Toronto until the mid- to late-17th-century (Williamson 38, 2008).  
 
By approximately 1300 A.D., Iroquoian-speaking people inhabited large villages throughout 
southern Ontario. There is extensive archaeological evidence of Aboriginal encampments in the 
Humber Valley, and some archaeological evidence has been discovered along the banks of the 
Don River, near Riverdale Park (Williamson 41-42, 2008).  
 
It is believed that the Seneca established settlements along the present-day Toronto waterfront 
because of the area’s strategic importance for accessing and controlling long-established 
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regional-economic networks. These occupations occurred on or near the Lake Ontario shoreline, 
between the Rouge and Humber rivers, at sites that had both natural landfalls for Great Lakes 
traffic and convenient access, by means of the various waterways and overland trails, into the 
hinterlands (Williamson 52, 2008).  
 
Around 1700, Algonkian-speakers from the Canadian Shield moved down to Toronto and 
neighbouring areas to replace the Iroquoian colonization that had taken place in most of 
Southern Ontario (Williamson 53, 2008). The Aboriginal groups that came were associated with 
the Anishnawbe, and became known to the Europeans as the Mississaugas.   
 
The presence of lithic flakes from the creation of stone tools during archaeological assessments at 
Allan Gardens (immediately north of the study area) confirm that there was likely aboriginal 
presence in the study area or nearby, prior to European contact. The archaeological studies at 
Allan Gardens suggested that within a one kilometer radius of Allan Gardens, there were no 
previously registered archaeological sites that contained aboriginal artifacts (Archaeoworks Inc 4, 
2012). This one kilometer radius includes the Garden District Heritage Conservation District study 
area. The City of Toronto`s Archaeological Management Plan determined that the entire study 
area held potential for the recovery of pre-contact archaeological sites, however 19th-20th-century 
urban development has since removed or limited the potential to encounter these archaeological 
resources. 
 
2.3.1 Settlement origins 
 
Beginning in the early 1600s, the French occasionally established camps along trade routes, 
including the Toronto Passage. In 1669-70, French missionary Francois de Salignac de la Motte-
Fenelon spent the winter at Ganatsekwyagon, an established Seneca village. He stayed there with 
Francois d’Urfe and was recorded as the first documented residence of non-Aboriginals in the 
Toronto region. The French did not have a permanent presence in Toronto until the 1720s 
(Williamson 52 & 59, 2008). 
 
The English arrived in the 1780s and wanted to establish a secure foundation for managing trade 
and settlement in Upper Canada. The Crown purchased Toronto from the Mississaugas on 
September 23, 1787 for £1700 in cash and goods (Williamson 52, 2008).   
 
In 1793, Lieutenant Governor John Graves Simcoe relocated the province’s capital from Niagara to 
Toronto for military defense purposes. He ordered a survey for a grid of ten small square blocks as 
the layout for the new settlement (Williamson 59, 2008; Relph 13, 2014). Simcoe also set aside a 
series of “park lots” that extended between present-day Queen Street and present-day Bloor 
Street to provide substantial estates for senior officials (Williamson 61, 2008). The aboriginal 
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names of rivers and settlements in the area were changed to familiar English place names (Booth 
13, 1983). The principal streets were named in honour of the royal family, with others named for 
prominent citizens, military officials, or European places (Booth 14, 1983). Lt. Governor Simcoe 
changed the name of the new settlement from Toronto to York in August of 1793 for the Duke of 
York, son of King George III (Williamson 60, 2008).    
 
When Lt. Governor Simcoe left Upper Canada in 1796 it was a backwoods community with no 
roads to connect to settlements to the east or west. Yonge Street opened to the north in 1796 
and became the main route to the interior. The development of additional roads in the coming 
years rendered the old Georgian Bay canoe route obsolete. The shift away from the Humber River 
in favour of the sheltered harbour was a turning point in Toronto’s history. However, the 
fundamental value of this passage remained and drove much of the new and more expansive 
road network that supplanted older aboriginal transportation routes (Williamson 62, 2008).  
 
The first few decades of the 19th-century saw increasing growth in the Town of York, with 
development expanding beyond the original Simcoe Survey to the west, east and north. The Park 
Lots provided for in Simcoe’s early survey played a crucial role in what would become the urban 
grid pattern recognizable today in Toronto. The park lots were originally 100 acres, between Lot 
(Queen Street) and the First Concession (Bloor Street). The properties had a 700 foot frontage on 
Lot Street.  
 
York became the seat of the Home District, the administrative districts that operated prior to the 
County system. In 1834, it became incorporated as the City of Toronto (Martyn 10, 1983). By this 
time, lands westward to the Don River were surveyed and were becoming developed. Many of 
the park lots still remained as large parcels of land.  
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1833 R.H. Bonnycastle No. 1 Plan of the Town and Harbour of York Upper Canada (Source: Historical Maps of Toronto). Blue 
border denotes approximate location of study area.  

 
The area now known as the Garden District stretches between Yonge Street, Sherbourne Street, 
Queen Street and Carleton Street. The area was recognized as the Garden District in 2001 by 
Mayor Mel Lastman, and named in honour of Allan Gardens, a defining feature and key part of its 
historical development. The study area for the proposed Heritage Conservation District consists of 
a portion of this area. 
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Historically, the entire Garden District neighbourhood was part of a section of Park Lots set aside 
for wealthy citizens in the early surveys of York. Park lots 5 and 6 were owned by the Jarvis family 
(Lot 6) and the Allan family (Lot 5) as early as the 1820s.  
 
By the 1840s, many of the park lots in the City of Toronto were being subdivided for residential 
(and commercial) development. Historical mapping shows that by 1842, the two park lots (7 & 8) 
immediately east of Yonge Street had been subdivided into smaller blocks containing Victoria 
Street, Bond Street, Church Street and what would be named Mutual Street running north-south, 
and Gould Street, Crookshank Street (Dundas Street) and Shutter Street (Shuter Street) running 
east-west. If the mapping accurately depicts building footprints, it appears that there was little 
construction yet in this area. The park lots owned by the Jarvis and Allan families contained 
estates and gardens located south of Crookshank Street, while the northern sections of the 
properties are depicted as undeveloped forested area.  
 

 
Topographical Plan of the City and Liberties of Toronto, In the Province of Canada, Surveyed Drawn and Published by 
James Cane Tophl Engr 1842 / Dedicated by special permission To His Excellency The Right Hon. Sir Charles Bagot, 
G.C.B. Gov'r Gen'l of British N. America by his very obedient, humble & devoted servant James Cane. (Source: 
Historical Maps of Toronto). Blue border denotes location of study area.  

 
 



City of Toronto – Garden District  12   
Heritage Conservation District Study 

 

MHBC  September 2014 

Moss Park  
Moss Park, which is adjacent to the study area on the southern end, was the name of the estate of 
William Allan. Allan purchased one of the 100 acre park lots in 1820s, and constructed a large, 
brick Georgian/ Greek Revival style mansion, with landscaped grounds. The park lot later housed 
the estate of William Allan’s son, George. After the death of William Allan, George subdivided a 
portion of the lot immediately north of the Moss Park estate. A large lot remained south of the 
crescent (present-day Dundas Street) for Moss Park. By the 1880s, portions of the large lot 
surrounding Allan’s Moss Park residence were being subdivided, fronting on to Shuter Street as 
well as Queen Street. Several frame buildings had been constructed on the first two lots west of 
Sherbourne facing Shuter by 1884. By 1890, brick structures had been constructed facing Shuter 
between Pembroke and Sherbourne. By 1910, the Moss Park mansion had been demolished, 
though buildings still fronted on Shuter, Queen and Moss Park Place. By this time, the area was 
becoming used as park and garden space. In the 1960s, the buildings of the former Moss Park 
estate were demolished under urban renewal schemes. Large apartments for social housing were 
constructed to the east, and the buildings of Moss Park, other than the community centre, were 
demolished in favour of open space. Today the history of the prominent estate is reflected the 
street grid pattern resulting from subdivision of the lots and the green spaces that bookend the 
Study Area.   
 

 
Moss Park Estate, 1897, demolished in the early-20th-century. View along Sherbourne Street from 
the west side of Shuter Street, looking northwest. Toronto Public Library E 10-75.  

 

http://static.torontopubliclibrary.ca/da/images/LC/pictures-r-3661.jpg�
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1913 view of Moss Park. Source: City of Toronto Archives online collection. Part of: Fonds 200, Series 372, 
Subseries 52, Item 156 

 
Allan Gardens  
Allan Gardens is named for the Allan family, as described in the previous section. George William 
Allan set aside land for the establishment of a Botanical Garden in 1858, in honour of his father’s 
love of horticulture. It was opened to the public in 1860. Allan gifted the deed to the inner 5 acres 
of the land to the Toronto Horticultural Society in 1861. The gardens were referred to as the 
Horticultural Gardens in 1863, and the City acquired the outer 5 acres of land from Allan in 1864. 
The site appears to have been commonly referred to as the Allan Gardens in newspapers in the 
late 1870s. The city became owner of the entire Gardens in 1888. The garden was officially named 
for George William Allan in 1901, after his death (Commonwealth Resource Management).  
 
The layout and components of the garden have changed throughout its history, with additional 
parcels of land purchased by the City (along Jarvis and Carleton Streets) in 1957/1958 and 1995. 
These sections were once part of the Jarvis Estate and mid-19th-century subdivision. These later 
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additions have allowed the western section of the gardens to become a major entrance 
(Commonwealth Resource Management).  
 
The gardens were initially opened to the public for a fee, in order to pay for maintenance and 
construction of pavilions and fountain features. After the city took ownership, the gardens were 
available to the public free of charge, the site became a major public venue, and the pavilion 
hosted events such as concerts, balls, banquets, meetings, university commencements and 
performances. The 1879 pavilion was destroyed by fire in 1902. In 1910, the Palm house, still 
remaining on site, was constructed to hold horticultural displays. The gardens have a 
longstanding association with the Toronto Horticultural Society, one of the first horticultural 
societies in Canada. More detailed information regarding the history of the gardens, its layout and 
changes over time can be found in the 2002 Heritage Conservation Management Strategy for Allan 
Gardens (Commonwealth Resource Management). Allan Gardens has been designated under Part 
IV of the Ontario Heritage Act.  
 
2.3.2 Development of residential neighbourhoods 
 
In 1824, Samuel Peters Jarvis purchased lot 6 and constructed his estate, named Hazelburn. The 
large estate was located at the present-day intersection of Jarvis Street and Shuter Street. Samuel 
was the son of William Jarvis who was the Provincial Secretary and Registrar of Records from 1792 
until his death in 1817, whereby Samuel inherited his father’s job and his debt. Jarvis also held the 
office of Chief Superintendent of the Department of Indian Affairs between 1837 and 1845, until 
he was dismissed for poor management. By the 1840s, Samuel’s accumulated debts necessitated 
selling the land from his estate and he enlisted John Howard to subdivide the land. Between 1846 
and 1851 the land was subdivided, creating Jarvis Street, Mutual Street and George Street as 
north-south corridors. The Hazelburn estate was demolished to accommodate the layout of Jarvis 
Street. John Howard created Jarvis Street as a wide, tree-lined boulevard, and by the 1870s, it had 
become one of the most fashionable streets in the City (Wise, et.al, 2001). South of the Study Area, 
the Jarvis subdivision contained smaller lots to suit the needs of working class families.  
 
William Allan purchased park lot 5 in 1819. Allan was a Scottish immigrant and arrived in York in 
1795. He was appointed the first postmaster of the town, and cas ollector of customs. With these 
appointments and other capitalist ventures, Allan amassed a large fortune. Construction of Allan’s 
grand brick estate house began in 1827, and the Allan family established themselves at the estate 
in 1829, beginning extensive landscaping of the grounds. Allan named the estate Moss Park, after 
his northern Scotland birthplace (Caerwent House Stories; Commonwealth Historic Resource 
Management 2002).  
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William Allan’s son was presented with the north portion of the estate lot as a wedding present in 
1846/1847. George Allan was Mayor in 1855, served in the senate in 1867, and was Chancellor of 
Trinity University for 20 years (Jarvis, 1977). George Allan constructed his house, named 
Homewood, in 1847 (located near present-day Sherbourne and Wellesley Streets).   
 
After inheriting the remainder of the park lot property from his father, George Allan subdivided 
the property between present-day Dundas Street and Gerrard Street. He registered the plan of 
subdivision in 1855, during his term as mayor (Caerwent House Stories). The Allan subdivision 
included Pembroke Street, an eastward extension of Gerrard Street, Sherbourne Street and Wilton 
Crescent.  The subdivision plan provided for 69 lots between the Moss Park Estate and the area 
set aside for horticultural gardens. Laneways were included to provide access to the rear of the 
lots. North-south laneways ran between the properties fronting on George Street and Pembroke 
Street, and Pembroke Street and Sherbourne Street. East-west laneways intersected with these 
behind the lots fronting on Gerrard Street and Wilton Crescent (Dundas Street) as shown on the 
plan below.  
 

 
Villa lots for sale on the Moss Park Estate Toronto the property of G.W. Allan Esq. Plan of Lots by 
John Ownsworth Browne Civil Engineer, 1854. City of Toronto Public Library MsX.1921.8. The 
curve of Dundas Street that still remains today was a result of the Allan Plan of Subdivision.  

http://static.torontopubliclibrary.ca/da/images/LC/maps-r-144.jpg�


City of Toronto – Garden District  16   
Heritage Conservation District Study 

 

MHBC  September 2014 

 
Villa lots for sale on the Moss Park Estate Toronto the 
property of G.W. Allan Esq. Plan of Lots by John Ownsworth 
Browne Civil Engineer, 1854. City of Toronto Public Library 
T1854/4Mlrg  

 
George Allan (honouring his father’s passion for horticulture) also donated a portion of land between 
the two estates to the Toronto Horticultural Society for a public garden, now known as Allan Gardens, 
which opened in 1860 (Commonwealth Historic Resource Management, 2002).  
 
A number of structures were constructed on the subdivided Jarvis and Allan lots by 1858 
(particularly along Jarvis Street), as seen on the WS Boulton Atlas of the City of Toronto and 

History of Study Area Street Names 

George Street, the original western boundary of York, 
was named for the Prince of Wales (Booth 14, 1983).  

Jarvis Street was named for the Jarvis family, a prominent 
family who owned an estate located in the study area.  

Present-day Dundas Street East, in the study area, was 
once called Cruickshank Street and Wilton Crescent (Wise, 
et.al, 2001). The road alignment became part of Dundas 
Street, which assumed a number of smaller streets within 
the City.  

Pembroke Street was named for William Herbert, the 3rd 
Earl of Pembroke (1580-1630). It is rumoured that 
Pembroke is the W.H. to whom a number of 
Shakespearian sonnets were dedicated (Wise, et.al, 2001).  

The only royal female to be honoured by Lt. Governor 
John Graves Simcoe was Caroline, princess of Wales. A 
street was named after Caroline, but the name was later 
changed to Sherbourne, after Thomas Ribout’s home 
town in Dorset, England (Wise, et.al, 2001).  

Sherbourne Street was constructed between the Ridout 
and Allan properties in 1845. Thomas Ridout came to York 
with his family in the 1790s from Virginia and worked in 
various administrative positions, including Surveyor 
General and Registrar. Thomas’ son Samuel purchased 
property in the subject area from John White, who was 
killed in a duel with his neighbour and was buried in the 
backyard. It is presumed that White’s remains were 
discovered in 1870 by labourers and were moved to St. 
James Cemetery (Guillet, 1967). Samuel owned lands 
between Queen, Bloor, Sherbourne and Seaton and he 
sold part of his property to his brother Thomas Gibbs 
Ridout (Wise et.al, 2001). 

 Gerrard Street and Shuter Street were reportedly 
named by a descendant of John McGill. McGill was a 
member of the Queens’s Rangers and Receiver General in 
1818, and owned one of the park lots created by Simcoe’s 
survey. McGill’s nephew, who resided in proximity of the 
study area named the streets for Montreal friends (Jarvis, 
1977)   
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Vicinity, but the majority of the area had not yet been built on.  Available mapping for the 1860s 
and 1870s does not provide much insight to construction in the study area, as these maps only 
show selected key buildings. It is worth noting, however, that by 1872 a boys’ home had been 
constructed on the east side of George Street (where Seaton House stands now). Photographs 
from the Toronto Public Library collection suggest that this existed as early as 1867 (Toronto 
Reference Library 2014).  
 
Fire Insurance Plans prepared by the Charles E. Goad Company for the City of Toronto show 
building footprints and construction materials of the mapped structures. These plans were 
published or updated in three-to-six year intervals in the late-19th- and early-20th-century. Plans 
available for the Study Area between 1880 and 1924 provide a great deal of information as to how 
the study area developed. Many other earlier historical maps show lot fabric of the City, but do 
not show individual buildings.  
 
By 1880 most of the lots in the study area had been built on. There were a number of single 
detached houses or duplexes along Pembroke Street, Sherbourne Street, George Street and 
Shuter Street. Buildings were either of frame construction or brick. Undeveloped space was still 
available on the north side of Wilton Crescent (Dundas Street), and there were still a few vacant 
lots on Pembroke Street.  
 

   
Excerpts from the 1880 Insurance Plan of the City of Toronto Ontario Volume 1 published by Charles E. Goad, civil 
engineer. (Source: http://goadstoronto.blogspot.ca/) 

http://goadstoronto.blogspot.ca/�
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Between the 1880s and the turn of the century, 
there were again few major changes within the 
study area. Adjacent to the study area, 
residences were constructed on the Moss Park 
Estate by 1884 fronting on George and Shuter 
Street, and a skating rink was labeled in the 
centre of the lot. 
 
A few more buildings appeared on vacant or 
subdivided lots between 1880 and 1903, and 
some existing buildings were replaced with 
others of a similar footprint, but the overall 
density of the area, with a mix of single 
detached houses, duplexes and townhouses / 
rowhouses in a mix of brick and frame 
remained the same.   

 
 
 
 

2.3.3 20th -century development 
 
Development in the early decades of the 20th-century occurred similarly to the latter decades of 
the 19th-century. New structures were constructed as infill on larger lots, and replaced earlier 
structures. A number of terraces on vernacular or influenced by the Edwardian Classicism style 
were constructed during this time, different and more simplified in appearance than the earlier 
Gothic Revival, Italianate and Second Empire style buildings, but still with similar setbacks, 
massing and building forms (see images on the following page).  
 
Key changes in the study area continued after the publication of the 1924 Fire Insurance Plan, 
with the 1929 construction of the Duke of York school, fronting on Pembroke Street with the rear 
yard extending to George Street, replacing several 19th-century properties, and providing a large 
area of open space school yard around the building, one of the few places in the study area 
without a constant street wall.  

Excerpt from the 1880 Insurance Plan of the City of 
Toronto Ontario Volume 1 published by Charles E. Goad, 
civil engineer. Source: http://goadstoronto.blogspot.ca/  
 

http://goadstoronto.blogspot.ca/�
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Excerpts from the 1924 Atlas of the City of Toronto and Suburbs published by Charles E. Goad, Civil 
Engineer.  
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Up until the end of the 19th-century, Toronto’s wealthy lived along Jarvis and Sherbourne Streets, 
north of Shuter Street. The aftermath of the First World War and the Depression changed the 
social and economic fabric of Canada’s cities. In the Garden District, and many other areas, 
wealthy single family homes were divided into apartments for working or middle class individuals 
and families.  Beginning in the mid-20th-century urban renewal schemes to provide public 
housing through clearance and redevelopment were adopted in several sectors of the Don 
District, such as Regent Park North and South and Moss Park. This resulted in the replacement of 
low-density family housing with high-density housing and a focus on increased density. 
 
This can be seen in a number of developments in the Garden District, and especially in the 
adjacent Moss Park development. High rise and midrise apartment buildings and complexes are 
scattered throughout the study area. Many of these replaced 19th-century structures, while others, 
like the Sherbourne Lanes project, incorporated the 19th-century street wall into a larger 
apartment mid rise located to the rear. The Sherbourne Lanes project, led by architects A.J. 
Diamond and Barton Meyers, was an important initiative in proposing alternatives to the 
demolition of historic buildings that was associated with urban renewal. The project allowed for 
similar density of housing while still retaining the character of street.  
 
In the 1970s, a City of Toronto Planning Board report noted that despite the urban renewal that 
had occurred in the areas in and near the Garden District, the replacement housing was not 
suitable for large families or single lodgers. The report also noted a steady decline in suitable 
housing for rooming house accommodations, and that residents in the Moss Park/Garden District 
area and others like it were having difficulty staying in the area because of replacement housing 
costs. As a result, a number of residents were forced to leave the area with no provision for 
relocation assistance under existing programs and those institutions, especially those catering 
towards individuals with special needs, either had to change their services or relocate. Particularly 
vulnerable individuals were noted as heavily dependent on hostels and other institutions which 
may not find it feasible to relocate. 
 
Recommendations of the Toronto Planning Board in the 1970s provided that emphasizing the 
existing housing stock should be encouraged by upholding the existing zoning, and while some 
higher density developments could be permitted, rezoning applications would be evaluated as to 
whether they were compatible with rooming house and low income residential requirements. 
Much of the study area, except for blocks along George Street (Seaton House) and the Grand 
Hotel/RCMP Headquarters and Jarvis/ area were considered to be “soft area where change 
appeared likely and in the near future” (City of Toronto Planning Board, 1970).  
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The Toronto Planning Board report illustrates the considerable change that had occurred in this 
area of Toronto since the turn of the century, transitioning from wealthy single families to an area 
with increased population density accommodated in the existing building stock and the recent 
urban renewal developments, and its transformation to an area challenged by homelessness, 
substance abuse and prostitution.  
 
The study area now contains a mix of two historic patterns. Parts of the area contain a high 
concentration of social services dedicated to helping the area’s continued challenges with 
homelessness, drug and alcohol use, prostitution and social welfare concerns (see the following 
section on this theme for more detail). Much of the area contains social housing, rooming houses 
and apartments, while other parts contain single residential dwellings or upscale 
condominium/apartment dwellings in older buildings geared to a higher income bracket. Despite 
the 20th-century changes to the study area, there remains a high concentration of built heritage 
fabric and historic landscape/streetscape patterns that are reflective of the 19th-century 
subdivision.  
 
The western portion of the Garden District neighbourhood (outside the study area) has 
developed to include a mix of commercial and residential properties, Ryerson University and 
Yonge and Dundas Square. Though they are characterized as part of the same neighbourhood, 
the character of the Garden District study area is markedly different than the character of the 
remainder of the neighbourhood, with a higher proportion of low-rise residential (with some 
converted to commercial or social service operations), and a higher concentration of historic 
building forms.  
 
2.3.4 Thematic groupings 
 
The City of Toronto Heritage Conservation Districts in Toronto – Procedures, Policies and Terms of 
Reference provides guidance on identifying and describing themes that are important to the 
analysis of a study area. The document outlines the thematic framework provided by Parks 
Canada that is typically used in identifying significance of and interpreting historic sites. This 
framework is useful and applicable to other historic areas outside of National Historic Sites. The 
Parks Canada thematic framework identifies the following five themes (each with several sub-
themes) that are part of the Canadian historical narrative: 

• Peopling the land 

• Developing economies 

• Developing social and community life 

• Governing Canada 

• Expressing intellectual and cultural life. 
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In addition to the themes outlined in the Parks Canada framework, the City of Toronto has 
identified other themes that may be applicable to local areas, including: 

• Aboriginal history, uses and associations 

• Transportation 

• Trade and economy (including related routes, trail ways and water ways) 

• Development patterns and history 

• Use (i.e. commercial, residential, institutional, industrial, mixed use, etc.) 

• Major local events 

• Notable individuals 

• Places and practices of faith/worship/remembrance 

• Immigration patterns and trends.  
 
The following themes identified for the study area fit within several of the thematic frameworks 
and groupings outlined above.  
 
Aboriginal History 
The existing City of Toronto and the study area within grew from a landscape inhabited by 
Aboriginal groups. The area of Toronto, on the north shore of Lake Ontario, was a carrying place 
and trade route between Lake Ontario and northern Lake systems. Trade routes like Davenport 
Road (outside the study area) followed the natural topography between the Humber and Don 
Rivers and made useful transportation routes that over time became incorporated into the 
emerging urban fabric. While much of the historic transportation, trade routes and settlement 
areas of the First Nations peoples have been obscured by the settlement survey grid and 
centuries of urban change, it is important to remember the context and beginnings of human 
habitation in the area. In the study area, Aboriginal history is not just a remnant of the past. The 
Miziwe Biik Aboriginal Employment and Training Centre, Anishnawbe Health Toronto and the 
Native Women’s Resource centre in the study area all provide services to the aboriginal 
community. Adjacent to the study area in Allan Gardens is large mural, painted on the 
construction fencing of the watermain construction project site. The mural, called “All My 
Relations” represents First Nations life and culture in Toronto, and is one of the largest outdoor 
murals in Canada at more than 90 square metres.  

Survey Grid and Subdivision 
The visual appearance of the study area today is defined by the grid pattern resulting from 
European and Euro-Canadian settlement that began after the transfer of land from the 
Mississaugas to the Crown, the arrival of Lieutenant Governor John Graves Simcoe and the 
relocation of Upper Canada’s capital from Niagara to York (to become Toronto). Governor Simcoe 
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issued a survey of York, laying out a grid pattern of streets and urban development over the 
landscape. The survey also included 100 acre Park Lots between present-day Queen Street and 
Bloor Street for established citizens and officials. Park Lots remained a feature as York spread 
beyond the original Simcoe Survey. The Park Lots owned by the Jarvis and Allan families were 
subdivided in the mid-19th-century to create the street grid and lotting pattern recognizable in 
the study area today. The parks that bookend the study area were also part of the legacy of the 
Allan family: land for Allan Gardens was given by George Allan for a horticultural garden, while 
Moss Park was once the site of the George Allan estate, named Moss Park. It is because of Allan 
Gardens and the Allan family that the name “Garden District” has been applied to this area of 
Toronto.  

Social welfare and community support services 
Since the 19th-century, the study area has encompassed social institutions, such as two 19th-
century Boys’ Homes on George Street. The large Boys’ Home was an impressive brick structure 
constructed prior to 1867. An image of the building was captured in the 1867 Toronto in the 
Camera, a 19th-century book of Toronto photographs taken by Octavius Thompson. The building 
was later enlarged, as shown in a mid-20th-century image taken shortly before it was torn down. 
The home operated until 1959 when it was replaced with what is now Seaton house, the City’s 
largest men’s shelter. 
 

  
C. 1867 image of the Boys’ Home on George 
Street. Source: Toronto Public Library online 
collection.  

C. 1954 image of the Boys’ Home, showing expansion of side 
wings. Image taken shortly before replaced with Seaton 
House. Source: Toronto Public Library Online Collection.   

 
The property at 295 George Street, just south of Seaton House, was also a 19th-century Boys 
Home. The building was acquired in the 1880s by businessman William Gooderham and donated 
to James William Condell Fegan, to open the Fegan Boys’ Home. Fegan began establishing this 
type of institution in England in order to provide residences to shelter and train impoverished or 
orphaned children. The home on George Street was the first international home, and served as a 
receiving location for English boys who were later sent to farms across Canada. The home 

http://static.torontopubliclibrary.ca/da/images/LC/pictures-r-760.jpg�
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operated until 1937. Today, social and community support services still play an important role in 
the study area.  
 
2.3.5 Conclusions 
 
The study area is both a representative and unique part the City of Toronto’s history. Its evolution 
is representative of the growth and development of the City in the 19th-century, when large park 
lots and estates were subdivided. The grid pattern of subdivision was common to many areas, but 
the study area also contains a rare segment of intentionally curved road at Dundas Street, a result 
of the Allan family subdivision (mirrored to the North on Wellesley Street). The historic layout, and 
pattern of streetscape setback, open space are still evident in the study area today. While there 
are few original landscape remnants within the study area, there is evidence of constant renewal 
and change that follows traditional pattern of building setbacks, orientation to the street, 
walkways and front yard plantings. Much of the 19th- and early-20th-century architectural character 
of the study area has been retained.  
 
 The study area is unique in its evolution, in that it is bookended by two greenspace public areas, 
Allan Gardens and Moss Park. Both are remnants of the Allan Family’s ownership of land in the 
area, though Moss Park represents the 20th-century changes that predominate outside the study 
area, demolishing historic building form for urban renewal. The use of the study area by different 
populations is unique in that there are cyclical patterns evident in its continual development. First 
Nations community centres and First Nations art have prominent places in the study area, 
reflecting the groups that once used the land prior to the arrival of Euro-Canadian settlers and the 
beginnings of York/Toronto. Social and community support centres are still located in the study 
area, as they were in the 19th-century. The historical development of the study area is evident in 
the built form and landscape/streetscape patterns of the study area, illustrating a distinctive 
chapter in the narrative of Toronto’s history.  
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2.4 Built form and landscape surveys 
 
The following sections of the Garden District Heritage Conservation District Study examine the 
character and appearance of the study area as required under the Ontario Heritage Act. The 
various report sections that follow contain summaries and conclusions from more detailed survey 
work or analysis, including the heritage building and landscape/streetscape inventory (See 
Appendix A). Together, the findings and conclusions of this information provide the rationale for 
the boundary delineation that is provided in Section 3. 
 
Purpose of the Form 
The Built Form and Landscape Survey Forms recorded information for each property located 
within the study area boundary. This information contained in the survey forms is used to ensure 
accurate data for further understanding of the designed and naturalized resources of the study 
area. The information contained in these forms was gathered through use of City resources, 
historical research and through fieldwork conducted in August 2013 and January 2014. 
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Contents of the Form 
The survey forms contain information regarding the location of the property, its history, 
architectural style and features, the landscape/streetscape of the property location, and the 
context and setting. These elements are used to assist in determining a property’s potential 
significance, how it relates to a particular character or theme within the district and to identify a 
sense of place. A photograph is included in the survey form associated with each property 
address identified in the study area.  
 
A glossary containing different architectural styles and features identified within the study area 
boundary was compiled to provide additional information and understanding regarding the 
character of the study area (see Appendix B). 
 
Property Information 
The property information contained in these forms is used to help locate and identify the 
property within the site area boundary. It contains the municipal address, the name of the 
neighbourhood, the City ward number, the current use of the property and its heritage status at 
the time of survey compilation (under study, listed on the Municipal Register, Designated under 
Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act). All buildings within the study area, with the exception of those 
designated or on the municipal register, are listed as ‘under study’.  
 
Historical Information  
The historical information contained in these forms is important to understand as it assists in 
identifying a property’s potential significance. Where available, this includes the architect, 
designer or builder of a property, its date of construction, details of previous known owners or 
uses and other historical notes that contribute to the understanding of the property.  
 
Architectural Information 
The architectural information contained in these forms is used to understand and evaluate 
architectural qualities of the properties and relate to a particular character or theme within the 
district. Information regarding the architectural style of the property, construction materials, roof 
type, door and window types, the number of storeys, building plan or architectural style is used to 
identify the study area’s character or theme.  
 
Landscape/Streetscape 
The information recorded in the landscape/streetscape portion of the survey form is crucial to 
defining the sense of time and place in a district, and identifying its broader character. Sidewalks 
and driveway paving, trees and plantings, street furniture, and water elements help to identify a 
distinct sense of place that distinguishes the district from other areas. 
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Context and Setting 
The information contained in the context and setting portion of the survey form is important in 
the determination of a strong sense of place within the study area. Contextual information 
includes the pedestrian realm and parking within the site area and notes the views and vistas in 
and around the properties. The context and setting section, like the landscape/streetscape 
section, provides information about the broader study area and how the property fits within it.  
 
The survey form also contains a statement of contributing character, identifying whether the 
resource is a contributing or non-contributing resource to the historical or architectural character 
of the study area. Most buildings within the study area are identified as contributing. Those that 
are non-contributing are generally substantially altered, thus removing elements of historic 
material or design, or do not fit with the overall scale or designed character of the study area. 
These resources, as part of the evolution of the study area, will still be managed as part of the 
Heritage Conservation District Plan. 
 
2.5 District character analysis 
 
2.5.1 District typologies 
 
Applying the concept of ‘typologies’ to the study area is useful in forming a description and 
overall analysis of the study area, and in identifying various patterns or distinctive character areas 
that appear within the study area as a whole. The overall district fits the description of two 
typologies contained within the Heritage Conservation Districts in Toronto document: Designed 
district; and evolved dynamic (evolving) district.  
 
A designed district is characterized by an area that has been purposely planned or laid out by a 
single person or a group whose original or early message remains discernible. This type of district is 
valued for the integrity and intactness of its original design. The designed elements of the Garden 
District study area are remnant of mid-19th-century subdivision initiated by Samuel Jarvis and 
William Allan. Both men subdivided the large park lot estates (stretching between present-day 
Queen Street and Bloor Street) that were part of the early grid survey pattern laid out after the 
arrival of Lieutenant Governor John Graves Simcoe and the establishment of York. The Jarvis and 
Allan subdivisions resulted in the street grid pattern, laneways and the establishment of Allan 
Gardens that are still visible today. The residences constructed within these subdivisions by the 
late-19th-century with similar setbacks, heights, forms and styles have largely survived, and give a 
distinctive sense of character to the study area.  
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The study area can also be classified as an evolved dynamic (evolving) district, which is 
characterized as a district that continues to grow and change and is in continuous use. Guidelines for 
this type of district allow for managed change that supports and maintains the district’s character and 
cultural heritage value. While the design elements that characterize the origins of the district are 
still evident and continue to structure the use and appearance of the study area, the Garden 
District has evolved considerably since its inception, and will likely continue to do so. Increasing 
social changes in the City of Toronto and the broader global context have led to an increased 
density in many urban areas that, like the study area, were once largely comprised of single family 
dwellings. Today, the study area contains a mixture of single family residential, but many 
buildings have been converted to apartments. Others have been replaced with midrise or high-
rise apartment buildings. Several social service and community support institutions or social 
housing initiatives have been established in the neighbourhood since the mid-20th-century. Some 
of these are located in 19th-century buildings. Others, like the Sherbourne Lanes development, 
have maintained historic dwellings facing the street and have added apartment dwellings to the 
rear, while other institutions or housing services have replaced historic building fabric. 
Commercial properties have also developed within the district, similarly existing within, 
modifying, or replacing historic building forms. The evolution of the study area has resulted in a 
diverse neighbourhood that will continue to change over time. It is important that future changes 
respect the historic patterns and cultural heritage resources of the study area.  
 
2.5.2 Architectural, streetscape and landscape typologies 
 
Architectural Typologies  
There are several architectural styles found throughout the Garden District study boundary area 
including Gothic Revival, Queen Anne, Edwardian Classicism, the Toronto ‘Bay and Gable’ style, 
Romanesque Revival, and most prominently, Second Empire. These architectural styles are a 
reflection of the development of the study area over time.  
 

 

The Gothic Revival style, dating from 1830-1900, is often 
characterized by lancet or pointed windows, steep 
gables and decorative barge boards. Many examples of 
this building type feature round arched or segmental 
arched windows, window hoods, drip moulds or brick 
voussoirs.  
 
The residences reflective of this architectural style in the 
Garden District Study area are mostly two-and-a-half 
storey single-detached houses.  
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The Second Empire style, dating from 1860-1900, is 
characterized by a distinctive mansard roof and dormer 
windows. Most examples of Second Empire buildings 
feature round arched or segmental arched windows with 
decorative window hoods or surrounds. Many Second 
Empire style examples also feature decorative cornices or 
brackets.  
 
Most of the residences reflective of this architectural style 
within the Garden District study area are duplexes and 
row houses, two-and-a-half to three stories.  
 

 

The Bay and Gable style is a common Toronto building 
form that arose in the later-19th-century. Dwellings of this 
style are named for their distinctive combination of steep 
gables and (single or double storey) bay window 
projections. These structures, typically duplexes or 
terraces, were constructed quickly to keep up with 
housing demand for the working and emerging middle 
class in Toronto.  While part of a mass-produced building 
form, there are several variations of the bay and gable 
type with different decorative touches. In the study area, 
most of the bay and gable buildings are duplexes or 
terraces, and two-and-a-half storeys.  
 

 

The Italianate style was popular in Ontario for both 
residential and commercial buildings. They are often 
quite sculptural and dramatic combining several 
materials, often in contrasting colours. Elaborate cornices 
with paired brackets, tall vertical proportions and round 
or segmental arched openings for doors and windows 
are typical features. Domestic buildings often have low-
pitched hipped roofs, large bay windows and 
occasionally a tower, rooftop belvedere or cupola. Many 
examples employ highly sculptural treatments of doors 
and windows with surrounds or pediments. Most of the 
Italianate influenced buildings are single-detached 
structures. These buildings are typically two-and-a-half to 
three stories, sometimes with towers or turrets extending 
the height. 
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In Canada, the Romanesque Revival style (also called 
Richarsonian Romanesque) originated from the 19th-
century Romantic movement. It often featured a 
monumental scale, and was popular both for 
institutional for civic buildings, as well as elaborate 
residences for the wealthy and fashionable. Distinctive 
for use of sandstone and brick, terra cotta tiles, heavy 
rounded archways and asymmetrical plans, the style is 
generally used for single detached buildings, but is also 
seen on some terraces in the study area. These buildings 
are typically two-and-a-half to three stories, sometimes 
with towers or turrets extending the height.   
 

 

The Queen Anne style, dating from 1880-1910, is 
typically characterized by an irregular plan, broad gables, 
towers or turrets and tall, decorated chimneys. Queen 
Anne style buildings are often described as eclectic in 
their decorative features, containing elements such as 
decorative wood shingles, spindlework, brackets, stained 
glass and multiple types of window shapes.  
 
The residences reflective of this architectural style in the 
Garden District study area are generally single-detached 
houses and duplex houses. These buildings are typically 
two-and-a-half to three stories, sometimes with towers 
or turrets extending the height. 
 

 

Edwardian Classicism refers to a British architectural 
style that represented a rejection of High Victorian styles 
and a return to a more restrained classicism with simpler 
forms and a selective use of strong classical elements. 
Stylized and exaggerated classical elements are a typical 
feature of this style. In North America the “Four-Square” 
house evolved in response to this new taste for 
simplicity. These houses are typically built of brick and 
are two-and-a-half storeys high with a hipped roof and 
central dormer. A large verandah across the front has 
classical details. In the study area, many examples 
influenced by this style are duplexes or terraces, two-
and-a-half stories in height. 
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Contemporary refers to buildings built after 1970. 
Stylistically this group is very diverse and includes various 
trends towards Formalism and High Tech that developed 
out of Modernism and the International Style. It also 
includes examples that can be considered Post-Modern 
or anti-Modernist in their return to historical styles. These 
buildings utilize modern materials and construction 
methods, including steel and concrete which allow for 
curtain walls, large plate glass windows and open plans. 
Modernist influenced examples tend to emphasize space 
and form and generally include less ornamentation than 
architecture from the 19th- and early-20th-centuries.  
Other contemporary buildings reflect historical forms or 
decorative elements. In the study area, contemporary 
buildings are mainly multi-unit residential apartments or 
condominiums, though there are some commercial and 
institutional structures as well. These structures vary in 
height from two to more than 10 stories.  
 
 
 

 

The term “vernacular” is typically used to describe 
buildings or structures that are locally crafted, using local 
materials and built by local craftsmen. Usually such 
structures do not fit into defined stylistic categories as 
with others identified here, although they may borrow 
individual architectural elements or decorative features. 
These buildings are diverse in character, size and age. 
These buildings vary in form, but are often two to five 
stories in height.  
 

 
Other styles or influences than those listed above are found within the study area, but are less 
common. The occurrences of these types and their descriptions can be found in the Built Form 
and Landscape/Streetscape survey and the Glossary of Terms (Appendices A and B, respectively).  
 
The varieties of architectural styles and influences are interspersed throughout the study area and 
are not confined to particular streets. In addition to historical residences, contemporary infill sites 
have also been identified within the study area boundary. 
 
While many of the architectural typologies above are found primarily on residential building 
types, some styles are also apparent in places of worship, public/institutional centres and 
commercial buildings. In some cases, particularly commercial or some institutional, the former 
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residences of particular architectural styles have been converted to commercial uses (more detail 
regarding building forms and uses can be found in the following section).  
 
Building Form Typologies 
 
The following section outlines the building form typologies in the study area, identifying similar 
groupings of building types, such as form/plan or size and height. While there are many 
architectural styles within the district, as outlined above, there are a relatively small number of 
building types.  
 
The majority of the buildings in the study area are used for residential dwellings. Many of these 
were originally constructed in the mid-to-late-19th-century or early-20th-century as single 
detached dwellings, and are still used for this purpose, or are divided into apartment or 
condominium units. A number of other 19th- and early-20th-century buildings were built in pairs, 
as semi-detached duplexes or terraces/rowhouses, from three to more than 10 terrace units. As 
described above, the residential dwellings in the study area are found in a variety of styles, from 
19th-century Gothic Revival and Second Empire to 20th-century Edwardian Classicism and 
contemporary designs from the later-20th-century.  
 
Since the mid-20th-century, larger high-rise and midrise residential and commercial properties 
have appeared in the district. These can be found on Jarvis Street, George Street, Pembroke 
Street, Dundas Street and Sherbourne Street. The Sherbourne Lanes development, on Sherbourne 
Street, retained the historic buildings fronting on Sherbourne Street and constructed mid-rise 
apartment units to the rear. Overall, the majority of the district fits the low-rise residential 
typology, with the majority of buildings between two and three storeys, lending to a relatively 
consistent streetscape in many parts of the district (See Figure 2).  
 
Other 19th-century residential dwellings have been converted to commercial or institutional uses, 
particularly along Dundas Street and Gerrard Street. In some cases, the new use of the building is 
hardly discernible, though many transformations to a commercial structure have resulted in 
extensions or additions to the front façade, window and door modifications, or other changes 
that have altered the historical integrity of the building. Most commercial properties along 
Dundas Street have been incorporated into Second Empire or Bay and Gable style former 
residential buildings, while the remainder are later-20th-century contemporary design.  
 
There are a number of institutional properties located within the study area. These include: a 
church, school, and several community and social support services. Some institutions are housed 
in purpose-built structures, such as the All Saints Church, Ecole Gabrielle Roy French Public School 
(formerly the Duke of York School), Seaton House and the Miziwe Biik Aboriginal Training and 



FIGURE 2: STUDY AREA AND BUILDING HEIGHTS
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Employment Centre. These buildings range in construction dates from the late-19th-century to 
recent construction. Other institutional or community support services have adaptively reused 
late-19th-century buildings, such as those on Gerrard Street.  
 
Landscape and Streetscape Typologies 
The following section examines the design attributes of the study area through an assessment of 
the landscape character and identifies attributes that contribute to the overall heritage character 
of the study area. The combination of elements found within the vehicular and pedestrian realms 
such as materials, setbacks, roads, sidewalks, boulevards, street trees, soft landscaping and views 
contribute to a distinctive context and character within the study area. While the landscape and 
streetscape components of the study area have been renewed and have changed over time, they 
follow traditional patterns that were established in the formation of the mid-19th-century 
subdivision, such as orienting residences to the street, maintaining generally consistent setbacks, 
and incorporating walkways and landscaped or lawn areas on residential yards. The street layout 
and laneways established in the early subdivision, while altered, are still reflective of the historical 
patterns and design as well.  
 
Landscape Character of the Study Area 
The designed streetscape of the blocks within the study area consist of commercial, residential 
and institutional properties that have developed in various ways over the past 150 years. The 
Garden District has primarily been a residential neighbourhood with single detached homes and 
terraces, however during the 20th-century the construction of highrise and midrise buildings, and 
the conversion of single-family dwellings to apartments or rooming houses has intensified the 
study area. Reflective of much of the surrounding area within the downtown core, the streets are 
laid out in a grid pattern, with a distinctive bend in Dundas Street East associated with the Allan 
family and their subdivision of the former Park Lot property (a matching bend, mirroring the one 
at Dundas Street, can be found four blocks north, on Wellesley Street).   
 
In assessing the attributes of the area, the streetscape typology emerged as three types: Arterial, 
Institutional/Residential, and Neighbourhood. These streetscapes are differentiated by the 
combination of elements that contribute to a distinctive context and by their use, width, layout 
and materials. The following identifies which streets fall within each typology and describes the 
unique attributes associated.  
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Arterial Streetscape  
The landscape character of the Arterial 
Streetscape includes a mix of commercial 
and residential properties and includes 
the following streets: Jarvis Street, 
Gerrard Street, Dundas Street East, 
Sherbourne Street, and Shuter Street. 
 
These streets have two-way arterial 
roadways that are two to four lanes wide 
and include cycling infrastructure such 
as designated bike lanes and post and 
ring bicycle parking. Public transit 
infrastructure, including bus stops and 
streetcar tracks, support transportation 
corridors along these routes. Crosswalks 
and main intersections are also located 
along these streets. On-street parking is 
limited to the south side of Gerrard 
Street and Shuter Street and road 
markings direct drivers to accommodate 
high vehicular activity. The pedestrian 
realm includes wide sidewalks with 
paved boulevards, street furniture such 
as litter bins, mail and newspaper boxes 
and signage. Luminaires mounted to 
concrete poles are on both sides of the 
streets. Streetscape improvements along 
Sherbourne St. include new bike lanes, 
boulevard details and tactile warning strips at bus stops.  
 
The property front and side yard setbacks vary slightly but are predominantly short with most 
structures fronting onto the streets. Decorative metal fencing with emphasis on privacy and 
security often delineates the public and private boundary for residential properties. Some 
landscaped yards feature foundation plantings and ornamental trees. The arterial streetscape also 
includes commercial properties, empty lots and paid parking facilities.  
 
On the south east side of Jarvis Street is a collection of mature Tilia that provide full canopy 
coverage over the pedestrian realm. There are some street trees along Gerrard Street East, Dundas 

 
Figure 3: The above mapping illustrates streetscape 
typologies: Red is Arterial, Blue is Institutional/Residential, and 
Yellow is Neighbourhood 
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Street East and Shuter Street, but little to no canopy coverage is provided. Unique to the arterial 
streetscape are street trees present in the boulevard along Sherbourne Street and recent 
streetscape improvements include additional boulevard plantings. Types of species identified 
within the Arterial Streetscape include Acer, Fraxinus, Juglans, Tilia and Ulmus.  
 
Views along Gerrard Street are open to the east, and terminate at University Avenue to the west. 
Views along Dundas Street East and Shuter Street are terminated in the east by the bends in the 
road and to the west by the buildings along Yonge Street.  
 

  
View looking south on Jarvis Street. View looking west on Dundas Street East. 

 

  
View looking west along Shuter Street. View looking south along Sherbourne St. 

 
Institutional/Residential Streetscape  
 
The landscape of the Institutional/Residential Streetscape includes a mix of institutional and 
residential properties along George Street. It is a two lane, one way (north) neighbourhood street 
with on-street parking. There are wide sidewalks on the west side of the street and narrow on the 
east. Vehicular activity is modest and pedestrian activity is high due to the institutional uses 
located along George Street. There is a crosswalk at Dundas Street East and luminaires on both 
wood and concrete poles on the west side. The institutional properties on the east end of George 
Street were not included in the study area provided by Heritage Preservation Services staff.  
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Properties generally have consistent front and side yard setbacks and include designed residential 
landscapes with decorative metal fencing with an emphasis on privacy and security, foundation 
plantings, raised beds and ornamental trees.  
 
At the south end of George Street there are mature street trees that provide full canopy coverage 
over the pedestrian realm. Species included are Fraxinus and Malus. There are regularly spaced 
Acer and Tilia in pits covered with precast concrete planter covers on the west side of the 
sidewalk providing full canopy coverage over the pedestrian realm. Street trees are also located 
within the front yard of residences and the institutional frontage providing full to partial coverage 
along the full length of George St. Views to the north along George Street terminate at Gerrard 
Street E. with Allan Gardens and to the south at Shuter Street with Moss Park.  
 

  
View looking north on George Street from Shuter 
Street 

View looking north on George Street towards Dundas 
Street East. 

 
 Neighbourhood Streetscape  
 
The landscape of the Neighbourhood Streetscape includes a mix of residential property types along 
Pembroke Street. It is a two lane, one way (south), neighbourhood street with on-street parking. 
Access to the study areas historic laneways are off of Pembroke Street. Boulevards are not present 
and the sidewalks are narrow. Luminaires on concrete poles are located on the west side. Unique 
to this street is that it provides the connection between the two parks, Allan Gardens to the north 
and Moss Park to the south. Properties generally have consistent front and side yard setbacks and 
include designed residential landscapes with decorative metal fencing and wood board privacy 
fencing, with an emphasis on privacy and security, foundation plantings, raised beds and 
ornamental trees.  
 
Street trees are located within the front yard of the residential properties. Most properties have a 
tree and the canopy coverage is partial to full over the pedestrian realm. The trees on Pembroke 
Street are mature in size and include species such as Acer, Tilia and Fraxinus. Views to the north 
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along Pembroke Street terminate at Gerrard Street East with Allan Gardens, and to the south at 
Shuter Street with Moss Park.  
 

  
View looking north along Pembroke Street with 
school property on west side.  

View of properties with designed landscapes.  

 
2.6  Land use character and policy review 

 
2.6.1 Introduction 

 
The character of a heritage conservation district derives largely from the heritage attributes of the 
physical environment:  buildings, structures, surrounding spaces, and distinctive plantings such as 
tree lines and tree canopies.  The designation of the heritage conservation district is intended to 
assist in the protection and conservation of these features and their attributes by maintaining 
heritage elements free from any adverse physical changes and ensuring that new development 
complements the existing heritage resources within the area. 

 
The control of physical change to properties, buildings and structures within a heritage 
conservation district falls under the purview of the Ontario Heritage Act.  The use of lands and 
property, the configuration and placement of buildings on lots and a variety of other provisions 
relating to physical development generally, is governed by a number of provisions under the 
Planning Act, such as: official plans, zoning by-laws and site plan control. 
 
Policies and procedures affecting the use of lands and the siting of buildings and structures have 
direct and indirect bearing on the appearance and character of a heritage conservation district.  
For instance, planning initiatives encouraging new development either in or around a prospective 
heritage conservation district may well be in conflict with desired objectives for conserving and 
maintaining the special character of the district.  Policies that permit or encourage offices, 
restaurants, or other commercial uses in an area of distinctive residences will have repercussions 
on the physical fabric of these structures and their surroundings.  In addition, fire escapes, 
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signage, fencing, required parking, HVAC systems and increased commercial traffic all have the 
capacity to impinge upon and detract from the special qualities of heritage buildings and the 
spaces around them. 
 
Accordingly, a number of planning policies and control mechanisms are examined in this section, 
including the Official Plan, Zoning By-law, site plan control, Property Standards By-laws and Sign 
By-laws.  The purpose of this review is to ensure that there is no conflict with conservation 
initiatives, as well as to identify opportunities to encourage sound heritage conservation district 
planning by advocating complementary changes to planning policies and guidelines. 

 
2.6.2 Study area land uses 

 
The study area consists primarily of residential and commercial-residential uses, with most of the 
buildings within the study area being duplex and row houses. A detailed building inventory is 
included as Appendix A of the report and described generally elsewhere in Section 2. There are 
some examples of apartment buildings located within the study area, as well as institutional uses.  
 
The commercial uses within the study area are in commercial-residential buildings located 
primarily along Dundas Street and Jarvis Street.  In addition, some of the apartment buildings 
within the study area have commercial uses on a portion of the main floor (see Figure 4 for map 
of land uses in the study area).  
 
The study area abuts Allan Gardens to the north and Moss Park to the south.  These significant 
open spaces serve to book-end the community and provide strong north-south linkages. 
 
2.6.3 Study area policy review 

 
Municipal planning policies typically set the context for the broader pattern of development in 
any community and are usually implemented by an array of more specific policy initiatives under 
the Planning Act and the Municipal Act, such as zoning by-laws, site plan control by-laws and 
property standards by-laws.  The following subsections identify some key policies and tools and 
examine either potential for conflict with heritage conservation management, or opportunities for 
change.  Other policies and guidelines, such as management and master plan documents relating 
to capital and other physical improvements will be more specifically reviewed as part of the 
Heritage Conservation District Plan. 
 
  



FIGURE 4: VARIOUS LAND USE TYPES WITHIN THE STUDY AREA
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2.6.3.1   City of Toronto Official Plan 
 

The current City of Toronto Official Plan was adopted by City Council in November 2002, and the 
most recent consolidation is dated December 2010. The majority of the subject lands are 
designated Neighbourhoods, with some areas along Dundas and Jarvis Streets designated as 
Mixed Use Areas (see below).  
 

  

Figure 5: Excerpt from City of Toronto Official Plan, Map 18 – Land Use Plan 

 
Policies related to the Neighbourhoods land use designation are found in Section 4.1 of the 
Official Plan. The Neighbourhoods designation generally encourages lower scale residential 
buildings, such as detached houses, semi-detached houses, duplexes, triplexes and townhouses, 
in addition to interspersed walk-up apartments that are four storeys or less (Section 4.1).  
Moreover, supporting policies in Section 4.1.5 aim to respect and reinforce the existing physical 
character of established residential neighbourhoods.   
 
Policies regarding intensification and special criteria for infill development in Neighbourhoods are 
found in Sections 4.1.7 and 4.1.9 respectively.  Section 4.1.7 notes that proposals for intensification 
are not encouraged by the policies of the Official Plan, but that where a new development is 
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proposed along major streets it will be reviewed having regard to both the form of development 
along the street and its relationship to the adjacent neighbourhood.  Section 4.1.9 provides 
guidance for infill, and generally encourages massing and scale compatible with that which exists 
in the area.  Guidance is also provided regarding privacy, sunlight, distance separation, fronting 
onto streets and minimizing impact of service areas or garbage storage on streets and residences. 
 
Policies related to the Mixed Use Areas land use designation are found in Section 4.5 of the Official 
Plan. The section notes that anticipated increases in retail, office, service employment and 
housing will occur in these areas (Section 4.5). Mixed Use Areas will reflect the scales and densities 
of their surrounding context. Permitted uses in these areas include a broad range of commercial, 
residential and institutional uses (Section 4.5.1).  
 
Development criteria related to Mixed Use Areas are contained in Section 4.5.2 of the Official Plan.  
This section notes that development is 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.  Guidance is also provided in this section regarding building design, 
massing and siting. 
 
The Official Plan contains policies related to heritage resources in Section 3.1.5. The objectives of 
this section are to conserve significant heritage resources and maintain and improve the 
character of areas identified as Heritage Conservation Districts. Development adjacent to heritage 
resources must respect the scale, character and form of heritage buildings and landscapes as 
outlined in Section 3.1.5.2.  Section 3.1.5.10 contains policies regarding archaeological resources, 
and notes that they will be inventoried through an Archaeological Master Plan. 
 
City of Toronto Official Plan Review 
 
The City of Toronto has been proceeding through an Official Plan review process, which has 
resulted in a number of new Official Plan policies being proposed.  One of the amendments 
(#199) proposes revisions to the cultural heritage policies contained within Section 3.1.5 of the 
current Official Plan. In general, the new policies are more comprehensive and thorough with 
respect to heritage resources.  New policy sections are contained regarding heritage conservation 
districts, impact assessment, archaeological resources, views and cultural heritage landscapes. 
Mapping is also proposed to identify significant views and skylines, however there are no 
significant views identified in the vicinity of the study area.  
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2.6.3.2     City of Toronto Zoning 
By-law 
 

The new comprehensive city-wide Zoning 
By-law for the City of Toronto was enacted in 
May 2013 (By-law 569-2013).  This new 
Zoning By-law compiles the former Zoning 
By-laws for all the municipalities that make 
up the City of Toronto, and provides a 
consolidated set of regulations. 
 
The majority of the study area is zoned 
Residential (R) with Commercial Residential 
(CR) areas along Dundas and Jarvis Streets. 
The zoning for the study area is shown 
below.  
 
The R zone permits a variety of residential 
building types. Other permitted uses, with 
conditions, within the R zone include 
ambulance depots, cogeneration energy 
facilities, community centres, day nurseries, 
fire halls, group homes, home occupations, 
libraries, municipal shelters, places of 
worship, police stations, private home 
daycares, public utilities, renewable energy 
facilities, retail stores, rooming houses, 
secondary suites, seniors community houses, 
tourist homes and transportation uses. The 
maximum building height permitted within 
the R zone portion of the study area is 12.0 m.  
 
In the CR zone, a variety of residential and commercial uses is permitted. Commercial uses include 
ambulance depots, art galleries, artist studios, automated banking machines, community centres, 
courts of law, educational uses, financial institutions, fire halls, libraries, massage therapy facilities, 
medical offices, museums, offices, parks, passenger terminals, performing arts studios, personal 
service shops, pet services, police stations, post-secondary schools, production studios, religious 
education uses, retail stores, software development and processing facilities, veterinary hospitals 
and wellness centres. Permitted residential uses with the CR zone include dwelling units, hospice 

Figure 6: Excerpts from City of Toronto Zoning By-law  
(Map 627). 
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care homes, nursing homes, religious residences, residential care homes, respite care facilities, 
retirement homes and student residences. There are several permitted uses with conditions that 
are also allowed in this zone. The maximum building height permitted within the majority of the 
CR portion of the study area is 12.0 m, although some areas on the periphery of the study area 
have permitted heights of between 18.0 m and 30.0 m. 
 

2.6.3.3     Site Plan Control 
 

In some heritage conservation districts, it has become a standard practice to use Site Plan Control 
provisions authorized under the Planning Act to complement the development review 
mechanisms of the Ontario Heritage Act. 
 
In some municipalities, any property designated under the provisions of the Ontario Heritage Act is 
subject to Site Plan Control pursuant to Section 41 of the Planning Act. Development which 
involves new construction, or making alterations or additions to an existing building or structure 
to allow a substantial increase in size or usability requires the approval of municipal Council 
(unless authority has been delegated). 
 
Site Plan Control allows the municipality to require facilities or improvements to the subject site, 
and in particular address matters such as landscaping and some architectural details (such as 
elevations) in the review of the proposed development of a property. 
 
Whereas the provisions of the Ontario Heritage Act are concerned primarily with the details of 
changes to properties as a means to conserve the character of the property, site plan control 
seeks to ensure that an acceptable standard of site amenity and maintenance is achieved. Site 
Plan Control and heritage conservation district permits have considerable potential to 
complement each other, although procedures and differing time spans for processing 
applications may require coordination. 
 
Site plan control within the City of Toronto is governed through the Site Plan Control By-law.  The 
entire City of Toronto is designated as a site plan control area, and Council may require 
submission of certain drawings as set out in the City of Toronto Act and Planning Act.  The 
following classes of buildings are exempt from applying for site plan control: 

– “a detached house, semi-detached house, or duplex; 

– a triplex, or fourplex, if: the building is less than 4 storeys; and the property includes less 
than 5 parking spaces; 

– a row house or townhouse project, if: the project includes no more than 4 dwelling 
units; and each dwelling unit fronts on a public road; 
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– an industrial, manufacturing or warehouse building, containing only industrial, 
manufacturing or warehouse uses, if: the building is less than 1,000 square metres in 
gross floor area; or the building is not an asphalt plant, cement plant, concrete 
batching plant, 

– recovery/recycling facility, salvage yard, or waste transfer station; 

– an ancillary building associated with a detached house, semi-detached house, duplex, 
triplex, fourplex, or row house or townhouse; 

– an ancillary building associated with a commercial, industrial or manufacturing, 
institutional, mixed-use, office, or other non-residential building, or a residential 
building not cited in exemption 5 above, if the ancillary building: is less than 50 square 
metres in gross floor area; or is on a property designated under Part IV or Part V of the 
Ontario Heritage Act;...” 

 
As noted above, a number of potential classes of developments are already exempt from the site 
plan control process.  The Heritage Conservation District Plan will further examine site plan 
control and describe appropriate procedures for ensuring that approval procedures under Site 
Plan Control and the Ontario Heritage Act proceed expeditiously where there is overlap. 

 
2.6.3.4     Property Standards By-law 
 

The City of Toronto currently has a Property Standards By-law, which provides for general 
direction related to the maintenance of property.  The By-law covers various matters related to 
the interior and exterior of buildings, such as outdoor maintenance, structural, electrical, 
plumbing, heating, and elements such as porches, windows, egress and chimneys.  
 
The By-law also contains a section which is intended to provide enhanced control related to 
properties designated under the Ontario Heritage Act.  The enhanced sections cover minimum 
standards, repair and replacement of heritage fabric and vacant properties. 
 
It may be appropriate to further investigate property standards as part of the Heritage 
Conservation District Plan. 
 

2.6.3.5     Tree Preservation 
 

District designation under Part V of the Ontario Heritage Act now extends potential protection to 
trees and streetscapes as part of the definition of ‘property’ contained in the Act.  They are often 
significant features within the landscape, and as worthy of conservation and management as the 
built environment. 



City of Toronto – Garden District  45   
Heritage Conservation District Study 

 

MHBC  September 2014 

The Municipal Act enables Councils to pass by-laws for the preservation of trees, and the City of 
Toronto has enacted such a by-law in relation to private property.  Related to private properties, 
the by-law regulates injury or removal of trees measuring greater than 30 cm in diameter at 1.4 m 
above ground level.  In addition to the by-law with respect to private properties, the City of 
Toronto also has by-laws governing the management of street trees and trees in parks. 
 
The Heritage Conservation District Plan should examine tree preservation and consider any 
changes to current policies and by-laws in order to harmonize with the Garden District Heritage 
Conservation District. 

 
2.6.3.6      Sign By-law 

 
The City of Toronto has a Sign By-law in place, which was introduced in April 2010 and contains 
information and regulations related to the installation of signs.  The Sign By-law addresses various 
types of signs, and describes what signs are permitted to be installed within the various zones.  
The study area is generally divided into ‘Residential’ and ‘Commercial Residential’ zones, each of 
which permit a range of sign types and sizes.  Should Council authorize the preparation of a 
Heritage Conservation District Plan, signage should be examined in more detail. 
 

2.6.3.7      Potential development concerns 
 

The study area is characterized by a mix of residential, commercial and institutional land uses.  The 
predominant character is of a low rise landform, but some mid-rise and high-rise buildings have 
been constructed both within and on the periphery of the study area.  There have also been a 
number of recent development proposals at the periphery of the study area, generally proposing 
high-rise residential towers.  There are existing vacant lots within the study area, and it is 
important that new development is in keeping with the character of the area. 
 
Vacant lots and infill development can present challenges within established areas, as there is the 
potential for new building forms to be out of character with the existing development. There are 
some vacant and underused lots within the study area, and it is therefore expected that there will 
continue to be development opportunities within the area. Although the designation of all or a 
portion of the study area as a heritage conservation district may regulate demolition, the district 
guidelines could provide guidance on matters such as building height, setbacks, construction 
materials and roofing to help ensure that any proposed development is compatible with the 
surrounding area. 
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Development adjacent to a heritage conservation district can be as important as development 
within a district. Adjacent lands may be of interest for future heritage designation, and 
unsympathetic development of lands adjacent to a district could affect the character of the 
district itself. Height, building type, use and the protection of public views and vistas are 
important potential considerations. It is important for development adjacent to heritage 
conservation districts to be sympathetic to the district, and one way to ensure this is to prepare 
an impact assessment that describes the development, area potentially impacted, description of 
effects and any necessary mitigation. This can be thought of as similar to the way in which 
environmental features are assessed as part of development proposals. The City of Toronto 
Official Plan provides some guidance in this regard, and the Heritage Conservation District Plan 
will examine this aspect further and may make appropriate recommendations to refine existing 
policies. 

 
2.6.3.8     Heritage Conservation District Plan guidance 
 

In order to ensure that there is no conflict between planning and development objectives and 
the pursuit of sound heritage conservation and management, the Heritage Conservation District 
Plan should identify appropriate changes to City policies and by-laws, as well as outline any new 
measures to be pursued.  These potential policy revisions are outlined in further detail in Section 5 
of this study. 
 
2.7 Heritage conservation and financial incentives 
 
Municipal heritage conservation activities typically comprise two fundamental components: 
firstly, a system for regulating changes to the cultural heritage resource usually through a formal 
process of designation and subsequent permit approval and secondly, a complementary 
program of financial assistance to aid in the conservation of heritage resources and their 
component features and materials.  
 
The authority to provide financial incentives to heritage resource conservation is established 
under both the Ontario Heritage Act and the City of Toronto Act. Sections 39 and 45 of the Ontario 
Heritage Act provide that municipalities may establish by-laws to make grants or loans to owners 
of designated heritage properties and Section 334 (1) -334 (16) of the City of Toronto Act makes 
provisions for enabling municipal tax rebates for some heritage properties. Currently the City of 
Toronto has funding initiatives in place that can assist in the implementation of its heritage 
conservation programs for properties designated under Parts IV and V of the Ontario Heritage Act.  
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2.7.1 Municipal tax relief  
 
The City of Toronto has introduced a new program that offers property tax rebates of up to 40% 
for commercial and industrial heritage properties, on a cost-sharing basis for eligible conservation 
and maintenance work.  Eligible properties are: designated under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage 
Act (OHA) and subject to a Heritage Easement Agreement, or designated under the Part V of the 
OHA and subject to a Maintenance and Conservation Agreement.  The program will take effect in 
the 2015 tax year. 
 
2.7.2 Grants 
 
The City of Toronto currently offers a heritage grant program for properties designated under the 
Ontario Heritage Act.  The program provides up to $10,000 or 50% of the estimated cost of eligible 
heritage conservation work on house-form residential or institutional properties designated under 
Part IV or Part V of the Ontario Heritage Act.  
  
2.7.3 Conclusions 
 
The Heritage Conservation District Plan would further examine financial incentives, and may 
provide additional direction for consideration by the City of Toronto. 
  



3.0 EVALUATION OF CULTURAL  
        HERITAGE VALUE
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3.0  EVALUATION OF CULTURAL HERITAGE VALUE 
 
3.1 Introduction 
 
The City of Toronto Heritage Preservation Services document Heritage Conservation Districts in 
Toronto contains a set of criteria used to evaluate the cultural heritage value of a study area, in 
order to determine whether it has merit as a heritage conservation district. These are based on 
and expanded from evaluation criteria contained in Regulation 9/06 of the Ontario Heritage Act. 
The City of Toronto criteria are as follows: 
 
The district has design value or physical value because it, 

• has a rare, unique, representative or early collection of a style, type, expression, material or 
construction method, 

• has a rare, unique, or representative layout, plan, landscape, or spatial organization, 

• displays a consistently high degree of overall craftsmanship, or artistic merit. 
 
The district has historical value or associative value because it, 

• has direct associations with a theme, event, person, activity, organization or institution that is 
significant to a community, 

• yields, or has the potential to yield, information that contributes to an understanding of the 
history of a community or area, 

• demonstrates or reflects the work or ideas of a planner, architect, landscape architect, artist, 
builder, designer or theorist who is significant to a community. 

 
The district has contextual value because it, 

• possesses a character that defines, maintains or supports the area’s history and sense of time 
and place, 

• contains resources that are interrelated by design, history, use and/or setting, 

• is defined by, planned around, or is a landmark. 
 
The district has social value or community value because it, 

• yields information that contributes to the understanding of, supports, or maintains a 
community, culture or identity within the district, 

• is historically and/or functionally linked to a cultural group, an organized movement or 
ideology that is significant to a community plays a historic or ongoing role in the practice or 
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recognition of religious, spiritual or sacred beliefs of a defined group of people that is significant 
to a community. 

 
The district has natural value or scientific value because it, 

• has a rare, unique or representative collection of significant natural resources 

• represents, or is a result of, a significant technical or scientific achievement. 
 
The Garden District study area meets a number of the criteria outlined above.  
 

Design or Physical Value 
 
The study area demonstrates design or physical value because of its representative collection 
of mid-to-late-19th-century and early-20th-century historic building styles, notably Gothic 
Revival, Second Empire and Bay and Gable. The study area also has a representative plan and 
spatial organization evident in the street grid, lot and lane patterns from the mid-19th-century 
subdivision. This plan also contains a unique curve in Dundas Street (a visible link to the 
original survey) and is clearly defined and bookended by two park and public open space 
areas. The study area consistently displays a high degree of craftsmanship or artistic merit in 
many of its historic buildings.  
 
Historical or Associative Value 
 
The study area demonstrates historical or associative value because it has direct associations 
with events and persons that are significant to a community.  
 
The study area is associated with Aboriginal use of the land, historically, as aboriginal groups 
traveled and occupied land on the north shore of Lake Ontario. Presently, there is still an 
aboriginal presence in the study area with a concentration of aboriginal community resource 
centres and aboriginal murals and art.  
 
The study area is also directly associated with the Jarvis and Allan families of Toronto, who in 
the mid-19th-century subdivided their park lot estates to form the street grid pattern visible 
today. Allan Gardens and Moss Park are named in recognition of the Allan Family and their 
presence in the area. The study area also contains information that yields to the 
understanding of an area, notably the development of the former Park Lot properties that 
have transformed from 100 acre estates to part of the urban core of Toronto. Changes in the 
built fabric and uses of study area buildings also contribute to the understanding of the area 
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and the social and demographic changes that have occurred here and in the broader city 
over time.  
 
Contextual Value 
 
The study area demonstrates contextual value because it possesses a character, found within 
the streetscape and built form typologies that define and support the area’s history and sense 
of place, as a primarily residential neighbourhood that has evolved since the mid-to-late-19th-
century. The resources of the study area (buildings, street grid, lot patterns) are all interrelated 
by the subdivision design, the continued residential and institutional use of the area and its 
setting near the urban core of Toronto.  
 
Social or Community Value  
 
The study area demonstrates social or community value because of its long-standing history 
of housing social service institutions, from the 19th-century Boys’ Home and Fegan Boys’ 
home, to the later-20th-century and present-day social and community outreach, support and 
housing centres.  
 
 Natural/Scientific Value 
 
There are no features or associations within the study area that are rare, unique or 
representative of significant natural resources. There are no features in the study area that are 
representative or the result of a significant technical or scientific achievement.  

  
3.2  Integrity Criteria 
 
Integrity is an important consideration in evaluating the significance of a study area to determine 
whether it merits designation as a heritage conservation district. In a heritage conservation 
district, the integrity of the overall area, rather than on an individual property basis, is an 
important factor. This means that not necessarily every individual resource within the study area 
will have a high level of integrity. However, the sum of all resources and how they relate to each 
other, their context and setting provides a basis for determining the integrity of the historical or 
associative value of the area. It is important to note that integrity is not the same thing as 
condition. Integrity refers to the level of original or historic fabric still visible (whether it is built, 
landscape, contextual or a combination). Condition refers to the present state of the resources or 
historic fabric. A resource may have high integrity, but may be in poor repair or condition. 
Restoration or other treatments of historic or original fabric can change the condition.  
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3.2.1 Visual, functional or historical coherence 
 
This criterion refers to the consistent character that is presented by the collection of study area 
resources. The significant historical themes or associative values of a study area should be 
represented by an easily discernible or coherent collection of resources, and should be visible 
throughout the majority of the study area. This does not mean that all of the resources of the 
study area must be similar to one another – in fact, many districts demonstrate coherence by 
multiple character areas that, when taken together, make up a functional coherence. There is 
visual, functional and historical coherence found in the study area, with a majority of resources of 
high integrity from the late-19th- and early-20th-centuries and of residential, institutional or 
commercial use. These features are anchored together by a setting defined by the historical 
patterns of street grid, lot fabric and building setbacks.  
 
3.2.2 Authenticity 
 
This criterion refers to the study area’s ability to convey its heritage character through authentic 
historical attributes and original or appropriately restored materials, patterns or layouts. While 
some structures have had inappropriate changes, much of the study area retains authentic 
elements in its architectural details, building forms, uses, setbacks, streetscape character and 
street grid patterns. Even where individual decorative elements or original fabric have been 
removed or replaced, the authenticity of historic building form is often discernible, contributing 
to the overall character of the study area.  
 
3.2.3 Conclusion 
 
The built heritage character of the study area consists of a range of building types and ages.  
These buildings provide a context for the historical development and construction of the building 
stock within the study area.  Many buildings have undergone modifications over the years in 
order to increase space, accommodate new uses or simply to update the look. However, in 
general, the building stock has good integrity, which is a reflection of the level of maintenance 
undertaken as well as the vitality of the study area. 
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3.3 Statement of District Significance 
 
Description 
 
The Garden District study area is located just east of the Downtown Core of Toronto, containing 
primarily 19th- and early-20th-century residential dwellings with some commercial and institutional 
properties. The district contains a mix of historic buildings in varying architectural styles, as well as 
contemporary buildings, located within a defined street grid. It is bounded by Gerrard Street East 
to the north, Shuter Street to the south, Jarvis Street to the west and Sherbourne Street to the 
east. The district contains properties facing onto one or both sides of these streets, as well as 
George Street, Pembroke Street and Dundas Street East. It is located between Allan Gardens (from 
which the name Garden District is derived) and Moss Park.  
 
Key heritage values 
 
The Garden District study area represents the transformations of Toronto from Aboriginal use and 
pre-European settlement to the mid-19th-century onwards, from unsurveyed land to the 100 acre 
park lots to the more densely populated neighbourhood that is part of the urban area today. The 
collection of historic resources and their setting demonstrates the historical value, 
social/community value, design value and contextual value related to the early subdivision of the 
study area and its evolution to the diverse neighbourhood existing today.  
 
The physical attributes of the study area comprise a collection of mid-to-late-19th-century and 
early- 20th-century residential buildings. A variety of architectural styles and influences can be 
found in the Garden District, but Gothic Revival, Second Empire, and Bay and Gable styles are 
most evident. The study area contains a mix of single detached dwellings, but also a number of 
semi-detached duplexes and terraces. While many residential buildings have been converted into 
multiple unit residential, the historic character and heritage fabric of many buildings has been 
retained, contributing to a sense of time and place. Institutional buildings from the late-19th- and 
early-20th-century have also shaped the character of the neighbourhood, including churches, 
schools and social or community support services. Many of the commercial and institutional 
buildings are contemporary in design and contribute to an overall impression of an urban 
streetscape.  
 
The heritage fabric of the study area and more recent additions to the neighbourhood are 
situated in a street grid setting common to much of Toronto, though distinguished by a bend in 
Dundas Street and parks at either end of the study area. Some of the study area streets (Jarvis, 
Dundas, Sherbourne and Gerrard) have a more mixed use character where commercial uses are 
typically located. The remaining streets (George, Pembroke and Shuter) tend to have a stronger 
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residential character with local traffic. The study area streets, lined with a variety of landscaped 
yards, fenced areas, mature trees and on-street parking provide the setting for the mix of 
resources that tell the story of a more than a century-and-a-half of urban development in Toronto.  
 
Heritage Attributes 
 
Several elements are important in contributing to the cultural heritage value of the district, 
including: 

• The street grid pattern representative of the mid-19th-century subdivision of the Allan and 
Jarvis Park Lots (including the bend in Dundas Street and laneways to the rear of 
properties) 

• Green space created by Allan Gardens (north) and Moss Park (south) of the study area 
• The dominant residential use of the district, including single detached, duplex and 

terrace-style dwellings in a variety of styles from the 19th- and early-20th-centuries 
• A predominantly low-rise character of three-storeys or less 
• A small percentage of commercial and institutional properties 
• The collection of design patterns, decorative features and similar materials of a number of 

architectural styles, including (but not limited to) Second Empire, Bay and Gable, Gothic 
Revival, Italianate, Queen Anne, Romanesque, Edwardian Classicism, vernacular and 
contemporary 

• Generally consistent setbacks and lot sizes and the orientation of buildings to the street 
• Mature vegetation providing street tree canopy 
• Historic landscape pattern of maintained lawns and landscaped front yards with visibility 

to and from the street and walkways linking the building and yard (private realm) to the 
street (public realm).  

• Lack of front-yard parking or front-facing garages 
• On-street parking 
• Views from the north-south streets to Allan Gardens and Moss Park 
• Location in between the open space/park areas of Allan Gardens and Moss Park.  

 
3.4 Study Area archaeological potential 
 
The City of Toronto has developed an Archaeological Management Plan to identify general areas 
of archaeological potential for the presence and survival of archaeological sites as well as specific 
areas of known archaeological deposits referred to as “Archaeologically Sensitive Areas” (ASAs).  
The intent of the management plan is to ensure that archaeological sites are adequately 
considered and studied prior to any development or land alteration that may have an impact on 
potential resources.   
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There are two areas of archaeological potential within the study area (see below).  One area is 
located along George Street, between Shuter Street and Dundas Street and the other is located 
on the north side of Dundas Street, between George Street and Pembroke Street.  There are no 
Archaeologically Sensitive Areas within the study area at this time. 
 
When redevelopment is proposed for any lands that incorporate areas of identified archaeological 
potential, an archaeological assessment and evaluation process is initiated.  The assessment 
process includes a detailed land use history of the property in order to identify specific features of 
potential archaeological interest or value and to ascertain the likelihood that resources remain. 
 

 
Figure 7: Study area archaeological potential 
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The current City of Toronto Official Plan provides guidance regarding areas of archaeological 
potential, and notes that significant archaeological sites should be conserved by on-site 
preservation, or where not possible, investigation and documentation (Section 3.1.5.10).  It should 
be noted that through the current Official Plan review process, additional details are proposed to 
be incorporated related to archaeological sites and study requirements. The Heritage 
Conservation District Plan will further evaluate areas of archaeological potential, and may 
recommend additional measures in order to address these resources. 
 
3.5 District boundary delineation 
 
The Ontario Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport has noted in its published guidelines “Heritage 
Conservation Districts: A Guide to District Designation Under the Ontario Heritage Act” that a 
heritage conservation district typically displays a number of characteristics: 

“A concentration of heritage buildings, sites, structures; designed landscapes, natural 
landscapes that are linked by aesthetic, historical and socio-cultural contexts or use. 

A framework of structured elements including major natural features such as topography, land 
form, landscapes, water courses and built form such as pathways and street patterns, 
landmarks, nodes or intersections, approaches and edges. 

A sense of visual coherence through the use of such elements as building scale, mass, height, 
material, proportion, colour, etc. that convey a distinct sense of time or place. 

A distinctiveness which enables districts to be recognised and distinguishable from their 
surroundings or from neighbouring areas.” 

 
These characteristics are useful in assessing whether a proposed boundary for a Heritage 
Conservation District is appropriate.  

 
3.5.1 Framework of structuring elements 
 
Since the mid-1800s, the study area has continued to develop around a general grid network of 
streets and roads that guided settlement.  The designed elements of the Garden District study 
area are remnant of mid-19th-century subdivision initiated by Samuel Jarvis and William Allan. 
Both men subdivided the large park lot estates (stretching between present-day Queen Street 
and Bloor Street) that were part of the early grid survey pattern laid out after the arrival of 
Lieutenant Governor John Graves Simcoe and the establishment of York. The Jarvis and Allan 
subdivisions resulted in the street grid pattern, laneways and the establishment of Allan Gardens 
that are still visible today.  
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3.5.2 Concentration of heritage resources 
 
The presence of a grid network of streets, however, is not sufficient upon which to solely and 
firmly establish a heritage conservation district.  The provincial guidance clearly points to the 
notion of the ‘framework’, in this case the grid network being complemented by a concentration 
of heritage buildings, sites, structures and streetscapes. 
 
As noted in Section 3.3.1, there is a range of heritage attributes associated with the study area, 
and a range of heritage resources generally dating from the mid-19th- and early-20th-centuries.  
The collection of historic resources and their setting demonstrate the design value, historical 
value and contextual value related to the early subdivision of the study area and its evolution to 
the diverse neighbourhood existing today.  
 
3.5.3 Visual coherence of the study area 
 
The framework of structuring elements and concentration of heritage buildings also provide a 
considerable degree of visual coherence through the layering of human activities and associated 
built form upon the landscape.  
 
The residences constructed within the study area by the late-19th-century with similar setbacks, 
heights, forms and styles have largely survived, and give a distinctive sense of character to the 
study area.  These residences, combined with the landscaping and street trees within the area 
provide a strong visual coherence.  The visual coherence of the study area is also supported by 
views within the study area and also to the surrounding landscape.  As identified in Section 2.5, 
there are strong views along the streetscapes within the study area, and also towards the open 
space areas just outside the study area. 
 
3.5.4 Distinctive character 
 
Together, all of the forgoing attributes combine to create an environment and landscape of 
distinctive character.  The study area is situated in a street grid setting common to much of 
Toronto, though distinguished by a bend in Dundas Street and parks at either end of the study 
area. The study area streets, lined with a variety of landscaped yards, fenced areas, mature trees 
and on-street parking provide the setting for the mix of resources that tell the story of a more 
than a century-and-a-half of urban development in Toronto. 
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3.6 District boundary definition 
 
The study area boundary shown in Figure 1 was provided at the onset of the project by the City of 
Toronto. Based on the results of research, fieldwork and community consultation, minor 
alterations are recommended to the boundary, as follows: 

• It is recommended that the boundary be extended to include both sides of the street (on 
Shuter Street, Gerrard Street, George Street and Jarvis Street) where it was originally 
located at the centre of the street. This enables the HCD Plan to provide guidance for the 
entire public realm that is part of the street, as well as abut adjacent parkland. 

• It is also recommended that the Seaton House property on George Street be included in 
the district.  

• It is recommended that the following properties be excluded from the boundary: the 
northeast corner of Jarvis and Shuter Streets, the northwest corner of George and Shuter 
Streets, and the southeast corner of Sherbourne and Gerrard Streets. These properties are 
sites where new development is proposed or already approved.  

 
Figure 8 on the following page identifies the original study area boundary and the 
recommended alterations.  
 
3.6.1 Public consultation and district boundary re-definition 
 
Three public meetings have been held to date in the Garden District Heritage Conservation 
District Study process. The first was held in conjunction with a neighbourhood planning meeting 
on June 24th, 2013, and the second was held to further introduce the study team, purpose and 
information gathered to date on September 24th, 2013. A community workshop was held on 
February 6th, 2014 at the John Innes Community Centre in Moss Park.  Invites were provided to 
those who expressed an interest in attending at the last public meeting, and specific individuals / 
groups who were identified by the Councillor’s office as having an interest in the area were also 
invited.  The meeting provided an opportunity for the project team to update the community on 
the work completed to date, and also to gain feedback from attendees regarding the potential 
boundary of a heritage conservation district.  A brief presentation was provided by the project 
team, followed by a focus group session that explored various topic areas / questions.  The 
questions asked were as follows: 

1. Do you think there is merit in establishing a Heritage Conservation District here? 

2. Is the proposed boundary appropriate? 

3. What would you like to see addressed in the guidelines? 

4. Do you have any additional concerns or questions?  



POTENTIAL
BOUNDARY

STUDY AREA

FIGURE 8: PROPOSED GARDEN DISTRICT HCD AND STUDY AREA
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The majority of attendees at the focus group meeting generally agreed that the area had merit for 
designation as a heritage conservation district, and also that the proposed boundaries were 
appropriate.  There was support for the project team’s recommending to extending the boundary 
so that it included both sides of streets (especially those abutting Moss Park and Allan Gardens), 
as well as including the Seaton House. Feedback was also provided regarding design 
considerations for the next phase of the project, especially in relation to safety, lighting, fencing 
and streetscape improvements. The project team is not recommending any additional changes 
(other than those identified in the previous section) be made to the boundary as a result of the 
community consultation that has occurred to date. 
  
3.7 Conclusions 
 
The Garden District Heritage Conservation District Study originated as part of the exercise 
undertaken by City of Toronto Heritage Preservation Services staff in 2012 to identify priority areas 
for study as potential heritage conservation districts.  Various areas were evaluated by staff based 
on intensity of development activity, existing levels of heritage protection, overall fragility of an 
area and City planning priorities.  As a result of this work, five priority areas were identified for 
heritage conservation district studies to proceed immediately.  The Garden District was one of the 
areas selected by staff through this exercise and approved by Council.  
 
The proposed boundary appropriately contains a majority of properties of cultural heritage value, 
whether buildings, structures and streetscapes, that together, provide a rationale for the 
designation of this area as a heritage conservation district under Part V of the Ontario Heritage Act. 
Within the proposed district there are 230 inventoried properties or parcels of land containing 
approximately 250 buildings or structures (see Appendix A). 
 
Inevitably the proposed district contains a number of properties and features that do not readily 
fall into the category of “cultural heritage” and are of more recent construction. Most, if not all 
designated heritage conservation districts in Ontario, contain contemporary buildings and spaces 
and it is not unusual to find these features co-existing with cultural heritage resources. While 
these resources may be identified as “non-contributing” to the architectural or historic character 
of the area, they still form part of the study area fabric and will be addressed in the Heritage 
Conservation District Plan. Appropriate guidelines will address the management of these more 
recent changes in the landscape, especially with respect to matters of urban design and potential 
streetscape master plans. 
 
It is concluded that there is merit in proceeding to the second phase of the heritage conservation 
district study, namely the preparation of a Heritage Conservation District Plan containing 
guidance on the management of the district’s character and attributes.   



4.0 RECOMMENDED OBJECTIVES OF THE 
   PROPOSED DESIGNATION AND PLAN 

CONTENT
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4.0  RECOMMENDED OBJECTIVES OF THE PROPOSED DESIGNATION AND PLAN 
 CONTENT 
 

4.1  Introduction 
 

Section 1 of this report noted that the scope of the heritage conservation district assessment 
study was guided by the City of Toronto’s terms of reference for this study, ‘Heritage Conservation 
Districts in Toronto – Procedures, Policies and Terms of Reference’, as well as the requirements of 
the Ontario Heritage Act, notably subsection 40(2) which prescribes that a study will contain a 
number of components and shall: 
 
 (c) consider and make recommendations as to the objectives of the designation and the content of 

the heritage conservation district plan required under section 41.1; 
 
As prescribed in the Ontario Heritage Act the planning and management of a heritage 
conservation district involves two stages: the preparation of a study, followed by preparation of a 
plan. The key aim of the heritage assessment study is to describe the heritage character and 
attributes of an area and provide a rationale for designating the place as a heritage conservation 
district. 
 
The Heritage Conservation District Plan is intended to provide the basis for the conservation, 
management and protection of the district’s identified heritage features, notably the area’s 19th-
century and 20th-century buildings, streetscapes and trees. The Heritage Conservation District Plan 
will provide a series of specific guidelines for change within both the public and private realms of 
the proposed heritage conservation district. 
 
The Heritage Conservation District Plan is also intended to provide guidance on a variety of other 
matters including changes to planning, development and policy matters as well as other 
municipal activities such as financial incentives, public works and streetscape improvements. 
 
At the core of designating any Heritage Conservation District is the assumption that much of the 
management of physical change within the area will be undertaken through the review and 
decision-making process related to heritage permit applications under Part V of the Ontario 
Heritage Act. It is important that all potential participants in the decision-making process be aware 
of all those who will be using the Heritage Conservation District Plan. The Heritage Conservation 
District Plan should be used and consulted by the following people, agencies and authorities: 

• Property owners 

• City Council 
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• Heritage Preservation Services staff 

• Toronto Preservation Board 

• Local utilities 
 
Given the various diverse interests and values that may exist within the Heritage Conservation 
District Plan area, it is important to recognize the assumptions and objectives that are to be 
sought in conserving, protecting and managing the heritage conservation district. These are 
contained in the following sections and will form the part of the Garden District Heritage 
Conservation District Plan. 
 
4.2  Garden District heritage character and conservation management approach 
 
The Garden District Heritage Conservation District comprises a distinctive ensemble of heritage 
buildings and streetscapes that have resulted from over a century-and-a-half of many natural, 
social, economic and physical changes.  This distinctive heritage character and the diverse 
streetscapes are to be conserved and protected in the process of future change. 
 
Accordingly, the Heritage Conservation District Plan will recognize that: 

• Owners of heritage property are considered to be the prime custodians of the Garden 
District Heritage Conservation District. 

• Property owners may wish to add on to buildings and structures, alter buildings and 
landscapes, or otherwise change their property to accommodate required working or 
living space and new facilities, and such work may be permitted provided it is in 
conformity with the applicable guidelines contained in the Heritage Conservation District 
Plan. 

• District designation under Part V of the Ontario Heritage Act does not seek the prohibition 
of change or restoration of the district to a former past historical state, but simply 
establishes a mechanism for the municipal review and determination of heritage permit 
applications for changes to properties, both public and private within the District.  

• Change in the future is expected within the Garden District Heritage Conservation District, 
yet it must be carefully managed in a manner that does not adversely affect the distinctive 
heritage character of the District. 
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• Any proposed change within the District shall be considered within a number of 
conservation, design, landscaping and planning guidelines and with consideration of the 
individual merits of the proposed change. 

• Property owners may wish to restore heritage properties and such work may be 
encouraged through heritage incentive programs for eligible work and ensuring 
conformity with the applicable guidelines in the District Plan. 

• All residents and property owners within the Garden District Heritage Conservation 
District shall be afforded fair and equitable consideration in the determination of heritage 
permit applications within the District. 
 

4.3  Objectives of the proposed designation for the Garden District Heritage 
 Conservation District 

 
In designating the Garden District Heritage Conservation District, a number of key objectives are 
sought as follows: 

• To maintain and conserve the distinctive heritage character of the diverse streetscapes 
within the Garden District area. 

• To protect and enhance heritage property in both the public and private realm. 

• To avoid the loss or removal of heritage buildings, structures and landscape fabric, and to 
encourage only those changes that are undertaken in a manner that if such alterations 
were removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the heritage property, 
materials and fabric would remain unimpaired. 

• To encourage property owners to make continuing repairs and undertake maintenance of 
property in order to conserve the overall character and appearance of the District. 

• To support the continuing care, conservation and maintenance of heritage properties by 
providing guidance on sound conservation practice and encouraging applications to 
funding sources for eligible work. 

• To encourage the maintenance and protection of the public realm of the District, as well 
as avoiding or minimizing adverse effects of public undertakings. 

• To manage trees, treelines and grass boulevards that contribute to the cultural heritage 
value of the District. 
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• To encourage the maintenance of a low profile residential environment within portions of 
the District. 

• To support existing uses and adaptive re-uses wherever feasible within the existing 
building stock. 

• To prevent the establishment of those land uses and associated built forms and features 
which would be out of keeping with or have detrimental effects upon the character of the 
District.  

• To avoid the demolition of existing heritage buildings or structures and their replacement 
with incompatible new development 

• To permit new development only when it respects or otherwise complements the 
prevailing character of the existing heritage buildings and landscapes within the District. 

• To ensure that potential archaeological resources are identified, evaluated, and conserved. 

• To encourage public realm improvements that respect the historical associations and 
attributes of the area as well as promote a pedestrian-friendly environment that links the 
Garden District to adjacent areas. 
 

4.4 Garden District Heritage Conservation District Plan content 
 
It is expected that the Garden District Heritage Conservation District Plan will contain a number of 
provisions that satisfy the requirements of Subsection 41.1(5) of the Ontario Heritage Act including 
the following: 

• A statement of the objectives to be achieved in designating the area as a heritage 
conservation district. 

• A statement explaining the cultural heritage value or interest of the heritage conservation 
district. 

• A description of the heritage attributes of the heritage conservation district and of 
properties in the district. 

• Design guidelines for alterations and additions to heritage buildings and structures, 
including façades and signage. 

• Design guidelines for alterations and additions to contemporary buildings and structures. 
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• Guidelines on new construction as infill development. 

• Guidelines on demolition and removal of buildings and structures. 

• Landscape conservation guidelines for both public and private property. 

• Recommendations related to the identification of potential archaeological resources 
within the study area. 

• Funding initiatives. 

• Changes to municipal planning and administrative procedures. 

• Identification of alterations or classes of alterations that can be carried out without 
obtaining a heritage permit under section 42 of the Ontario Heritage Act. 
 

 
  



5.0 RECOMMENDED CHANGES TO CITY 
PLANNING MECHANISMS AND BY-LAWS
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5.0 RECOMMENDED CHANGES TO CITY PLANNING MECHANISMS AND BY-LAWS 
 
5.1 Background 

The successful maintenance and protection of a designated heritage conservation district relies in 
part on ensuring that local planning policies, by-laws and initiatives complement, support or 
provide an appropriate framework for realistic and achievable conservation measures anticipated 
by the Heritage Conservation District Plan. 
 
The Official Plan and Zoning by-law reviewed earlier in this study are generally supportive of the 
protection and conservation of the overall character of the proposed district and its heritage 
attributes. Accordingly no major land use changes or new directions are being sought as a result 
of this study. 
 
In order to refine and direct conservation, change and potential new development within the 
boundaries of the proposed heritage conservation district, a number of matters were identified 
which may require minor changes or modifications to existing zoning provisions. Additionally, 
there are a number of other measures that may assist in ensuring ease of administration and in 
reducing potential delays in processing of heritage permit applications. 

 
5.2 Zoning by-law 

The current zoning provisions recognize existing uses of buildings and lands and no changes are 
recommended. The permitted maximum building height in the residential zones is 12.0 metres, 
and an assessment will be undertaken during the preparation of the guidelines to ensure that this 
height is appropriate.  Step-backs may also be recommended, as could be the avoidance of 
certain roof types. 
 
5.3 Sign By-law 

It was noted in Section 2 of this study that the City of Toronto had adopted a Sign By-law to 
regulate the installation of signs on property.  Signage is typically a matter dealt with through the 
guidelines in a Heritage Conservation District Plan.  It is recommended that the Heritage 
Conservation District Plan investigates the possibility of streamlining the sign permit application 
process to avoid potential duplication with the heritage permit process. 
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5.4 Ontario Heritage Act Part IV designations, heritage easement agreements and other 
measures 

Sections 2 and 3 of this study have provided a sound rationale for district designation under Part V 
of the Ontario Heritage Act. It is recognized that this is a modified area from the original study area. 
As noted in Section 3, the most cohesive grouping of cultural heritage resources falls within the 
area identified within the potential Heritage Conservation District boundary. This study concludes 
that the heritage character of the area is best protected and managed through Part V district 
designation. No additional protective heritage mechanisms or regulations are warranted or 
recommended for this specific area at this time. 
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